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SUMMARY

During the last decades, a lot of effort has been put into different policies, mechanisms and
tools aimed at mitigating climate change, and the preservation and conservation of
ecosystems and natural resources. However, these issues are still “hot topics” in the
international and national political agenda’s, remaining, to a great extent, unresolved. REDD+
is a relatively new mechanism whose inception has taken place within the international
political community. REDD+ basically aims to mitigate climate change by avoiding
deforestation and forest degradation through the collaboration between developed and
developing countries. Although REDD+ is still under development, “older tools” such as
voluntary certification schemes, can (potentially) have consequences for the attainment of
REDD+ goals. From the mentioned “older tools”, | focus on the FSC and CCBA voluntary
certification schemes, the main research objective being to explore the role that the FSC and
CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+. In order to explore this role, | have established
three different levels of analysis: global, national and local, with the national and local levels
focused on one of the REDD+ partner countries, Peru. The main research objective has led to
the formulation of the following research questions:

i. What is the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global level, and at
the national and local levels in Peru?

iii. What is the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global level, and at
the national and local levels in Peru?

The study is guided by the global environmental theory and pays special attention to questions
of legitimacy, more specifically, output and input legitimacy. In other words, the role that the
FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ is explored from the global environmental
governance perspective and this “role” is operationalized in terms of output and input
legitimacy. Both dimensions of legitimacy are qualitatively measured through the respective
use of effectiveness (output and outcome) and participation. Moreover, the data to answer
the research questions were collected through desk research and in-depth phone interviews.
For the research, the websites of different organizations corresponding to the international,
national and local levels were researched in order to find relevant documents regarding the
research objective. Eighteen in-depth phone interviews were carried out with experts and
practitioners corresponding to the defined levels of analysis as well.

Based on the results, the main conclusions are that FSC and CCBA voluntary certification
schemes are regarded at the three levels of analysis, as tools that can (potentially) help to
attain some REDD+ goals and this topic is increasingly being discussed and documented by
different actors and organizatopns. FSC and CCBA are specially mentioned in relation to REDD+
safeguards as (potential) useful tools that can prevent or help to partially cover some REDD+
weakness. Although REDD+ is still “young”, especially at the national and local levels in Peru,
some positive experiences have already been reported in relation to the use of these
certifications in REDD+ pilot projects. In spite that the effectiveness of FSC and CCBA under
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REDD+ are still low according to the indicators established in this study, the positive
experiences on the ground plus a general positive opinion among experts and practicioners
make of FSC and CCBA two private forms of governance which can potentially play a more
relevant role in the next months or years, increasing their levels of effectiveness. Regarding
the participation, both organizations are actively involved in side-events of UNFCCC meetings
at the global level. However, for the national and local levels just CCBA has been involved in
REDD+ processes and activities. The participation of FSC and CCBA in REDD+ processes and
activities is relevant due to the learning and dissemation components of participation. Through
participation FSC and CCBA can reach and raise awareness in different REDD+ related actors
about the rola that these certification scheme can play under REDD+. Moreover, a relationship
between participation and effectivennes within levels of analysis is suggested. A potential
relationship between participation, effectiveness of the FSC and CCBA in the REDD+ muilti-
level governance context is also discussed, concluding that the role of participation seems to
be more relevant for output and input legitimacy from a top-down perspective while the role
of effectiveness might be more evident from a bottom-up approach.

Keywords: REDD+, FSC, CCBA, Peru, legitimacy, effectiveness, participation, global
environmental governance, forest.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background

