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ABSTRACT

Within the environmental governance mechanism ahate change mitigation, the
carbon dioxide sequestered from trees has becaraw &radable commodity. The socio-
political context in which this mechanism is embedidhas linked climate change
mitigation with sustainable development. Howeverbenefit climate and at the same
time to contribute to sustainable development isaanbitious target that is not free of
controversy. Climate Community and Biodiversity rtards (CCB) certify and validate
land-based climate change mitigation projects #ratsaid to solve climate, social and
biodiversity problems simultaneously. In order talarstand these Standards’ proposal it
is essential to realize that ecological problemmmise much more than physical facts,
but involves social constructions around the walia# society interpret those problems.
This thesis’ argument is that the narratives assediwith the Standards and projects
reflect certain ideas that are shaped by and atdhnge are shaping their reality. This
thesis’ main goal is to understand how the ideasStdndards and projects are
contributing to the solution to mitigate climateadge and simultaneously benefit
biodiversity and communitiesTo reach this goal this study uses a combination of
Foucaultdian genealogical analysis and argumesetaligcourse analysis. It examines
documents related to the CCB Standards and sikeohine currently approved projects
formulation documents. Ecological Modernization, e@r Governmentality, Civic
Environmentalism and Sustainable Development whieggefour main discourses found
around the debate of this mitigation strategy. Bt@ndards and the projects represent
and are shaped by what this study calégket orientation, expert-based decision making,
participatory and sustainable developmesib-discourses. These findings indicate that
the CCB Standards and, to some extent, the promesdominated by a form of
Ecological Modernization in which both its strongdaits weak version are present.
Strong ecological modernization is complementedlwc Environmentalism, and weak
ecological modernization is complemented by GreeweBhmentality. Consequently it
implies that the conception of the standards aedptiojects are marked by three main
concepts marketzation, technocratization and ppatiion, which imply both strengths
and weakness for this climate change mitigatioatesgyy.

Keywords: environmental discourses, Climate, Community Brmtiversity Standards,
climate change mitigation, Policy discourse analysi
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1 INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, climate change is a common aspect ipdtligcal and environmental debate,
although it is not a new concept. Its origin datesk to the 1890s when the chemist,
Svante Arrhenius, made public the first predictiabsut the effects of changing carbon
dioxide (CQ) concentrations in the atmosphere (Hamblynpress) Today it is
positioned in almost all fields including politicscience, industry, and economics.
Regarding the climate change policy discourse, citiecept of climate change as we
know it today takes shape from 1985 to 1992 (Hul2@§8). According Hulme (2008),
the first Assessment Report of the Intergovernnidtdael of Climate Change (IPCC) in
1990 was decisive for positioning the concept that been dominant since then,
influencing the 1992 UN Framework Convention om@ie Change, the Kyoto Protocol
in 1997, and the subsequent IPCC reports. Clinfsaage has also transcended as a daily
life issue calling for the sense of responsibiliyat each and every one of us have in
order to lessen the causes of the problem.

The way this physical phenomenon has been consttuato the social and political
fields frames climate change as a complex probliens considered to be a global
problem with long-term transboundary impacts. Tregnitude and the nature of climate
change policy outcomes are related with consumppatterns, health, education, and
environment over time and involve equity and justissues for present and future
generations (Stern, 2007). Climate change engagesiety of actors and institutions —
government and non-government organizations, sfierdommunities, and citizens,
among others. There are several explanations goorigin. Natural and anthropogenic
factors have been attributed to climate changeesausut there is not a consensus yet
(van Geel, 2006). At the same time, it is formedabyariety of aspects, many of which
are complex. For example, some of the identifiegsplal effects of climate change
around the world are the melting of glaciers, tbieliication of oceans, the extinction of
species, the rise in sea level, etcetera, andiallnhave proved to have socio-economic
consequences on the human population (Stern, 2007).

Technically, the problem has been linked to theceatration of the so-called greenhouse
gases (GHG) where GQroncentration has received vast attention. At guresthere
seems to be globally accepted that ;,C#dmospheric levels need to decrease. As
mentioned earlier, humans are considered, at Ipastially, responsible for this
phenomenon. Human-induced climate change is caesidéo be caused by the
accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmospherethe past 100 years (Stern,
2007). In general, the current proposed stratefgiedeal with this phenomenon range
over adaptation and mitigation. Adaptation referghe capacity of natural or human
systems to respond to the effects of climate ch#@iReC, 2007a), and mitigation refers
to the reduction of the so-called greenhouse gasessions (IPCC, 2007b).

In the fourth Assessment IPCC Report, key technetognd practices for mitigation are
mentioned in different economic sectors. Some exesrgre switching form coal to gas,
and using solar energy in the energy sector; uBiegefficient vehicles and rail and



public transportation in the transport sector; iempénting efficient lighting, heating and
cooling in the building sector; employing efficiemnd-use electrical equipment,
recovering and recycling heat and power, and coimgonon-CQ gases emissions in the
industry sector; and using organic waste compestaling and minimizing waste in the
waste sector (IPCC, 2007b). Agriculture and fosesector are also listed as possible
contributors to the climate change mitigation €&t In the case of agriculture, the
improvement of crop and grazing land managemeuwtdler to increase carbon storage,
the restoration of cultivated peaty soils, the adég management of stock, manure, and
fertilizers, and the production of biofuels are soof the alternatives. The forestry sector
includes afforestation, reforestation and defotestaavoidance practices, forest and
harvested products management, and bioenergy grod {t°PCC, 2007b).

In the context of climate change mitigation strgtefe carbon credit market emerges as
a place where carbon credits or offsets and alloesrare negotiated. The idea behind
the compensation mechanism is that someone istpaigduce carbon emissions or to

increase carbon sequestration. By doing so, themieebuys the credits can compensate
his own emissions. The place where emissions t&ee@nd the place where they are
compensated can be different since carbon accuilat the atmosphere is a global

phenomenon.

Land-based projects (agro-forestry, reforestaémojding deforestation) represent one of
the possibilities for producing those credits, hseaof the trees’ ability to sequester LO

Their economic and environmental efficiency andrtipetential to produce associated
benefits (socio-economic and environmental) beywadoon dioxide reduction are

arguments to support land-based carbon projectsinfkiss et al., 2008). However

controversial arguments related with lack of addidlity, ‘carbon colonialism’, and lack

of equity among others is part of the current delwat mitigation strategy (this will be

further explained in the next section). In ordeigtiarantee credibility and quality to the
project, several certification schemes have beeated (Kollmuss et al., 2008). The
Clean Development Mechanism, for the case of thaladed market; and the Voluntary
Carbon Standards, The Chicago Climate Exchange, Flae Vivo System, and the

Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards (CC#) the voluntary market are

some examples of those certification schemes. Varigifferences are found in the
specific kind of project and the way to produce thedits. In addition, some of the

certification schemes are considered ‘minimum stathdoffsets’, and those who

emphasize on the ancillary benefits are considgearmet’ standards (Kollmuss et al.,

2008). This study focuses one of the ‘gourmet’ iteation schemes -—Climate,

Community and Biodiversity standards (CCB).

The CCB standards were developed in the year 20@5 the aim of evaluating the
impacts on climate, community and biodiversity arfid-based climate change mitigation
projects (CCBA, 2005b). Nowadays, they are wellnan the voluntary market and the
Clean Development Mechanism (Hamilton et al., 2008|muss et al., 2008); and they
are considered to emphasize the social and enveotanbenefits of projects (Kollmuss
et al., 2008). For that reason, the CCB standamalgqe a good way to access the land-
base climate change mitigation strategy debatetwisiche core of this study. Here, |
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will examine the narratives associated with the C&&dards in order to understand
some implications in the co-benefit of the projects

1.1 General Context
The voluntary market and the Clean Development Mechnism

Carbon commodities traded in the market can bevalhaes or offsets. Allowances are
created by the so called cap-and-trade systemsoffsets or carbon credits are created
by project-based systems (Kollmuss et al., 2008gdi#onally, the carbon Market can be
divided in two sectors: the regulated and the visignschemes. Under the project-based
system both schemes, regulated and voluntary, edoumd. This is the case of the Clean
Development Mechanism of the Kyoto Protocol (reggdamarket) and the offset
projects (voluntary market).

In this order of ideas it is important to mentidre tdevelopment of the project-based
system among the regulated and voluntary schenweslafify, the Kyoto Protocol is not

the only international regulated scheme; anotheamgye is the European Union’s
Emissions Trading Scheme. However the Kyoto Prdtasothe regulatory scheme

referred to hereafter when mentioning the regulatadket.

In 1995, Activities Implemented Jointly (AlJ) wastroduced during the first session of
the Conference of the Parties (COP). Although tredlits produced in the very first
projects were not traded under regulatory scheifassada et al., 2008), they were the
basis for collaborative project-based mechanismsit@ate GHG emissions (Estrada et
al., 2008, Hamilton et al., 2007, Hamilton et &008). After that, in 1997 the Kyoto
Protocol defined three ‘flexibility mechanisms’ fnowhich the Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM) and Joint Implementation (JI) wemject-based. CDM allowed
developing countries to participate in carbon tngdiArticle 12 of the Kyoto Protocol
refers to the Clean Development Mechanism as a améxiin for the parties in Annex | to
achieve compliance with their quantified emissiomtation and reduction commitments,
and at the same time to assist parties not inclile®hnex | in achieving sustainable
development and in contributing to the ultimateechye of the Convention (UNFCCC,
1998).

With regard to the voluntary market, Hamilton amdvweorkers (2007) stated that one of
the first voluntary investments in carbon dioxideqsgestration emerged in 1989
pretending to find new ways of financing projectsnfi conservation organizations. Years
before, in 1976, scientist Freeman J. Dyson haggsed a worldwide plant-growing
program as a response to the rising levels of carboxide in the atmosphere
(Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006). From 1989 to Z26@3voluntary market was the only
option to end being ‘virtually forgotten’ due toettemergent need of regulated carbon
markets (Hamilton et al., 2007). However, while thienate change issue gained power
(around 2006) the voluntary market grew as wellsistill growing, though it remains
small compared with regulated markets (Hamiltoale2007, Hamilton et al., 2008).

11



Although carbon projects started earlier in theuatdry market than in the regulated one,
the essential concept in both cases is similar. tRerexisting voluntary certification
standards, the project cycle is similar to the Cbi&, although the certification process
is not based in national administrative bodiesibytrivate certification schemes. Some
authors have considered voluntary market as arige§ield’ for the regulated one, or an
opportunity for projects or parties that cannotifi®uded in the compliance mechanism
(Hamilton et al., 2007, Kollmuss et al., 2008, Héom et al., 2008). Estrada and co-
workers (2008) stated that voluntary market’ prtgetave been heavily influenced by
regulated mechanisms with regard to the basic rglexesses, and actors. One of the
main differences relevant for that study is that wioluntary market includes more types
of forestry projects, for example ‘avoided defoadisin’ projects.

There are many types of projects that can be imgiged in order to emit carbon credits
or offsets such as energy efficiency, renewablegynédiological sequestration projects
and others. Agriculture, Forest, and Other LandsUsé-OLU) activities are part of bio-
sequestration projects. As mentioned earlier, éngfication standards were developed to
guarantee the transparency and quality of the gioj&urthermore, some of the schemes
emphasize the associated benefits that climategehamtigation projects bring to the
communities where they are developed. These lienafe known as co-benefits or
ancillary benefits and are related with sustainaaieelopment. Next, this aspect will be
elaborated in more detail.

Certification standards and co-benefits

The social and environmental benefits that go béybe GHG reduction are called ‘co-
benefits’. They include job creation, improved loaa quality, protected and enhanced
biodiversity, etc. (Kollmuss et al., 2008). The tairsable development issue has been
present in both schemes, voluntary and regulated.ifstance, the conception of the
CDM was to include developing nations to bring theevelopment benefits and at the
same time provide cost-effective reductions for edewed parties (UNFCCC, 1998).
However, it is claimed that this mechanism haseéhilo bring such development and
sustainability benefits (Kollmuss et al., 2008). [Mdary markets seem to pay more
attention to development issues (Estrada et aD8RMut they have not been free of
controversy (Granda, 2005). Olsen (2007) concluftedn a literature review that
forestry carbon projects were unlikely to achiethe bjectives of local equity and
sustainable development. Besides, Kollmuss andarers (2008) recognized that there
frequently was a trade-off between maximizing erorss reductions and increasing
sustainability benefits. They mentioned that smeelile grass-root projects were not
primarily about maximizing emissions reductions balbout providing financial
alternatives to projects with high sustainabilignkfits.

Reliability and credibility play an important rola defining the quality of the credits

issued. Because carbon offsets are not materiadsgothey need a process of
certification. Currently a variety of certificatiostandards exist. A number of them are
very close to the CDM and its approved methodokigihers are limited to certain types
of project, some emphasize social and environmeagpécts (Kollmuss et al., 2008).

12



Some standards are said to have gone beyond thea$$HG reductions focusing also
on social and environmental benefits, the so-cdlydirmet’ standards, in comparison
with ‘minimum standard offsets’ (Kollmuss et alQdB)

The Community, Climate and Biodiversity standards an example of ‘gourmet’
standards. As mentioned earlier, they were devdlap005 with the aim of evaluating
the impacts on climate, community and biodiversiy land-based climate change
mitigation projects (CCBA, 2005b). These standawise designed to certify land
management projects that simultaneously minimizaate change, support sustainable
development and conserve biodiversity. Their dgyale claim for ‘designing resilient
actions that address multiple global problems siamelously’ since ‘environmental and
social challenges cannot be solved in isolatiolCB&, 2005a). The CCB standards are
intended to be used in designing and implemenhrggkind of projects and consist of 23
criteria arranged in the following sections: gehechmate community and biodiversity
(CCBA, 2005a) (for a detailed description of thanstards, see chapter five). Due to the
characteristics mentioned earlier, the CCB starsdagflect appropriately some of the
main aspects of the debate around the land-bas®atel change mitigation strategy
related to trading climate offsets and reachingasnable development.

1.2 Problem statement

Two aspects are important to understand the problddnessed in this research. Firstly,
the Climate, Community and Biodiversity standards @art of a governance mechanism
related with the climate change mitigation stratdgypvironmental governance is defined
as the regulatory processes through which politeetiors influence environmental

actions and outcomes and it includes internatiaeabrds, national policies, decision-
making processes and market structures among ofhermos and Agrawal, 2006).

Secondly, ecological problems comprise much moaa tphysical facts, they involve

social constructions around the way society intggpand tries to solve them. Hajer and
Versteeg (2005, 1995) suggest that ecological msftlepend on discursive dynamics;
they illustrate this by stating that an ecologicakis becomes a political problem if
society conceives it like that. Hence, the envirental domain includes social practices
that involve, for example, dictating science, regjnlg markets, and having people
participate (Hajer, 1995). In this order of ide#tsis study deals with the narratives
associated with the CCB standards and the way iithwthese narratives affect the
projects, and the implication these narratives havke projects ad in the debate.

So far, planting trees -or avoiding cutting themvde has been explained as one solution
to tackle global warming. At the same time, carbmmojects must contribute to
sustainable development. The CCBA was formed aadC@®B standards were created in
line with this emphasizing on the co-benefits. haligh there are controversy about the
sustainable development issue, the CCB Standaedsagdl to solve the incompatibility
among development and environment, by certifyingjgmts that benefit climate,
community and biodiversity at the same time. Thestjon ishowthey are constructed to
respond to this premisk this order of ideas this study is interestedoiunderstand the

13



way in which such Standards are formulated and th@y are interpreted in the project
formulation.

The certification standards influence how projeares conceived and presented, how the
community will be involved or benefited, and whdiet possible effects on the
environment will be. Based on the socially condiwist assumption, this thesis
argument is that the narratives associated wittstdwedards reflect certain discourses and
at the same time they shape the reality of theeptsj First, the establishment of the CCB
standards reflects the interaction between enviesriah discourses. Then, during the
process of project formulation, certain discurstdements emerge, shaping their reality,
specifically in relation with the co-benefits. Thighout the creative process of planning,
certain discursive elements will be institutionatizand will eventually model the project
reality.

This study is focused on CCB Standards. Here, k deeelucidate the narratives

associated with this standard and some projectshiéfaae been already approved. The
selection of this topic is motivated in the ongoihgpate on climate change mitigation
and its relation with sustainable development aradunal resource management.
Empirically, this research can contribute to untierding the implications of the use of
the standards in land-based projects, aiming t@até climate change. Scientifically, it

is relevant to study discourses associated toingsteenomena and contextualize them in
the natural resource management and social imjgitat “Because reality is seen as
socially constructed, the analysis of meanings Imeso central; for interpretative

environmental policy research, it is not and enwmnental phenomenon in itself that is
important, but the way in which society makes thesg of this phenomenon” (Hajer and
Versteeg, 2005, p. 176)

1.3 Research objectives and research questions

This study examines how Climate, Community and Biexity Standards represent
discourses that participate in the meaning makingalti-benefits land based climate
projects. In this order of ideas, the main objextdf this study isto explore how CCB
Standards are formulating the solution to mitigatenate change and simultaneously
benefit biodiversity and communities, by explorihgw environmental discourses
influence multi-benefit land-based carbon projeatsl what are the implications of these
discourses on the Standards, the projects, andetuently on the mutli-benefit land-
based climate change mitigation strategy

For this case | will divide the main objective irftur specific objectives. The associated
research questions are presented.

1. To identify the environmental discourses relatethwie debate of multi-benefit
land-based carbon projects.

14



- Which are the main environmental discourses edlatith climate change
mitigation projects, specifically those based oasetrplanting and forest
conservation?

2. To identify how these environmental discoursestedia the CCB standards

- Which, out of the previous identified discoursase present in the CCB
Standards and how do they relate to each other?

3. To identify the discourses institutionalized in #ieeady approved CCB projects

- Which discourses can be identified in the CCB'gjéct Design Documents
and how do they relate to each other?

4. To identify how the discourses found in the CCBn8tads and those found in the
project relate

- How do the discourses found in the CCB Standargkthose found in the
projects relate?

5. To understand, in the light of the discourses fouhe implications of those
discourses found in the reality of the CCB stanslandd projects in relation with
the current debate around land-based climate rtitigarojects

- How are the CCB standards and projects relatetheéocurrent debate of
sustainable development of land-based carbon pisGjec

1.4 Outline of the report

The first chapter of this document started introdgdhe overall facts that comprise the
current understanding or climate change, and sulesgky, as a matter of a

contextualization, it narrowed to those related the land-based climate change
mitigation strategy. Then it framed the problemdradsed in this study into a

constructivist approach, where the discursive dyosnare the core of the study to
understand the debate around this mitigation gjyatéarough the Climate, Community

and Biodiversity Standards and some of the apprgvepbcts. The chapter finalized by
presenting the research objectives and researdtiguoe traced for this thesis (Chapter
one).

Subsequently, a theoretical framework is presenéedl some ontological and
epistemological bases are given. The researchegyras defined as policy discourse
analysis, placed into a post-structuralist schddhough. This chapter finishes with an
explanation of why this approach has been choséagtér two). The methods used to
answer the research questions are given; explahomgtwo methodological approaches
—the Foucaultdian genealogical analysis and thenaegtative discourse analysis— will
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be used to address the study. After that, the lddtanethods are presented (Chapter
three).

After that, the following four chapters are devotedthe results. The environmental

discourses around the land-based mitigation stawdepate are identified, and a

contextualization of the main facts around the alombnstruction of this debate is given.
The chapter finalizes with the identification ofettommunalities of the discourses,
which facilitates the posterior discourse idensifion and analysis (Chapter four).

Afterwards, the Climate Community and Biodiversi§tandards website and the

Standards document are described, in order totrdlies the material in which the

discourse analysis were preformed. Following, tisealirse analysis is presented, where
the distinguishing characteristics form the presiadentified environmental discourses
are used to define new sub-discourses representetbaming the Standards. At the end
of the chapter, the identified story-lines per disse are listed (Chapter five).

Subsequently, a similar process is undertaken wiithof the nine approved projects

approved against the CCB Standards. Each of thegtsois described, following the

same structure of the Standards, and the sub-d&eaentification per project is present
afterwards. At the end of this chapter, an oveaahlysis of each of the sub-discourses
found in the projects as a whole is given, andstbey-lines are outlined (Chapter six).

Last but not least, the results found form the C8&fndards and the CCB projects
analysis are compared, in order to understand hewrelate. Following, the findings are
placed back into the current debate described apteh fourth, by relating them to the
identified environmental discourses. There theutsge dominance is assessed (Chapter
seven). Subsequently, the conclusions of the relsese presented and a discussion is
elaborated in terms of the implications of the iing$ for the projects, the standards and
the governance strategy. This chapter includesraopal reflection of the research,
focused in the methodology and pragmatic aspedtsea$tudy (Chapter eight).
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

To understand how the goals of this study are gtorige reached, it is important to look
at the theoretical basis that supports the forraraof this research. As it was said
before, it is based on a governance strategy tagaét climate change and reach
sustainable development. This study is framed psliay discourse analysis; thus it is
important to clarify why it is valid to analyze whia being said or written in order to
understand a given solution for an environmentabl@m, or more specifically in
accordance with this study how the CCB standardd projects are said to be
contributing to mitigate climate change, and todfgrcommunities and biodiversity at
the same time. Therefore, in this chapter the ogtoal and epistemological basis of the
discourse theory will be given and will be situateda school of thought of the social
sciences.

The environmental discourse is found in the waywimch a society understands and
addresses environmental problems; at the samethimaliscourse shapes the socially-
constructed environmental problems (Hajer, 1995)déy this assumption, this study
relates to a proposed solution of a complex problaimate change. The solution
proposes to compensate the carbon dioxide emissadeased into the atmosphere by
planting trees (afforestation, reforestation, afgmestry) or by not cutting them (avoiding
deforestation) and at the same time bringing sustéde development.

Nowadays it is assumed that we, humans, are partedponsible for climate change;
hence it is also believed that we have the abibtyrevent, mitigate and even stop it.
Mitigation is mainly done by controlling the so-deml greenhouse gas emissions,
especially carbon dioxide or by promoting carbooxitle natural sequestration. This
needs to be achieved in line with sustainable a@gwmeent (UNFCCC, 1998). The Clean
Development Mechanism and the voluntary offsettimgrket are examples of
governance mechanisms related with natural resauaceagement that deal with climate
change mitigation. Thus, the problematization @hate change is defined as the result
of an increased release of greenhouse gases tatrttesphere due to human activity
which can be solved by means of mitigation. In tbarticular case of carbon
sequestration, it involves natural resource managémsuch as tree planting, forest
conservation, forestry management, and agro-fgre§iiven the fact that the current
understanding of climate change mitigation is aiadoconstruction of a complex
environmental phenomenon, it is interesting to usta@d how this interpretation gives
shape to and is shaped by the discourses it rapisese

The various ways to interpret and understand thmesaroblem also contribute to
generate solutions to it, and this is reflectethandiscourse. For example, the conception
of climate change mitigation has been related wagiues such as scientific information
generation, market self-regulation ability, citizenparticipation, and sustainable
development. These are considered key elementeddution to achieve mitigation by
means of natural resource management regulatioler@gulation, especially in the case
of forest-based or forestry mitigation projectsciaf these elements entails different
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implications to achieve a formulation of mitigatietrategies that brings its own concepts
or ideas to the solution of the problem. Consedygetitese concepts or ideas may be
translated into practice, i.e. in the developmentertification schemes or in project

formulation. Ultimately, by studying the discourdeis possible to see how the way
people communicate is reflected in social practices

Although the fluctuation in the carbon dioxide esed into the atmosphere is a physical
phenomenon, the way to conceive and address tboidgon and its solutions is socially

constructed. Discourse dynamics play a central irolde problematization of this issue

and involve processes such as meaning making, gieyes, power, and interests. The

basic assumption to consider it in that way isdhpacity of language to shape the views
of reality rather than just to be a neutral medtomepresent it (Hajer, 2006).

Discourse theory is focused on the different magsiof objects or events; thus, in
ontological terms, this approach assumes multip@afly constructed realities, instead
of an objective reality (Paul, 2009). The policgaburse analysis approach used in this
study is placed in the interpretative or social starctionist tradition of the social
sciences (Guba and Lincon, 1998 cited in Hajer\dmcteeg, 2005). Epistemologically,
constructivism rejects the basic assumptions oftigssn which suggests that science
can produce objective knowledge, based on objectivemediated observations.
Consequently, there is no room for exploring olyectealities, but it is possible to
understand socially produced meanings (Howarth 20@@ in Paul, 2009). In the case
of this study, the idea is not to affirm how the EGtandards are actually mitigating
climate, benefiting communities and conserving bieibity at the same time, but to
assess how the understanding of this formulatiah&ping the reality of climate change
mitigation and sustainable development in the ptsjeand, ultimately, in the strategy.

In general, there are two ways to approach diseoarslysis: the linguistic-oriented
tradition, more focused on the use of language;thadroader tradition, emphasizing the
ways of thinking and arguing specific social issube related practices, structures, and
institutions (Runhaar et al., 2006). This projest based on the second approach.
Discourse analysis is defined here as the practicenalyzing empirical material and
information as discursive forms, that representiras constituting a discourse and its
reality (Howarth and Stavrakakis, 2000)

2.1 Poststructuralism

The policy discourse analysis addressed in thidystsi located in the post-structuralist
school of thought in which language is constitutdfereality and is not fixed (Howarth
2000 cited in Paul, 2009, Gottweis, 2003). The stastturalist discourse theory was
derived from the structuralist school in which Reathd de Saussure focused on language
to develop the notion of structure as the ordenmmopciple (Gottweis, 2003). In
poststructuralism, the way in which structuralisefiges the notion of ordering language
is debated because it is seen as metaphysicairtgiakd a desire for control (Gottweis,
2003), referring to Derrida). According to Gottwef003, p. 248) “structuralism
searches for general ordering principles and usalaegularities which make the world
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capable of technological and scientific masteryicigive clear orientation in a world
which otherwise would seem out of control”.

Katharina Paul, in her work on food safety (200%ummarizes well the differences
between structuralism and poststructuralism wh@abtgording to her, are: first, the
notions of closure, structure, and the fixity of anang; second, the fact that
poststructuralism rejects the distinction betwdss ion-linguistic aspects of discourse,
S0 practices make also part of discourses and foenidentities of subjects and objects;
and third, the fact that for poststructuralism laage is not neutral, but constitutive of
our perception of the world. Gottweis (2003) elabes more on the issue of language
neutrality by explaining that poststructuralismetg the neo-positivist theory that
believes that the objective truth can be represetiteough the neutral medium of
language, responsible only for representing thel méeadescriptions. According to him,
this implies in the poststructuralist school, pplighenomena are seen as “articulations
rather than facts, as the outcome of complicatedcgsses of inscriptions,
representations, rather than as given structugadencies or situations. Neither the truth
of ‘hazards of genetically modified organisms’, ribe policy-problem of a ‘significant
increase of Creutzfeldt-Jakob patients’ nor a ‘higdithnology-gap’ (to give some
empirical examples) is simply ‘out there’ and omigeds to be discovered or studied”
(Gottweis, 2003, p 249).

2.2 Agencyl/structure duality in poststructuralism

Another relevant point to develop is how postsutalism has dealt with the
agency/structure duality. According to Gottweis (2P poststructuralist policy analysis
avoids the dichotomization actor/structure by givimportance to structural phenomena
and contexts, without reducing actors to outcomesstnuctures. In the logocentric
tradition (which privileges agency) the consciowsnby which meanings are articulated
seems to be more important than speech, while tpostisralism views consider that
consciousness is not possible without discoursati@es, 2003, referring to Derrida).
This fact, illustrated by Paul (2009), shows hovdemthe rational choice theory people
usually do what they believe is likely to have tbest overall outcomeh¢mo
economicugas opposed to other perspectives where individara constantly evaluating
options in terms of cost and benefi®ino politicuy In poststructuralism the ‘subject’ is
then replaced by ‘subject positions’ which dependheir specific discourse domain, and
for which social and historical facts structure gmecess of consciousness (Gottweis,
2003).

Gottweis (2003, p. 254) affirms that in poststrualism actors are constituted by
symbolic systems. However, this does not imply ttiere are no human actors in
politics: “There is no question, for example, thgparticular high level administrator in
the European commission is in a powerful positiod ean act to mobilize support for his
goal (...). But we have to understand that this adstretor does not act independently
from European environmental policy discourse, whithmany ways provides a critical
influence on how this administration views the wipdefines his goals and structures his
actions.”
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2.3 Policy discourse analysis

Policy discourse analysis lacks a unified methogiplorhus, before explaining how
discourse analysis is going to be performed in shisly, some definitions related to the
topic will be presented. Hajer defines discoursétlas ensemble of ideas, concepts and
categories through which meaning is given to saaia physical phenomena, and which
is produced and reproduced through an identifiabteof practices” (Hajer, 2006, p. 67).
Climate change and its mitigation strategies are p& the policy environmental
discourse. In this sense, the discourse is prodanddcommunicated by actors involved
in carbon offset projects and this modifies theitpms of the society regarding the
environment.