Climate change, and policies and actions aimed to mitigate this global phenomenon have been
some of the most debated topics on the international agenda during the last decades (Adger et
al.,, 2001). The causes of climate change are located, among others, at the global level and
hence international co-operation is needed to avoid its negative consequences through, for
instance, mitigation and adaptation activities (Somorin et al, 2011). On the other hand, the
role that forests play in climate change has also been a key issue in both international and
national political agendas as well as a recurrent study subject for scientific research.
Awareness about the importance of preserving forests and carrying out sustainable
management practices have increased over the years, particularly since the recognition of the
wide range of services that forests provide. In the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA),
which was an effort of 1300 scientists to evaluate the consequences that changes in
ecosystems can have for human well-being, four categories of ecosystem services were
established: regulating, provisioning, supporting and cultural services (Fisher et al., 2009; MA,
2005). Forests can offer a large variety of services and making use of the MA (2005)
classification they can be grouped as follows: 1) Regulating services, such as carbon dioxide
fixation and regulation of water flows, 2) Provisioning services, such as timber and non-timber
products, 3) Supporting services, such as soil formation, and 4) Cultural services, such as the
opportunity to carry out recreational activities (Meynard et al., 2007). Forests are of great
relevance for human welfare and depletion and degradation of forests and thereby of their
associated services, consitutes a major source of concern due to the negative effects that
these processes can have on environment, society and the economy (Franquis & Infante,
2003). The link or connection between forests and climate change is mainly related to the first
category of services, regulatory services, and more specifically, to the fixation and release of
carbon dioxide. Release or emissions of CO, to the atmosphere occurs when, among other
things, forests depletion or degradation take place (van der Werf et al., 2009). CO, emissions
are of particular concern because this greenhouse gas (GHG) is the one that contributes in a
highest degree to global warming and hence to climate change (Meinshausen et al., 2009).
Forests act as carbon stocks and when deforestation or forest degradation take place, carbon
is released into the atmosphere, increasing CO, concentration levels (Palmer & Engel, 2009). In
fact, the two largest anthropogenic CO, emission sources are fossil fuel combustion and
deforestation (van der Werf et al., 2009). According to van der Werf (2009), CO, emissions
from deforestation and forest degradation constituted, by 2008, 12% of the carbon global
releases. It is important to note that this estimation refers just to emissions of anthropogenic
origin (van der Werf et al.,, 2009). Moreover, the main anthropogenic sources of carbon
emissions related to the degradation and depletion of forest depletion are: 1) Forest fires, 2)
Decrease of forests and other woody biomass stocks, 3) Abandonment of managed areas and
forests, and 4) Grass-lands conversion to, for instance, agricultural lands (Palmer & Engel,
20009).



Concern about how to slow down or stop forests depletion and degradation as well as how to
mitigate climate change has led to many negotiations and much collaboration not only
between national governments, but also among other actors such as NGOs, representatives of
local communities and private companies, which has resulted in the development of different
environmental initiatives, mechanisms and instruments. This concern has also led to the
development of an international arena where negotiations about new policies take place, and
where the interests and concerns of different actors regarding environmental issues are
discussed. One of the most famous examples of international negotiation arena are the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) meetings. The UNFCCC is a
treaty which was open to sign during the Earth Summit in Rio in 1992 (UNFCCC, 2012a). This
treaty basically established the need for cooperation among countries to avoid an increase in
the average global temperature and to cope with the negative impacts of climate change
(UNFCCC, 2012a). The well-known Kyoto Protocol, which in general terms is a binding
agreement for industrialized countries to stabilize GHG emissions (UNFCCC, 2012b), is one of
the instruments that have been negotiated under the UNFCCC. At the international level, there
have been other negotiations beyond those held in the UNFCCC meetings which have
constituted the ground for the development of other environmental instruments such as many
of the different existing voluntary certification schemes. This research project focuses on three
of these environmental international political instruments or tools: on the one hand it focuses
on the REDD+ mechanism, and on the other hand, it focuses on the Forest Stewardship Council
certification scheme and on the Climate, Community & Conservation Alliance standard. Here |
give a brief overview of REDD+, FSC and CCBA, but a more complete description can be found
in Chapter 2.

REDD+ refers to the Reduction of Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation plus
the conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon
stocks in developing countries (UNFCCC, 2009). REDD+ is a mechanism aimed at the mitigation
of climate change and although it was introduced as a discussion item in the UNFCCC agenda
at the COP-11 in 2005 for the first time (it was introduced as RED) (UNFCCC, 2012d), REDD+
has not been completely developed and defined yet (Corbera & Schroeder, 2011). REDD+
basically consists of the creation of economic incentives by developed countries in order to
increase the interest of a wide range of actors (from the local to the international level) from
developing countries to preserve and maintain their trees standing rather than to allow
deforestation and forest degradation (Lederer, 2011; Melick, 2010). Although the payment
mechanisms and (all) the sources of the funds are not clear yet, what is certain is that
economic compensations will be made according to the level of attainment of REDD+
objectives (Sunderlin & Atmadja, 2009). Moreover, the development of REDD+ national
strategies by each country seems to be the most appropriate approach to ensure the success
of REDD+ (Phelps et al., 2010b). The development of national strategies implies, among other
things, that national governments will have to put a lot of effort into controlling corruption and
coordinating policies in order to develop and enable the success of REDD+ (Corbera &
Schroeder, 2011). In addition to the national efforts, there are international initiatives whose
objective is to assist developing countries to get ready for REDD+. The United Nations
Collaborative Programme on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation
(UN-REDD) launched in 2008, is one example of international initiative aimed to support the



national efforts and thereby make the development and implementation of REDD+
programmes easier for developing countries (UN-REDD, 2012a).