Story-lines are defined by Hajer as condensed m&tss summarizing complex
narratives, used by people as ‘short hand’ in disicins (Hajer, 2006). In these
narratives, elements from many different domaires @mbined. They provide actors
with symbolic references to understand their specibntribution to the knowledge and
at the same time they influence actors in their gwoduction of knowledge (Hajer,
2006). He defines a discourse coalition as thersbkestory-lines, actors, and practices
organized around the discourse (Hajer, 2006). @rcase of the discourse associated to
mitigate climate change, benefiting environment emchmunities simultaneously, story-
lines may be constructed around concepts utilizgdthe standards and the project
proponents regarding biodiversity conservation,gutyvalleviation, or cost-effectiveness,
for example.

Hajer (2006) illustrates how power is present iis fhrocess. According to him, it is
possible to assess the influence of a discoursdiséourse will become dominant if
many people use it to conceptualize the world (uisge structuration), and if it solidifies
into institutions and organizational practices ¢digrse institutionalization) (Figure 1).

Storylines Actors Practices

Discourse coalition

Discours e X
IF
- ~
Discourse structuration Discourse institutionalization
——AND —
T}-lEN

DISCOURS E DOMINANCE

Figure 1. Conceptual scheme of discursive power accordirtgajer (2006) (my graphical interpretation).
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2.4 Why policy discourse analysis?

So far, some of the theoretical implications of tliscourse theory have been briefly
summarized. Now, the question to answer is whycgaliscourse analysis is suitable to
address the questions at hand. The key to ansuwgeqgtiestion lays on two out of the
three characteristics of poststructuralism, sunmuedriby Paul (2009) and mentioned
before.

The first one is that practices are part of dissesrand form the identities of subjects and
objects; as expressed by Paul (2009, p. 65): “ersdghe connections betweenactice
and use ofanguage(...) allows one to express not ‘objective’ repreaéinhs of the
world, but a shared collection of rules, which Hfeong a specific common context,
make certain uses of certain words and actions imgh” Hence, “discourses are
formed by discursive practices containing routia@sl mutually understood rules and
norms that provide coherence to social life” (Hap®05 cited in Paul, 2009). In this
specific case, the texts presented on the CCB atdadcand projects follow rules and
express common understanding on how to solve thieoemental problem.

The second aspect to answer the question is thgtidge is not neutral but constitutive
of the world. Language “is the site where meaniagscreated and changed” (Wetherell
et al., 2001a, p. 6). Meaning is given to the peestkworld, depending on the discursive
context (Wetherell et al.,, 2001b). Both discurspeactices and meanings allow the
researcher to interpret how different solutionsegbfor a given problem are impacting
policymaking. Hence, the different perceptions anderstandings expressed in the texts
are actually shaping the reality of the governaneehanism at the core of this study. As
Hajer expresses: “Language has the capacity to palkecs, to create signs and symbols
that can shift power-balances and that can impacinstitutions and policy making”
(Hajer, 2006 p. 77)

To summarize, policy discourse analysis is a vaty to approach my research question
and will provide me with an answer because clinditange mitigation and sustainable
development are understood from different perspestand this is both expressed and
created in the CCB Standards. By studying whatrigem in the Standards, it will be
possible to assess the relation among the diffesys of addressing the problem and
how this may affect the objective of benefiting sltaneously climate, community and
biodiversity. In the same way, projects are basedhe interpretation of the standards
and they are also context-dependent, so theircpatities will allow me to understand
how the discourses are present in the projects,vemat the implications are of the
discourses representing this process on this Kipdogects, as a proposed climate change
mitigation mechanism. After being presented thetéical basis of this study, and the
motivation for using policy discourse analysis, tiext chapter will explain how it is
going to be carried out.
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3 METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the methodological approael to develop this study. In this
study, description and analysis were the basigferpretation of the social phenomenon
in a given context. To answer the research questorase study approach was used, the
case of CCB standards. Since policy discourse aisalgcks a detailed methodology to
follow, this study is based in two methodologicgbpeoaches: the Foucaultdian
genealogical analysis, similar as proposed by Gaealm her study about unmarried
motherhood (Carabine, 2001); and Hajer's argumimetadiscourse analysis, (Hajer,
2005). Nevertheless, | adapted those approachay tiwn research conditions. This will
be explained next.

On the one hand, genealogical analysis, as use@abgbine (2001), is based on the
understanding of the development of discourses“gratuce both meaning and effects
in the real world”. P. 268. According to her “geluegy is concerned with describing the
procedures, practices, apparatuses and institutiomslved in the production of
discourses and knowledges, an their power effe¢Gdrabine, 2001, p. 276 ). She
suggests that although genealogy is related wehistory of discourses, it is also useful
for presenting a ‘snapshot’ of a particular momenen without tracing its history. As a
matter of fact, in her study, she uses two levélBnalysis. The former one, more similar
to Foucaultdian genealogy, is the exploration stdisive formation through history; the
second one is focused on a specific topic of teeadirse, and how it is dealt with in a
particular moment, rather than tracing the histafrg discourse. (Carabine, 2001)

On the other hand, argumentative discourse analysigifies linguistic regularities of
discussions or debates (Hajer, 2005). By meangisfapproach, it aims to understand
the argumentative structure in documents and atiétien or spoken statements as well
as the practices through which these utterancemade (Hajer, 2006). Hajer mentions
three different elements of this approach —Theystidhe story-lines; the analysis of the
formation of discourse coalitions around these yslioes; (see chapter 2) and the
analysis of particular institutional practices ihieh discourses are produced. In addition,
one may look for discourse institutionalization asttucturation when using this
approach.

In this study, elements from both approaches wdilzad. The power quality of
discourses, which is common to both approaches, agasidered in the sense of the
prevalence of one discourse among others, or taga® among discourses present in the
texts studied.

Regarding argumentative discourse analysis appréagsumed that the power struggle
occurred in the process of the CCB standards fatiom and CCB projects formulation.
The result of this discursive struggling was refelcon the documents to analyze.
However, it was not possible to go throughout thmble process of coalition formation
and discourse structuration. Here | was more istetk in associating the selected
certification scheme with the story-lines and tentify the discourses that are reflected
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in the projects. To operazionalize discursive da@nae, coding of written documents
was carried out. Discursive dominance was assdabsedby evaluating a discourse in
terms of its presence along the text, and by ingirg the power associated to this
discourse in the text in terms of its possible iogdion for the climate change mitigation
strategy. | assumed that discourse institutionttinaoccurred when the story-lines were
translated into the project design documents. Rigggustructuration it was implicit that

no structuration may have occurred, or simply thavas not possible to access the
information to make such statement.

Regarding genealogical analysis, the snapshotpaftecular moment approach was used
to explore how the climate change mitigation stygtis being proposed in a short period
of time; rather to trace the discourses through history. However, | presented a
historical contextualization of the topic, in a gesd way (this will be explained in brief).

In general terms, | explored environmental discesirsf CCB Standards and CCB
approved projects in order to understand how treteggy of mitigation climate change,

benefiting community and biodiversity simultanequslbeing proposed. To perform this

analysis first | identified the key environmentasa@burses around the topic of climate
change mitigation by carbon biosequestration ptsjddext | explore the discourses in

the CCB standards and in six of the nine CCB ptsj#tat have been approved so far.
Finally, I reflected on my results to see how btte standards and the projects are
related, and how they are related to the currebai@eof sustainable development of
land-based carbon projects (figure 2).

Detailed methods

Following, the way in which this research was eatrout will be detailed. | will do that
by referring to each research question.

Step 1. Identifying the environmental discourses tated to the topic of climate
change mitigation by tree planting or forest conseration

Research questioWhich are the main environmental discourses relatéth climate
change mitigation projects, specifically those lthsen tree planting and forest
conservation?

In order to search for the discourses already ifileditfor the topic of climate change
mitigation through tree planting or forest consévg a literature review was done. To
perform the literature search the multidisciplinaiiMetaSearch’ provided by the
Wageningen University digital library was used. isTiportal searches for articles in
databases such Scopus and CAB-Abstracts. Additigndalvo publications on
environmental discourses were used: the PoliticEmfironmental Discourse (Hajer,
1995) and the Politics of the Earth: Environmemacourses (Dryzek, 1997). As a first
step around 25 publications were selected. Fronsetheublications, a historical
contextualization of the climate change mitigatéord forestry projects was made. Next,
only those publications mentioning environmentacdurses were used to present the
discourses related to the topic. Giving the ovegilag aspects of the discourses, and with
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the aim of operationalize them, the distinguishiiegture of each of the identified
environmental discourses were used to formulate mefrdiscourses that allows to
search for them in the process of coding in the s&ps. It is important to inform that
the termsub-discoursavas used for a pragmatic reason: to distinguigbrit the four
main environmental discourses. Its definition cales with the discourse definition.

Step 2. Analyzing the discourses in CCB standards

Research questioWhich, out of the previous identified discourseag, present in the
CCB standards and how do they relate to each other?

As a first step, the website of the CCB allianag] ¢he CCB Standards document were
read in order to be familiarized with the materigthen, a detailed reading and coding of
the standard’s text was carried out. To performs tebding, the distinguishing
characteristics from the previously identified eowimental discourses were used. By
coding the text, the different sub-discourses &edparticular story-lines were identified.
An analysis, explaining the identified sub-discesrsand tracing their relation in the
document was presented. The empirical analysishef website and the Standards
document allowed me to complement the charactesizatf the sub-discourses, and they
were presented at the end of chapter five in theadirse analysis section.

Step 3. Analyzing the CCB projects.

Research questioWhich discourses can be identified in the CCB’sjé&uioDesign
Documents and how do they relate to each other?

Due to time concerns, not all nine approved prsjeould be analyzed; thus, six projects
were selected. In order to make the selection septative, the main criterion used was
the type of project. For that reason, two of eartd kvere selected. Also, the location
was considered, avoiding choosing more than twgept@er country. As a result, the six
selected projects were: Project Climate, Apley {eohiKingdom), and Native Species
Reforestation (Panama), for the case of Afforestateforestation projects; The Juma
Sustainable Development Reserve Project (Brazd)Reducing Carbon Emissions from
Deforestation in the Ulu Masen Ecosystem, Aceh diasia), for the case of REDD
projects; and Return to Forest (Nicaragua) anddRiest a Legacy at Red River National
Wildlife Refuge (United States), for the case od®stem restoration projects. The three
excluded projects were: one avoiding grassland &mmn project, since this activity it is
out of the scope of this study (planting trees woic cutting them); one ecosystem
restoration in United States, and one afforestatforestation project in China.

To perform the empirical analysis, the six projdotuments were read in order to get
familiarized with the material. After that, the prots were coded following the same
rationale used for the previous step. Next, eadjeptr was described, using the same
sequence they have on the document in order to davdea of the texts under each
criterion. Finally, the analysis was based on thé-discourses formulated on the
previous steps. Additionally, a comparison amorggdifferent projects was done and the
story-lines were identified.
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Step 4. Analyzing the results in the context of #ncurrent debate

Research questionstow do the discourses found in the CCB Standardstlanse found
in the projects relateand How are the CCB standards and projects related e t
current debate of sustainable development of laakd carbon projects?

With the information obtained from the previouspstean analytical discussion about the
results and the relation among them and the climmatigation strategy was elaborated.
First, a comparison of the sub-discourses identifiethe CCB standards and the projects
was done. Subsequently, the sub-discourses wecoentextualized in terms of the
environmental discourses of the debate. Theredigmirsive dominance was completed
in terms of main environmental discourses confogrtire debate of land-based climate
change mitigation projects, in relation to the Gltey Community and Biodiversity
construction. In addition, publications about soofie¢he main characteristics of these
discourses were used to scale the debate to thdg'stresults, in terms of opportunities
and constrains for the Standards or projects, aitd the aim to contribute to the
understanding of the debate.

Step 1. Contextualizing
discourses in the debate

Step 4. Comparing projects and Step 2. Analyzing CCB
Standards Standards’ sub-discoruses

Step 3. Analyzing sub-discourses
in CCB projects

Figure 2. Graphical scheme of the detailed methods
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL DISCOURSES AROUND LAND -BASE MITIGATION
PROJECT DEBATE

Based on a literature review, this chapter answeesquestion\Which are the main
environmental discourses related with climate cleamgitigation projects specifically
those based on tree planting and forest consematio order to answer this question, a
contextualization of some facts that have contadub the current understanding of both
climate change and the mitigation strategy of h@ntrees or conserving forests in the
last four decades is presented. After that, thenejvironmental discourses around the
topic are outlined. At the end, the common traitsthe identified discourses are
summarized.

4.1 Climate change mitigation context

In order to approach climate change mitigation eat@ly, it is useful first to understand
how the concept of climate change as we know @yaslas formed, and how its relation
with sustainable development and the inclusiorhefforest as part of the strategy were
built around that concept. The contemporary dissewf climate change referred to here
has been actually shaped in the last four decddegeneral terms, climate change
narrative has been split into the scientific digseuthat acknowledges its causes to
anthropogenic activities, and the denial discotins¢ acknowledges its causes to natural
factors (Humphreys, In press). The former and niofential in the academic and
policy context is evident in the IPCC reports ard been institutionalized in the Kyoto
and CDM mechanisms; the latter, although not asimm, has been useful for some
governments such as the United States to assunpedfic position in the debate
(Humphreys, In press).

The current concept of climate change took shapa %985 to 1992 (Hulme, 2008). One
technological development that played a decisive m the progress of the current
discourse seems to be related with the creatigdhefGeneral Circulation Model in the
1960s (Cohen et al., 1998). It resulted from thel@ioation of two research programs,
one concerned with the global carbon cycle andlutses among the earth, the oceans,
and the atmosphere, and the other concerned witiemncal modeling of atmospheric
behavior (Hart and victor, 1993 cited in Cohen kt #998). In the 1980s, several
scientific statements about the dangers of greeséhgases triggered the emergent need
for a wide range of environmental-protection antlypion-control policies (Cohen et al.,
1998). Among those are found the World Meteorolalgi©rganization conference in
1988, and the subsequent establishment of thegmternmental Panel on Climate
Change which science-based Assessment Réfmtame key publications on the topic

! First Assessment Report, 1990; Second Assessnegrirlk 1995; Third Assessment Report, 2001; and
Fourth Assessment Report, 200mtg://www.ipcc.ch
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(Liverman, 2009). The First Report in 1990 influedcthe 1992 UN Framework
Convention on Climate Change, the Kyoto Protocdl997 and its Clean Development
Mechanism (Liverman, 2009).

Climate change has been tied to the problem o&mdile development. The concept of
sustainable development has been included in t68€ IRRports (Cohen et al., 1998) and
has been explicitly institutionalized by the CDM c¢hanism in article 12 of the Kyoto
Protocof (UNFCCC, 1998) affecting also the voluntary markBome years before
(1987), the Brundtland report was published; it veas influential publication about
sustainable development which also included thélpro of climate change. In the last
ten years, several scientific publications abowt #inticulation of these concepts have
been released. These facts evidence the strongétieen climate change mitigation
and sustainable development. However, severalestudive highlighted the difficulty of
achieving these goals simultaneously. As a matftéaad, Granda (2005) argued that the
Clean Development Mechanism had failed —so far— btimg development and
sustainability benefits. Backstrand and Lovbrar@D@) stated the existence of trade-offs
between participation and decision making processasd environmental and
development outcomes. Cohen et al. (1998) idedtg@me difficulties derived from the
combination of both concepts: the science-drivetuneaof climate change and the
problem-solving nature of sustainable development.

Regarding mitigation in land-based projects, in 7189 forest issue was positioned in
the climate debate when the existence of carboxidBonet absorbers was brought up
(Adger and Brown, 1995. In Boyd, 2006). This addatew meaning to the perception of
the forest, incorporating carbon sequestration @gp#&Contreras, 2001). Later on, in
2001 the concept of deforestation entered the diseg and now it is firmly positioned in
the deforestation avoidance concept. In the Thirsse&sment Report, the IPCC
acknowledges that near one-quarter of carbon deogidissions are due to deforestation,
primarily in the tropics (IPCCC, 2001. In Boyd, &)0 Developed and developing
countries worldwide have argued that carbon biatssgation is an aspect to be
compensated (Boyd, 2006). One of the ways to d sbrough land-based mitigation
projects. Nowadays voluntary and regulated mechaniare closely related. In the
2000s, the voluntary market started getting stric@though it is still small in
comparison with the regulated one, it is becomitrgngier (see chapter 2). Besides,
several certification standards have recently bheglemented; some examples are: the
Voluntary Carbon Standard which first version wasniched in 2006; VER+ by TUV

2 Part of Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol: “ The pase of the clean development mechanism shall be to
assist Parties not included in Annex | in achievusgtainable development and in contributing to the
ultimate objective of the Convention, and to asBiatties included in Annex | in achieving complianc
with their quantified emission limitation and retioa commitments (...)"

UNFCCC (1998) Kyoto Protocol to the United Natidgiramework Convention on Climate Change. United
Nations. p. 11
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SUD, released in 2007; and the Climate, Community Biodiversity standards which
are the core of this study, published in 2005 (Kol$s et al., 2008).

So far, some of the facts that have contributetthiéounderstanding of the climate change
mitigation strategy, the proposed solution of glanttrees or conserving the forest, and
the relationship with sustainable development Haaen presented (figure 3). In the next
section, the different discourses about these $aghiat have been identified in scientific
literature will be recapitulated.
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Figure 3. Some of the key facts that influenced to the der@ange mitigation construction.

4.2 Climate change mitigation environmental discourses

The discourses present in the debate about climlaéage regarding forest carbon
projects have been defined in different ways inliteeature. Identifying such discourses
is not an easy task for two main reasons. Firstere is not a uniform taxonomy. For
instance, Ecological Modernization is considerednata-discourse by most of the
authors; however, others approach it as part abader narrative (For example Dryzek
(1997) includes it in the ‘Sustainability’ meta-clisirse). The same occurs with
Neoliberalism which is simultaneously nhamed assadalirse and as a trend of Ecological
Modernization. Secondly there is not much literatwritten on that specific issue that
includes these discourses and because of thatecisssary to look for them in broader or
narrower topics. The lack of a uniform taxonomy emkt impossible to differentiate
each specific discourse mentioned in each pubticalin any case, the main discourses
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are presented and some information from differerilipations is used to complement
them and to specifically relate them with the natign strategy.

The authors that most coincide with the topic @ gtudy are Backstrand and Lévbrand
(2006). Therefore, their interpretations have biaden as a starting point. They identify
the relationship of power associated with dominaatratives like ‘environment’ and
‘sustainable development’ related to environmergavernance. Additionally, they
evaluate carbon sequestration projects in tromcakystems. As a result, they identify
three discourses: ‘Ecological Modernization’, ‘QGre&overnmentality’ and ‘Civic
Environmentalism’. Humphreys (In press) presens riboliberal discourse on forestry
policies including the concept of climate changerd his views are used to complement
the Ecological Modernization discourse given tlrergj emphasis he makes on markets
when discussing the mitigation strategy. Coheal.e(1998) elaborate on the scientific
nature of the climate change discourse and thelgrebolving nature of sustainable
development. Their arguments complement the Gremre@mentality discourse and are
included here since science and modeling are kewesits in building the mitigation
strategy. Also, the Sustainable Development dismus described. This discourse is
considered by Dryzek (1997) an environmental dism®included under ‘Sustainability’
meta-discourse, together with Ecological Modermnarat

Two more publications have been used to complerttentdiscourses described here.
Liverman (2009) states how the response to clirob#age at the international level has
been framed by what she caltsee key narratives'‘Dangerous climate change must be
avoided’, ‘the responsibility for climate changecismmon but differentiated’, and ‘the
market (in the form of carbon trading) is the beay to reduce the danger’. Out of these,
only the last one is used here to complement thee Gnvironmentalism discourse. The
second publication is from Grist (2008) who expaivow climate change discourses and
policies relate to Sustainable Development mainlyerms of equity, and resource and
consumption limits (Figure 4). The four discoursgntioned before are outlined below.
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Figure 4. Main discourses and authors identified in therditure review and on which the description was
based.

The Ecological Modernization and related narrativesor discourses

Ecological Modernization is a discourse that disessthe compatibility of economic
growth and environmental protection (Backstrand addbrand, 2006). It argues that
environmental problems can be worked out in accwdawith the work of the main
institutional arrangements in society, as a win-gitnation (Hajer, 1995). It emerged as
an alternative to the problems presented in previconstructions such as ‘limits to
growth’ that claimed a more environmental radicali@ackstrand and Lovbrand, 2006).
One of the important paradigm shifts attributedhis discourse is that technology is not
seen as a negative issue, but as part of the @oltdgi environmental problems (Hajer,
1995). In addition, this discourse understandsreafis a public instead of a free good
resource, opening the possibility to put an ecocopnice on it (Hajer, 1995). Dryzek
(1997) relates this discourse with energy efficierad national income, per capita
emissions of pollutants, and per capita waste géioer estimations. This discourse
entails the notions of developed countries on cléaohnologies, flexible and
decentralized free market orientation, and collabee policy-making (Backstrand and
Lévbrand, 2006). Grist (2008) incorporates greeficiehcy and green consumption
strategies in this discourse; they are presentadt@satives to counteract pollution and
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are underpinned by the arguments of anthropogdmmate change resulting from the
increment of greenhouse gas levels (Grist, 2008).

Ecological Modernization has two versions, the wea& and the strong one (Béackstrand
and Lovbrand, 2006, Dryzek, 1997, Hajer, 1995). Tian difference between them
both is that the strong version involves issuesndigg social justice, participation and
environmental democratization. The weak versionsdoet address these topics, but
focuses on the market orientation. It is said t@kechnocratic and neo-liberal discourse
that does not involve the rethinking of societadtitutions (Backstrand and Loévbrand,
2006). It focuses on the implementation of effectand efficient managerial solutions to
‘unequivocal’ environmental problems, which are mhaidefined by experts (Hajer,
1995). It is considered that the techno-corpdraspect leads to a policy making
monopolization form scientific, economical and poél elites (Dryzek, 1997).

On the other hand, the strong or reflexive ecollgimodernization includes the
participation concept, accepting the presence wérde actors such as environmental
organization and local residents in the policy mgki(Hajer, 1995), It conceptualizes
politic, economic and environmental problems inogaded terms defined through a
participatory process, seeking for a democraticisitet making, and including
international concerns of environment and develogr(ryzek, 1997)

Backstrand and Lovbrand (2006) consider the weasiov@ more related with the current
construction of climate governance. Regarding tlantmg trees mitigation strategy,
these authors identify a legitimizing discourset timaatches the weak version of
Ecological Modernization. Three story-lines (reéefralso as narratives) are described —
‘Cost-efficiency’, ‘Market-flexibility’ and ‘Maximized Synergies’ (Backstrand and
Lovbrand, 2006). ‘Market-flexibility’ is evident inthe selection of the flexibility
mechanism from the Kyoto Protocol in place of moged approaches such as taxation
strategies. ‘Flexibility’ and ‘Cost-efficiency’ arevident in the Clean Development
Mechanism, Joint Implementation Mechanism, and W@y Market; the argument is
that, in order to search for more cost-efficiem¢atives to climate change mitigation, it
is valid to invest in pollution reduction in coules different from those where pollution
takes place. This assertion is based on the pretinédethe atmosphere does not have
geographical boundaries, and so it would be validhitigate climate change where the
required investment is lower (financially speakirgijce the effect of this mitigation
would end up being global. According to Béckstramdl Lovbrand (2006) the CDM
projects are seen as market opportunities thaé@ser competitiveness. Accordingly, the
concept of ‘net emissions’ introduces the pos$ibdif including sinks to account in the
net balance of greenhouse gases. In sum, cosieetfiand flexibility concepts are used
as discursive legitimating strategies. It is argtied the combination of the two concepts
underpins the third story-line: ‘Maximized synegi€Backstrand and Ldvbrand, 2006).
This story-line’s idea is linked with forestry peggs that are perceived as a way of
combining low-cost climate change mitigation withstinable forest management,
achieving simultaneously poverty reduction, biotagiconservation, and climate change
mitigation (Backstrand and Lévbrand, 2006).
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Regarding neo-liberal ideology, Humpreys (In pressjestigates the influence of

neoliberalism as an ideological discourse on irggonal forest policy. He argues that
neoliberalism has underpinned forest certificatisthemes and tradable emission
systems. He explains how forestry policy has besrepated by three core principles of
neoliberalism: ‘marketization’, ‘an enhanced roler fthe private sector’, and

‘deregulation and voluntarism’. This is evidenttie climate change mitigation strategy,
given its strong market component, where the dffsate seen as tradable goods,
negotiated in terms of VER (Verified or Voluntarymission Reductions) or CER

(Certified Emission Reductions).

The Green Governmentality and related narratives ordiscourses

Green Governmentality is, as a global discourseynconly found in developed countries
and it reflects the power of modern administratstates, mega-science, and big
businesses (Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006). laged on the science orientation of
resource management. When related to climate chanigediscourse becomes evident
through the use of computer models and geo-infaomatystems to manage and monitor
natural resources and the atmosphere. The keytimagaf this discourse are carbon
control, scientific precision and standardizati@@g¢kstrand and Lovbrand, 2006). The
term ‘governmentality’ here refers to the conceppesed by Foucault in the late 1970s:
“a multiplicity of rationalities, authorities andyencies that shape the conduct of human
behavior” (Backstrand and Lévbrand, 2006, p. 54Ag¢cording to Backstrand and
Lévbrand (2006), due to the recent global enviromialethreats, a perception of the need
of managing and governing the entire planet haseayiand a new course of knowledge
and expertise to support this fact has been degdlop

Here, sound science is seen as a requirement t® dessions on how to solve
environmental problems, and it is expressed througlthe Geographic Information
Systems and computer modeling to understand, grada control climate change. This
discourse approaches nature as a terrestrial infchsre subject to state protection,
management, and domination (Litfin, 1997 cited iacBstrand and Lovbrand, 2006).
Cohen et al. (1998) describe the climate changeodise by focusing on its science-
driven orientation. This is expressed in the vast of models to test various scenarios of
greenhouse changes, for example. It is argued tthiat reductionism “encourages
modelers to treat representation simply as a teahniquestion of proper
parameterization, to be decided in private by espeather than a political question to be
debated publicly” (Cohen et al., 1998, p. 347).

Backstrand and Loévbrand (2006) present a disconasad ‘The Operational Discourse:
Scientific Precision and Planetary Carbon Contr@jjarding tree planting as a mitigation
strategy. This discourse entered the climate changiea as an operationalization of the
Green Governmentality discourse. Carbon controlthedact that forests are considered
as sinks gave enough room for experts to come up Wie necessary scientific
knowledge that would provide credible measuremesthriiques and verification
schemes. Three ‘key narratives’ are defined fos tHiscourse: ‘Carbon control’,
‘Scientific precision’, and ‘Standardization’ (B&tkand and Lévbrand, 2006). The
centralized administrative bodies of the CDM reterdamechanisms are said to be part of
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this discourse (Backstrand and Loévbrand, 2006). él@n, this discourse can also be
associated with the voluntary market, especiallgnvbonsidering the recent tendency to
generate certification schemes that rely on sciased complex methodologies to
measure and monitor carbon emission and reduction.

The Civic Environmentalism and related narratives @ discourses

Backstrand and Lovbrand (2006) present this asterdgeneous discourse that groups
some of the contested issues regarding climate gehaand mitigation projects.
Participation and stake-holding are key issues.heeople considered to be directly
affected by environmental problems should partieipa the decision making process for
finding solutions. Civic Environmentalism is dividlen two trends, the radical and the
reformist one. The radical approach is criticaliagiathe neoliberal approach; it favors
eco-centric ideas and advocates fundamental chamgessumption patterns. This view
argues that there are trade-offs between econauoatpgical, and social sustainability,
and the stakeholder participation is questionecckBi#and and Loévbrand, 2006). The
reformist approach promotes a ‘participatory matéralism’ and is in line with public-
private partnerships between NGOs, businesses @refrgnents. It is seen as a way by
which civil society can complement state-centriagbices and as an opportunity to the
‘greening of the global economic order’ (Backstramdl Lovbrand, 2006).

Regarding planting trees as a mitigation optiomck8#ard and Lévbrand (2006) mention
‘The Critical Discourse: Carbon Colonialism, Grdaeserts and The Necessity for Local
Participation’. This discourse opposes Ecologicalodefrnization and Green
Governmentality and contests the win-win argumend ahe synergy between
development and environment. The radical expresefothis discourse highlights the
North-South lack of equity, referring to land-basmabon projects in tropical countries
as an ‘excuse’ by the North to avoid the actualicidn of emissions (Backstrand and
Lévbrand, 2006). Here, arguments against the emabgnd environmental benefits of
the projects are included, specifically those eslatvith the risk of emitting what has
been sequestered due to tree mortality and thefateegative impacts of planting non-
native species and monocultures. Social inequitiéis respect to land tenure, access to
resources and ownership all encompassed undeertine'iew colonialism’ are also part
of this discourse.

Similarly, ‘Market as the solution’ is a narratipeesented by Liverman (2009). It shares
essential concepts of Ecological Modernization réigg market orientation and
sustainable development, but it is constructed febroritical standpoint. It states that
“these narratives [flexibility, economic efficiencgayments for environmental services
and sustainable development] of ecological modatimm smooth over the profound
inequalities generated by flexible mechanisms,vékiman, 2009, p. 294). The author
explains that carbon trading, referred to as a ‘fw of colonialism’, allows the North
to maintain its high consumption rates by investimgnexpensive forestry projects or
inefficient industrial projects in southern couagi This narrative also raises a discussion
on inequity due to the different prices paid forbmm credits which can be much higher
in Europe, and mentions the risk involved in thejgets taking place in developing
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countries. It is also presented as a way of panygitexcessive emissions instead of
promoting their reduction (Liverman, 2009).