FSC and CCBA are organizations which have developed their own voluntary certification
standards. FSC was the first organization which developed a voluntary forest certification
scheme in 1993 (Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003). The main goal of the FSC scheme is to promote
the improvement of the forest management practices (Elliott & Schlaepfer, 2001a; Taylor,
2005a). This certification also constitutes a mean which, through the use of a label, let
consumers know that the wood products that they are buying come from well-managed
forests (FSC, 2012a). The FSC certification scheme is concerned with forest sustainable
management issues and therefore it also pays attention to social and economic aspects (Naka
et al., 2000; Taylor, 2005b). The CCBA was founded in 2003 (Wood, 2011) and this organization
launched the CCBA Standard (CCBS) in 2005 (CCBA, 2005). The CCBS is mainly aimed at the
identification and evaluation of land-based carbon projects which can contribute to the
mitigation of climate change as well as generate other environmental and social benefits
(CCBA, 2012a). Therefore, although there are differences between FSC and CCBA main goals,
both voluntary certification schemes can be understood as market-based tools which act as
indirect economic incentives and, in general terms, seek to promote environmental
improvements, taking into account social and economic aspects as well.

1.2. Problem statement

Although attempts to mitigate climate change have been made through different policies,
tools, etc. (e.g. Kyoto Protocol), the fact is that nowadays this phenomenon is still a central
concern within many fields such as ecology (e.g. Walther et al., 2002), economics (e.g. Stern,
2007) and political sciences (e.g. Giddens, 2008). REDD+ can be understood as another
relatively new attempt to mitigate climate change, in this case, by reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation (Busch et al.,, 2011). However, despite the fact that
REDD+ can still be considered as “young”, there are older tools, initiatives and policies that can
(potentially) have positive or negative consequences for REDD+ processes and outcomes, and
thereby for its success or failure. Voluntary certification schemes or standards constitute one
of such tools. Voluntary certification schemes can promote, for instance, the conservation of
forests and the improvement of forest management practices which can help to reduce CO,
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. In other words, certification goals can
(potentially) help to achieve REDD+ objectives. In those places where it can be proven that, for
instance, carbon benefits are attained due to the improvement of forest management
practices, REDD+ funds could be used to support voluntary certification schemes (Nasi et al.,
2011). This means that instead of looking at REDD+ and voluntary certifications as two
different tools, they can be seen as two means where one could complement and reinforce the
other. Despite the fact that some aspects of REDD+ are still being negotiated within the
international political sphere, there are already some REDD+ pilot experiences on the ground
(Phelps et al., 2010a). Therefore, it is important to research the (potential) complementarity
between voluntary certification schemes and REDD+ at this early stage, when changes or new
actions to further enable the success of REDD+ are more likely to take place.



This research project explores the role that two voluntary certification schemes can
(potentially) play under REDD+ for three different levels of analysis. More specifically, it
explores the role of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+ at the global level, and at the national and
local levels in Peru. For the global level | will focus on the UNFCCC meetings and events. Peru is
one of the the UN-REDD partner countries and many REDD+ pilot projects have already been
developed. In addition, a few of these pilot projects are FSC and/or CCBA certified. These facts
make of Peru an appropriate country to carry out the research at the national and local levels.

1.3. Research objectives & Research questions

Drawing on the problem statement, the main research objective of this thesis is to explore the
role that the FSC and the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global level, and at
the national and local levels in Peru. The main objective has been divided into the following
sub-objectives and their respective specific research questions:

Sub-Objective 1. To explore the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the
global, and at the national and local levels in Peru.

i What is the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global
level, and at the national and local levels in Peru?

Sub-Objective 2. To explore the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the
global level, and at the national and local levels in Peru.

ii. What is the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global
level, and at the national and local levels in Peru?

It is important to note that | make use of the word potential due to mentioned “youth” of
REDD+ (See Chapter 4 for a further explanation of this issue)

1.4. Relevance of the research

On the one hand, the (potential) positive and negative consequences of the FSC scheme, CCB
standard and REDD+ on forests, economy and society, the numerous negotiations among the
different actors involved in the development of these instruments and some of the most
controversial issues that surround them, have been extensively documented by many authors
(e.g. Blom et al., 2010; Corbera & Schroeder, 2011; Hajek et al., 2011; Humphreys, 2005; Naka
et al., 2000; Nasi et al., 2011; Peskett et al., 2007; Porras, 1992; Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003;
Skutsch & Trines, 2008; Taylor, 2005a). On the other hand, despite the fact that some scholars
have already addressed the possible benefits of using voluntary certification schemes under
REDD+ (e.g. Merger et al., 2011; Nasi et al., 2011), not much has been yet written about this
topic within the academic field.

As it was previously mentioned, older environmental tools such as voluntary certification
schemes can (potentially) have consequences or influence the success or failure of REDD+.
Therefore, knowing how the FSC scheme and CCB standard might reinforce and complement
REDD+, the possible negative and positive consequences, the influence that FSC and CCBA
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could exercise under REDD+, to what extent this is already happening, and expanding this idea
to other tools (e.g. biodiversity conservation tools which can bring along conservation benefits
for forests and other existing different voluntary certification schemes which can complement
REDD+ as well), can help to the success of REDD+ and ultimately have positive consequences
for the mitigation of climate change. Since the main goals of different environmental tools
vary, it seems recommendable to individually study these existing tools. This is why two
specific voluntary certification schemes have been chosen instead of adopting a more general
approach. Therefore and linked to the main research objective, the relevance of this research
is related to the generation of knowledge about the possible positive or negative effects and
consequences that the FSC scheme and CCB standard can (potentially) have on the attainment
of REDD+ objectives.

1.5. Report Outline

In Chapter 2, the background of the research is presented. First | introduce REDD+, its origin
under the international negotiations, and how REDD+ is being shaped in Peru at the national
and local levels. Afterwards, | describe the main characteristics and goals of the FSC, CCBA and
the certifications that these organizations have developed as well as a brief overview of the
presence of these voluntary certification schemes in Peru.

In Chapter 3, | elaborate on the theoretical concepts that have been used as framework for
this research project. | first discuss the global (environmental) governance theory and the
related concept of non-state actors. Moreover, | introduce the concept of legitimacy and
discuss some of its different meanings and connotations. | further elaborate on a two-folded
definition of legitimacy, output and input legitimacy. At last, | focus on effectiveness as a
relevant aspect for output legitimacy and on participation for input legitimacy.

Chapter 4 consists on the conceptual framework and here the pivotal concepts for the
research are operationalized. Drawing on the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 3,
REDD+, FSC and CCBA are framed under global environmental governance. Morevoer, the
research questions are further operationalized in terms of output and input legitimacy. Then, |
describe how output and input legitimacy are qualitatively measured through effectiveness
and participation. At last, | explain how REDD+ is understood in the context of this research
project as well as the differences between regional and local.

In Chapter 5, | elaborate on the methodology that has been used in the research process. First,
the research design is explained. Morevover, | describe the research methods. At last, |
elaborate on the data analysis.

In Chapter 6 and 7 | present the results of the research. On the one hand, Chapter 6 consists of
the results obtained for the FSC. After the discussion of the results, some additional findings
about the FSC and a summary of the results can be found. The results for the CCBA are
described in Chapter 7. At the end of this chapter a summary of the results for the CCBA can be
found as well.

Chapter 8 is structured in three main blocks. The first block contains a summary of the results
for both the FSC and CCBA. In the second block | present the discussion of the results regarding



some of the theoretical concepts presented in Chapter 3. In the third and last block, | reflect on
the theoretical and conceptual approaches used for the research as well as on the
methodology.

Chapter 9 is the last chapter and is divided in two main parts. The first part consists of the
conclusions of the research. The second part contains some recommendations for further
research in relation to the topic of this thesis.



CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH BACKGROUND

In this chapter | elaborate on the background of the research and it is structured in three main
parts. In the first part | introduce REDD+ and the origin of this mechanism under the
international negotiations. | briefly describe the development of REDD+ in Peru at the national
and local levels as well. In the second part, | elaborate on the origin and main objectives of the
FSC voluntary certification scheme and shortly describe it within the Peruvian national context.
The third part contains information about the origin and objectives of the CCBA and the CCB
standard. At last, the background of the CCBA in Peru is briefly introduced.