Instead, the reform-oriented Civic Environmentalisaccepts the reality of the global
carbon market and instead focuses on the desigartitipatory CDM projects that can
meet development goals in the South. (...) [S]inkdeurthe CDM can, according to this
line of argument, serve as a bridge between dewgjoand industrialized countries,
generate local development, enhance public-privstiekeholder participation and
promote sustainable land-use practices” (BackstaaadLdvbrand, 2006, p. 66).

The Sustainable Development discourse

Dryzek (1997) includes the discourse of SustainabDkvelopment, together with
Ecological Modernization, in a global meta-disceucalled ‘Sustainability’. He defines
Sustainability as an integrating narrative thateats the fact of existing conflicts
between ecological and economic values where ‘ieolsitare available which, while not
pleasing everyone, can respond effectively to @eaof key ecological and economic
concerns” (Dryzek, 1997, p. 121).

The Sustainable Development discourse refers tora@maentally benign growth. At a

discursive level, it dissolves the conflict betweeoological and economic values
(Dryzek, 1997). However, it is said to fail at tihevel of policies and concrete

accomplishments (Dryzek, 1997, Wilbanks, 2003, @obkeal., 1998). This discourse
deals with mutual reinforcement and permanent a&ehient of economic growth,

environmental improvement, population stabilizatipeace, and global equity goals by
means of intelligently operating natural and hursgstems (Dryzek, 1997).

According to this discourse, industrialized cowrdrihave developed at the expense of
their natural resources, and other nations shoatdallow this path (Dryzek, 1997). In
the same line of arguments, economic growth is ss=u® to alleviate the needs of poor
nations. Thus, poverty alleviation is seen as atswl for environmental degradation
since it is considered that poverty forces peoplaltuse their local environment in order
to survive (Dryzek, 1997). Hence, Sustainable Dgwalent dictates that “economic
growth should therefore be promoted, but guidedays that are both environmentally
benign and socially just.” (Dryzek, 1997, p. 129).

Another characteristic of Sustainable Developmenthat environmental concerns are
presented as global problems while solutions layloatl level. For that reason,
sustainability should be achieved by the joint effof international and local
organizations (Dryzek, 1997). In the Sustainabledd@ment discoruse, the state does
not play a role as strong as the one it plays ialdfgcal Modernization or in Green
Governmentality, and there is not much emphasisenssdthe market; although this last
one is seen as a possible ally for achieving susitéé development.

For the specific subject of this thesis, the cohadBustainable Development used has
been one of the topics included in the IPCC reptshen et al., 1998). As mentioned
earlier (section 2 of this chapter), it has beestitationalized by the CDM mechanism in
article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC, 1998)eating also the voluntary market.
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As a result, certification and projects might agmio sustainable development as part of
their narratives.

4.3 Common and overlapping aspects in the identified dcourses

Based on the literature review, the main envirorsalediscourses found around land-
based climate change mitigation strategy were ‘&giohl Modernization’, ‘Sustainable
Development’, ‘Green Governmentality’ and ‘Civic \Brmnmentalism’. The CCB
standards and projects are expected to exprese thissourses and concurrently be
shaped by them (see chapter 2). These discourses shrtain aspects that make it
difficult to clearly distinguish the boundaries amyahem. Hence, in order to link them to
the CCB standards or to the CCB projects it is ulsief mention some of the common
aspects:

- The market-oriented solution to mitigate climatkange is present in Ecological
Modernization, Sustainable Development and in tleéormist version of Civic
Environmentalism. However, in the weak version afolggical Modernization this
orientation is the central factor that defines theeraction with natural resources. In
Sustainable Development and the reformist versiddivic Environmentalism, market is
accepted as one of the possible options to adtitessnvironmental problems of climate
change mitigation; in the radical approach of Cikgvironmentalism, it is seen as a
wrong solution.

- The approach on sustainable development is comtmdacological Modernization,
reformist Civic Environmentalism and Sustainables€@epment. However in Sustainable
Development, it is an end in itself and it is sglynlinked with poverty alleviation to
reduce pressure on natural resources. In weak gicaloModernization it is seen as a
result of cost-effectiveness promoted by marketatsgy. The reformist Civic
Environmentalism considers sustainable developnaantthe result of well-designed
projects or mitigation strategies that may lead stgstainable practices and local
development, only reached if people participatind ather conditions are met.

- Green Environmentalism bases decision making strang science orientation. This
view is shared with the weak version of Ecologidaldernization.

- Participation issues are addressed by all disesubut Green Governmentality. In the
strong version of Ecological Modernization, pagetion is related with democracy of
decision making. In Sustainable Development, irakted with social justice; local
communities are called to participate in findindusions but they must be assisted. In
the radical version of Civic Environmentalism, akaf real participation is denounced.
Finally in the reformist version of Civic Environm@lism, participation is the central
issue. There, participatory multilateralism is s@snone of the main conditions to be
observed by a project in order to succeed. It esipha that the community must be an
integral part of the projects and that participatroust not be seen as mere and isolated
comments on those projects (Backstrand and Lovh20Qb).
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- Synergies or possible alliances are also suggiéstell of the discourses. Five kinds of
actors may be identified —businesses, NGOs, gowvemtsn local communities, and

experts. Civic participation includes all of thein. the weak version of Ecological

Modernization the main role is played by businessbgch can make alliances with

governments, communities, or NGOs. In Sustainableldpment alliances are suggested
between big NGOs and local communities, and busesesre also potential allies. In

Green governmentality the role of experts, govemtsjeand big businesses is explicit.

Considering the common and overlapping aspectshef @énvironmental discourses
defining the current debate of land-based projeotsmitigate climate change, an

operationalization strategy is necessary to be ablédentify the discourses in the

empirical phase of this study. For that reasondisénguishing feature of each of the
discourses is used to formulate new sub-discoulsgsallow searching for them in the

process of coding the documents related with CCh@&irds and Projects (chapters 5
and 6). It is important to inform that the tesub-discoursds used for a pragmatic

reason: to distinguish it form the four main enmimental discourses previously

described in the present chapter. Its definitiomades with the discourse definition.

After the identification of the sub-discourses \tlage analyzed one more time in terms of
the environmental discourses, in order to find dleeninant discourse (chapter 7) (see
detailed methods in Chapter 3)

Therefore, the proposed sub-discourses that aregygoibe used in the next chapters are
as follows. Themarket-oriented sub-discoursas it name indicates, is focused on the
market strategy as a solution to solve environmentablems. It is based on the weak
version on Ecological Modernization. Tlexpert-based decision-making-oriented sub-
discourseis centered on the aspect of having expert knaydeas the main driver to
decide and exert control over natural resource gemant. It is based on Green
Governmentality and the weak version of EcologMaldernization. Theparticipatory-
oriented sub-discoursevhich entails some of the democracy featureshefreformist
Civic Environmentalism and the strong Ecologicalddmization. Theeritical-oriented
sub-discourse which comprises the contested arguments abost d¢hmate change
mitigation strategy alleged by the radical CivicviEanmentalism. Theoverty-oriented
sub-discours¢hat centers on the fact that poverty alleviat®assumed to be the way to
solve the environmental problems, since it impegaesple to develop in a sustainable
way. It comes from Sustainable development dis@ulis the next two chapters the
discourse analysis of the CCB Standards and the @Gj8cts will be developed, based
on the above-mentioned sub-discourses. There wiielye elaborated in detail.
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5 ENVIRONMENTAL DISCOURSES OF THE CLIMATE , COMMUNITY , AND
BIODIVERSITY STANDARDS

This chapter aims to answer the research quesfibrich, out of the previous identified
discourses, are present in the CCB standards amd dhmthey relate to each othefhe
CCB standards not only certify projects that aeneéd to mitigate climate change, they
go beyond by stating that this problem cannot deesbin isolation. Furthermore, the
projects aiming to be certified must address o#rerironmental and social problems.
The co-benefits emphasized by the CCB standardse niaé&m an excellent case to
illustrate how this mitigation strategy is beingrrfuulated, given that in the Kyoto
Protocol and in most of the voluntary projects eiechange mitigation is intended to be
achieved in combination with sustainable develogmé&mding the link among the
discourses identified in the previous chapter halp understanding how climate change
can simultaneously be mitigated by projects follogvithe Standards and produce
ancillary benefits.

In the following sections the Standards as welbtser documents from the Climate,
Community and Biodiversity Alliance website are g@eted. First, a summary of the
relevant documents found in the CCB Alliance websst given, including extracts of

texts that reflect the conceptualization of theiemmental problems related to the topic.
Then, the Standards are described in more detailtdUnow, the CCB Alliance has

launched two editions of the Standards. For theptdr, only the first edition is taken

into account since, up to this date, all the prsjdtave been certified using it. This
edition will also be used for the following chaptEmally, an analysis of the discourses
found is presented.

5.1 The Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance’ web-site.

The Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Allianceasvformed in 2003 as a global
partnership formed by non-governmental organizatiand companies. This Alliance
was created to design the Standards. At presemtC@BA webpage refers to thirteen
non-governmental organizations and companies as bemsin For developing and
managing the Standards, working groups were forrakh, there are three independent
advisory institutions —Centro Agronomico Tropicaé dnvestigacion y Ensefianza,
CATIE; The World Agroforestry Centre; and the Center International Forestry
Research. They participated in the revision of $tendards based on public comments
and field-testing.

3 BP, CARE, Center for Environmental Leadership irsiBess at Conservation International, GFA EnvesbB, The
Hamburg Institute for International Economics, InfEhe Nature Conservancy, Rainforest Alliance, &fnson,
Sustainable Forestry Management (SFM), WeyerhaeardrWildlife Conservation Society CCBA (2005a)n@ite,
Community & Biodiversity Alliance's WebPage.
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At present, the alliance has produced two editafrithe Standards. In 2004, the first draft
of the first edition was written. It received publcomments and was field-tested in
Indonesia, Tanzania, Peru, Bolivia, Ecuador, Sod{land Madagascar. Following this,
the three independent advising institutions revibwWee Standards. The first edition was
released in May 2005. After three years, in Felyr2@08 the CCBA began a process of
revision to produce a second edition, which waspetad in December 2008 (CCBA,

2005a).

The Alliance’s web site includes the vision and lgoaf the group, the history of the
Standards, and indications for certification. Algas possible to download the Standards
and the projects that are or are being certifieok the purpose of this study, it is
important to note that the way they speak aboutnsiedves will reflect the discourses
they use and in which they are immersed. It willppssible to assess by identifying the
terms in which they are telling the story about #revironmental problems: climate
change and nature degradation; and the social gmrobpoverty, and the proposed
solution —land-based carbon project designed inustasable way. Along the text
presented (also in the pictures, but they are btiteoscope of this study), one can expect
to find environmental discourses that influence hthe problem is conceived and
addressed. Therefore, the contents of the Clin@deymunity and Biodiversity website
are going to be briefly summarized. The capitdehstindicate the title of each web-page.

‘HOME’ “Confronting climate change. Helping Communiti€nserving biodiversity”
(CCBA, 2005a)-home)s the first phrase of the home-page. Followinggré is a
presentation of the consequences of rising greesghemissions and the necessity to
solve these problems simultaneously. Then, theaeré$erence to the Standards as a tool
to help designing and identifying land-based prgjethat simultaneously minimize
climate change, support sustainable development aomderve biodiversity (CCBA,
2005a)-home).

“A multitude of problems face our planet. More pkofive in poverty now than at any
other time in history. Rising greenhouse gas ewmsspose a dangerous experiment for
our atmosphere and threaten human and natural comitres. The diversity of life on
Earth is dwindling as native habitats are converfedhuman use. These environmental
and social challenges cannot be solved in isolatibesigning resilient actions that
address multiple global problems simultaneouslg isressing challenge for humans in
the 21st century.

Given the magnitude of these problems, is thereéhamy we can do? A new global
alliance thinks there is.” (CCBA, 2005a)-home).

‘WHO WE ARE'. The second page comprises the predimt of the Alliance, the
members and the advising institutions, which wénesay mentioned eatrlier.

‘MISSION & GOALS". After that, the mission and gsabf the Alliance are presented:
to “[d]evelop standards that evaluate climate, comntyrand biodiversity impacts of
land-based climate change mitigation projects. (..[and to p]romote the CCB
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Standards as a credible means for identifying prgjethat simultaneously counter
multiple global problems.” (CCBA, 2005a)-Missiondagoals)

‘CCB STANDARDS'. This page mentions that the Stamdaevaluate land-based carbon
mitigation projects in the early stages of develepmpromoting the integration of ‘best-
practice’ and ‘multiple-benefit’ approaches (CCB#805a). On this page it is possible to
access a summary of the standards and a briehhistdhe two editions that have been
launched, where it is possible to download the cemtsion the drafts and the terms of
reference.

‘USING THE STANDARDS'. This describes the certiftean procedure and mentions
the targeted user. The potential users of the atdsdare grouped as: ‘Project
Developers’, who may obtain new investments fronitiple founders and supporters, if
the project follows the standards; Project Investowho can identify exceptional
initiatives and minimize risks by using them; Goweents, who can use the Standards to
ensure that projects contribute to national suatdén development goals. At the end,
there is a link to the Terms of reference and Quzddor validation.

‘CCB PROJECTS'. Once a project is presented fofuawin, it is published in a table
under this link. The table includes all the progetttat have obtained or are in the process
of validation. Here, project design documents arailable, and everyone can submit
comments for a period of 21 days while the projecbeing audited. After that, the
comments are still available to be read. Also, naene of the certifier is given, along
with the validation and verification reports, ahe project status, if it already has one.

Following, there is the link for ‘'NEWS & UPDATESMost of which are written by a
member of the board of the alliance, speaking ablmistandards, or the projects. Also,
there are some links for news in the media wheeestandards are mentioned. Next to
that, there is access to the Standards, and ibssilple to download them in English,
Chinese, French, Japanese, Portuguese, and Splalktwing, the first version of the
Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards (Efgversion) will be presented.

5.2 The Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standards

As mentioned earlier, CCB standards focus excllsive land-based climate change
mitigation projects, and they verify the social aadvironmental benefits generated
(CCBA, 2008). They do not include nor verify carlamcounting; in order to do that, it is
suggested the use of Clean Development Mechanipnowgd methodologies or carbon
accounting standards. Once the project is formd)aae independent verification body
must evaluate it for verification and validation.

The first edition of the Standards (hereafter reférto as the Standards or CCB
Standards) comprises fifteen required criteria thast be accomplished to obtain the
certification, and eight optional criteria to benkad ‘silver’ or ‘gold’. That is, some
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projects could get a better status, depending emtimber of achieved optional critétia

In the second edition, silver status was eliminasedl most of the optional criteria were
included as indicators in the required ones. Basidmly one criterion for each

component (climate, community or biodiversity) vagdined.

The Standards are the materialization of the wdrth® Alliance. They entail all what a
project should achieve in order to be labelled dsalti-benefit’ land-based carbon
mitigation project. Also, they are the product dfetwork of many influential
organizations or companies that aim to contribatelitmate change, nature conservation
and sustainable development problems such as Guatiser International and The nature
Conservancy. Besides, they are well known in thkuntary market and the Clean
Development Mechanism (Hamilton et al., 2008, Koié® et al., 2008). The
environmental discourses reflected in the standdagdsiment will help me to elucidate
the way in which the Alliance is approaching thisnate change mitigation strategy. By
doing so, it will be possible to see if, at a distve level, these standards are solving
what they considered to be the problem, and howtherg dealing with the benefits to
climate, community and biodiversity. That is whgdnsider these standards relevant to
assess how environmental discourse influences -ettefit forestry carbon projects
under CCB standards, and ultimately to better wstded the debate associated with the
co-benefits of the small-scale forestry carbonquts.

The following section will be arranged in two mainbdivisions according to the kind of

information the Standards document contain —thediictory section and the criteria.

The criteria section is arranged in the same wajnabe Standards document itself,

describing the general, climate, community, andliviersity sections. Two appendices

are presented at the end of the document, onethattiterature references to tools and
methodologies, and the other with the definitiorthaf terms used. Those are not going to
be included in the description or the analysis.

Introductory information of the Standards

As the name indicates, here is where the standaedmtroduced to the reader. In order
to explore the discourses, this section is imporeatause it reflects how their creators
perceive the standards, and how they are presdotdte readers. Because it is a
document to be used for the design, evaluatiom@mtification of a project, its intended
readers are project developers, investors, evakiaio governments. In that sense, the
text is presented by justifying its importance anitity. In what follows, extracts of these
texts are described.

* First edition certification ranking, as it appearshe document (CCBA 2005)

Approved: For projects that satisfy all fifteen requirengent

Silver: For projects that satisfy all requirements armtiee at least one point from three different sedi
(General, Climate, Community, Biodiversity).

Gold: For projects that satisfy all requirements, haveinimum of six points, with at least one poirrfr
each of the four sections.
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The document starts by indicating what the CCB @&eis are, what are they for, and
who developed them. This presentation is compleeaenith the following statements:
“This first edition of the CCB Standards represethe culmination of two years of
research and a broad, international stakeholder gggs. Community groups, NGOs,
companies, academics, project developers and ottrendded comments, critiques, and
suggestions during the two-years. In addition dfidsts from Asia, Africa, Europe and
the Americas shaped the CCB Standards consider@bleview team considered all
comments and field-tests to create the first editi@fCCBA, 2005b, p. 2)

The introduction starts by outlining the®2dentury challenges regarding climate change:
“Compelling scientific evidence implicates humaegmnhouse gas emissions in changing
the global climate. Poverty persists around theldioand is worsening in many regions.
Biodiversity loss, especially in tropical forestentinues. These interconnected problems
often reinforce one another, undermining the envment and sustainable community
livelihoods." It continues by presenting the idea of exemplary ptogmst-effective
addressing climate change, sustainable develop@arehtbiodiversity conservation or
restoration simultaneously. Following, the commareittractiveness of such projects is
given: “reforestation project with obvious environmentahd social cobenefits may
attract private investors for the carbon creditspvgrnment money for sustainable
development and conservation dollars for biodivgrsiupport (CCBA, 2005b, p. 4).
After that, some arguments to reinforce the impuaréaof multi-benefit projects are
mentioned: Conversely, poor-quality land management can resuttegative tradeoffs
between various outcomes. For example, a non-natatation may sequester carbon,
but it is not sustainable if it blocks migratoryutes of key species or evicts local people.
Although major international agreements call fortegrated approaches to global
problems, there is little concrete guidance on howdevelop such holistic projetts
(CCBA, 2005b, p. 4). Next, the targeted users lier $tandards are mentioned: project
developers, project investors, and governments gbege in this chapter). Finally, the
introduction ends by saying: “it is hoped that @€B Standards will foster synergistic,
innovative approaches to land management, espedmlihe various carbon markets”
(CCBA, 2005b, p. 4).

The criteria: general, climate, community, biodivesity, and gold.

The following sections comprise the criteria todmomplished by the projects. In the
standards, these criteria are grouped by themeyrding to the benefits they are

supposed to deliver (table 1). Each section cangbtthree to six criteria divided by

conceptwhich gives a brief explanation of the idea absbat needs to be achieved; and
indicators which describes in more detail which productsgha@ponent must generate to

be evaluated by the auditors. | will use the samangement of the document itself to
illustrate the texts to be analyzed. A quotationhwthe concept, as presented in the
Standards will be given followed by a brief summafyhe indicators.
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Table 1. Sections and criteria of the Climate, Communitgt Biodiversity Standards.

SECTIONS
General Climate Community Biodiversity
Original Conditions Net Positive Net Positive Net Positive
at the Project Site  Climate Impacts Community Biodiversity
Impacts Impacts

< Baseline Projections Offsite Climate  Offsite Community Offsite Biodiversity
% Impacts Impacts Impacts
= (‘Leakage’)
S
A Project Design and Climate Impact Community Impact Biodiversity Impact
Ir-JI:J Goals Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring
)
O Management
L Capacity

Land Tenure

Legal Status

Adaptative Adapting to Capacity Building Native Species Use
é Management for Climate Change &
|_||__1 Sustainability Climate Variability
o
@)
< Knowledge Carbon Benefits Best Practicesin ~ Water & Soll
Z  Dissemination withheld from Community Resource
O
= Regulatory Markets Involvement Enhancement
o
O

General Section

The six criteria under this section are mainly diesve. They are intended to illustrate
where the project is, what is going to be done,whdt are the initial conditions in terms
of greenhouse gases, community and biodiversithénproject area. Also, it addresses
the legal framework in a general way. Followirtge triteria are listed:

G.1. Original conditions in the project area

Concept: "The original conditions at the project site befahe project commences must
be described. This description, along with projeet G2), will help determine the likely
impacts of the project(CCBA, 2005b, p. 8)
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Indicators: the indicators include a description of the logatieegetation, climate, soil,
geological characteristics, etcetera. Besides,ommrises specific information about
climate, community and biodiversity. For climatejsi necessary to estimate the current
carbon stocks using methods from the IntergovertahePanel on Climate Change’s
2006 Guidelines or a ‘more robust and detailed oddlogy’. With regard to
community, a description including basic socio-emoitc and cultural information, as
well as current land use and tenure within the gqmtojarea is required. Regarding
biodiversity, information must be presented abat threats to biodiversity within the
project area. As a final point, IUCN Red List ohet nationally recognized list of
threatened species must be presented.

G2. Baseline Projections

Concept "An analysis of projected land-use trends is nemgs® predict likely on-site
changes without implementation of a project. Thigithout-project” future land-use
scenario enables comparison of the project’s liketpacts with what would otherwise
have occurred.{CCBA, 2005b, p. 9)

Indicators: the additionality issue is addressed here, for ustmbe proven that the
benefits would not have occurred in the absendleproject. It is necessary to describe
and analyze the drivers of GHG emissions, carbooksand non-carbon dioxide green
house gases changes associated with the ‘withojggdrscenario. Also, the most likely
land use scenario in absence of the project mustddscribed, and its possible
implications on local communities, biodiversity, teaand soil resources.

G3. Project Design and Goals.

Concept: “The project must be described in sufficient detl that a third-party can
adequately evaluate it. Projects that operate tmaasparent manner enable stakeholders
and outside parties to contribute more effectivelthe project.”(CCBA, 2005b, p. 10)

Indicators: for measuring this criterion, the required indicatoomprise a summary of

the project’s objectives and main activities. Inli&idn, a map of the project area must be
provided, and the potential natural and human-iaduisks to the climate, community

and biodiversity benefits must be identified. Irder to demonstrate transparency, all
project documentation (except confidential infonma} must be accessible at, or near,
the project site (CCBA, 2005b).

G4. Management Capacity

Concept: “The success of a project depends upon the competehthe implementing
management team(CCBA, 2005b, p. 11)

Indicators: the experience of the management team in implengpféind management
projects must be demonstrated, identifying the teeynical skills and indicating if other
organization will support the project. Also, thendncial health of the implementing
organization must be proven (CCBA, 2005b).

G5. Land Tenure
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Concept: "There should be no significant land tenure disputethe project area, or the
project should fundamentally help to resolve theseire issues.(CCBA, 2005b, p. 12)

Indicators: project proponents must guarantee that the preigichot generate invasion
on private, community, or government property. dfocation of people will occur, it
must be voluntary and it will intend to help lamshtire problems. Also, the potential ‘in-
migration’ of people from surrounding areas musidaatified (CCBA, 2005b).

G6. Legal Status

Concept: "The project must be based on a solid legal framkwie.g., appropriate
contracts are likely to be in placgnd the project must seek to satisfy applicable
planning and regulatory requirements.

During the project design phase, the project pragas should communicate early on
with relevant local, regional and national authae and allow adequate time to earn
necessary approvals. The project design shouldldebfe to accommodate potential
modifications that may arise to secure regulatoppr@val” (CCBA, 2005b, p. 13)

Indicators: the project proponents must guarantee that no laNs& broken by the
project, and that the project has, or expects teehapproval from the appropriate
authorities. (CCBA, 2005b)

G7. Adaptative Management for Sustainability (optiamal)

Concept "Adaptive management is a formal, systematic, agdrous approach to
learning from the outcomes of management actiomgormamodating change and
improving management. It involves synthesizing tiegis knowledge, exploring
alternative actions and making forecasts aboutrthatcomed

Adaptive management is based upon the premiseetioslystems and social systems are
complex and inherently unpredictable. Adaptive ngemaent views land management
actions as learning opportunities and as potentigberiments for systematically testing
assumptions and identifying adjustments that cdddefit the project. It enables a
project to evolve to meet changing or unanticipateéds, and can help ensure that the
project realizes its goals over the long terfCCBA, 2005b, p. 14)

Indicators: to achieve this optional criterion it is necesstwydemonstrate that the
project will use feedback to improve its outconees] that experience is passed on when
individuals leave the project. Also the project imdemonstrate enough flexibility to
implement potential changes and must be commitiets town long term sustainability,
for example, by securing payments for ecosystenvice=s, by promoting micro-
enterprises, or by establishing alliances with pizrtions or companies (CCBA, 2005b).

G8. Knowledge Dissemination

Concept "Field-based knowledge can be of value to otherjgmts. If actively
disseminated, this information can accelerate tdepdion of innovative practices that
bring benefits both globally and locallfCCBA, 2005b, p. 15)
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Indicators: for this criterion two indicators are required. jemis proponents must
indicate how the relevant lessons learned will beudhented and disseminated in order
to encourage replication of successful practices.

Climate section

The three required criteria under this section apecifically related with the
measurement of carbon dioxide and other greenhgases related to the project. They
aim to secure that the project will achieve theuotidn on the emissions or the
sequestration of the carbon dioxide along the ptdjée. Two optional criteria refer to
climate change adaptation and withholding a peeggnif the credits from regulatory
markets.

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts

Concept: "The project must generate net positive impactatomospheric concentrations
of greenhouse gasegCCBA, 2005b, p. 17)

Indicators: the indicators of this criterion must be estimatgdising IPCC guidelines or
any other methodology approved by the CDM Executeard. They include the
estimation of the net change in carbon stocks hadhét change in the emissions of non-
CO2 GHG emissions due to the project activitieghe ‘with’ and ‘without’ project
scenarios. It must be demonstrated the net clinmapact of the project is positive
(CCBA, 2005b).

CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (‘Leakage’)

Concept: “The project proponents must quantify and mitigately negative offsite
climate impacts; namely, decreased carbon stockaooeased emissions of non-CO2
GHGs outside the project boundary, resulting frorojgrt activities (referred to as
“leakage” in climate change polic{)(CCBA, 2005b, p. 18)

Indicators: for this criterion the expected types of leakagestnbe determined, and
their potential consequences in greenhouse gasessiens or sequestration.
Furthermore, a mitigation plan must be described.

CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring

Concept “Before a project begins, the project proponentssiiave an initial
monitoring plan in place to quantify and documeharmges in project-related carbon

® The net climate impact of the project is the net change in carbon stocks plus net change in non-
CO, GHGs where appropriate minus any other GHG emissions resulting from project activities
minus any likely project-related unmitigated negative offsite climate impacts. Source: CCBA
(2005b) Climate, Community and Biodiversity Project Design Standards (First Edition).
Washington DC.
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pools, and non-CO2 GHG emissions if appropriateithiw and outside the project
boundaries). The monitoring plan should state whmokasurements will be taken and
which sampling strategy will be used.

Since developing a full carbon-monitoring plan dancostly, it is accepted that some of
the plan details may not be fully defined at thsigle stage, when projects are being
evaluated by the CCB Standards. This will be esflgdrue for small-scale projects.”
(CCBA, 2005b, p. 19)

Indicators: It is necessary to present a climate monitorilag pSuch plan must mention

which and how greenhouse gases pools are going tmdnitored. Greenhouse gases
other than carbon dioxide must be included if thegount for more than 15% of the

project’s net climate impact (CCBA, 2005b).

CLA4. Adapting to climate (optional)

Concept: “Projects designed to anticipate and adapt to prbleaimpacts of climate
change and climate variability are more likely tostin the benefits generated by the
project over the long term (CCBA, 2005b, p. 20)

Indicators: project proponents must identify likely regionahtite change and climate
variability impacts, and indicate the measures oimize the potential negative impact
(CCBA, 2005b).

CL5. Carbon Benefits Withheld from Regulatory Markets (optional)

Concept: “When some carbon benefits generated by a projeetreot sold to satisfy

regulatory requirements, additional mitigation awtiwill be required elsewhere to meet
these requirements. Therefore, withholding a partad the project’s carbon benefits
from being used in capped markets will result ireader overall climate change

mitigation.

Moreover, projects that do not sell all their carbbenefits in regulated regimes have the
opportunity to experiment with climate change maitign activities other than the ones
eligible under these regimes (such as avoided dsfation, which is not currently

creditable under the Clean Development Mechanis8)ch experimentation may

generate new knowledge that is of value to carbole makers and other project

developers (CCBA, 2005b, p. 21)

Indicators: there is a single indicator for this criterion. laast 10% of the total carbon
benefits must be withheld from regulated marketsis percentage can be sold in the
voluntary market or can be retired (CCBA, 2005b).

Community section

The three required community criteria deal with thgrovement of the social and
economic well-being of the communities affectedtuy project. They are focused on the
potential impacts of the project on the social asdnomical factors that could affect
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communities in the project area along the projéet Two optional criteria are included:
Capacity Building and Best Practices(CCBA, 2005b).