2.1. What is REDD+?

The acronym RED means Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and is the “predecessor” of
REDD and REDD+. REDD referred to Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest
Degradation. However, the scope of REDD was extended (Pistorious et al., 2010) due to the
increasing interest of scientists, observers and UNFCCC parties, among others, on the possible
co-benefits that REDD could generate (Busch et al., 2011). These facts triggered within the
international sphere the appearance of what is known today as REDD+. Yet, the meaning and
definition of REDD+ is still a controversial topic. The term REDD+ is increasingly used to refer to
the reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation plus the
acknowledgement of the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and
ehacement of forest carbon stocks in developing coutnries (UNFCCC, 2009). Despite the fact
that currently this is the general or most common understanding of REDD+, a clear and
complete definition of this mechanism is still lacking (Edwards et al., 2010) and negotiations
are on-going. For instance, some authors also address or recognize the importance of including
the enhancement of communities’ livelihood in the scope of REDD+ (e.g. Miles &Dickson,
2010; Lawlor et al., 2010). The relevance of the engagement of indigenous peoples and local
communities in REDD+ activites has also been pointed out by the UNFCCC (UNFCCC, 2009).
Moreover, REDD+ basically consists on the creation of economic incentives by developed
countries aimed to increase the interest of a wide range of actors (from the local to the
international level) from developing countries to carry out sustainable forest management
practices rather than allowing deforestation or forest degradation processes (Lederer, 2011;
Melick, 2010). Some of the characteristics that make of REDD+ something different compared
to other earlier initiatives aimed to mitigate climate change (e.g. Kyoto Protocol) is that forests
are perceived as something that must be protected, the potential large sums of money
involved and the fact that the payments will be made in accordance with the achieved results
(Sunderlin & Atmadja, 2009). There is still considerable uncertainty about how to ensure
REDD+ effectiveness (Hajek at al., 2011), but it will probably be implemented as national
programs and therefore its success will partially depend on the ability of national governments
to create incentives at the local level to change some of the ongoing unsustainable forest
management practices (Hayes & Persha, 2010). National governments will also need to put a



lot effort into controlling corruption and on the coordination of policies in order to achieve
REDD+ objectives (Corbera & Schroeder, 2011).

As with other older mechanisms aimed at the mitigation of climate change (e.g. Kyoto
Protocol), REDD+ is also subject of critiques and a debated topic. Some of the current more
contentious issues that surround the development and implementation of REDD+ are: 1) How
to measure the initial levels of stored carbon and how to monitor the changes in those levels in
order to establish payments that are consistent with the achieved objectives, 2) How
payments will be made, 3) The different possibilities of how to implement REDD+ programs at
the national level, and 4) The participation, integration and coordination of the multiple
stakeholders involved in REDD+ programmes and pilot projects, especially of those groups that
might be potentially vulnerable such as local communites and indigenous people (Peskett &
Brockhaus, 2009). Another of the contentious issues surrounding REDD+ is the possible
generation of co-benefits by this mechanism. It has been commonly presumed that a
successful reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation would generate
some co-benefits (Pistorious et al., 2010) such as enhancement of biodiversity conservation
and/or local communities” livelihoods. While this can be true for some cases (Busch et al.,,
2011), it has also been pointed out and proven through some pilots projects (e.g. in Papua
New Guinea) that REDD+ does not always generate co-benefits, but can instead be a source of
potential risk for environment and society (Pistorious et al., 2010). Due to the identification
and recognition of the (potential) risks associated with REDD+, decisions regarding pilot
projects and policies development should include safeguards. These safeguards are meant to
avoid negative effects or undesirable consequences such as inter-ecosystem leakages (e.g.
conversion of non-forest peatlands), biodiversity loss (Pistorious et al., 2010) or deterioration
of local communities’ livelihoods caused by the development of REDD+ activities. Under the
UNFCCC official negotiations some agreements about the need to establish safeguards have
already been reached (Saunders & Reeve, 2010). In fact, there has been agreement upon
seven types of REDD+ activities for which safeguards should be promoted and supported such
as “actions to reduce displacement of emissions” and “the full and effective participation of
relevant stakeholders, in particular, indigenous peoples and local communities” (UNFCCC,
2010, p.26-27). However, these safeguards are quite broad and national goverments have to
interpret and decided how to implement them.

Despite the fact that REDD+ is still not completely defined and developed at the international
level, currently more than 40 countries are already designing their national REDD+strategies
and many REDD+ pilot projects have already been carried out (Lederer, 2011). However, some
of the first results coming from REDD+ pilot projects are not very encouraging; for instance, in
the case of Papua New Guinea, corruption and pressure on indigenous groups to abandon
their lands have been reported (Lederer, 2011). From a more positive perspective, such cases
can be used to point out the issues that require greater attention to ensure the effectiveness
of REDD+. Some of the learned lessons from this pioneer project in Papua New Guinea are that
REDD+ has to be implemented following transparency principles and that the support of the
local communities and forests owners is essential to make this mechanism work (Melick,
2010).