CML1. Net Positive Community Impacts

Concept: “The project must generate net positive impactshensbcial and economic

wellbeing of communities within the project boundarmand within the project lifetime. In

addition, local communities and other stakeholdgisuld be engaged early on so that
the project design can be revised based on th@utinFinally, projects should ensure

that stakeholders can express concerns and gri@&ate project proponents and that
these concerns are responded to in a timely mah{€CBA, 2005b, p. 22)

Indicators: to achieve this criterion the project proponent imrastimate the impacts on
communities’ wellbeing resulting from planned pujectivities. Then a comparison of
with and without project scenarios must be perfamend the result must indicate
positive benefit. Additionally, a conflict resolati mechanism must be presented.

CM2. Offsite Stakeholder Impacts

Concept: “The project proponents must quantify and mitigikely negative social and
economic offsite impacts; namely, the decreasedalsand economic wellbeing of
communities or people living outside the projecurmary, resulting from project
activities.” (CCBA, 2005b, p. 23)

Indicators: in order to demonstrate that this criterion is aebd, the project proponent
must identify the potential negative community ircigathat the project activities are
likely to cause outside the project zone and desdnow they will be mitigated. It must
be demonstrated that the project will generatgasitive impacts (CCBA, 2005b).

CM3. Community Impact Monitoring

Concept: “The project proponents must have an initial monitg plan to quantify and
document changes in social and economic wellbedsglting from the project activities
(within and outside the project boundaries). Thenitowing plan should indicate which
measurements will likely be taken and which sargpinategy will be used to determine
how the project affects social and economic wellpei

Since developing a full community-monitoring plan ©e costly, it is accepted that some
of the plan details may not be fully defined at dlesign stage, when projects are being
evaluated by the CCB Standards. This will especiadl true for small-scale projects.”
(CCBA, 2005b, p. 24)

Indicators: similarly to the climate monitory criterion, a mtoring plan to estimate the
impacts of the project in selected community vdesbmust be described. The potential
variables mentioned are: income, health, roadspadsh food security, education and
inequality.(CCBA, 2005b)

CM4. Capacity Building (optional)
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Concept: “Projects that include a significant capacity-buihdy (training, skill building,
etc) component are more likely to sustain the pasiutcomes generated by the project
and have them replicated elsewhere. The projecpgmments must include a plan to
provide orientation and training for the projectmmployees and relevant community
members with an eye to building locally relevanilskand knowledge over time.”
(CCBA, 2005b, p. 25)

Indicators: A project seeking to achieve this criterion musiver that it is structured to
accommodate the community needs, not only projesds; it aims to increase
community and women participation; and it is nogéded to elites (CCBA, 2005b).

CMb5. Best Practices in Community Involvement (optioal)

Concept: “Projects that use best practices for communityoirement are more likely to
benefit communities. Best practices include: respm@clocal customs, local stakeholder
employment, worker rights and worker safefCCBA, 2005b, p. 26)

Indicators: showing that local knowledge and local stakeholdeese included in the
development of the project. Also, to provide evidemf how stakeholders will fill the
employment positions and ‘traditionally underreprasd stakeholders and women’ will
have fair chance to fill positions. In additiongetproject must comply with international
rules on worker rights. Worker safety must be goi@ed; otherwise, project proponents
must show how the risks will be minimized (CCBA0B0).

Biodiversity section

The three criteria under this section are focusadidentifying and monitoring the
impacts of the project on the biodiversity. Theg alirected towards biodiversity in
general, as well as to particular vulnerable sygeara ecosystems.

B1. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts

Concept: “The project must generate net positive impactsbaodiversity within the
project boundaries and within the project lifetimmeasured against the baseline
conditions.

Projects should have no negative effects on specatsded in the IUCN Red List of
threatened species (which encompasses endangedestiuftmerable species) or species
on a nationally recognized list (where applicablgvasive species must not be planted
by the project.

Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOSs), as a relalyvnew form of technology, raise a
host of ethical, scientific and socio-economic €éssusome GMO attributes may result in
invasive genes or species. In the future, certdidOS may be proven safe. However,
given the currently unresolved issues surroundingdS, projects cannot use genetically
modified organisms to generate carbon credif€CBA, 2005b, p. 26)

Indicators: project proponents must show that the project usgpropriate
methodologies to assess changes in biodiversity @sult of the project, and compare
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the “with project” and “without project” scenario® demonstrate the net biodiversity
benefit is positive. In addition, possible negateféects of non-native species on the
area’s environment must be described. And if ithe case, project proponents must
justify the necessity of using non-native speciesrmative species. All the IUCN Red

List threatened species (or species form otheonally recognized list) must be listed

and project activities must not negatively afféetrh. Finally, it must be guaranteed that
no invasive or GMOs will be used in the project E*C 2005b).

B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts

Concept: “The project proponents must quantify and mitigéiteely negative offsite
biodiversity impacts; namely, decreased biodivgrsiutside the project boundary
resulting from project activities.(CCBA, 2005b, p. 27)

Indicators: the indicators for this criterion are the potentiabative biodiversity impacts
that the project may cause outside the project drleay must be identified in order to
mitigate them. Also, it has to be demonstrated that net effect of the project on
biodiversity is positive (CCBA, 2005b)

B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring

Concept: “The project proponents must have an initial monig plan to quantify and
document the changes in biodiversity resulting fribi project activities (within and
outside the project boundaries). The monitoringnpshould state which measurements
will likely be taken and which sampling strateggdis

Since developing a full biodiversity-monitoring plaan be costly, it is accepted that
some of the plan details may not be fully definetha design stage, when projects are
being evaluated by the CCB Standards. This willeeisly be true for small-scale
projects” (CCBA, 2005b, p. 28)

Indicators: one indicator is defined for this criterion. Prdj@coponents must have an
initial plan for selecting biodiversity variables be monitored. Those variables at risk of
being negatively affected should be monitored (CCB@05b).

B4. Native Species Use (optional)

Concept: “In most cases, species that are native to a regidh have a higher
biodiversity benefit than non-native species. Iheotcases, non-native species can be
more effective than native species for rehabihigitdegraded areas or providing fast
growing biomass, timber, fruits and other benefipiaducts. For instance a project may
need to use non-native species on severely degréaetl to achieve ecological
restoration before native species can be reintredli¢CCBA, 2005b, p. 29)

Indicators: If a project seeks to achieve this criterionpitist only use native species to
the region, or justify that any non-native specised by the project are better than native
species for generating concrete biodiversity bénéGCBA, 2005b).

B5. Water and Soil Resource Enhancement (optional)
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Concept: “Climate change and other factors may stress andraée water and soil
resources at the project site over time. Projetisudd enhance the quality and quantity
of water and soil resourcéqCCBA, 2005b, p. 30)

Indicators: project proponents must show how project activitidsimprove water and
soil resources (CCBA, 2005b).

5.3 Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standard’s disourse analysis.

As it was mentioned before, considering the dissesipreviously identified in the debate
of multi-benefits climate change mitigation prog¢see chapter 4), the main aspects that
differentiate each discourse have been used tade@basis for discourse identification
according to the CCB standards and the CCBA webbibe this purpose, newub-
discourseshave been named using the most prevalent chasdicterof each discourse
found in literature that relate to the facts endered, and the story-lines have been
identified (table 2).

1. The market-oriented sub-discourse.

This sub-discourse is based on the weak versionEoblogical Modernization
(Backstrand and Loévbrand, 2006). According to B&eksl and Lovbrand (2006), the
weak version is dominant in relation to forestrimate change mitigation. The market
rationale is seen as a means to mitigate climasngd and at the same time, to
adequately manage natural resources. Here natesdunmces are translated into
commodities: forest into tons of carbon dioxide énber; and water, biodiversity, clean
air, etcetera into environmental services amongrsthOwnership and land rights allow
individuals to trade environmental services and thitimately brings benefits to the
communities, the environment and the climate. Iditeah, the market ability to auto-
regulate generates cost-efficient projects fromcWwhhe environment and the economy
also benefit. To materialize this strategy, thib-discourse suggests possible alliances
among businesses, communities, and governments.

The market-oriented sub-discourse is present irStaedards’ introductory section and
website, and it emphasizes the fact that multi-bepeojects are more likely to attract
diverse investors. In addition, this discoursevislent in the assertion that Standards are
used to generate credibility and a greater mar&etpetitiveness. Despite being clearly
manifested in the introduction, the market-orientaab-discourse is only reflected
directly in some criteria and indicators; for exdejpn the payment for environmental
services or the strategy of withholding creditsrirthe regulated management. In this last
one, it shows how the auto-regulation inherent &rket strategy could contribute to
climate change mitigation since the purpose fo tithholding is generating additional
or voluntary mitigation action.

2. The expert-based decision-making-oriented sub-sitourse

This sub-discourse is derived from Green Governaignt(Backstrand and Loévbrand,
2006) according to which science will set the Israind will provide the information to
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better understand, manage and control natural res®u Thus, governments or
administrative bodies define the necessary measonestigate climate change based on
the information produced by experts. The argumentstipport these decisions is
underpinned by avoiding or solving environmentalljjems and promoting sustainable
development. This sub-discourse mentions posslilances between scientists or
experts and governments or big businesses.

The expert-based decision-making-oriented sub-diseois present in the CCB Alliance
website, in the Standards’ introductory section andmost of the criteria. The

introduction of the Standards’ document and thesitelrefer to scientific evidence of
anthropogenic climate change. In the same way thaiGreen Governmentality

(Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006), standardizationself is a form of expressing this

sub-discourse since evaluators are the ones wieontiee whether or not the criteria are
achieved while experts define these criteria. Btirggup the limits and the variables to
be monitored some control can be exercised, fomela on land use. This becomes
evident as Standards are presented as a tool f@rmgoents to ensure projects that
contribute to sustainable development and to meaienous international obligations.

Climate and Biodiversity criteria and indicatorderealmost exclusively to the expert
information that needs to be generated in ordemdémitor and control the benefits of
those two components. The definition of these Gatelearly assumes that designing the
appropriate methodologies will guarantee benefitavoid exceeding GHG emission or
sequestering carbon dioxide or to protect threatemel endangered species. However, at
least in the case of biodiversity, this assumpérdudes other possibilities of addressing
the improvements made in terms of biodiversity, iftstance by not only taking into
account the listed species but also other impoxaes —bushmeat, medicine plants, or
sacred species (interestingly, this issue is addes the second edition when the High
Conservation Values Concept is being discussed).

3. The participatory-oriented sub-discourse

This sub-discourse is based on the reformist versibthe Civic Environmentalism
discourse (Backstrand and LoOvbrand, 2006) and theng version of Ecological
Modernization (Dryzek, 1997, Backstrand and LovdraP006, Hajer, 1995). It claims
that projects can achieve climate change mitigaéind co-benefits only under certain
conditions. Multi-level participation and transpacg are crucial to ensure community
benefits and equity. The climate change mitigatgtrategy suggested by this sub-
discourse includes participatory projects that ptancommunity empowerment. This
sub-discourse recognizes possible alliances betiNé#ds, businesses and governments.

The participatory-oriented sub-discourse is eviderthe introductory text of the website

and the Standards’ document when it emphasizesstaatlards are being produced by
researchers and various groups of stakeholdershdncriteria section, some of the

indicators reflecting the participatory-orientateslib-discourse are: participation,

transparency, and no-relocation of people. Thisdisbourse is also evident when some
of the indicators present ways to ensure the camditthose projects should observe in
order to be really effective in reaching the sobeefits they aim.
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4. The poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discourse

This dub-discourse is based on the Sustainable|@@went discourse (Dryzek, 1997).
Under the basic assumption that economic and sdeisglopment might not be achieved
at the expense of natural resources, poverty alievi is seen as the main solution to
achieve proper development without putting envirentmat stake. Therefore, economic
growth should be not only promoted but also guitketbe environmentally benign and
socially just (Dryzek, 1997). Climate change issidered a global problem that can be
solved locally. In the case of forestry or forestservation climate change mitigation
projects, local communities must be directly imemvin the solution since pressure on
natural resources in rural areas is primarily eecefly individuals living in these areas. If
people improve their economic wellbeing, the pressan natural resources is expected
to cease; that is the reason for which local comtiasn should be allied with
international organizations. Hence, the main pdssabliances suggested in this sub-
discourse are between big NGOs or businesses aaldcemmunities.

The poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discourse tigspnt in the introductory section of
the CCB standards when it associates the problepowérty to the pressure exerted on
natural resources, especially in tropical foresBn the website, this is also manifested
when global environmental problems are linked wgtiverty problems. In addition, the

poverty alleviation sub-discourse is present speEgif in some indicators related to job

opportunities for local stakeholders and to theiséamsce to local communities for

creating economic alternatives once the projectes.

To summarize, Although thmarket-orientedsub-discourse seems not to be “physically”
present in the criteria, it is prevalent in theadiuction and in the concept of trading and
marketing climate benefits. This fact might positithe market-orienteddiscourse as
dominant within the CCB standards, even when tisisnot evident in the text.
Consequently, the market oriented discourse mayasily act as legitimating of the
carbon commoditization strategy in which this Stadd are embedded. In addition, this
sub-discourse also plays operationalization rolemihis reflected in some of the criteria
that a project should achieve in order to be aeckftikewise, the expert-based decision
making sub-discourse, is mainly prevalent throdghdriteria section, through which the
use of scientific knowledge to underpin naturabtese management is operationalized.
At the same time, standardization and monitorindgtemn@art of the certification concept,
which gives weight to this discourse in the soc@istruction of the CCB Standards. The
participatory-oriented sub-discourse is presenboth the criteria and the introductory
sections through community participation and tramspcy concepts, and it is
complementing the win-win story-line of the marketented sub-discourse. Theverty-
alleviation sub-discourse is also evident in the Standards\whereduction of poverty is
conceived as a way to solve environmental probl&hes only discourse not evident in
the Standards was the one derived from the ragi@aion of Civic Environmentalism,
which | named theritical-orienteddiscourse. The result of the assessing for theepiee

of the sub-discourses in the Standards can be iseéime Annex at the end of this
document.
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In conclusion, market oriented and the expert-baksmision making sub-discourses are
dominant, and they are complemented by the paaticiy oriented in a greater extent
and the poverty alleviation in a lesser extent. Tdgec that supports the relationship
among these discourses could be as follows: climedbenmunity and biodiversity
benefits can be reached simultaneously by sellemipan credits. To guarantee those
benefits, the expert-based knowledge dictates howadnveniently manage natural
resources; and in order to ensure benefits forcat®munity and the environment,
participation and transparence must be guaranéeetpoverty must be reduced

Table 2 The Story-lines of the sub-discourses represgritie Climate Community and

Biodiversity Standards.
Sub-discourse Story-lines
Market-oriented sub- » Multi-benefit projects are more likely to attrantestors

discourse

Payment for Environmental services payments cauteib to
generate long-term sustainability

Market has de capacity to regulate over land usangd
(additionality)

Selling carbon credits or offsets contribute to lienpent
projects that mitigate climate change.

Climate change mitigation, community developmentd an
biodiversity conservation can happen simultanequsly
resulting in a win-win situation.

Expert-based decision-
making-oriented sub-
discourse

Expert information to decide how better understaatsl
manages natural resources

Monitoring climate and biodiversity using sciertifi
methodologies will guarantee that benefits are ginbu

Participatory-oriented sub-*
discourse

Community participation, transparency, and no fdrce
relocation of people are conditions to ensure $benefits.

Certain condition should be met to ensure socialefies —
community participation, transparency, and no raion of
people.

Poverty-alleviation- .
oriented sub-discourse

Economical development may cause pressure on hatura
resources.

Poverty conditions should be improved in order ¢éaluce
pressure on natural resources
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6 ENVIRONMENTAL DISCOURSES IN THE CLIMATE COMMUNITY AND
BIODIVERSITY PROJECTS

In this chapter the research questidthich discourses can be identified in the CCB'’s
Project Design Documents and how do they relateedmh other? The Climate,
Community and Biodiversity standards certify larab&d projects including activities
such as afforestation-reforestation, reducing donssom deforestation and degradation
(REDD), and ecosystem restoration (CCBA, 200Bagording to the CCB’s website, up
until this date (May 28, 2009) 35 projects are aiming to be certified hg CCB
standards. Out of those projects, nine have beproegd, eight of which have obtained
gold status, and one has obtained silver status. dgproved projects are found in
different types and locations. Three projects aymmitted to reduce emissions from
deforestation and degradation (so-called REDD ptsjeone of these projects involves
avoiding grassland conversion and it is locateth@éUnited States, the other two involve
forest ecosystems and take place in Brazil andriesia. Three projects deal with forest
ecosystem restoration, two of which are locatedthe United States, and one in
Nicaragua. The remaining three are reforestatiamepts, and they take place in the
United Kingdom, Panama, and China.

For this study, six projects have been selectedtfi® criteria used, see chapter 3): The
Juma Sustainable Development Reserve Project, adddihg Carbon Emissions from
Deforestation in the Ulu Masen Ecosystem, Acehttercase of REDD projects; Return
to Forest, and Restoring a Legacy at Red RiveraNatiWildlife Refuge, for the case of
ecosystem restoration; and Project Climate, Aptayd CQOOL-USA/Futuro Forestal
Native Species Reforestation, for the case of effation-reforestation projects. This
Chapter briefly describes each of the projectofaihg their written structure, which is
the structure found in the CCB standards (in alth@f cases, except for one project)
because it allows the documents to be comparedddiition, the description includes
several extracts textually cited from the projeesigned documents with the intention of
reflecting the way ideas are presented. At the @ndach project description, a brief
analysis is presented; and at the end of the seai@omparison of the sub-discourses
found in all of the projects is given. The resultlte assessing for the presence of each
sub-discourse in the projects can be found in thieeX, at the end of this report.

6.1 The Juma Sustainable Development Reserve Project

This project aims to reduce emissions from defatest (REDD project) by the
establishment of a protected area for sustaina®earua region claimed to be under great
risk of deforestation. It takes place in the stté\mazonas, Brazil. In September 2008
the project was rated Gold by Tiv Sid; all the mmi criteria were approved to get this
rank.

General section
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G.1. Original conditions in the project area. The document presents a detailed
description of the project's area, including ge@dia location, hydrology, geology,

geomorphology, vegetation covers and deforestagimmations. Also, it describes the
current carbon dioxide stocks, based on the regilta biomass estimations project
carried out during ten years, and using IPCC methpldis two more detailed models. It
includes a community description, including factsteh as housing, education, health,
transport, current land use, among others. The Juwmjact accounts for 339 families

living in 35 communities inside the reserve are®&egarding biodiversity general

description, the document mentions several invegothat have been performed
emphasizing the species found in the IUCN red.l{gtsonymous, 2008b)

G2. Baseline ProjectionsTo define the most likely land use scenario inahsence of
the project. The document focuses on the histodedfbrestation drivers and land-use
change dynamics. It statesTHe future scenario is very clear: if the infrastture
predicted for the State of Amazonas, such as thmgaf highways, is implemented, and
if the historic trends elsewhere in the Amazon ioomlt the state of Amazonas will
rapidly be occupied by large expanses of pastuckagricultural fields, and millions of
hectares of forest will disappear in the procgés@Anonymous, 2008b, p. 31). A
simulation model designed for the Amazon regiongaedicting the future scenario, is
used. As a result the most probable scenario withmject is deforestation. The choice
of this scenario, and the model itself is suppoligdhe statementThe most advanced
simulation models indicate that in the coming desathe State of Amazonas will see a
rapid increase in its deforestation rates. SimAm&d, a deforestation simulation
model developed by a consortium of research ingiita and published in Nature,
indicates that in the coming decades the Statentdizbnas could lose up to 30% of its
forest cover by the year 2050 (“business as ussa€nario). This volume will emit more
than 3.5 billion tons of CO2 into the atmospHére (Anonymous, 2008b, p. 31).
Additionally, the social and environmental risks@dated with the selected scenario are
identified: expected deforestation will affect bilersity due to habitat fragmentation and
habitat lost; and it will be detrimental to comnmiyniivelihoods, because they are
considered highly dependent on the quality of tiral ecosystems.

G3. Project Design and GoalsThe aim of the Juma project is to control defortasta
and its GHG emission in an area under great lardpusssure. This is going to be done
by developing and implementing the management ptah by the generation of funds
from carbon credits. The management plan expestdtsein four areas: monitoring and
law enforcement, income generation through sudbénabusiness, Community
development, education and scientific research, dirett payment for environmental
services. The carbon credits’ trading is preseated means to be able to implement the
management plan]The carbon credits] will create the conditions &ttract investors
and bring to the State the resources to implemensistent, robust and sustainable
policies for controlling and monitoring deforestati (...) The project will result in
significant improvements in the quality of life lotal communities.” (Anonymous,
2008b, p. 40). In this section, participation arahsparency are addressed. It is affirmed
that local communities and stakeholders were irewlin the project design, through
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public hearings and workshops; and they are gainget involved in the management
plant and decision making

G4. Management Capacity.Under this criterion, the project document desaribiee
management team. Four organizations are directlylved in the implementation of this
project: The Amazonas Sustainable foundation, wigdhe implementing organization;
The Climate Change State Center and the State IClemt®rotected Areas within the
Secretariat of Environment and Sustainable Deveéoyirof the Government of the state
of Amazonas; and the Institute for Conservation &@uwustainable Development of
Amazonas. This section also includes the finarcaphcity evidence of the implementing
organization (Anonymous, 2008b).

G5. Land Tenure. Traditional communities live inside the reservatiareas. Their
specific land tenure is not mentioned, but it il $hat the reserve is conceived for those
communities to live thereThe principal objective of the RDS category of poctéd area

is to preserve nature while simultaneously ensuthg conditions and tools necessary
for the reproduction and improvement in the livebds and natural resource
management practices of traditional communitiesvd&e lands inside the Reserve are
going to be expropriated or exchanged, howeveroés not involves relocation of
people, since no one lives in these lah@nonymous, 2008b)

G6. Legal Status.Under this criterion the document presents thellegarnational
(mostly based on the Rio Convention), and natidfedderal constitution) frameworks
that support the Juma project. Payment for enviemtal services and financial
mechanisms for conserving natural resources aréioned here. In addition the Reserve
Deliberative Council is illustrated. This Coungalthe judicial body for the management
of a protected area, which “.comprises all the relevant local institutions anctas in
the area of the Reserve, including representatofehe communities located within the
reserve, municipal governments around the Resgaggrnment agencies and the local
business community, among others, with the presydehthe Council occupied by the
State Center for Protected Areas (Centro EstadualUhidades de Conservacao).”
(Anonymous, 2008b, p. 69)

G7. Adaptative Management for Sustainability (optimal). The document states that
tools for measuring and controlling biological aswtioeconomic variables are going to
be used for reviewing the achievements. This isiclamed to be the basis for decision-
making, and for incorporating the lessons learnauhd implementation. The long-term
sustainability of the project’s benefits is attitibdah to payment of environmental services,
since this investment will provide the funds to coumity capacity building
(Anonymous, 2008b).

G8. Knowledge DisseminationAccording to the document, all the activities rethto
the Project are going to be documented throughemriteports, and the results are going
to be presented in scientific and general evemd,ta the communities. (Anonymous,
2008b).
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Climate section

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts.The target of the project is to prevent carbon
dioxide emission by conserving forests. Accordiodhe project estimations, from 2006
to 2050 more than 189 millions tons of carbon diexare going to be prevented. It is
based on the assumption that approximately 210omilons would be released if the

project does not take place. All the calculationse &ased in SimAmazonia

model(Anonymous, 2008b).. The data used for thesemations were based in a

scientific publication that included different Anta#an ecosystems, and compared with
the IPCC values. (Anonymous, 2008b).

CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (‘Leakage’). The project considers that no leakage is
going to happen. The surrounding areas are goindpetomonitored for assessing
migration. Instead it is considered the projectl wibve positive impacts in the

surrounding areas in terms of decreasing deforestéAnonymous, 2008b).

CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring. For monitoring climate impact the project will use
satellite images for assessing deforestation, aliddevelop a participatory monitoring
plan and surveillance program involving communi{i@sonymous, 2008b).

CL4. Adapting to climate (optional). Under this criterion, it is argued that by
preventing deforestation, the project will conttduo adaptation through “assisting in
reducing the contribution of the Amazon’s deforgsta to global warming.”
(Anonymous, 2008b, p. 88)

CL5. Carbon Benefits Withheld from Regulatory Markets (optional). According to
the document, all the credits will be sold in th@luntary market. In addition, non-
permanence 10% buffer will be created as an investmisk management strategy.

Community section

CML1. Net Positive Community Impacts.The communities’ benefits attributed to this
project are related with improvements in the quatit life of local communities. To
establish the communities’ net benefits a ‘Sustalitg Matrix’ was used. It considered
27 different socio-economic indicators of great aripnce in community development.
“Improvement in the quality of life of the localramunities depends on the identification
of each community’s needs, from the outcomes ofStistainability Matrix method.
Through the matrix, the local population identifi¢gke actual conditions of the
community for each one of the issues, such as @&doc&ousing, health, energy, trash
collection, water, sewage, environmental monitoyrieg”. (Anonymous, 2008b, p. 98).
In the document, the matrix is presented togethtr the expected net benefits for each
variable. Additionally, the participatory processdathe model for grievance resolution
are described.

CM2. Offsite Stakeholder Impacts. According to the document, no negative social
impacts outside the project area were identifiedtdad, the document affirms that the
project will bring community benefits outside itsumdaries (Anonymous, 2008b).
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CM3. Community Impact Monitoring. The monitoring is going to be based on the
matrix mentioned earliefThe survey generates a range of information tfestds the
database and qualifies the family in the Sustailitgdiatrix. According to this table, the
community chooses, in a participative way, the nitigs for its sustainable
development.{Anonymous, 2008b, p. 102)

CM4. Capacity Building (optional). To accomplish this optional criterion the project
proponents explain how communities and stakehol@dees involved in the project
implementation. According to themThe project will provide organizational,
management and technical capacity building acteitto underscore the ownership of
the local people’s management of the Reserve, 4saw¢o insure their involvement in
decision-making and implementation of programs andonservation and sustainable
development efforts(Anonymous, 2008b, p. 103)

CMb5. Best Practices in Community Involvement (optioal). The text under this
criterion mentions again the participatory procesed in the creation of the reservation
area. “Local communities in the Juma Reserve ifledtthe“Sustainable Development
Reserve” as the type of Protected Area that wolllwhathem to balance improving their
livelihoods with maintaining the environmental gtabf their forests. It is important to
point out that the teams that conducted these esutiave extensive knowledge and
experience in the reality of the AmazdgAnonymous, 2008b, p. 106). It is stated that
communities are going to be trained in order toegivem the opportunity to be hired
within some of the project’s programs. Also, ittegathat the project will follow all the
laws and regulations regarding worker rights.

Biodiversity section

B1l. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts. The document affirms that by preventing
deforestation biodiversity and environmental sesicwill be conserved. Also, it
considers the monitoring as a benefit itself, beeatwill make possible to identify and
prevent any negative impactfThe main assumption of the program is that through
scientific research on the Juma Reserve’s bioditye(s.g., ecology of species, dynamics
of populations, etc.) the subsidies to improveMlamagement Plan of the Reserve will be
obtained, helping also to identify the needs andoofunities for the next research and
monitoring activities. (...) These data can help émerate measures for instructing the
communities about how to use the natural resouioces sustainable way, without
affecting either their needs or the resourtédnonymous, 2008b, p. 122n addition, it
states that no exotic species or genetically medlifirganisms were used.

B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts. No negative impacts on the biodiversity are
recognized, instead it is said that the project Wwing positive biodiversity impacts
outside its boundaries (Anonymous, 2008b). Under ¢hterion, the importance of the
total revenues of at least US$ 189 million is engpted.“These resources would allow
the full implementation of conservation and susibla development policies and
measures throughout the region of the Juma Resaotepnly within its boundaries, as
mentioned in B2.1 and B2.2Anonymous, 2008b, p. 115).
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B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring. According to the project, the flora and fauna
species that are going to be monitored are thosd by communities. If a decline is

detected, management and protection actions willubdertaken. To perform this

monitoring, participatory methods will be used. @hymous, 2008b)

B4. Native Species Use (optionalpAccording to the document, no exotic species are
going to be used within the reserVexcept those that are already part of the traditab
production of local communities (e.g., fruit tregmsture, grasses).(Anonymous,
2008b, p. 123)

B5. Water and Soil Resource Enhancement (optional)To achieve this optional
criterion, the project document elaborates how eoragion measures will allow forest
and river preservation, benefiting water and sssburces.

Juma project discourse analysis

According to this project, the proposal of pavirfgwo large highways in the area will

result in a large loss of forest by 2050. In ortterprevent deforestation and hence
mitigate climate change and benefit communities thedenvironment in the reservation
area, the project will implement four main actiegi strengthening of environmental
monitoring and control; income generation througbnpotion of sustainable businesses;
community development, scientific research and atioic; and direct payment for

environmental services (Anonymous, 2008b). The $uind implementing these activities

will come from Marriot International which was agrkto commercialize the credits.