What is today REDD+, was once RED and it arose within the context of the failure of the
majority of policies, both domestic and international, that attempted to stop or ameliorate
deforestation, forest degradation and mitigate climate change (Sunderlin & Atmadja, 2009).
The origin of REDD+ can be tracked back to the 11th Conference of the Parties (COP-11) of the
UNFCCC held in Montreal, in 2005, The need to consider in the international agenda the
establishment of new instruments aimed at the reduction of emissions from deforestation was
addressed for the first time by the Coalition for Rainforest Nations which was led by Papua
New Guinea and Costa Rica (REDD services, 2011). Since COP-11 the interest and participation
of the UNFCCC parties in the development of REDD has considerably increased over the years
(Skutsch & Trines, 2008). Moreover, some advances regarding REDD were made at COP-13
held in Bali in 2007. The highlight of this conference was the creation of the Bali Action Plan.
The Bali Action Plan included the formation of the ad hoc Working Group on Long Term
Cooperative Action (AWG-LTC) which has mediated in the negotiations between the parties
involved in REDD+ (Blom et al., 2010; UNFCCC, 2007). In the Bali Action Plan it was recognized
the importance of the conservation of carbon forest stocks and it was addressed the need to
further considerate the role of conservation, sustainable management practices and
enhacement of forest carbon stocks in activities related to the reduction of emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries (UNFCCC, 2007). The generation
of co-benefits in developing countries through the reduction of emissions from deforestation
and forest degradation was recognized as well in the Bali Action Plan (UNFCCC, 2007).
Moreover, at COP-15 held in Copenhagen 2009, it was acknowledged “the importance of
reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, and the role of conservation,
sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocksin developing
countries” (UNFCCC, 2009, p.11).Therefore, this can be considered as the point where REDD
officially tuned into REDD+. Moreover, at COP- 15, it was also recognized the need of a full and
effective engagement of indigenous people and local communities in REDD+ activites such as
monitoring and reporting activities, and biodiversity was explicitly defined as a co-benefit
(UNFCCC, 2009). Finally, during the last negotiations at COP-17 in Durban, issues about the
safeguards and finances became more concrete. The need to adopt the best practices
regarding environmental and social safeguards was addressed (UNFCCC, 2011). Decisions
about the reference levels that have to be used in order to accurately measure reductions in
emissions, and about monitoring and reporting activities, were also made during these
negotiations (Dooley & Horner, 2012; UNFCCC, 2011). However, there are still matters that
have to be further discussed during the next meetings such as the full consideration of the
positive and negative consequences of activities aimed at the mitigation of climate change or
which are the financial sources that can be considered as appropriate for REDD+ activities
(Dooley & Horner, 2012; UNFCCC, 2011).

Next to the negotiations that have shaped REDD+ in the international sphere under the
UNFCCC meetings, there are other international initiatives that have been important for its
development. For instance, in 2008, the UN-REDD program was created as a partnership

Lt isimportant to note the forest were already mention as relevant greenhouse gas sinks and reservoirs in the Earth
Summit in Rio in 1992



between FAO, UNDP and UNEP (Johns et al., 2008) and it aims to support the development of
national REDD+ strategies (Johns et al., 2008; Rosendal & Andresen, 2011). Another important
initiative which was funded by the World Bank and became operational in 2008 (FCPF, 2012b),
is the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF). The FCPF is a global partnership which
basically helps countries to get ready for REDD+ (FCPF, 2012c). The FCPF created a framework
that is used by countries to develop reference scenarios, design monitoring systems, adopt
and set REDD+ national strategies (FCPF, 2012c). In other words, the FCPF helps to build
capacity in developing countries and provides performance-based incentives at the national
level and for pilot programs regarding REDD+ (Johns et al., 2008). Therefore, the UN-REDD
program and FCPF have the same main goal, to support national efforts. Moreover, the Forest
Investment Program (FIP) is part of one of the financing instruments of the Climate Investment
Funds” and whose administrative organization and trustte is the World Bank as well. The FIP
mainly aims at the mobilization of funds for activities focused on the reduction of
deforestation, forest degradation and promotion of sustainable management practices
(Climate Investment Funds, 2012a). These activities should lead to the protection of carbon
sinks (only terrestrial sinks are considered) and reduction of emissions. In other words, the FIP
funds are oriented towards REDD+ projects and activities.