The original condition of the area is describedhigection devoted to biophysical and
social descriptions which uses a technical stylee Expert-based decision-making-

oriented sub-discourse is clear when this inforomais used to support arguments about
protection or land-use change,; it is the case dfarastock estimations and the biological
importance of the reservation area. The same oattihe baseline projections where the
choice of land-use scenario is based on predictiodels, and where the environmental
and social risks are defined based on such pred&tiThe expert-based decision-
making-oriented sub-discourse is also implied ie firoject goals and the adaptive
management capacity since the aim of implementiegproject is deforestation control

through law enforcement and monitoring. At this ppithis sub-discourse and the

market-oriented sub-discourse could overlap simcéhese sections carbon funds are
presented as essential to make the managemermqsaible.

Not surprisingly, the expert-based decision-malonignted sub-discourse prevails in the
climate section in which the central point is tilséiraation and monitoring of greenhouse
gas emission avoidance based on different prediatimdels estimations. The same
occurs in the biodiversity section with some affatrons about monitoring and

researching biodiversity as a way of instructingnowunities for better use. This fact
resembles the expert-based knowledge used in tne p&environment and sustainable
development.

In two of the main project activities, the part@ipry-oriented sub-discourse is present in
the form of participation and transparency concefiis instance the education and
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training of local communities to devolve power a@dsure participation. Also, it is
explicitly affirmed that communities are being amdl be involved in the decision-
making processes for designing and implementingagament plans, and this in turn
demands the community empowerment for decision-ngakin general, most of the text
in the section about the community is devoted ¢oparticipatory-oriented sub-discourse,
for example in the definition of community indicegdor the social model.

In the climate monitoring criteria and in the bieelisity section, participatory monitoring

and surveillance programs are mentioned. Howeverthese criteria, the document
validates participation as a way to increase avem®rfor conservation and to make
monitoring more efficient; this could show that tiusnental participation may reduce

implementation costs. It is important to noticettiva the participatory-oriented sub-

discourse, participation is an end in itself foe tommunity to be empowered and to
actually have a stake in decision-making. In tipiscgfic case, although the project deals
with participation, it may not be participatory-emied but can refer to the market-
oriented discourse through the cost-efficiencyystiore.

Statements about the ‘no-relocation’ of peopleesdflthe participatory-oriented sub-
discourse since this is considered one of the tiongito be met by the project in order
to get benefits for the community. The land terarigerion, for example, emphasizes this
point and explains that traditional communitieseliinside the reservation area. In
addition, in the legal status criteria this subzdigse is evident when the involvement of
different governance actors is stated. They ard ®aiparticipate together with local

institutions, regional governments and communityniers.

The market-oriented sub-discourse is evident inpieect goals, especially when the
payment for environmental services is mentionekewise, the legal status criteria
present the generation of funds from carbon credésa means to achieve law
enforcement and control on the one hand, and toawepquality of life on the other. In
addition, the strategy of withholding the creditsmh the regulated market reflects the
market-oriented sub-discourse while it aims to prdivat projects will bring additional
benefits on climate mitigation. This project witkate an investment risk buffer as part of
an investment risk strategy.

In the baseline predictions, the poverty alleviatgub-discourse could be emerging at
any rate when it mentions the pressure on nataesaurces exerted by development that
has caused or will cause forest loss, and will tieglyg affect forest-dependent
communities. In addition, some of the social inthes used in the social model are
devoted to reducing poverty by generating income.

In summary, theexpert-based decision-making-orientati@ub-discourse is strongly
present in this project. This can be explainedngyassumption that science will provide
the necessary information for the adequate estimatnd subsequent management of the
different indicators such as atmospheric carbonxide& threatened species, and
socioeconomic indicators. Thparticipatory-oriented sub-discourse is also evident,
especially in the section about the community. &sbi, the document makes explicit
emphasis on the community empowerment and its ggaation in decision-making.
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These two discourses are supported and complemdnytetthe market-orientedsub-
discourse which plays an essential role on theegatian of the project itself even though
it is not as conspicuous as the other two disceursentioned before. The climate
benefits produced will be traded in the marketrieuge project implementation and the
money obtained from it will allow governments to mitor climate and control natural
resource management, and will be used to implenfolgrams ensuring the
community’s participation and empowerment. Povatlgviation is present as a proof of
environmental degradation that deserves to be dolire that sense, it supports the
expert-orientedsub-discourse.

6.2 Reducing Carbon Emissions from Deforestation in théJlu Masen Ecosystem

The Ulu Masen project is intended to reduce emissiopom deforestation and forest
degradation. It is located in the Indonesian Prawiof Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam, in
one of the largest continuous blocks of tropicak$b in Sumatra. The project is carried
out by an alliance among the Aceh provincial gowent; Fauna and Flora International,
an environmental NGO; and Carbon Conservation Rty d company that will act as the
project developer (Anonymous, 2007b). RainforediaAte audits the project. As a
result, it was rated ‘Silver’. To award this degtke project achieved five out of the eight
optional criteria. The criteria not achieved werAdaptative Management for

Sustainability, Best Practices in Community Invehent, and Water and Soil Resource
Enhancement

G.1. Original conditions in the project arealn first instance the document defines the
area in terms of its type of ecosystem, and itallpgotection status:The mountains of
the Bukit Barisan range are considered as givingerio two distinct but connected
ecosystems, the Ulu Masen ecosystem, which forensdfthern-most forest and the
Leuser ecosystem reaching from the southern pafoceh into the province of North
Sumatra. The Gunung Leuser National Park lies iwitheuser ecosystem, a large
landscape protected by presidential decree. Wik National Park status provides a
strong legal status for protection, the Leuser Bstsm is a multi-functional landscape
and provides limited legal protection due to cantilig laws that give authority to
provincial and district government for land usemténg.” (Anonymous, 2007b, p. 6)

This section provides a biophysical descriptiontémms of geology, climate, and
vegetation. Under a subsection called ‘carbon’gimect explains the use of the IPCC
guidelines and more detailed models to set de sadmel greenhouse gases estimations.
Under a subsection called ‘communities’ the progracterizes the population living in
the area. It starts by presenting poverty aspéatseh today remains one of Indonesia’s
poorest provinces. Almost 50 percent of the pojmralives below the poverty litfe
(...). Aceh Province is typical of many resource-riggions, in that wealth from
exploitation of resources has not greatly improtbed welfare of the majority of the
population. Rural communities in particular haveshelienated from resources to which
they can claim traditional rights. Much of thisilfae to convert resource wealth into
community development results from policies thagride customary tenure often
facilitated by corruption.”(Anonymous, 2007b, p. 12). Finally, under a subsecalled
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‘biodiversity’ a list with ‘endangered and protettenammals present in the area is
given; and their major threats are identified (ketdioss and fragmentation).

G2. Baseline Projections.The text under this criterion starts explaining wihyis
complicated to estimate the most likely land usenado, attributing the lack of
regulation of these forested lands until recentlg tb the civil conflict, new threats to the
forest such as illegal logging, and unsustainabtiistrial logging practices. After that,
the document elaborates on the extended defo@stask, mentioning that Indonesia
has the highest deforestation rate in the worlégyodThen, this section presents three
different scenarios and ends by selecting one,doase& model that includes 87 variables
to predict the deforestation rate. The followingbsection determines the carbon
emission that would be emitted if the project doettake place based on the different
possible crops. Subsequently, the communities’ limesscenario is presented, based on
the economic alternatives without the project, #meir impacts on the economy and
some ecosystem services. Next, the predicted ‘witpooject’ scenario for biodiversity
is presented focusing on habitat lost, degradadiwh fragmentation effects. Finally, the
baseline predicted scenario of soil and water mesgsuis presented, emphasizing water
contamination and soil erosion.

G3. Project Design and GoalsThe text under this section explains the main gaats
describes the main activities that are going taubéertaken. In addition, it presents a
summary of a risk assessment in which the measaregkle permanence are outlined.
The ultimate goal of the project may be summarizgdhese introductory statements:
“The project proponents can, with adequate carbioarice, institute measures that will
reduce legal and illegal deforestation, promoteorestation and foster sustainable
community forest management. (...). A substantigigooof carbon finance will be
deposited into these [carbon-financed] funds anlll dwectly benefit local communities
and forest guardians’(Anonymous, 2007b, p. 35). By preventing defortsta project
proponents will help Aceh achieve a sustainablaréuthat also preserves critical and
highly-threatened habitat for biodiversity and depea sustainable community model for
the use and conservation of forest. The documéiniafthat the project will contribute
to avoid 85% by using carbon finance for land resification, permanently eliminating
the legal possibility of land conversion and logginin addition, it explains the
mechanisms to involve and benefit communities dmeddocumentation and publication
process.(Anonymous, 2007b)

G4. Management Capacityln this section the project describes the instingidirectly
involved in some detail. For the provincial goveent) the document speaks about its
commitment with this kind of projects, and the diflties the government has gone
through because of the recent tsunami, arguing tthexe is a transition to a more
transparent and sustainable government (AnonynQ(&7b). The description of Fauna
and Flora International highlights experiencesanservation projects, and mentions that
one of their projects’is the largest project in Indonesia, the Aceh Fsireand
Environment Project, is the largest World Bank fedigbroject in the Indonesian forestry
sector and with 13 million USD(Anonymous, 2007b, p. 45). Regarding Carbon
Conservation, its experience in REDD projects istio@ed. In addition, this section
includes a description of the management teamtraidresponsibilities and budget.
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G5. Land Tenure and G6. Legal Status.These two criteria are joint in the project
formulation document. The text under this sectioespnts the legal framework for the
land, mentioning that in this country there is & lat regulates ecological services.
Also, the document affirms that no involuntary paltion of people will be necessary. In
addition the potential immigration could be caudmstause outsiders could note the
community benefits. However, according to the doents, this will be prevented since
“social norms in the area and social cohesion tlgapart of everyday life in villages (in
and outside the project) are strong to deter sigaift in-migratiori, and the project will
have time to prevent in-migration since the paymdot carbon sequestration will be
made after deforestation rates are verified (Anamysn2007b, p. 49).

G7. Adaptative Management for Sustainability (optimal). The evaluators did not
approve the achievement of this criterion. Accogdio the Validation Audit Report, the
project document does provide evidence thattibns and monitoring programs are
designed to generate reliable feedback that is useidnprove project outcomesjgnd
that the project is committed to long-term susthaility (Hayward and Afiff, 2007, p.
35). However, the project lacks a management ptansharing and documenting
information of decision, actions, and outcomes; &nfhils in demonstrating enough
flexibility to incorporate potential changes (Hayaand Afiff, 2007).

and G8. Knowledge Dissemination.This project formulation document does not
mention these two criteria. However, the validatimport states that Knowledge
dissemination was achieved considering ttta¢ project will probably be of great value

to the understanding of REDD projects in Indoneara elsewhere in the world”

(validation report p 36). In addition, the validati report affirms that a supporting
document, which is not available on the websitentinas indicators to meet the
objectives for raising conservation awareness (Haghand Afiff, 2007)

Climate section

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts.According to the document, by avoiding the 85%
of the deforestation in the project area, the nesitwe climate impact will be
approximately 27 million tons of carbon dioxide o@@ years (Anonymous, 2007b).

CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (‘Leakage’) This section of the documents discusses how
leakage will be caused, monitored and mitigatece pbtential identified leakages are:
activity shifting (deforestation could move to aarey forest), and market effect (market
demand, supply causing an increase or decreasmiitting activities elsewhere). The
way for preventing leakage, presented by the doatiséeby the large-scale nature of the
project, by providing economic alternatives to theabitants of the area. Also, the
document mentions that the provincial governmers declared a moratorium on all
logging in natural forests (Anonymous, 2007b).

CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring. The document affirms that the project is committed
to developing a monitoring plan following IPCC geliches (Anonymous, 2007b).

CL4. Adapting to climate (optional). The text under this criterion affirms that: “This
project deals with adaptationTHis project fundamentally will help Sumatran fawarad
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flora adapt to climate change. By conserving theyést contiguous block of Sumatra
forest at the northern end of the island, the &pibf climate-sensitive species to adapt
will be enhanced (Anonymous, 2007b, p. 54)

CL5. Carbon Benefits Withheld from Regulatory Markets (optional). The document
lacks a section under this name, however in thelatbn reports it is confirmed that
20% of the credits will be withheld from regulat@arkets (Hayward and Afiff, 2007)

Community section

CM1. Net Positive Community Impacts.In this section, the consultation process is
described, emphasizing the equitable carbon fim&ndistribution. In addition, the
document explains the direct financial support wmmunities: To address the
complexity of providing financial incentives to f®at bio-carbon stocks while
supporting the livelihoods of forest dependent canmities, several funding mechanisms
will be designed and tested’Anonymous, 2007b, p. 58). Sustainable timber pcod
fund, financial support through deposition accourgsolving loan fund for small-scale
enterprise development, and monitoring and lawreefoent deposition accounts are the
four possible funding mechanisms mentioned.

Regarding participation it is mentioned thdt® project has been conceived to ensure
that stakeholder confidence and commitment wilbb#t through a participatory and
transparent process. All levels of government amil society have been invited to
contribute to the design and implementation of @ebjactivities and initial community
consultations have begun. In particular, tradigdmMukint leaders have a critical role
in the management of land and natural resource&dah’s rural communities, typically
being responsible for between three and eight gédta Though their authority was
undermined during the years of conflict, Mukim leldare now formally recognized
under Aceh’s Special Autonomy LaghAnonymous, 2007b, p. 2). Besides, the project
document states that workshops and meetings willhélel to “better define how
stakeholders should be defined, identified, engaged encouraged to fully engage
project design and implementation” (Anonymous, 2107

CM2. Offsite Stakeholder Impacts.The identified negative community impacts due to
project activities are loss of income from a reéurctin illegal logging, and decline in
offsite livelihoods of illegal wildlife traders arsers. Small-scale community enterprise
loans, implemented by the project, are referrethasway of mitigating those impacts.
(Anonymous, 2007b)

CM3. Community Impact Monitoring. The document states that a monitoring plan of
community livelihoods will be developed by the afd2008. Under this section the text
mentions that forest and timber trade will be mam@tl by supporting the conservation
management agencies to perform routine monitonmppatrolling activities. In addition,
the text under this section mention tH@lvil society organizations (CSOs) will be
supported to conduct independent monitoring of dorrime (e.g. illegal local timber
processing capacity, locations and activities déghl sawmills, and illegal timber
exports and transportation./Anonymous, 2007b, p. 65)
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CM4. Capacity Building (optional). For supporting the achievement of this criterioa th
document states:Project proponents will strive to bring capacity sustainable forest
management to the area. By moving forward with pincgect, area citizens, academics,
government officials and others will have the oppoity to engage a variety of skills and
emerging ideas for forest conservation and managéiméAnonymous, 2007b, p. 60)

CM5. Best Practices in Community Involvement (optioal). This criterion is not
explicitly addressed in the document. The validatreport affirms that although the
project demonstrates solid foundation of local kiealge, local stakeholder consultation
needs to be improved. For that reason, this aritewas not approved (Hayward and
Afiff, 2007).

Biodiversity section

B1l. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts. e project’'s goal is to reduce 85% of the
potential deforestatioriOverall the project expects to create significamiprovements to
biodiversity conservation by avoiding habitat lossidd degradation in northern
Sumatra.” (Anonymous, 2007b, p. 61). According to the doentmif the project does
not take place great habitat degradation and fragatien will occur, risking the viability
of many species in the area. (Anonymous, 2007b)

B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts. According to the document, the project does not
anticipate off-site negative impacts on biodivgrgéanonymous, 2007hb).

B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring. According to the document, flora, fauna, water
quality and soils will be monitored. In additionngldlife trade monitoring program for
the Sumatra rhino and Tiger will be implementeddAymous, 2007b).

B4. Native Species Use (optionallhe texts under this section affirms that non -veati
species will be used in community gardening. Notiveanative timber is likely to be
used in sustainable community forestry due to bgti@wth rates (Anonymous, 2007b).

B5. Water and Soil Resource Enhancement (optionaljccording to the document, by
reducing deforestation water and soil resources improve (Anonymous, 2007b). In
addition the text under this criterion affirms thhat water and soil conditions will be
monitored. It is not clear whether this criterioasaachieved or not, since in the summary
table of the validation report it appears as ngiraged, but the detailed information
indicates that the two indicators for this criteriwere evaluated positively.

The Ulu Masen project discourse analysis

Climate change mitigation in this project will behéeved by avoiding the emissions that
deforestation could cause in an extended forest. arbe problem addressed by this
project may be summarized as follows: the area evtiex project is going to take place is
a resource-rich region with a poor population; taadition has been accentuated by the
political conflict, the recent tsunami, and the mmmic development of the region
including market demand and the current legislatartimber extraction. The proposed
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solution to this problem is forest conservatione titnanagement plan and activities
associated with it will be possible due to carborestments

The expert-based decision-making-oriented sub-diseoprevails in the description of
the project’s current conditions and baseline mtapas when describing the area in
terms of carbon dioxide content and the models utseelstimate it. This discourse is
evident in the monitoring schemes. Similarly, tinepbasis on the legal protection status
and the description of ecosystem types in this@estuggests that expert orientation may
underpin land-use decision-making. Likewise, thecdurse can be associated with law
enforcement and the land-use reclassification rmaeat throughout the document. The
expert-oriented sub-discourse is also evidentliofahe biodiversity criteria which speak
mainly about conservation and deforestation avadaas a means of protecting
endangered habitats and species, improving watésaih quality, etc., and at the same
time, linking some of these facts with trade cohénod use of natural resources. The use
of ecological services and land regulation instiug is emphasized in the land tenure
and legal status.

The poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discourse rigspnt in the general section and the
section about the community where the level of piyveopulation, the current negative

impacts on the forest, and the negative effectstten economic welfare and the

ecosystems are illustrated. As a result, the pegba®lution that provides an economic
alternative to improve welfare (the four fundingahanisms) can also be linked with this
discourse. Likewise, in the section about the benébr the community the suggested

solution to mitigate pressure on natural resoudssds again with providing economic

alternatives to local communities.

The market-oriented sub-discourse can be identifigde conception of project-designed
goals that use carbon credit trading as a meangedoce deforestation. One of the
leakages identified by this project is caused bg tharket. The market-regulating

capacity emerges when supply-demand dynamics mi@gtadarbon emission levels

(pollution), hence economic alternatives given tie people in the area would play a
preventive role against leakage. The market-oriesté-discourse is also present in the
criterion about withholding credits form regulatedrkets, as explained in the previous
project.

The participatory sub-discourse is present in thejept design goals through the
explanation of the mechanisms for community involeat and the documentation of
public participation. This discourse is evident whencouraging and facilitating
independent civic society monitoring and when emnagug to the Mikim (local
government at village level) to have a stake inglaaning processes. The section about
the community is mainly dedicated to explaining freeticipative process. It includes
community consultation and mentions the fact tint members and governments have
been invited to participate in the project desigd amplementation. By reading the text it
is not possible to elucidate their concept of pgottion; however, the text suggests that
the community takes part in the decision-makingcpss. This argument is supported by
the fact that according to the validation repohie ttonsultation process needs to be
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improved so the criteria referring to participatinamed Best Practices in Community
Involvement has not been approved (Hayward and,A%f07)

In brief, theexpert-based decision-making-orientd-discourse is the most prevalent in
this project. The main aspect of this project is pinotection and management of natural
resources (based on scientific assumptions). Howélweee discourses complement this
environmental protection goal: theoverty-alleviation-orientedand participatory-
orientedsub-discourses which underpin economic benefiscmmunity participation
respectively, and themarket-orientecsub-discourse. Although the latter is not evidant
most of the criteria, it is presented as a meanmadke the project possible by trading
environmental services and this gives it weightadidition, the market auto-regulation
ability is reflected in the conceptualization ofstdocument. First in the assertions about
the market dynamics that affect land-use changesandnd to prove it as an additional
marketing strategy, both of which imply the need refjulating natural resource
management.

6.3 Paso Pacifico — Return to Forest

Return to Forest intends to restore 406 hectaresirpfand tropical humid forest
ecosystem in Nicaragua. The restoration consistglanting native species in private
lands previously dedicated to extensive cattleiggazThe project is presented by Paso
Pacifico, a non-governmental organization form fGaiia, located in Nicaragua
(Validation report). The carbon benefits will bddso the voluntary market through the
non-profit organization CarbonFund.org. In AprilG&) the project was ranked Gold by
Rainforest Alliance. All the optional criteria wigeachieved to get this rank.

G.1. Original conditions in the project area.Under this section the text describes the
biophysical, climatic and socio economic aspectshef project area. The biophysical
information includes the specific location, and esthaspects such as topography,
hydrology, soils, ecosystems, and climate. The camties are characterized, including
factors such as density, poverty level, level otapte water, and education. The
document presents a summary of the findings frozoraplete study performed for this
project. The biodiversity description consists lo¢ tists of the threatened species, and
includes the selection of two key species: the &@pionkey and the Yellow-naped
Parrot. (Otterstrom et al., n.d)

G2. Baseline ProjectionsThe text under this criterion describes the mdstlyi land
use scenario and its implication in climate, comityrbiodiversity, and water and soll
resources. The most likely land use scenario ifiedtwas cattle-ranching. In that case it
is stated that communities would have both posiing negative impacts due to truism;
biodiversity would decrease slowly; and water amitiguality would decrease or stay the
same in the project area (Otterstrom et al., n.d)

G3. Project Design and GoalsThis project formulates three broad goals in ortder
“increase carbon storage while protecting biodivérsand supporting sustainable
communities (...) 1. Decrease atmospheric greenhgases through the restoration of
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tropical forests. 2. Promote alternative and sus&hle livelihoods among rural
communities by creating alternative sources of meahrough reforestation activities,
reserve management activities, eco-tourism, andudiin payments through ecological
services 3. Conserve Central America’s threatermdst ecosystems and wildlife by
restoring currently fragmented and unprotected $tse thereby improving water and
other ecosystem services.” (Otterstrom et al., p.d13).This criterion also describes the
major activities, which includes: strengthening lahdowners’ relationship, nurseries
developing, carbon stock measuring, and plantingkeholders are defined by dividing
them in two groups: landowners where planting lsn@ place and local community
members that have been hired by the project; aacdbther community members who
indirectly benefit from the project. Finally, trgparency is demonstrated by explaining
how the project documents are going to be availedsleommunities, the general public
and the scientific community.

G4. Management CapacitylUnder this criterion the management team is intceduas
well as the partnership with organisations thatisehand train project members. In
addition the financial status of the implementingamization is presented (Otterstrom et
al., n.d).

G5. Land Tenure.The texts under this criterion affirm that all peoties included in the
project are legally owned, and participation in fieject is voluntary. For participation
in the project, a contract between each landowndr Raso Pacifico has been signed.
Additionally, no in-migration risks are mentiongdtterstrom et al., n.d)

G6. Legal Status.Under this criterion, compliance with the law isndmnstrated by
outlining the regulations related with forestry jewis, labour laws, and Paso Pacifico
legal status (Otterstrom et al., n.d).

G7. Adaptative Management for Sustainability (optimal). To achieve this criterion,
the project has designed management and monitglags for trees, biodiversity,
community ecotourism and sustainable agricultuogegts, and education programs. The
text describes how these plans can be improveedoas the results. In addition, in it the
most viable sources of funding considered by thgept are mentioned: eco-tourism
micro-enterprises, payment for ecosystem servigasits form international donors, and
entrance fees for private reserves, among oth@ttergtrom et al., n.d)

G8. Knowledge DisseminationTo achieve this criterion the Strengths, weakness,
Opportunities, Threats method is going to be usextyetwo years to evaluate projects.
Also, it mentions that researchers from universitend other institutions have been
invited to provide input for improved project maeagent. Also, it is assured that lessons
learned will be presented to the various audietizaiswill be invited. (Otterstrom et al.,
n.d)

Climate section

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts. The project intends to benefit climate by
decreasing the atmospheric greenhouse gases thifreigbstoration of tropical forests
is expected that over 40 years near 170,000 tCORdeavsequestered. It is considered
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that the project helps to mitigate climate chamgpacts by reversing deforestation trends
and by improving watershed and wetland protecton-permanence is addressed in
this section by mentioning facts such as the ayeatif private reserves that will be
registered with the Nicaraguan ministry of Envir@mnt) having a binding contract with
landowners, and providing financial and other inekiincentives in order to enable
reforestation. Finally, permanence issue is alsppsued by the statementAll
landowners patrticipation in this project appreciaa@d value biodiversity and carbon
stocks found in forests. However, non have thenteahexpertise to implement a native
forest restoration”(Otterstrom et al., n.d)

CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (‘Leakage’). The text under this criterion mentions two
potential negative leakages: shifting of cattle cted elsewhere, and increasing
greenhouse gases emission due to transport fotoecsm and reforestation activities.
The former is going to be mitigated by withholdi2@% of the carbon form the market,
for the latter, emissions were calculated and sghbed in the net benefit estimations.
Additionally two possible positive leakages are trmred: increasing tree planting and
increasing biomass in existent degraded foreste(€dtom et al., n.d)

CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring. The document describes a monitoring plan for
tracking carbon sequestration that will be perfaregery five years. (Otterstrom et al.,
n.d)

CL4. Adapting to climate (optional). The document mentions the likely impacts of
climate change and climate variability in foresanghtions. It is stated that by reversing
deforestation the ecosystem will be improved armsh tbecome more resilient to climate
variability and climate change (Otterstrom et ald)

CL5. Carbon Benefits Withheld from Regulatory Markets (optional). According to
the document, all the credits generated are garigetsold in the unregulated voluntary
market, and 20% of these credits are going to bbheld from sale in the voluntary
market

Community section

CML1. Net Positive Community ImpactsThe document affirms that community benefits
of Return to Forest project cannot be seen in timsidrom other Paso Pacifico activities
that seek to promote sustainable livelihoods irallapmmunities. To have a detailed
projection of the net community benefits, referengemade to a supporting study.
However, this section presents a summary table iwtitators such as income, access to
services (water, electricity, education, etc), &owbl security. Participation is referred in
this section as a matter of meetings, consultatesmsagreements in which landowners,
community members, and governments have been iego(Dtterstrom et al., n.d)

CM2. Offsite Stakeholder Impacts.The text under this criterion describes the po#étnti
impacts on communities, concluding that the netamed is positive. The impacts
mentioned are: loss of previous job opportunitiesich will be mitigated through

training and new job creation; and change in caltdue to increased tourism and
research visitors, which will bring more job opponities. (Otterstrom et al., n.d)
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CM3. Community Impact Monitoring. Under this criterion a table with the ‘livelihood
factors’, the indicators, and the frequency to benmored is given. The variables
considered are: education, health, economic, desmpbgrs and well beingOtterstrom et
al., n.d).

CM4. Capacity Building (optional). To achieve this criterion, the text describes the
training characteristics that the project will undé. It illustrates how training will
accommodate the need of communities, will be tadygb a wide audience and to
women, and will increase community participatiorité@strom et al., n.d).

CM5. Best Practices in community Involvement (optioal). To prove the fulfilment of
this criterion, the document affirms that reforéista and plantation management are
consistent with agricultural culture; hence it smpatible with local customs. In addition
it is said that community members fulfilled refdegon job positions and all the
contracts were made according to the Nicaraguasuldaw (Otterstrom et al., n.d).

Biodiversity section

B1. Net Positive Biodiversity Impactsin the document, the major identified threats to
the biodiversity are habitat fragmentation and ddgtion. The project is said to
contribute to reducing these threats by reversatgtat degradation. Besides, the project
implementation will contribute to improve soil anter resources.The RTF project is
an important step towards reducing this threat todbversity because it will reverse
habitat degradation at reforestation sites, andwsldegradation in neighbouring areas.
New private protected areas will be establishedefbrestation sites. Thus, this project
will significantly increase the area of land in &% Nicaragua under protectidh.
(Otterstrom et al., n.d, p. 82)

B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts. The potential negative impacts identified in this
document are increase in garbage production duectease in consumption patterns,
and wildlife hunting shifted to another area. Tdigate these impacts, the project will
establish an education and recycling program, aitidovovide alternatives to hunting.
(Otterstrom et al., n.d)

B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring. The text under this criterion describes the
monitoring plan to track biodiversity and water lijtya

B4. Native Species Use (optionallhe document affirms that only native species are
going to be used in the project (Otterstrom etradl).

B5. Water and Soil Resource Enhancement (optionallo achieve this criterion, the
document illustrates how restoring native ecosystemill contribute to improving
specific soil and water characteristics.

Return to forest project discourse analysis

The problem described in this project consistsssiuaing climate change as a risk for
societies in general and for poor communities dmdatened ecosystems in particular.
Therefore, the project proposes the solution oforesy ecosystems and increasing the
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sustainability of local communities in order toestgthen their capacity to respond or to
adapt to climate change

In this document, two of the project goals whick elated to the expert-based decision-
making oriented sub-discourse because they invexpert research to determine
greenhouse gases and threats to ecosystems aehguse gases reduction through the
restoration of the tropical forest, and the conaton of threatened forest ecosystems.
The expert-oriented sub-discourse is evident inbdmeline projection specifically about
carbon stocks and biodiversity predictions. In dhienate section, the monitoring and
expert knowledge that will set the basis for decisi on project management is an
indication of this discourse. Other facts thatsthate the presence of this discourse are
the insinuation about the lack of technical knowkedo conserve forests, and the
inclusion of the experts’ opinions to improve mas@mgnt quality. Most of the
conceptualizations in the biodiversity section refe experts’ knowledge to understand
and manage habitat degradation and deforestatiordar to restore habitat. Some of the
tools used to underpin these arguments are thdistsdof endangered species, the
monitoring of those species and the analysis oitaiatbagmentation.