As it was previously mentioned, advances in the international negotiations have been made
and international initiatives to support the development and implementation of REDD+ have
emerged. However there is still a lot of remaining uncertainty surrounding this mechanism
(Karsenty, 2008; Streck, 2010). The international negotiations are slow and there are usually
critiques even on those issues where some degree of agreement has been reached (Dooley &
Horner, 2012). Yet, REDD+ is “happening” at the national and local levels through the
development of REDD+ national progammes and REDD+ pilot projects in several developing
countries such as Peru (Hajek et al., 2011; Streck, 2010).

Peru is the third largest country in South America, with an area of approximately 1.285.215
km? (Indexmundi, 2011). Peru is located on the Western part of South America and has a total
of 5 neighboring countries: Ecuador and Colombia in the North, Brazil in the East, Bolivia in the
Southeast and Chile in the South, being in the West the Pacific Ocean. Peru is a highly
multiethnic country and by 2011, it had a population of approximately 29 million from which
the largest part lived in urban areas, being the main cities allocated by the coast (Indexmundi,
2011). Moreover, although the economy has considerably grown during the last years, Peru
falls under the category of developing countries and agriculture, mining and fishing constitute
three important sectors of its economy (Indexmundi, 2011). Regarding the political sphere,
Peru is a constitutional republic divided in 25 regions with their own regional government and
1 province, being Lima the capital (Vega, 2009). Some of the most recent and significant
political events in Peru started in 1990 when Alberto Fujimori won the elections (Vich, 2004).
From 1990 until 2000, Alberto Fujimori was the president in Peru, and this period is
denominated in many sources as a dictatorial one. In 2000, Alberto Fujimori was re-elected

> The Climate Investment Funds are two financing instruments (Clean Technology Fund & Strategic Climate Fund)
which support changes towards low-carbon and climate resilient development and are based on Multilateral
Development Banks (Climate Investment Funds, 2012b)
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under a polemic and questioned elections (Vich, 2004). The opposition of the rest of political
parties, different civil organizations as well as evidences of bribery made the president to
abandon the country shortly after the elections (Vich, 2004). After these events, elections have
taken place 3 more times: in 2001, 2006 and the most recent elections in July 2011, being
Ollanta Humala the current Peruvian president.

Peru contains a great variety of landscapes ranging from the high Andes to the low coastal
areas in the West. Peru has many different ecosystems and is one of 10 countries with the
highest levels of biodiversity worldwide and many large forest areas (Brack, 2000). For
instance, by 2011 Peru had approximately 67 million hectares of forests and an estimation of
8.831 million tonnes of carbon stocked in the living forest biomass (FAO, 2011). Such a high
number of hectares makes of Peru one of the countries with the largest forest area in Latin
America (Organizacion para Estudios Tropicales, 2011) and hence an appropriate scenario to
develop and implement REDD+. Peru also constitutes a suitable ground for REDD+ due to the
existing deforestation and forest degradation threats. The threats are mainly caused by high
rates of migration from the Andes to the Amazon and the consequent increase of pressure on
the land, by a low capacity to control illegal activities and by the development of some policies
which partially favor changes in land-uses (Organizacion para Estudios Tropicales, 2011). These
facts, among others, triggered the appearance of interest in REDD+ as a tool to slow down and
control deforestation and forest degradation processes as well as to bring along other possible
benefits to this country.

Peru is one of the partner countries under the UN-REDD programme but it is not receiving
direct support for its national program yet (UN-REDD, 2012b). This country also participates in
the FIP, which is expected to deliver about USS50 million for REDD+ activities (Piu & Garcia,
2011), and the FCPF. In fact, it can be considered that the involvement of Peru in REDD+
started with the submission of the Readiness Plan Idea Note (R-PIN) to the FCPF in June, 2008
(FCPF, 2012a).The main purposes of this document are to provide an overview of the country
interests in the FCPF program, and an overview of some REDD+ related issues such as the main
causes of deforestation or the land-use patterns (FCPF, 2012a). Furthermore, the Declaration
of Tarapoto was a key step in the decision to adopt REDD+ in Peru (Hajek et al., 2011). It was a
collective agreement which was signed in October 2008 by different groups of actors such as
NGOs and governmental actors (Declaracion de Tarapoto, 2008; Hajek et al.,, 2011). This
declaration recognizes the negative effects of climate change, it states that 47% of the GHG
emissions in Peru are caused by deforestation and it recognizes REDD as a real opportunity to
contribute to the conservation and sustainable management of the Peruvian forests
(Declaracion de Tarapoto, 2008; Hajek et al., 2011). Another important event in the Peruvian
REDD+ history was the first submission of the draft of the Readiness Preparation Proposal (R-
PP) in April of 2010 (FCPF, 2012a). This document has to be elaborated by any country seeking
to participate in the UN-REDD program and its main purpose is to help to a given country to
get ready for REDD+ (Organizacidon para Estudios Tropicales, 2011). The first draft was
submitted on 2010 and there is now an updated version from March 2011 (FCPF, 2012a).