The market-oriented sub-discourse is reflectednia of the project goals where income
comes from the payment for environmental serviced for reforestation activities.
Likewise, the section about adaptive managemensudstainability mentions how funds
are raised from environmental services paymentso#mer economic alternatives used to
prove that the project is financially sustainalReivate land ownership suggests the
market-oriented sub-discourse since it illustrates autonomy of landowners to decide
over land use. This argument is also employed & ldgal status section where it
mentions that the only formal approval requiredbetween the landowners and the
implementing organization. In this sense privateeaments operate as land-use and
natural resource management regulators. Permanande additionality issues are
addressed by this project following the marketuiee sub-discourse and are seen as the
private binding contracts to preserve the foresk tankeep the financial support brought
by such initiative. One of the leakage effects dbsd in the document is associated with
market dynamics; this defends the idea that matkeatand elsewhere could contribute to
project leakage. In the same order of ideas, a&bufk conceptualization makes part of
the solution to stop this and other kinds of le&kt#tat have been identified. The option
of withholding a percentage out of the creditsee$ the market-oriented sub-discourse
in this project, as well as in the CCB standardsiarthe previously mentioned projects.

The participatory-oriented sub-discourse is presenthis document where the main
activities are being defined, i.e. ‘stakeholderatiehs strengthen’ and ‘working with
community members’. However, this last point does clearly state the participatory
process. Although patrticipation is not mentionedha adaptive management criterion,
the participatory-oriented discourse is evidenthia flexibility of the story-line or in the

possibility of adjusting the project to the lessdearned; this will become one of the
conditions to measure success. In this sense,ritegian of knowledge dissemination
addresses this concept of incorporating the lesssm®ied. In the section about the
community, the participatory-oriented sub-discoussevident in most of the criteria, for
instance in the description of grievance and conftesolution mechanisms. In the
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capacity building and community involving critexdnich aim to promote and implement
community participation, the consultation processesl involvement in the project
through generating jobs are emphasized.

Finally, the poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discge is present in some of the
community criteria in the form of jobs offered tochl communities to increase their
income, and some of the indicators defined for camity identification and monitoring
are related with economic wellbeing. In the biodsi#y section, the poverty-alleviation
oriented sub-discourse refers to natural resouregspre due to consumer patterns as it is
mentioned in the offsite potentially negative imggadn this case, it is conceptualized as
a problem which solution lays in education andhie implementation of programs such
as recycling in order to reduce such pressures.

In short, theexpert-based decision-making orientedb-discourse in this project is
prevalent and it is used as a way of providingkihewledge necessary to achieve better
management and to decide over natural resource gearent on private lands. The
market-orientedsub-discourse is important in the conception @ froject since it is
present in one of these goals and will directly dfignandowners through payment
received from environmental services. Also it iegant in the concept of privatization
which will grant individuals with the power to ddei over their natural resources. To a
certain extent, thparticipatory-orientedandpoverty-alleviation-orientedub-discourses
overlap and reinforce each other due to economiefiie brought from job generation.
Job generation is presented as a way of buildipgaty and involving the community
while contributing to poverty reduction. Howevehet participatory-oriented sub-
discourse is also evident in other aspects sutheascorporation of learned lessons, the
involvement of local community and conflict resadut mechanisms; and thmoverty-
alleviation-oriented sub-discourse is also present in the form of uasmmble
development exerting pressure on natural resources.

6.4 Restoring a Legacy at Red River National Wildlife Rfuge.

This project involves ecosystem restoration inReel River National Wildlife refuge in
the state of Louisiana, United States. In total82,hcres of private agricultural land
within the boundary of the refuge will be purchasethe intention is to restore these
lands to their native bottomland hardwood foredtitad and then add it to the Refuge for
long-term protection and stewardship. The projeitit ve carried out by a partnership
between the US Fish and Wildlife Service and Thenseovation Fund’'s Go Zero®
Program. Besides, the company Environmental Syndémgy will participate in the
project formulation by providing afforestation arérbon quantification. Scientific
Certification Systems, Inc., rated this project foTo obtain this status, all the optional
criteria were achieved.

G.1. Original conditions in the project area.The text under this criterion starts by
describing the location and the legal status (MatidVildlife Refuge) of the area. The
climate, geology, topography, soils, and hydrologgd vegetation are also described.
Regarding carbon stocks, the document stdfdse global climate change benefits of
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reforestation projects are widely recognized. Landse change—especially
deforestation—is a significant component of incregsatmospheric C®levels and a
cause of global warminyThus, restoring forestland represents a naturaywareduce
these effects and combat climate changghonymous, n.d, p. 13). To estimate the
carbon sequestration rates for the project, a modstd on the IPCC guidelines will be
used. This section describes the communities imdeof the population density,
education level, and household income. The comnegnih the area are referred to be
among the poorest in the United Statéise median household income for Natchitoches
was $25,722% The average median household income for LouisiBn®2000 was
$32,566'° the median for the United States was $41}89th 2004, the median
household income in Natchitoches Parish was $28z3@Pthe median household income
in Louisiana was $35,216.The median household income for the United Stat2804
was $44,334° Overall, Louisiana generally ranks among the psorstates in the
nation” (Anonymous, n.d, p. 14). In addition, this sectd®scribes the current land use
and land tenure at the project site, and the cubdiversity, including the IUCN Red
List Threatened Species.

G2. Baseline Projections.The text under this section describes the likelydlaise
without the project, stating that agriculture, coenamal, or residential uses would be
possible in the area. Consequently the carbon stedkhout the project would not
change significantly for the case of agricultureywould increase for the case of the other
two potential uses. According to the document, ldrel would most likely remain in
private ownership, as it was before the projecigdRéing biodiversity, the text speaks
about potential adverse impacts on biodiversitye thuthe probable land use scenarios.
Similarly, water and soil would be potentially nagaly affected (Anonymous, n.d).

G3. Project Design and GoalsAccording to the document, the three primary gaéls
the project are’[d]ecrease the effects of climate change via carbeequestration;
[r]estore Louisiana’s bottomland hardwood forestdawetland ecosystems; [and c]reate
long-term community benefits in the form of reama! lands under the management of
USFWS - hunting, fishing, wildlife photography, diieé observation, environmental
education and environmental interpretatio(Anonymous, n.d, p. 18). Accordingly, the
major activities of the project are mentioned. En@se: contributing to the ongoing
monitoring research, carbon stocks estimations,siparation and planting, and project
monitoring and verification. In addition, a projdgheframe of 100 years is mentioned.
This section also includes the identified risksctionate, community, and biodiversity
benefits, stating thattrees are planted in protected areas that have giderm
management plans to ensure accuracy and certairftycarbon sequestration”
(Anonymous, n.d, p. 21). Stakeholders are defined mlentified. Those are: the
Conservation Fund, The Conservation fund donorg UB Fish and Wildlife Service,
ESI/ESI Contractors, the previous landowner, anenéis of the Red River National
Wildlife Refuge, representing local community. Hipathe process transparency is
supported by a period of public comment and prajgocrmation availability.

G4. Management Capacity.The management team and their functions are destrib
under this section. The United States Fish and lildl&ervice will be in charge of the
Refuge management. The Conservation Fund sharesighagement responsibility of
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the project. And ESI will provide the planting ambnitoring services for this project
(Anonymous, n.d).

G5. Land Tenure.According to the document, the land was acquirechfone private
land owner, who sold the land voluntarily (Anonyrapn.d).

G6. Legal Status.This section describes the legal framework thapeup the reserve,
established by federal laws. In addition, the doentraffirms that the labour laws was
considered in the project design (Anonymous, n.d).

G7. Adaptative Management for Sustainability (optimal). To demonstrate this
optional criterion, four points are developed: tipeneration of reliable feedback to
improve project outcomes; the production of anmeglorts and the maintenance of a
database with all the information to documentatiecisions; the design of the project
being able to adapt to changes in order to enswjeqp flexibility; and the commitment
with long-term sustainabilitfAnonymous, n.d).

G8. Knowledge DisseminationAs part of this criterion, the document elaborateghe
documentation of project lessons learned throughwbbsite, and the dissemination of
information. According to the document, knowledgesdmination will be done in
workshops of the United States Fish and Wildlifevie’s Climate Change Strategic
Plan, and by publishing the project’s res@isonymous, n.d).

Climate section

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts.According to the document, the project aims to
sequester 259 metric tons of carbon dioxide egentaper acre at year 50, and 328
metric tons equivalent pert acre at year 100. Thessienations were based in a model
developed by the consulting organization, basetherilPCC guidelines. To support the
model, the document expressé$n 2007, ESI led an extensive research effort tdld
upon earlier predictive models of carbon sequegirain this region. The 2007 initiative
involved a consortium of leaders in forest sciemacel carbon project development,
drawing on expertise from representatives of EShrd¢k, The Nature Conservancy, the
Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies,USDA Forest Service Center for
Bottomland Hardwoods Research in Stoneville, Msggs and the U.S. Geological
Survey.”(Anonymous, n.d, p. 31)

CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (‘Leakage’). According to the document, leakage caused
by this project is not a major concern, becauseetigenot much remaining native forest
to be replaced by agriculture, and the farmersiénarea are willing to take their land out
of agricultural production (Anonymous, n.d).

CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring. The text under this section describes how the
monitoring is going to be implemented. It statea timonitoring plan belongs to a bigger
initiative: “The monitoring plan that governs the Red River tBegion Initiative was
developed in 2001 by Winrock for ESI with the dibjecof establishing a scientific basis
for measuring carbon stock changes over time omwresfation sites with similar
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characteristics in the Lower Mississippi AlluviaaNéy (“LMAV”)” (Anonymous, n.d, p.
35).

CL4. Adapting to climate (optional). This section starts by explaining the anticipated
change in temperature in the area, supported lentsoc publications; and it also speaks

about some climatic events such as El Nifio anddaures in a regional scale. Then, the
measures to anticipate climate change impactsraeepted. One of the arguments given
is the use of native species, with the ability eftér adapting to the area, also the fact of
reversion of deforestation rate is mentioned (Amooys, n.d).

CL5. Carbon Benefits Withheld from Regulatory Markets (optional). All of the
carbon benefits generated by the Red River Regiarétitiative will be withheld from
regulated GHG markets and will be retired uponrtbaie (Anonymous, n.d).

Community section

CML1. Net Positive Community ImpactsAccording to the document, the community
impacts on communities are based on the fact ‘fhia¢ Go Zero Tract, which was
previously private farmland with no public recreativalue, can now be enjoyed by the
entire public and especially residents in the sunmding communities of northern
Louisiana. The Tract will provide numerous recreaal opportunities to local
residents, including hunting, fishing, wildlife pghgraphy and observation,
environmental education and interpretatio(reference, P 41). Activities such as hiking,
bird watching, photography and hunting are expedtedncrease fitness, health and
wellbeing amongst community members (Anonymous). Ard addition, the project is
expected to have a positive impact on the econohmemhbouring communities. The
stakeholder participation in the project is supporby the fact that community residents
are integral members of the Go Zero project tealso Acommunity members were given
the opportunity to express their opinions on th&amation project through the CCBA
web site and the Fund’s web site, and other chanaglthe Red River NWR visitor
center. In addition, this section includes a desiamn of the procedures for conflict and
grievance resolution (Anonymous, n.d).

CM2. Offsite Stakeholder Impacts. According to the document, no negative offset
impacts are expected because the farmer who selthtid to the project is moving to

another farmland already in his possession, anpl® will be lost due to the land-use

change (Anonymous, n.d).

CM3. Community Impact Monitoring. The text under this section describes the
monitoring of community benefits, which will be foged on the community use of the
‘Go Zero Tract'. The surveys to register commutignefits will be held every five years
(Anonymous, n.d).

CM4. Capacity Building (optional). According to the documentthe project will
increase knowledge transfer across the public ameape sectors regarding the science
of carbon sequestration[Anonymous, n.d, p. 48). In addition, the textirafs that
information related to the project is available &lrpublic, without particular preference
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for elites; and it mentions the inclusion of wonanmembers of the team (Anonymous,
n.d).

CM5. Best Practices in Community Involvement In order to demonstrate this
criterion, the document mentions that the projeas weveloped with strong knowledge
of local customs. It explains that local inhabitaate enthusiastic about hunting, fishing
and outdoor activities. Furthermore, worker rigisl worker safety issues are addressed
under this section (Anonymous, n.d).

Biodiversity section

B1l. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts.The text under this criterion mentions that
restoring the bottomland hardwood forest will bgngficantly positive, sincé’/Red River
NWR is an especially important area for many bipkaes, including migratory.
However, the agricultural lands that existed on @ Zero Tract before the land was
restored did not —and could not—support a largeietgron birdlife” (Anonymous, n.d,

p. 52). According to the document, without the pobj the land would remain in
agricultural production, or would become commeraalresidential, which could have
adverse impacts on biodiversity. In addition, tlewments refer to a loss of threatened
species and confirms that no exotic species andemetically modified organisms are
going to be used.

B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts. According to the document, the project will only
cause positive effects on biodiversity within andside the project area (Anonymous,
n.d).

B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring. The text under this section affirms that
biodiversity monitoring is already taking placedaannual reports are being produced. In
addition, every five years surveys of richness ind kspecies will be carried out
(Anonymous, n.d).

B4. Native Species Use (optional)lhe text under this criterion confirms that trees
planted will be native (Anonymous, n.d).

B5. Water and Soil Resource Enhancement (optionalAccording to the document,
water and soil will benefit due to the cessationagficulture. Some of the identified
benefits on those resources are improvement ofrwatd soil quality, reduction of
erosion, improvement of flood control (Anonymousi)n

Red River project discourse analysis

In the project formulation document, the contribatiof deforestation to climate change
is emphasized, and particularly in this region wehagriculture is the main responsible
for forest loss. This project is said to contribtieethe problem’s solution by selling
voluntary carbon offsets to obtain funds that Wwi#l used to restore the ecosystem in a
reservation area. According to the document, ragjdhese lands will make water and
air cleaner and biodiversity will be restored faldife and people (Anonymous, n.d).

76



The expert-based decision-making-oriented sub-diseois implied when speaking
about the widely held recognition of atmosphericboa dioxide increment due to
deforestation; subsequently, forest restoratiqurésented as a way to fight this. In order
to prevent environmental risks, natural resourdasulsl be better managed. In this
project this kind of management is supported byeexgstimations. In that sense, carbon
emissions are a point of reference for similar fasd scenarios and for environmental
risks towards biodiversity, water and soil. In dgidti, two out of the three objectives are
dedicated to reducing carbon dioxide or restorihg ecosystem, and the principal
activities are mainly set to monitoring and evahugtcarbon stocks. The expert-oriented
discourse is also present in the management cgpaitérion; the organizations involved
are described, and their experience in this kindpafjects and in natural resource
management is highlighted. Finally, the expertqtigd sub-discourse is prevalent in the
sections on climate and biodiversity where defetést and forest management are
explained in terms of carbon emissions and carlmtents, and special emphasis is
made on endangered species.

The participatory-oriented sub-discourse is pregetite general section and the section
about the community. In the former the transparermycept is addressed as a way of
observing national policies and the informationikde on the CCB Alliance’s website
and on the location where the project will takecpldn the section about the community,
participation is related to education with the coumity residents as part of the project
team and the different stakeholders as collabaatothe design and decision-making
process. In addition, it is said that the commemsie by the community on the project
were taken into consideration in the project desligis important to note that most of the
benefits for the community mentioned in this projeefer to access to recreational
services.

The poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discourse iglieit in this project. Here the
economic aspect is emphasized when the communitpeiag described, and the
community is presented as one of the poorest irUthieed States. In the section about
the community, one of the benefits identified ig @ontribution of the project to the
neighboring communities’ economy due to the incooi#ained from recreational
activities promoted by the project and the dirdatrsterm employment opportunities.
The poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discoursels® gresent in the biodiversity section
when it refers to habitat degradation caused bycalgnre development, implying
pressure on natural resources due to unsustaidab&opment practices story-line.

Finally, the market-oriented sub-discourse is alnatxsent in this project, except for the
optional criteria of withholding carbon credits fmoregulated market as mentioned
earlier. This implies a market auto-regulation igpithat influences natural resource
management.

In short, theexpert-based decision-making orienteab-discourse could be considered
prevailing in this project. Science will providesthecessary information for the adequate
estimation and management of carbon dioxide (ahdra@jases) found in the atmosphere.
Biodiversity and climate will benefit from an adedq@ expert-oriented management. On
the other hand, communities will benefit from theojpct by being offered the
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opportunity of using the forest for their own emugnt and the performance of
recreational activities. Thearticipatory-oriented sub-discourse is referred to as the
community involvement in decision-making since soofighe stakeholders are part of
the project team. Thepoverty-alleviation-orienteddiscourse refers mainly to job
generation, indirect economic benefits for the hkbaing communities, and
unsustainable pressure on natural resources. s$titegly, the market-orientedsub-
discourse is not explicitly present in the documalthough the idea of getting economic
benefits from environmental services is part o thiscourse.

6.5 Project Climate Apley

Project Climate is an afforestation project thainglto cultivate 9.06 hectares with native
species in Lincolnshire, UK. The implementing origation is a company named Land
& Capital Group (L&CL), which aims to generate violary carbon offsetting from this
project. Rainforest Alliance certified the projenking it ‘Gold’. For that, this project
achieved all the optional criteria, except from GBi&st practices in community
involvement.

In the introduction, the document makes referencthé Kyoto protocol, the voluntary
carbon markets, and some United Kingdom Governraenitiatives that support climate
change mitigation. Marketing carbon credits produda the United Kingdom is
presented as the best alternative to mitigate tlinghange in that country. This
affirmation is based on the following argumeritBhere has been an increasing degree
of negative publicity recently surrounding oversepsojects, particularly in the
developing world (...). UK customers will find aimatproject more attractive because
of: » Increased transparency and integrity. (Tloay physically visit the project and it is
developed under the scrutiny of UK legislation)heTbenefits to local UK amenities,
community, biodiversity and landscape ¢ Costs asuees to reduce UK GHG emissions
being borne by UK consumers, in the UK, so avoidi@dgrbon Colonialism”
(Anonymous, 2007a, p. 5).

G.1. Original conditions in the project area. The text under this section briefly
describes the current conditions of the area, gadifes that lands are going to generate
carbon credits. It indicates that various studiesanpreformed to prove land eligibility in
terms of legal, environmental and socio econonpeets (Anonymous, 2007a).

G2. Baseline ProjectionsThis section describes the 9.5 hectares to be quaas
‘intensively farmed arable lands’, which are likétycontinue if the project does not take
place. It presents the economical and environmémialication of this current scenario.
In addition, it affirms that the without projectes@ario would have little economical
impact on local communities, arguing the reducee sif the area; and it would have
neutral or negative impact on water and soil (Amoays, 2007a).

G3. Project Design and GoalsThe text under this criterion states that the pringoal
is “to develop carbon credits for UK businesses andividdals who wish to
“voluntarily” offset their GHG emissions”(Anonymous, 2007a, p. 8). Next, the
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objectives are presentedi:Reduce GHG emissions and capture carbon torhélgate
the effects CO2 on climate change. 2. Develop cantynbenefits through creating
amenable forest in an area of historical and comag@onal significance. 3. Create and
increase the biodiversity of indigenous and semiganous species within an area of
historic biodiversity, in an increasingly urbanisedeveloped country.[Anonymous,
2007a, p. 8).

G4. Management Capacity. The company is introduced here, as well as the
management team. It concludes by sayitighe L&CL group therefore has the
necessary farming, technical, ecological, sciettitommercial, legal and financial
expertise to manage this Project. Any additiongdeztise or advice will be sought from
the commercial market or academic organisatiorfggionymous, 2007a, p. 11)

G5. Land Tenure. It is stated that the implementing company owns ldred. In
addition, the disadvantages of overseas projeetsised to highlight the strength of this
project in terms of permanenc&lost LULUCF [Land Use, Land Use Change and
Forestry] projects are located overseas and ledsartproject site, which limits the
project manager’'s ability to make long term comreitiis or to react to changing
circumstances that were not envisaged when theeleaas originally signed.
Permanence can be a problem for projects structuredhis manner. However,
permanence is a significant strength of the Apleyget.” (Anonymous, 2007a, p. 11)

G6. Legal Status.This section indicates that the intended actividies in conformance
with the United Kingdom'’s laws and regulations alitdition, the document states that an
Environmental Impact Assessment is going to beoperéd (Anonymous, 2007a)

G7. Adaptative Management for Sustainability (optimal). The text under this
criterion starts by sayingThe PC business plan envisages that many UK resideii
more readily contribute and appreciate a carborseffproject based in the UK. It is
hoped they will value its transparency, closer flagjan and the local amenity and
aesthetics provided by the resulting woodlandAnonymous, 2007a, p. 13). The
document supports this statement by the fact beanhnual directors’ report will contain
comments on trading and business activities, t@getihith a review of the project
progress; this report will be public. In additioa, consultant ecologist will annually
inspect the project site.

G8. Knowledge Dissemination.For achieving this criterion the project proponents
explain that a website is available. This websiiléa@ntain information about the carbon
credits marketing, flora, fauna and soil surveystters of general interest, etcetera
(Anonymous, 2007a)

Climate section

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts.This section makes reference to the IPCC to
estimate greenhouse gases emission or reductiaording to the estimations, in one
hundred years, the project will sequester 23.058sTaf carbon dioxide equivalent. This
is compared with the 5.805 tons that will be erditbe the ‘without project’ scenario
(Anonymous, 2007a).
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CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (‘Leakage’) Under this criterion the document states that
the project will not cause a corresponding reductiotree planting elsewhere, and the
agricultural production will not be compensatedheit To avoid the possible leakage due
to transport to the area, the project will invohearby stakeholders, such as conservation
groups, schools or neighbour farms, to supply labalso, pictures of the plantation will
be placed on the website to avoid visits from tleglit purchasers (Anonymous, 2007a).

CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring Arguing the high costs of carbon-monitoring plans,
the project states that visual monitoring will tgdace annually. Every lost tree will be
replaced. In addition, carbon pools will be assgsseery five years (Anonymous,
2007a).

CL4. Adapting to climate (optional). To accomplish this criterion the project mentions
the global warming risks. One of these is the deéthe trees that are unable to adapt to
the temperature variation. To deal with this thréat project affirms that this is unlikely
to happen in their plantation due to climate caodg and species characteristics;
however, all dead trees will be replag@dshonymous, 2007a).

CL5. Carbon Benefits Withheld from Regulatory Markets (optional). The document
states that all the credits are going to be soltiénunregulated carbon market. However,
10% is going to be withheld, in case that in thefe, credits are sold in the ‘regulated
voluntary or certified marke(Anonymous, 2007a).

Community section

CML1. Net Positive Community Impacts.The document defines the local community as
“anyone who may wish to visit the woodland for dkyvaature visit, picnic or day trip”
(Anonymous, 2007a, p. 18). Due to the fact thatone lives on the project site it is
argued that there are no possible negative comgnumpacts on local community or
economy.Therefore, the positive community impacts are saide the significant social
amenity to the local community visiting the lands¢nymous, 2007a).

CM2. Offsite Stakeholder Impacts. According to the project, stopping farming may
have an initial negative economic impact, but itynise outweighed by additional
employment opportunities and the economic actwitedter the initial phase of the
project (Anonymous, 2007a)

CM3. Community Impact Monitoring. Attributed to the size of the project and the high
costs of monitoring plans, the project affirms tibatmmunity impacts monitoring will
consist of documenting records of project employess visitor numbergAnonymous,
2007a)

CM4. Capacity Building (optional). To achieve this optional criterion, the project
affirms that involving local schools in monitorinvgll be considered. Additionally, it is

stated that gender equity is guaranteed becaugéeotocation of the project in a
developed countty
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CM5. Best Practices in Community Involvement (optioal). To achieve this criterion,
disadvantages of projects in developing countrresnaentioned: Due to the nature of
CDM projects, most are delivered in developingtord world countries, with expertise
and finance from outside the indigenous cultureevé&opers attempt to assimilate and
accommodate local politics, ethics and customs. UKsnatives, the PC management
team is developing a project within its own cultur&herefore our ethical, moral and
business practises match that of the communityctafieby the project(tAnonymous,
2007a, p. 20). In addition, the indirect employmepportunity is mentioned to argue
community involvement; and the high degree of Ulhikéngdom’s workers protection to
argue workers rights. It is important to mentiomtthhis criterion was not achieved
according to the validation report (Jeffreys andlieie 2008).

Biodiversity section

B1. Net Positive Biodiversity ImpactsAgriculture and land use change is attributed to
the biodiversity problem in the project area. Besidhe use of herbicides, pesticides and
fertilizers are said to be contributing to the @&ase of flora and insect biodiversity. It is
stated that the baseline biodiversity of the progeea is very low; therefore, the positive
impacts on biodiversity are guaranteedThé Project plan is based on reforesting the
area using native species of broad leaved treespodiding an environment for fauna
and flora to flourish (...) It is clearly apparent ah there are huge net positive
biodiversity impacts arising from this Project watht conducting any form of monitoring.
The adjacent ancient woodlands (Hardy Gang Woodyide an existing wildlife haven.
Flora and fauna will migrate naturally onto the Regt site.” (Anonymous, 2007a, p. 21)

B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts. According to the document, no offsite negative
impacts on the biodiversity are caused by the ptogdditionally, no exotic species are
going to be used. (Anonymous, 2007a)

B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring. To fulfil this requirement the monitoring plan
proposed by the project is an annual visit to asbexdiversity. If an unforeseen negative
impact is identified, a stronger monitoring plarniwe designedAnonymous, 2007a)

B4. Native Species Use (optionalJnder this criterion, the texts mentions the specie
that are going to be planted, emphasizing the tlaat they are native (Anonymous,
2007a)

B5. Water and Soil Resource Enhancement (optionalYwo positive impacts on water
and soils are mentioned to support this critergtapping nitrate contamination of water,
enhancing soll ferity, and improving the structafesoil. (Anonymous, 2007a)

Project Climate Apley discourse analysis

This project addresses climate change mitigatioa psoblem to be solved by planting
trees. Marketing carbon credits is the proposedhar@ism to make the project happen.
By planting native trees biodiversity, soil and grawill benefit from the project. The
community will benefit as well since it will be gim a place to enjoy nature.
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In most of the indicators, the expert-based degisiaking-oriented sub-discourse was
evident by the credit given to scientific data tefide the limits in greenhouse gases
calculations, and also to support biodiversity ioyement. The IPCC reports and

guidelines were used along the document to sumbrinations about climate change

risk and biodiversity conservation. In fact, theimargument underpinning land-use

change from agriculture to forestry is based omate change risks. Additionally, the

document refers to reports carried out by a coasait agency to base the estimations for
climate, community and biodiversity. The expertdzhsiecision-making-oriented sub-

discourse is prevalent in all the sections of than@ards except the one about the
community where the participatory-oriented sub-disse is more extended, but | will

come to this point later.

The market-oriented sub-discourse is more externidethe introduction where the
concept of the project is formulated. As mentiotedore, carbon credit marketing is
presented as an essential condition for this ntibgastrategy to succeed. In fact, the
document is formulated in some parts as a busipless written to sound credible and
persuade investors. This is evident for instandbénmanagement capacity criteria where
texts strengthen the credibility of the implemegtcompany by arguing its technical,
ecological, scientific, commercial, legal and fioceh expertise to manage the project.
The document highlights the risks and disadvantag@s/esting in a third world country
project.

Interestingly, the critical-oriented sub-discoursepresent in this document (a detailed
description of this sub-discourse will be presergethe end of this chapter). However, it
is used to demonstrate the advantages of implentertie project in a developed
country. Hence, most of the story-lines referrirgg the radical version of Civic
Environmentalism (see chapter 4) are used to shbwitns difficult to invest in a third
world country project —carbon colonization, lackeafuity, risk of permanence, etcetera.
Transparency is guaranteed in this project by ngakwblic annual progress reports and
by implementing the project in the same countrwimch the credits will be sold. In that
way, consumers have the possibility to go to tivation.

The participatory-oriented sub-discourse is seld@wident in the text. Participation here
is referred to the possible inclusion of commurgtpups to perform some activities.
Equity is assured by the fact that the projectdgiace in a country where this is a given,
and transparency is addressed as the access dfpuethasers to the plantation since it
takes place in the same country.

As a conclusion, thexpert-based decision-making-orientgidcourse, and thearket-
orienteddiscourse are prevalent in the formulation of fingject. In a general way, this
project differs from the CCB standards in that ¢ingphasis on thparticipatory-oriented
sub-discourse is not that prevalent in this projédte participatory-oriented sub-
discourse is not very evident in the documents iasmetimes overlaps thaitical-
orienteddiscourse, for example in concepts such as traespa and equity which could
be participatory story-lines. However and at thens time, the project’s location is
presented as an advantage in opposition to prdmesed in the developing world.
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6.6 CO,00L-USA/Futuro Forestal Native Species Reforestatio

This project is an afforestation-reforestation poj It will be carried out in private rural
lands of Panama. Beside the carbon credits geapratbmmercialization of the wood is
also intended in part of the areas reforested. arba to plant up to the year 2005 was
570 ha, the plantations were catalogued as T&aktdna grandis plantations, native
species, riparian forests and protection foredte. groject proponents are g@OL-USA
and Futuro Forestal. The credits generated wigetaboth the regulatory and voluntary
markets (Anonymous, 2008a). Rainforest Alliancekeah this project ‘Gold’ after
evaluation. According to the Rainforest Alliance&&erification Report, two of the
optional criteria were not achieved: ‘CM5. Bestddi@es in Community Involvement’,
and ‘B4. Native Species Use’. This document presendifferent structure than the
previous described projects. The description ollow the document’s structure,
although it does not make reference to CCB indrsator this is the available document
on the CCB’ Website

A. Project description, type, location and schedule

General description. The text under this section explains the aim ofgrggect:“[o]ur

aim is to integrate our carbon mitigation reductiantivities into a broader institutional
framework and seek enduring mechanisms for mawk¢G@ERSs to individual, corporate
and institutional clients."(Anonymous, 2008a, p. 1). Subsequently, the tboeeponents
that form the project are given. In short, sustali@atimber plantations, through
reforestation for protection and extraction, antigh protection of existing secondary
forest due to their ‘ecological values and statel®@felopment’ are the named ways to
mitigate and reduce carbon emission and mitigat@até change. This section also
explains the additionality concept related to tipsoject, naming economical,
technological and financial barriers preventing throject from happening; for instance
the text expressesThis project would not be undertaken without thdiagdnal revenue
expected from the sale of ecosystems servicesfispic carbon credits as tCERSs.”
(Anonymous, 2008a, p. 2). The text under this eaatiescribes three main objectives —to
be economically profitable, to generate ecologimiefits, and to have a social positive
impact. (Anonymous, 2008a)

Proponent submitting the project. The text under this section mentions the companies
developing the project, and their function, andegiva summary of the relevant
experience. According to the document, the compasyvast experience in this kind of
projects, and has developed and implemented médthgide for measuring and
monitoring carbon dioxide in land-based projectise Texts states:C'O,O0L-USA has
been providing carbon sequestration, carbon crelititing, accounting, sales and
brokerage services to its international clients émer eight years.(Anonymous, 2008a,

p. 3)

Type of project. This section affirms that carbon dioxide is theyéded greenhouse gas,
and the project will consist of sequestration apndservation activities (Anonymous,
2008a).
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Location of the project. The text under this section gives location datahsas country,
nearest city and coordinates (Anonymous, 2008a)

Expected scheduleThis section presents the project start date, iamel of the expected
credits. Also, it mentions the phase in which thejgrt is at the moment of writing the
document and the position of the host country onVCirojects: The Host Country
encourages actively A/R CDM project activities. Thesignated National Authorities
(DNA) — ANAM — are strongly committed to make Pamanfavourable host for the
development of A/R CDM projectéAnonymous, 2008a, p. 6) .

B. Expected environmental and social benefits andsks.

Environmental benefits and risks In order to describe the most likely scenario in
absence of the project this section explains thd lsse change dynamic, explaining how
slash and burn techniques have been used to comestt of the land from forest to
grasslands. Subsequently, the negative environmentpacts of extensive cattle
ranching are presentedftlhe negative environmental impacts of extensivattle
ranching are well-known (deforestation, soil compat, erosion, prevention of natural
vegetation re-growth). All together, such impacte &nown to directly contribute to
decreasing soil productivity and soil regeneraticapacity, which limit future land use
options.” (Anonymous, 2008a, p. 8). The section concludesdnfirming that cattle
ranching may be the most likely land use, if thejgrt does not take place.

This section also includes the estimation of carbeqguestered or conserved, which is
40.110 ton of carbon dioxide equivalent ‘up to thement’, 325,977 available in the
year 2012, and 881,370 available in 2017. Aftet, ttiee ‘leakage’ concept related to this
project is elaborated, concluding that it is urlijkdnat the project generates leakage due
to displacing cattle ranging or due to shift in womllection (Anonymous, 2008a).This
section finalizes by outlining the local environrenbenefits, some of which are: the
contribution to restoring habitats and enhanciragldiodiversity, the creation of diverse
habitats by employing native species, the regulatdb hydrological regimes and the
reduction of fluvial erosion, among others.

Socioeconomic benefits and risksThis section enumerates the benefits that the groje
will bring to communities. It compares the high doyment rate offered by the project in
comparison with a cattle ranching employment. Adoag to the document, the jobs
provided will bring economical benefits to margiratl segments of the country,
mentioning that the wages will be superior to tl@rdry’s minimum wage. Another

benefit mentioned is related with the creation efvrfirewood and non-timber product
sources for local livelihoods. Also, this sectiorentions alliances with international

development agencies in order to train workers @nodnote reforestation. No risks are
mentioned under this section; however, the tex¢rseto further documents, in which
both benefits and risks are given in more detalil.

Native Species Reforestation project discourse aryalis

This project identifies problems with land-use dyizs: the forest has been replaced by
land inefficiently used by the so-called extensbadtle ranching. By changing this
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pattern through tree planting, the project will igate climate change and at the same
time the community and biodiversity will benefitofn it. These benefits will be
achievable due to the profit generated by the cadredits marketing. Forest plantations
will contribute to sort this problem out since thaye planned to be economically
profitable for the project sponsors and for thejgmb proponents; they will generate
ecological benefits such as biodiversity improvetnestosystem connectivity, and
habitat regeneration and protection. Besides, tbggt is also thought to have positive
social impacts on local communities and employees.

Before speaking about the discourses identifiedthis project, it is important to
remember that the document available on the CCBsiteehas a different structure from
the other projects described. It is absolutely ialulo mention that the criteria and the
indicators were not explicitly elaborated. This doent consists of a more general
description of the project. The detailed informatimay be present in the annexes or
other documents not presented.

The market-orientation sub-discourse is prevalentthe general description of the
project. The fact that the project’s aim is focusedcarbon credit markets gives way to
this sub-discourse because most of the activitiesheen described in terms of improving
or supporting this market. For instance, thisvislent in the additionality issue which is
addressed as a lack of resources needed to ungléniakkind of project. Also, one of the
objectives is fully dedicated to guaranteeing thiejget’'s economic profitability. In
addition, this discourse is evident in the documehén it describes the implementing
company and mentions its experience in commeraiglizarbon credits.

The poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discourse |so grevalent in this document, but
mainly in the ‘expected environmental and sociatdfigs or risks’. It is linked to the
environmental and social sections. In these sestiemphasis is made on the detriment
of natural resources due to unsustainable econdevelopment. Subsequently, social
benefits are focused on generating employment ambrihg the economically
marginalized population; getting global NGOs indbwvith local communities is also
suggested in this section.

In some statements the expert-oriented sub-diseoumes identified; for instance, when
supporting the company’s technical experience weltping and implementing carbon-
associated methodologies, and when emphasizingttbeg support of the Panamanian
government to afforestation-reforestation projectexplicitty mentioning the
administrative body.

The participatory-oriented sub-discourse may akspiresent in the general description of
the project’s components, specifically sustaindioider plantations which management
is going to be passed on to the community. Howeer.document is not very detailed
and does not elaborate on that point.

In summary, thenarket-orientedsub-discourse and tip®verty-alleviation-orientegub-
discourse are similarly widespread in this projddarket orientation is prevalent in the
conception of the project, its goals and the priegiem of planned activities, and poverty
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alleviation primes the presentation and supporirgyments of social and environmental
benefits and risks. Thexpert-based decision-making-orienwmah-discourse is definitely
present in regard to all carbon estimations, momigpand leakage, and the arguments
related with the administration bodies of the KyBtotocol.

6.7 Environmental discourses along CCB projects and stg-line identification

As it was mentioned before, considering the dissesipreviously identified in the debate
of multi-benefits climate change mitigation prog¢see chapter 4), the main aspects that
differentiate each discourse have been used tade@basis for discourse identification
according to the CCB standards and the CCBA web3ites section includes the
analysis of how thisub-discourseare defining and being defined in the projectsth&t
end, the identified story-lines are outlined (taBje

1. The market-oriented sub-discourse

This sub-discourse is present in various formslliih& projects. In most projects it is
relatively obvious except for the Red River Proj&dtich is part of a government
protected-area program and in which the benefitseling carbon are mentioned only a
few times. However, all the projects are implicidynbedded in a market strategy of
commoditizing environmental services. Additionapme projects (Return to Forest and
Juma) are very specific about paying environmesgalices to communities as part of
the project activities. The Project Climate projpotsents carbon credit marketing as an
essential condition for the project to succeed, snthe Native Species Reforestation
project, the focus is on carbon credit marketsraodt of the activities are then described
in terms of improving or supporting this strategherefore, the market-oriented sub-
discourse is present in all of the projects ateddht degrees.

In different ways, the market ability to potentyaibgulate natural resource management
is illustrated in some of the projects. For example elaboration of the ‘leakage’
concept in Ulu Mansen and Return to Forest projesfiesrs to the fact that supply and
demand forces could influence land use change., fil$eate land tenure rights can act as
land use regulators since as it is expressed iRR#étarn to Forest project, the owner has
the autonomy to decide over land uses and by gighia contract, the permanence of the
project can be granted. As a matter of fact, margetarbon credits was also presented
as a way to achieve deforestation reduction (Ulséfiaand Return to Forest projects)
and law enforcement (Juma project) which could alsdirectly act as land use
regulators. Finally, strategies like withholdingetbredits from regulated markets or the
buffer account creation also define how the mafiates can regulate natural resource
management since these strategies imply the penoangf the trees planted and the
additionality of the project.

Finally, two projects (Juma and Project Climate &plshow that including communities
in monitoring activities could imply a reduction ¢fansaction costs. This kind of
conceptualizations belongs to the cost-efficientyysline of the market-oriented sub-
discourse.
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2. The expert-based decision-making-oriented sub-sltourse

The expert-based decision-making-oriented sub-drseois present in all the documents
and in several criteria. The main assumption of thscourse is that experts will generate
information using models, assess biodiversity, meg/ vegetation biomass, etc. This
information will be used to decide how to bettemiaage natural resources, in the name of
environment. In some of the projects, such Juma dhd Masen Ecosystem, the
prediction models are the base to define possinld-LUse changes. Another characteristic
of how this sub-discourse is evident in most of phgjects is that forest carbon content
has become a concept to define forest and forasagesment. As a matter of fact, carbon
content should eventually increase and will beetidence of benefited climate. Also, its
monitoring should be performed to ensure this fact.

Most of the conceptualizations in the climate amudiversity sections refer to expert
knowledge for the understanding and the manageroéntabitat degradation and
deforestation. The expert-based decision-makingated sub-discourse is implied when
it informs about the worldwide recognition of canbalioxide increment in the
atmosphere due to deforestation. The IPCC reports guidelines are used by some
documents to support affirmations about the riskliofiate change and about biodiversity
conservation, like in the Project Climate Apley jpmd. In addition, expertise is
highlighted to support a better qualification oé timplementing organizations, as in the
Red River project. In the Return to Forest projélag lack of technical knowledge is
assumed to be a barrier to forest conservatiortt@ndpinion of experts are considered to
improve forest management quality.

In this sense, law enforcement and control oved lase is another key aspect of this sub-
discourse. This case is evident in the Juma, thieMdsen Ecosystem and the Red River
projects which make part of governmental protecpoograms, and the case of private
reservations as in the Project Climate, the RetarRorest and partially in the Native

Species Reforestation projects. This discourse amo be associated with law

enforcement. The Ulu Masen Ecosystem project ithtiss this specific case where

control over land-use change is explicitly mentdnand along the implementation of

project the licenses for timber extraction will teversed, land use will be redefined, and
community controlling patrols will be created.

The expert-based decision-making-oriented sub-diseo is also evident in the
biodiversity sections of all projects. The biolagicimportance of the species or
ecosystems is another definitive aspect of thicalisse. Red lists and biodiversity
assessments are scientific instruments to suppigratgument which deals mainly with
conservation and deforestation avoidance as a nafgm®tecting endangered habitats.
Monitoring here is also a way to indicate that biedsity benefits are reached all along
the project lifetime.

2. The participatory-oriented sub-discourse

In the Civic Environmentalism discourse illustrateg Backstrand and Lovbrand (2006)
and in the participatory-oriented sub-discourséhef present thesis which derives from
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the former, the concept of participation involves empowerment of the community and
their actual participation in decision-making. This present in all the projects.
Participation is addressed in different ways, frpgople being consulted about the
project to people being involved in decision-makprgcesses. Nevertheless, sometimes
it was difficult to elucidate whether the conceptvalved community empowerment,
devolution or involvement in decision making. Howegun the following paragraphs, the
participatory-oriented discourse will be presentedreflect the different views of the
documents.

Many projects claim that communities are involvediecision making during the design
or implementation of the project, as the Juma,Uhe Masen Ecosystem, and the Red
River projects. Although most of the documents kp#aout community involvement to
some extent, the lack of detailed information oftapedes a full understanding of what
they exactly mean. For instance, the Native SpeReforestation project affirms that
timber plantation management is going to be passetb the community which could
imply devolution of power. In the Juma project, tEapation is related to education and
training in order to devolve power to local comntigs. Some projects refer to the
participation of different stakeholders togethettmiocal and national institutions as well
as community members who currently are or will éuatly be included. Consultation is
another way for projects to refer to participatschemes, for example by mentioning the
consultation process, by asking communities tongefiocial indicators (Juma project), or
by including community comments in the project dagiRed River project)

Transparency is another element related to thécyatory-oriented sub-discourse; most
of the projects include it since it is part of tBEB standards. In some documents, it is
understood as a documentation mechanism of the coityrparticipation, for example

in the Ulu Masen project. Meanwhile other projeeter to the publication of the project
design documents or their results, or the obseesafthe law as is the case of the Red
River project. Grievance and conflict resolutioe afso indicators originally associated
with transparency in the Standards, as well asanynprojects, as in the Return to Forest
project in Nicaragua. Additionally, the Project iGite addresses transparency as the
access of credits purchasers to the plantatioresintakes place in the same country
where the credits are issued.

Two other concepts that could complement the ppsiory-oriented sub-discourse are
the no-relocation of people from their living ardae to project activities and the

incorporation of learned lessons. These are maadian the CCB standards and in some
projects as a way to achieve benefits for the conityw

4. The poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discourse

This sub-discourse is present in all the projeatsitbthe Project Climate project. Not all
of them are focused on the poverty alleviation congmt of this sub-discourse; there are
also remarks about natural resource pressure. Gempa other sub-discourses like the
expert-based decision-making or the market-orientieid discourse is not prominently
present in the documents. However, one might cendidat the poverty-alleviation-
oriented sub- discourse is implicitly present doghe fact that these projects are local
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solutions to climate change understood as a glptlem which is one of the story-
lines mentioned by Dryzek (1997).

One of the forms of this sub-discourse is the ersigshan unsustainable development due
to the pressure exerted on natural resources. itnsense, the Juma project makes
emphasis on the environmental risks of developieg moads, the Ulu Masen project
speaks about how the unsustainability of industeal timber extraction impacts
negatively the forest and community welfare. Prgjdike Return to Forest, Red River
and Native Species Reforestation comment on theustmsability of economic
development and its negative effects on naturaluess.

Another way to express the poverty-alleviation-otéel sub-discourse is by remarking on
the poverty condition of the communities involvedar affected by the project (Juma,
Ulu Manen, Return to Forest and Red River projecid)is could be used as a means to
justify project execution. This argument is pregarthe many projects, in the description
section and also as the poverty issue is operdizedaby monitoring some economic
indicators, specifically in Return to forest ananduprojects.

The most evident way to address this sub-discaansg presenting a solution to poverty.
It is assumed that by solving the poverty issue, ghessure on natural resources will
decrease. The projects propose different waysgbtifig poverty: offering new economic

alternatives to the current use given to the lémdexample changing from agriculture to
forestry or to private reserves, generating dijebs derived from project activities, or

funding mechanisms.

5. The critical-oriented sub-discourse

This sub-discourse is based on the radical versibnCivic Environmentalism
(Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006). It is a countguarent of the market-oriented sub-
discourse that regards market not as a solutiodlineate-change mitigation, but as a
factor to worsen it (in terms of increasing GHG)ade-off between potential co-benefits
is acknowledged in this discourse. It also entdilsrth-South inequity issues, and
criticizes projects in tropical countries on thee@mt of the perpetuation of imposed
interests from the North at the expense of realefisnfor the South. Moreover, it
recognizes the possible environmental risk thatl-lassed projects could cause due to
potential re-emission or lack of permanence.

The critical-oriented sub-discourse was not ideediin the CCB Standards; however, it
is important to note that one sentence in the ductory section warns against the
potential trade-offs if projects are not designealbservance of the Standards. This sub-
discourse was expressed in Project Climate Apleynfthe United Kingdom. The
critical-oriented sub-discourse is used as a meandemonstrate the advantages of
implementing the project in a developed countryhhgiting the difficulties of investing

in a third world country project. According to thdescument, a project settled in the UK
is more credible and avoids permanence risks arwbeaolonialism.

In this sub-discourse, the concept of carbon cal@mm refers to imposing external
cultures and practices to the communities or toaitea where the project takes place.
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Credibility and integrity are argued by the facatttonsumers have the possibility to
verify and enjoy the benefits when the project sagkace in the same country where the
credits are issued. Permanence in overseas pragectssidered a limiting aspect since
the implementing organization has to deal with lamjoreseen difficulties regarding
long-term commitments or possible changes on titialiconditions.

In summary, although each project represents &pkmt way to express and incorporate
discourses, the expert-based decision-making @desub-discourse is prevalent and
easily distinguished in all the projects, and imgnaf their criteria, the market-oriented
and the participatory-oriented sub-discourse comeld it and are complemented by it
in most of the projects. The same occurs with tbeepy-alleviation-oriented sub-
discourse, but only in some projects. The expeerted sub-discourse is related to
generating scientific arguments to manage natesaurces. It is generally present in all
the documents, especially in the climate and bedity sections, where the use of
monitoring and scientific estimations of indicat@e necessary. The market-oriented
sub-discourse also acts as a way to regulate hads@urce management and as a means
to obtain funding to make the projects viable. A& tsame time, this discourse is also
implicit in this kind of projects through concepilee environmental services trading and
cost efficiency, which gives weight to the powettlus sub-discourse. The participatory-
oriented sub-discourse is present in all the docusnat different degrees, it focuses
mainly on the section about the community and ime®f the criteria of the general
sections. According to this discourse, for the @etg to actually provide benefits for the
community some conditions —participation, transpayeand no forced relocation of
people— should be met. The poverty-alleviation+tgd sub-discourse is addressed in
most of the projects as a mean to reduce pressunataral resources and so improve the
economical welfare of communities. Finally, theical-oriented sub-discourse is part of
one of the projects to support the advantageswafsiimg in developed countries instead
of developing countries. The story-lines for eadhthe identified sub-discourses are
outlined in table 3.

In conclusion, it is not possible to establish @megle dominant discourse for all the
projects as a whole, since each of them corresptands own reality. Instead it can be
said that the market-oriented, the expert-based decision-nga&riented and the
participatory-orientedsub-discourses are prominent in a different extezgponding to
the social construction of the Standards togethr thre specific context of each project.
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Table 3. The Story-lines of the sub-discourses representiagClimate Community and

Biodiversity projects.

Discourse

Story-line

Expert-based decision-making-
oriented sub-discourse

Expert information is used to decide how better
understand and manages natural resources.

Monitoring will define how the benefits are brought

Control over land use change and law enforcement
should be exerted in order to prevent environmental
risks or to solve environmental problems.

Carbon content, sequestration and emission are

essential concepts defining forest and its
management.

Participatory-oriented sub-discours

Community participation, transparency, and no
forced relocation of people are conditions to easur
social benefits.

Community participation comprises involvement on
decision making process and empowerment.
Community participation refers to the involvement
of community members in project activities
Community participation involves consulting
community members about the project and
addressing their comments.

Transparency enables people paricipation.

Market-oriented sub-discourse

Selling carbon credits or offsets contribute to
implementing projects that mitigate climate change.

Direct payment for Environmental services
payments benefit communities.

Market has the capacity to regulate over land use
change (leakage, privatization, additionality)
Reducing transaction cost by involving communities
in some actives may result in cost efficient prtgec

Poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-
discourse

Economical development may cause pressure on
natural resources.

Poverty conditions should be improved in order to
reduce pressure on natural resources.

Critical-oriented sub-discourse

In overseas projects, permanence is problematic
since it may difficult long term commitments

Developing projects in the same country where the
credits will be sold avoids imposing foreign cuésir
and practices

Credibility and integrity are improved when a
project is developed in the same place where the
credits are sold.
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7 ANALYSIS

This chapter answers to the questiohkaw do the discourses found in the CCB
Standards and those found in the project releae@ How are the CCB Standards and
projects related to the current debate of sustai@atevelopment of land-based carbon
projects?In the first section, it compares the way in whtble different sub-discourses
were evident in the Standards and in the Projédtsr that, it re-contextualize these sub-
discourses in terms of the debate of climate changmation strategy described in
chapter four in terms of the environmental discesrdt assess for discursive dominance,
as a result of the analysis of the previous chapter

7.1 Comparing the CCB standards and CCB projects

Four discourses were identified in the debate atoland-based climate change
mitigation projects —-Green Governmentality, Ecotadi Modernization, Civic
Environmentalism and Sustainable Development. Baseitheir common and distinctive
aspects and the empirical analysis of the CCB stalsdand projects documents, five
new discourses were formulatedexpert-based decision-making-orientetharket-
oriented participatory-oriented critical-oriented and poverty-alleviation-orientedsub-
discourses. Four out of the five sub-discourse®vi@ind to be present in the Standards
and all of them were identified in the projects wéwer, ideas were manifested in various
ways. The following paragraphs show how these sivle-discourses diverge or converge
while comparing and contrasting the CCB standandstlae CCB projects.

The market-oriented sub-discourse is present ih thet Standards and the projects. This
discourse is remarkably evident in the introductsegtion of the Standards and in the
CCB Alliance website where the advantages of nndtiefit projects for attracting
investments are mentioned. In addition, emphasimade on the assumption that social
and environmental problems must be solved conctlyréfhis assumption is represented
is the story-line ‘climate, community and biodivigys problems can be solved
simultaneously producing a win-win situation’ tlegtitomizes the CCB standards (tables
2 and 3). In addition, the concept of the climdtargge mitigation strategy includes the
trading of environmental services. In the projeth® commoditization of atmospheric
carbon dioxide is represented by the story-linellitf®e carbon credits or offsets
contributes to implementing projects that mitigatenate change’ (table 3). In some
cases the resources obtained from the selling iemed as a way to make the project
implementation possible; in other cases, the ecandr@nefits are part of the project
concept itself.

The market-oriented sub-discourse is present irditfierent criteria of the section about
climate, community and biodiversity without necegdeing linked with one particular
section. One exception is the case of the optiorigdrion: ‘Carbon Benefits Withheld
from Regulatory Markets’ is present in all the exdéd documents and linked to the
market regulation ability story-line. This strategyggested by the CCB standards and
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implemented by all of the projects is used to goi@ real additionality under the
assumption that credits sold outside any formalicgdn commitment will represent
additional benefits for the climate. In this orddrideas, the story-line ‘market has the
capacity to regulate over land use change’ is sgmed in the Standards by the
additionality concept associated with the withhotdstrategy (table 2). In the projects,
this story-line also includes the concepts of lgagkand privatization (table 3). In some
projects leakage is understood as the result okehatynamics that will determine land
use. Privatization is materialized in agreemergsesi between landowners and project
implementers to conserve the forest on their lafodsexample. In a similar way leakage,
additionality and privatization will influence theay natural resources are managed.

The direct payment from environmental services dptithan carbon dioxide
sequestration) is another shared story-line. IrStia@dards, it is related with one possible
alternative to ensure the long-term commitmenthef community and hence the long-
term sustainability of the project while in someojpcts it is presented as one way
communities benefit from projects (tables 2 and 3).

The cost-efficiency story-line is implied in the @la concept of the climate change
mitigation strategy by implementing projects in otiies where the production of credits
is less expensive and can be used to mitigate @irdaange in the entire world. This
story-line is represented in some projects wheraddike reducing transaction and
involving local communities to achieve a more afit monitoring are discussed.

The expert-based decision-making-oriented sub-diseois present in the Standards and
in the Projects as well. Overall, the concept @indardization relates with the expert
knowledge that defines, monitors and estimatescatdis, and ultimately provides
information for managing natural resources. Thiforale is represented by two shared
story-lines: ‘Expert information is used to decigew to better understand and manage
natural resources’ and ‘Monitoring will define hdeenefits are being brought’. The
former is evident in the Standards’ general sectitren it emphasizes the use of the
IPCC reports to support arguments about climatengdaand the methodologies to be
used; as a consequence, most of the projects teefdsem (tables 2 and 3). The latter
story-line is manifested mainly in the climate abibdiversity sections of both the
Standards and the projects and in the section abeutommunity of some projects.
Monitoring is the way to demonstrate that carbowoxidie is being sequestered,
biodiversity is being improved or not negativelyffeated, and community welfare is
being improved. Therefore, variables are definedgerationalize benefits generated by
the project in each component, for instance cadioride, threatened species richness,
and household incomes. In sum, expert informasaronsidered the basis for making the
appropriate decisions regarding natural resouragagement, and monitoring is essential
to guarantee that projects will provide benefitsdiamate and biodiversity

In addition two more story-lines are further deyad in the projects (table 3). First,
‘Carbon content, sequestration and emissions areepts defining forest and its
management’ which is derived from previous stongdi. Here, the conceptualization of
forest depends on carbon dioxide emissions (ddfiies) or sequestration
(reforestation, restoration, or avoiding deforestgt and on the place where biodiversity
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and other environmental services are placed. Tiés iunderpins the necessity for
management and monitoring. Consequently, the sradftained are understood in terms
of carbon sequestration or the avoidance of carbomssions, the protection of
endangered species, and the improvement of watks@hquality. The second story-line
is ‘Control over land change and law enforcemeioutthbe exerted in order to prevent
environmental risks or to solve environmental peotd’. This story-line may be implied
in the Standards when it brings it forward as a foo governments to ensure that
projects contribute to sustainable development &mdmeet multiple international
obligations. However, it becomes clear when prgjeeter to national reservation areas
management plans, redefinition of licenses for &mdxtraction and law enforcement.

The participatory-oriented sub-discourse is alsesgnt in the Standards and in the
projects, mostly in the general section and thei@®ecabout the community. This
discourse is evident in the way some indicatorsfammulated to ensure the conditions
projects should accomplish to effectively bring iabdenefits. In the Standards, the
story-line stating ‘community participation, tra@spncy, and no forced relocation of
people as conditions to ensure social benefitsasly recognizable (table 2). As a result,
community participation, transparency, and no fdnegocation concepts are also present
in the projects. However, participation is a quigterogeneous concept expressed very
differently throughout the projects and it leadshieee story-lines —participation as a way
of getting the community involved in project acties, participation as the community
commenting on the project, and participation of teenmunity in the decision-making
process and empowerment (table 3). The differeranings of the term determine the
practices, the activities and the relationship agnstakeholders involved in the projects.

The story-line ‘transparency enables people padien’ is shared by the Projects and
by the Standards (tables 2 and 3). In the Standdnidsstory-line is based on the
assumption that the more people know about theegiajhe more they can contribute to
it. This is what the publication of the project Wgsdocument on the website seeks by
leaving an open comment space. In addition, thadatas encourage projects to make
documents accessible to local communities and eageuthem to develop a grievance
mechanism. These same arguments are reflectedshohthe projects, and in some of
them, transparency is conceived as a way to ga&estor or consumer credibility which
complements the market-oriented sub-discourse.

The poverty alleviation sub-discourse is also prese the CCB standards and in the
projects; however, it is less prominent comparedhw three previous sub-discourses.
The poverty-alleviation-oriented sub-discourse @inty present in the general section
and in the section about the community. In bothStesdards and the projects, it refers to
the assumption that economic improvement due tgegramplementation will decrease

the anthropogenic pressure on environment and alitw the implementation of

sustainable practices. In this order of ideas, $tooy-lines are shared by the projects and
the Standards: ‘economical development may caussspre on natural resources’ and
‘poverty conditions should be improved in order reduce the pressure on natural
resources’ (tables 2 and 3). The former story-imenentioned in the Standards and
developed in several projects; it is associatel egfricultural practices that pollute water
and soil, road paving, unsustainable timber extactand deforestation among others.

94



The second story-line is present in both the ptejand the Standards implying that
project implementation can offer economic altewestito poor communities and can
change unsustainable practices. The contributigorajects to reduce poverty is mainly
addressed through the generation of jobs, finantieathanisms and other economic
alternatives that result from the project actigter the revenues from selling credits.

The critical-oriented sub-discourse was the only-discourse not shared by the
Standards and the projects. It refers to the negansequences or difficulties of this
climate change mitigation strategy. Nevertheless, the Standards texts it is
acknowledged that if projects are not formulated developed in an adequate way,
trade-offs among climate, community and biodivgr&ienefits can occur. The critical-
oriented sub-discourse is present in one of theppi®—Project climate, UK— and is used
as a means to prove the advantages of investingpanproject, and thus it can be
associated with the market-oriented sub-discourse.

To sum up, The market-oriented sub-discourse isemtein the CCB standards and
projects. The concept of mitigating climate charige trading with carbon dioxide
belongs to this discourse and thus is implied anwhnole concept. The market-oriented
sub-discourse is not specifically linked with climacommunity or biodiversity benefits
in the criteria, except from the two already meméid (withholding credits and
environmental service payments). The expert-basedsion-making oriented sub-
discourse is prevalent and easily distinguisheitiénCCB standards and in all the studied
projects. It is present in many of the criteria, sthp in those related to climate and
biodiversity benefits. The widespread presencéisfdiscourse can be explained by the
fact that standardization provides indicators thildw experts to evaluate the project’s
design and progress. The participatory-orientedadisse is present in the CCB standards
and projects and it is mainly linked with communidggnefits. The poverty-alleviation-
oriented sub-discourse is addressed in most ofptbgects as a means to reduce the
pressure on natural resources that would in turprore the economic welfare of
communities. Finally, the critical-oriented subdatiarse is part of one of the projects to
support the advantages of investing in developathites rather than in developing
ones.

To conclude, all of the sub-discourses are preiseboth the Standards and the projects
except thecritical-oriented sub-discourse. The comparison of the discoursethén
projects and in the CCB standards leads to thelgsioo that overall the marked
oriented, the expert-oriented decision making, & participatory oriented discourses
are dominant and they complement each other. gdwerty-alleviation-orientedsub-
discourse is also shared and supports the beffiefithe community and biodiversity.
The critical-oriented sub-discourse seldom occurs. However, the ingfitatization and
positioning of each sub-discourses and the linksragrthem occurs in different ways
depending of the project context.
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7.2 Contextualizing the CCB standards and projects intie current debate

In the previous section, the dominance of the ntawkiented, expert-based decision-
making-oriented and participatory-oriented sub-alisses in the standards and projects
was concluded. Consequently, terms such as maaketiz standardization, and
participation have been proved to influence the vimywhich the solution to the
environmental problem is constructed by the statgland by the projects. This section
answers the research questisluw are the CCB standards and projects relatedhi® t
current debate of sustainable development of laamkd carbon projectsThe links
among discourses may shed some light to achieeeped understanding of it.

According to Hajer (1995), in the Ecological Modeation discourse the environmental
concerns are internalized by political, economeadl social institutions with concepts
that make environmental degradation computable,afiog them to be incorporated in
terms of costs and benefits. Backsrtand and L6wb(@006) mention the compatibility
of economic growth and environmental protectionaagharacteristic assumption of
ecological modernization. The CCB standards areawad under this premise which is
evident every time the concept of standards isegmtesl. Hajer (1995) also refers to the
economic value granted to nature and the concepéentiomed —payment for
environmental services, carbon credits trading, tedfact that the forest acquires a
value for its carbon content— illustrate this aspefcthe discourse. From the climate-
change mitigation strategy perspective, air hasimeca tradable good, and forest value
is understood in terms of its carbon content. Whetve called thenarket-orientedsub-
discourse is in line with all these assumptiondas been illustrated by the empirical
findings present in the CCB standards and projects.

Ecological Modernization has been analyzed inws versions —the weak or techno-
corporatist one, and the strong or reflexive oree (shapter four). In its weak version,
this discourse emphasizes the role of sciencenthrfg effective cost-effective solutions
to environmental problems where expert organizatiglay a central role (Hajer, 1995),
and Christoff in (Dryzek, 1997). This aspect is ifany found in the Green
Governmentality according to which science undespite administration of individuals,
populations and natural environment (Backstrand binbrand, 2006). According to
Backstrand and Lovbrand (2006), the Green Govertatigndiscourse is particularly
dominant in the field of climate change. Green Goreentality is depicted in the CCB
standards and projects through the expert-basasialeenaking discourse using IPCC or
carbon methodologies or biodiversity estimationscihare defined and implemented by
experts and in the concept of standardizationfitéelthe CCB standards and projects,
this argument supports the need for an adequateitaef of the environmental problem
and consequently traces what is considered adetpuatanage natural resource (evident
in land-use change and natural resources contno§ome projects, the governmentality
aspect is stronger, especially when this constoctis used to explicitly favor
government administration over natural resources.

According to Backstrand and Lévbrand (2006) thehmecratic aspect of Ecological
Modernization and Green Governmentality ignorestggund poverty issues by favoring
the cost-effective environmental problem-solvingeiosocial justice. However, in the
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case of the CCB standards some aspects could badamomplement these assumptions;
the concept of participation plays a central rdlee strong Ecological Modernization
discourse suggests a reconsideration of partiaypgboactices; it calls environmental
organizations and local residents to participate @mphasizes the importance promoting
independent opinions (Hajer, 1995), and Christoff(Dryzek, 1997). This integrating
vision seeks to contextualize the opinion of expertorder to deliberate and be open to
the many possibilities for the construction of pgeshs and solutions (Hajer, 1995). These
arguments are also represented by the Civic Enwiemtalism discourse, as referred to
by Békstrand and Lévbrand (2006) who affirmed ttadbng Ecological Modernization
is closely related with Civic Environmentalism anBustainable Development.
Furthermore, these arguments could even have tondaa more thoughtful version of
Green Governmentality which, according to Backstrand Lévebrand (2006), includes
views that acknowledge local social complexitied anvite local actors in the creation
of just and credible institutions’. In the CCB afands and projects these assumptions are
related with participation and transparency in whatescribed as the participatory-
oriented sub-discourse; there is great emphasise ni@dcreating spaces that allow
different opinions from various stakeholders. Rdgay participation, when this concept
is translated from the standards to the projectsynmuances emerge thus its definition
acquires a different meaning (chapter 5)

In their article, Backstrand and Lovbrand (2006) ntren that the Ecological
Modernization and Green Governmentality discouts®grinate the negotiation on land-
use change and forestry projects in the CDM. Howetds study considers a different
arrangement of the discourses for the case of @® §landards and projects. This can be
supported by the fact that these authors considédoutside the negotiation context,
more participatory and community-based frameworksewemerging which “seek to turn
the optimistic win-win policy rhetoric of ecologicanodernization into practice by
creating democratic, transparent and participapyojects that consider the needs and
aspirations of local communities” (Béckstrand ariviirand, 2006, p. 69). The CCB
standards and, to some extent, the CCB projedfsididescription.

In summary, the CCB social construction of the alienchange mitigation strategy is
dominated by Ecological Modernization; featuresrfrthe strong and weak versions are
present and at the same they are complemented H®r discourses. Overall, the
Ecological Modernization is dominant in the senkenarket strategy and in the concept
of solving environmental problems by granting thean economic value. Weak

Ecological Modernization is present mostly in rebao the standardization and
technocratization of the CCB standards, also ineeagent with the Green

Governmentality discourse. However, this is com@eted by the strong version of
Ecological Modernization and the Civic Environmdista discourse which counterpart
the discursive exclusion of scientific knowledgegcarporates other views through
participation and seeks contextualization.

In summary, the CCB social construction of the alienchange mitigation strategy is
dominated by Ecological Modernization; featuresrfrthe strong and weak versions are
present and at the same they are complemented H®r discourses. Overall, the
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Ecological Modernization is dominant in the senkenarket strategy and in the concept
of solving environmental problems by granting thean economic value. Weak
Ecological Modernization is present mostly in rebao the standardization and
technocratization of the CCB standards, also ineeagent with the Green
Governmentality discourse. However, this is com@eted by the strong version of
Ecological Modernization and the Civic Environmdista discourse which counterpart
the discursive exclusion of scientific knowledgegcarporates other views through
participation and seeks contextualization (figure 5

Now that the findings have been characterizedrmgeof the current debate around land-
based climate change mitigation strategy, it isartgnt to see what this discursive
characterization could imply for the climate chamggigation strategy. Reflections on

that will be exposed in the next chapter.

Ecological Modernization

/ \

Weak version Strong version
A A

A 4 A 4
Green governmentality Civic environmentalist

Figure 5. Schematic representation of the discursive chaiaate®n of the Climate, Community and
Biodiversity Standards and projects.
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8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter comprises the conclusions correspgntdireach of the research question
answered by this study, and a reflection on theligagons that those answers might
have on the climate change mitigation strategy. fifted section of this chapter presents
a personal reflection regarding the scope, outcandsapproach of the present study.

8.1 Conclusions

- With regard to the research questioWhich are the main environmental discourses
related with climate change mitigation projectsesifically those based on tree planting
and forest conservation?t—is possibleto conclude that the discourses known as
Ecological Modernization Green Governmentality, i€ivEnvironmentalism and
Sustainable Development are present in the cudeldte of climate change mitigation
in general and of land-based carbon projects itiqodatr.

-In order to answer the second research questiothisfstudy— Which, out of the
previous identified discourses, are present in@@B Standards and how do they relate
to each other?-a new formulation of five sub-discourses was ddies respond to the
overlapping character of some key concepts of ther@nmental discourses. Four sub-
discourses were positioned in the social conswonaf the CCB Standardexpert-based
decision-making-oriented, market-oriented, paratgoy-oriented, and poverty-oriented
sub-discourses. The identified sub-discourses temmgnt and reinforce each other. The
market oriented and the expert-based decision mgakub-discourses are dominant.
Market oriented sub-discourse is part of the conhadEpland-based climate change
mitigation projects. Expert-based decision-makinigitted sub-discourse is the most
common discourse found among the criteria. Theqgiaatory oriented sub-discourse is
also prominent and it is specially linked to thentounity section, together with the
Poverty alleviation sub-discourse it underpinshibeefits that the Standards should bring
to community and environment. The logic that suppdhe relation among these
discourses could be: climate, community and biadiae benefits can be reached
simultaneously by selling carbon credits. To gutgarthose benefits, expert knowledge
defines what and how to estimate the projects’caiairs; and projects should be done in
participatory and transparency way.

-From the research questielvhich, out of the previous identified discourses,present

in the CCB Standards and how do they relate to edhbr?—it can be concluded that
there is not one discourse for all the projecta aghole, since each of them corresponds
to its own reality. Instead, it can be said thatke&oriented, expert-based decision-
making-oriented and participatory-oriented sub-dlisse are prominent to a different
extent, responding to the social construction & Standards. The specific relation
among discourses depends on the context and thi#ispases of each project.

-Regarding the questioiHow do the discourses found in the CCB Standandisthose
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found in the projects relate?-# can be concluded that all of the sub-discoulmes
present in both the Standards and the project dectsnexcept the critical-oriented sub-
discourse. By comparing the discourses among tlggir documents and in CCB
Standards can be concluded that overall the maskiedted, the expert-based decision-
making oriented, and the participatory-oriented-digcourses are dominant, along the
documents, and they complement each other. The riyeaeviation-oriented sub-
discourse is also shared, and supports the comynanidl biodiversity benefits. The
critical-oriented sub-discourse seldom occurs. Hewe the institutionalization and
positioning of each projects and its links with tlest of them occurs in different way
depending of the project.

-Finally, form the research questionlew are the CCB standards and projects related to
the current debate of sustainable developmentraf-lzased carbon projects?teanbe
concluded that, overall, the social constructiorthaf climate change mitigation strategy
of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Stard¥arand their projects is dominated
by Ecological Modernization, in which its characgcs forms of strong and weak
version are present, and at the same this disc@aisEnmplemented by other discourses.
Ecological modernization is dominant in the serfsith® market strategy and the concept
of solving environmental problems though giving mmmical value to nature. Weak
ecological modernization is present the form ohdtadization and technocratization of
the Standards, also coinciding with Green Goverrtatigyn discourse. However, this is
complemented by the strong version of Ecologicaldbtaization and the Civic
Environmentalism discourse which counterpart theculisive exclusion of scientific
knowledge, incorporates other views through paréiton and seeks contextualization.

8.2 The environmental discourses of the CCB Standardsna projects; potential
opportunities and constraints.

This study compiles the environmental discoursesirad the multi-benefit land-based
climate change mitigation debate. Ecological Mod&tion, Green Governmentality,
Civic Environmentalism (Backstrand and Lévbrand)@0and Sustainable Development
discourses provide the basis to analyze the diseurormations within Climate,
Community and Biodiversity Standards and six of tivee approved projects. Although
all discourses were found to be complementing e#uoér, it was possible to identify that
the dominant environmental discourse that is regesl and shapes the Standards and,
to some extent, the projects, is a form of EcolaigModernization with elements from its
weak and strong versions, and complemented by G&weironmentalism and Green
Governmentality. At this point it is important teflect on the implication these findings
could have in the social construction and the prestof land-based climate change
mitigation projects in terms of opportunities ammhstraints.

Although the debate about land-based climate chandigation comprises critical
standpoints which suggest trade-offs among theetedits of this kind of projects (see
chapter 1), the CCB standards are generally refeimeas one of the alternatives that
guarantees multi-benefits proje¢kolimuss et al., 2008, CCBA, 2008y analyzing the
Standards and projects’ discourses, it is evideat they are conceived to address the
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benefits for the three different components (clepatommunity, and biodiversity).
However, there are some aspects that could malse thenefits difficult to come about.
The discourses can bring some clues about thegspomts of these standards and also
about their possible pitfalls or constraints.

One of the greatest strengths found in the Clim&emmunity and Biodiversity
Standards is the integration of the three compandritis shows the win-win story line
and implies that projects try to solve environmentand development goals
simultaneously. The projects point out this intége approach addressing all the
components, although it is obvious that each ptd@mulates each component in terms
of its own reality. This results in different wagkinterpreting and putting the Standards
into practice. In addition, although the proposedtipipatory and transparent scheme is
not exclusive from these Standards, the emphasie n& remarkable and it might
represent the legitimate intention to include matandpoints in the project development.
Furthermore, the use of standardized and robushadelogies for estimating carbon
dioxide dynamics and biodiversity values allow #hesojects to be compared with other
projects within a specific time frame; and it catuges one way to quantify the values
associated with climate and biodiversity. The daéon towards a market strategy could
result in the projects not depending only on exd@eetonomic aid (if transaction costs are
overcome and the market dynamics favors them) ancbuld represent economic
alternatives for the projects implementers or tlmnmunities benefiting from the
projects.

However, it is also useful to ponder the possilifiicdlties implied in the CCB standards

and embedded in the way they are conceived and comated. As mentioned before,

the CCB standards aim to guarantee that approve@agis bring benefits to climate,

community and biodiversity in order to make deveb@pt and environment compatible.

However, some aspects such as marketization, tedchtimation, and participation can

imply negative turns or difficulties in the CCB stlards and future projects. Pondering
these constraints is important in order to idenéihd consider them when approaching
the debate.

The so-called neo-liberal influence of the EcolagidVlodernization discourse has
different implications in the climate-change mitiga strategy in general, and thus in the
Standards and Projects in particular. One of g$irtitive facts is that a common public
good can be regulated not mainly by the stateppunarket-based policies or practices
(Humphreys, 2008, McAfee, 1999, Humphreys, In pgrteBsr instance in the case of
‘avoided deforestation’ by giving stand forestsemonomic value, their conservation can
be motivated since preserving them can become prafgable than clearing them to
implement other productive activities (Humphrey80&), In that aspect though, certain
critics related with market dynamics and equity enavisen. McAffee (1999) concludes
that if conservation depends on forest value basedthe comparison with other
economic alternatives, the strategy is not too smm. Besides, Humphreys (2008)
when referring to ‘avoided deforestation’ and rethpractices mentions that the earnings
that developing countries would receive are notligtable, and depend on fluctuations
in the international price of carbon. In additisome authors consider that market forces
tend toward stability instead sustainability —tlsatseeking the most profitable outcomes
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which not always coincides with the most biodivigr&ir community friendly practices
(Humphreys, In press). An historical example is ¢xperience of the once promising
products as rubber and sugar which used to be p@fjtable. However, due to their
export-dependency, the priorities were determineduisiders rather that by the needs of
domestic economies and local communities (McA1&99). The same could occur with
the carbon market. Indeed, the Stern Review affitimag carbon market could play an
important role in the long term, but it recognizdsort-term risks in building strong
carbon markets inherent to the lack of agreememtmidrease the demand on carbon
credits (Stern, 2007)

According to McAffee, (1999), the valuing of natuseframed in a global context which
entails some difficulties since, from the globargpective, local particularities on the
perceptions of this value are lost. In this semseforest concept based on the price of
carbon is reductionist. It is important to menttbat the second edition of the Standards
incorporates cultural and intrinsic values throtigé High Conservation Value Concept
(CCBA, 2008), but this is not reflected in the aarbprice. Although these critical
standpoints towards marketization are not direatidressed by the Standards because
they do not issue carbon credits, the context iichvithey are embedded affects their
construction and practices, since it cannot be semolation.

A more direct implication of the Standards’ marketentation is the access to the
commercialization of climate benefits and even pheject formulation; this involves
equity issues, as mentioned in the Civic Environt@eDiscourse (see chapter 4). Firstly,
the formulation and certification of these projeidexpensive, and because of this the
communities that do not have the necessary funchingend up excluded. In addition, the
access to international markets, where carbon tsrete traded, can also make the
project dependent on brokers. This last point isittneed by Liverman (2009) which
acknowledges a difference of as much as 25 Eurtwebe the prices paid to the
producers and the sale prices in the European marke

The technocratization of the weak Ecological Modetion and Green Governmentality
implies generalization and simplification. This tfag related to the standardization and
the scientific conception to understand not onignate change but also the forest, and it
might produce a reductionist conception of the emrnental problems. The social and
ecological complexity might be ignored in the afp¢nto define, standardize, and
universally agree on the carbon content of foresgél 2002 cited in Boyd, 2006). If
forests are conceived only in terms of carbon aodikersity levels, there is the risk to
exclude other aspects or values. Although the C@€Bdards and some of the projects
partially address this issue through some of theroanity criteria, where participation is
required, context should be carefully consideredriter to really take into account the
social complexity, and it may be necessary to guarareal inclusion of the community
in decision making. Elgert (2009) affirms that thee of scientific knowledge to base
decision making is not a limitation, but it is sa@ be incomplete and insufficient for
sustainable development policy. To clarify, techhknowledge and standardization are
useful for comparison and measurement; howeverriggagsent the only possible way to
interpret nature and environmental problems. Is trder of ideas, projects should take
this into consideration and try to balance the $ififnption/contextualization issue. For
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the case of ecological complexity, complex-likebogystems might be implemented by
using a mix of native species, even when only arfeay obtain the certification.

As mentioned earlier, globalization is another neimé characteristic in the conception of
the climate change mitigation strategy and the Cahstruction. Some critical
standpoints have been identified. It is said thahvironmental problems are created at a
global level, they must be solved in global corgebeading to provide outsiders with
authority and control over resources (Elgert, 200®)addition, the role of expertise in
decision making is supposed to represent univensdl objective interpretations of the
environmental problems which leaves very little modor democratic deliberation
(Elgert, 2009). Hence, this reductionist charadethe technocratic construction may
reinforce top-down-approach politics (Cohen et 4P98, Boyd, 2006), leading to
exclusion or prohibition. (Contreras, 2001). Howeveis important to mention that in
the discursive level of the CCB Standards thessaquences may be ameliorating their
integrative character. Technocratic aspects co@dctmpensated with participatory
approaches and promote the inclusion of differdetvs. Also, as suggested earlier,
requesting the use of native species may favorralabomplexity since generally non-
native species are only associated with uniform aoahures. These facts give project
designers the option to decide on the extent tipmalls are to be addressed; for
instance, if participation is not strong enoughtlie projects to give voice to other
perspectives, then the technocratic aspect can dominant and have the already
mentioned consequences.

The reductionist or de-contextualizing nature ofhbeconomic and technocratic aspects
that have been addressed previously by some autlhdissfor a re-politization of the
concepts. McAffe (1999) suggests a more democeatet open approach where more
local views are included to value nature. AccordingElgert (2009), environmental
problems should open a space for deliberative gavee to supplant evidence-based
policy. In this order of ideas, participation coulcbunteract the exclusionary
consequences of technocratization. In fact, it agl ghat participatory development
emerged as the recognition of the limitations g-down approaches (Mosse, 2001). It
seeks to increase the involvement of marginalizethrounities in decision-making
processes (Cooke and Kothari, 2001).

This concept could also face some shortcomingkerptojects, if it is just understood as
the involvement of communities without legitimatarficipation in decision making or
devolution of power. Besides, the different typéarticipation can be approved and
this does not necessarily lead to a more deliberatir reflexive decision making.
Participation is formulated in the Standards anthen projects in different ways. In the
Standards, this can express an end in itself, camtgneampowerment can be the result of
well-formulated projects that observe the Standartiss may be reflected in some of the
projects when speaking about the involvement of rnomities in decision making or
devolution of power. However, the participatory adisrse can also be a means to
reinforce the market-oriented or the expert-basecistbn-making discourse in which
case empowerment or bottom-up approaches may nahdbeded. This should be
carefully considered when formulating and evalugtine projects since it could imply
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top-down approaches. In addition to this limitati@ven well-accepted practices as
participatory approaches have had to face diffiesltFor instance, it has been identified
that the local knowledge may be structured or constd in the very same participatory
planning process, suggesting that it may even bermeed by it. In this sense, it is
argued that project actors are not passive fattgabut also influence the process with
their own interests or realities (Mosse, 2001). #heo example is the conclusion that, in
some cases, participation may influence power icglghips between elite groups and
less powerful actors (Cooke and Kothari, 2001)alyn participation can also be used as
an instrument to reduce costs, instead of beingrahin itself (Mosse, 2001). Having
said that, 1 would like to clarify that it is notyrintention to suggest whether these
limitations are the specific case of the Standardsf one particular project, instead they
are a call for more nuanced and reflective appresmcto the formulation and
implementation of the projects.

In conclusion, at a discursive level the CCB Stadslaare part of an integrative
construction. They share neo-liberal, technocraind social discourses that manifest the
opportunity to bring benefits to climate, communiyd biodiversity, and hence to reach
the win-win situation. These characteristics repné$oth opportunities and constraints
for the climate change mitigation strategy; in aitar for the projects certified under
CCB Standards. Some of the discursive charactsistind possible links among
discourses can make the win-win ideal situationfialit to reach in the
operationalization of the projects. The CCB Staddaeem to be well represented and
balanced at discursive level in order to promotdtifdenefit projects; still a more
reflective, deliberative and contextualized apphoacnecessary when translating them
into projects.

8.3 Personal reflection: the approach, the scope, anthi¢ outcomes this study.

As mentioned in the theoretical framework (cha@®grdiscourse analysis lacks of a

unified methodology to follow. In this study, tHect turned to be both a difficulty and an

opportunity. One the one hand, during the earlgesteof the research was difficult to

visualize how the process of analysis was goirtgke place. On the other hand, this also
represented an opportunity as it gave me freedonthimose and to adapt others
approaches to what betters fit for the study.

In this order of ideas, | chose to combine Fouealdgenealogical approach and

argumentative discourse analysis. The genealogmaloach allowed me to have a kind

of ‘snapshot’ of the problem. In that case, thetertualization of the current debate was
very useful, and the final results of the studyrespnt an interpretation of the discourses
in the debate. Argumentative discourse analysigaggh was used in the search for
regularities in the texts and story-lines. Basedha, | analyzed the implications on my

findings on the practices associated with the dgeea formations, in the context of the

environmental problem of this study.

The written material that | had access to, didatlotv me to indicate coalition formation,
and discourse structuration (as explained in c&@)te~or that reason, | made clear how

104



| assessed for discourse domination. However, esdwt mean that coalition formation
and discourse structuration are not taken place&ghwhmeans is that this study assumes
the discursive struggling for power, although iedmot have access to the whole process
to define those.

Another relevant aspect to address here is my tsmleto analyze written documents,
instead of making interviews, for example. Thisesgbn was based on two reasons.
Firstly the scope, since by reviewing the projextign documents | had more material to
analyze in the time frame of this study. Interviewsuld had gave me more access to
personal perceptions about the projects and tmelatds, but it would be more difficult
to access to the same amount of projects, andatne amount of information. Secondly
the possibility to compare, since all this docursemte located in the formulation stage
and all of them were written following the CCB Sfand’s structure (except for one). All
the projects have different certification and staytdate, some of which are very recent.
If I had opted for evaluating other reports (i.enaal reports), the different stages of the
project would become a limitation, since they wolddin different moments of advance.

In that sense, | must remark on the availabilityimfbrmation. In accordance with
transparency principles, all the documents arelablai from the general public. This
opens a big opportunity to develop research on khid of projects, and also it can
encourage a process of learning since other prpyagtonents can see how the projects
are being formulated, which tools are being usembtera. In particular, it makes my job
much easier to find all the information in a singlace.

According to Saunders and co-workers (2007), rdiigbrelates with the findings
consistency; and it can be threatened by partitipaor, participant bias, observer error,
and observer bias. Thmarticipantsin this case are the project proponents, who wtere
the discourses. Because this study is based omsrgotivist approach, the participant
reality, perceptions, motivations, personal intetation, of the project proponents
contribute to the construction of the discoursesit s part of the results, and not a bias
or error.

Regarding with the observer error and bias. It eame to myself, the way | interpreted
the results and the way as my reality biases thtisrpretation. According to Taylor
(2001) constructivist approaches do not usuallyrcka access the truth of reality but to
offer and interpretation, which is inevitably pafti So, to a certain extent it is
unavoidable to include my own reality in the prace$selection and interpretation. One
of the strengths of this study, based on which Icamfident with the consistency of the
results, regards to the way to perform the diseumsalysis. First, it was done
systematically and in a consistent way (see anmtexhis sense, it is repeatable although
it is not the case to expect the same resultseddsthey could be contested or agreed
with based on the same empirical support. Secdre pasis for the analysis was well
supported with published literature on the topiesdd on empirical and theoretical
works.

One limitation associated to this study can bdahk of understanding of the topic itself.
As | mentioned in the introduction, it has beemfeal as a complex problem, and | must
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agree with that affirmation. When approaching ® ¢hmate change mitigation and land-
based projects, many fields of knowledge are erteved. Some of the terms used are
particular for this context, such as additionalisgkage, and adaptation. It also includes
economical concepts and implications. For the chdbe standards, to understand basic
concepts about biodiversity is also necessary.sbeel sphere and the historical context
of the emergence of this climate change mitigastvategy are also complex, and even
contradictory. On the one hand, some authors dainfack on equity, while part of the
initial aim of the strategy was to bring developinand benefit all the parties involved.
In my personal experience | had the opportunityatcess to the topic during my
internship, where | was involved in a formulatiamgess and where | reviewed different
certification schemes. However, | still have thelifeg that there is much more to be
learnt, not only in the field of climate changet blso in the one of discourse analysis.

I would like to finish this reflection by sayingahl see this study as a basic approach to
the understanding of one applied case of the dimdtange mitigation Strategy.
Subsequent studies can be done focused on thenmaptation phase of this kind of
projects. Here | departed from the Standards t@tbgcts. Another study could start by
analyzing the project proponents’ perceptions abloetStandards, on even more, those
from the project beneficiaries. Also, it would bery interesting to compare different
certification standards schemes at a discursivelldée see which orientation prevails
among the Standards, and the possible implications
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ANNEX. Sub-discourse identification table in the CCB Stadd and the project design documents that folloev $Standard’s

structure
Sta_ndgrds Standards Juma project Ulu Masen Return to forest Red Rlver Project climate
Criteria project project Apley
Introduction Market, Expert & Expert & Poverty| Market & Critical
Poverty
Original Expert Expert Expert & Povert Expert Expert & Povert
conditions P P P y P P y
Baseline Markpe(tj,vléﬁsert & Expert & Poverty| Expert & Poverty Expert Expert & Poverty Expert
I S Expert, Market & | Expert, Market & | Expert, Market & Expert & Expert &
Projections Participation DL D D S S
Participation Participation Participation Participation Participation
Management Participation Market Market & Poverty Expert Market & Expert
capacity
Land tenure Market Participation Expert Market Radical & Market
Legal status PMa_rket & Expert & Market Market Expert
articipation
Adaptative Participation & Expert_, I_\/Iar_ket & Market Expert Market, I_Expert &
management Market Participation Radical
Knowledge D Expert & Expert &
dissemination Participation Participation Participation Expert Expert & Market
Net positive Expert, Market &
impact Expert Expert Expert Participation Expert Expert
Offsite impacts Expert Expert & Market Market Exp ert &
Participation
Climate
monitoring Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert
Adaptation Expert
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Standards Standards Juma proiect Ulu Masen Return to forest Red River Project climate
Criteria pro) project project Apley
Carbon benefits Market Market Market Market Market Market
] Expert,
Community Poverty & o Poverty & Poverty & Poverty &
: C T Participation & L7 L7 L
impacts Participation Participation Participation Participation
Poverty
Offsite
community Poverty Poverty Poverty Market
Impacts
Com_mu_nlty Ex_p ert & Participation PO\_/e_rty & Participation Market
monitoring Participation Participation
Poverty & Radical &

Capacity building

Participation

Participation

Participation

Participation

Participation

Participation

Best practices Poverty & .
community Expert & Market Participation Radical & Market
Biodiversity Poverty &

impacts Expert Expert Expert Expert Participation Expert
Offsite

biodiversity Expert Expert Expert Poverty Expert & Poverty Expert
impacts

Biodiversity

monitoring Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert

Native species us Expert Expert Expert Expert

Water & soil

resource Market Expert

enhancement

‘Expert’ stands for expert-based decision-makirigrded sub-discourse, ‘market’ for market-orientpdyrticipation’ for participatory-oriented,
‘poverty’ for poverty-alleviation-oriented, and itical’ for critical-oriented sub-discourse. Thmpty cells refer to those criteria where none of
the sub-discourses were identified.
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