Peru is one of the countries that support the nested approach as the appropriate national
strategy to develop REDD+ (Zambrano-Barragan & Cordero, 2008). The nested approach is a
bottom-up “method” that basically consists of adopting a flexible strategy in which a
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combination between the national and sub-national approaches would make the
implementation of REDD+ easier (Zambrano-Barragdn & Cordero, 2008). In the nested
approach the counting and designation of credits from the reduction of emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation takes place at both the national and sub-national level
(Pedroni et al., 2009). One of the short-term consequences of supporting the nested approach
for Peru has been the fast proliferation of a considerable number of pilot projects while the
national REDD+ strategy has not been completely defined and established yet (Llanos &
Feather, 2011). This could be seen as a positive fact. For instance in the Declaration of
Tarapoto in 2008, it was declared the relevance of developing local pilot projects by different
types of actors in order to contribute to the future development of the REDD+ national
strategy (Declaracion de Tarapoto, 2008).

Regarding the negotiations surrounding REDD+ at the national level, Mesa® REDD Peru can be
considered as the natural space for those private and public organizations interested in
participating in REDD+ discussions (Grupo REDD Peru, 2012a). Mesa REDD Peru had its first
meeting in 2008 and currently more than 40 member organizations participate in the
assemblies (Grupo REDD Peru, 2012b). Moreover, Mesa REDD Peru is further divided in four
sub-groups in order to focus the discussions on more specific topics. These four groups are the
communication, legal, financial and technical group (Grupo REDD Peru, 2012a). Therefore,
Mesa REDD Peru can be seen as the valid national cross-sectoral working space where mainly
NGOs, but also research institutes and governmental institutions work together to develop
REDD+ (Grupo REDD Peru, 2012b; Hajek et al., 2011). It is important to note the relevance of
Mesa REDD at the national level to understand why a part of the research for this level of
analysis focuses on this group. Moreover, although it is not always clear in the documents,
Grupo REDD Peru can be understood as the virtual platform where mainly the members of
Mesa REDD Peru share information. More specifically, Grupo REDD Peru has three main
objectives: 1) The creation of a platform to share all kinds of information related to REDD, 2)
The analysis of information coming from pilot projects, methodologies, etc., in order to discuss
different possibilities for strategies, rules or approaches, and 3) The creation of a national
agenda and policies about issues related to REDD (Grupo REDD Peru, 2012c).

As it was mentioned before, Peru supports and is adopting a nested approach to develop its
REDD+ national programme. This fact has promoted, among other things, the appearance of
regional Mesa REDD in 6 out of the 25 regions in which Peru is divided. The Mesas REDD are
located in the regions of Cusco, Loreto, Madre de Dios, Piura, San Martin and Ucayali (Piu &
Garcia, 2011). However, | further elaborate just on the region of Madre de Dios region for two
main reasons: 1) This region it is one of two most active regions regarding REDD+ activities (the
other region is San Martin), and 2) From all the Peruvian regions where there are ongoing
REDD+ pilot projects, Madre de Dios is by far the one with the largest number of projects (Piu
& Garcia, 2011) of which a few of them are FSC and/or CCBA certified.

* Mesa is the Spanish word for “table”. However, since the name of this group appears in all the documents as
“Mesa REDD”, | make use of the Spanish word throughout the research in order to make it more transparent and
easier to further research.
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Regarding the involvement of this region in REDD+, the regional Mesa REDD in Madre de Dios
was created by the regional government in December 2009 and its members are mainly
governmental actors and NGOs (Grupo REDD Peru, 2012d). The regional Mesa REDD in Madre
de Dios has the same main objectives as the national Mesa REDD: to create a platform to
discuss, share information and further develop and implement REDD+ but at the regional level.
On the other hand, regarding REDD+ pilot projects, Peru is nowadays one of the countries with
the largest number of REDD+ pilot projects together with Brazil and Indonesia (Petkova et al.,
2011). By June 2011 Madre de Dios held 10 projects within its boundaries and shared with
neighboring regions 4 more projects (Piu & Garcia, 2011). This makes a total of 14 projects out
of the 35 REDD+ pilot projects being developed in Peru. From the pilot projects taking place in
this region, 3 of them are certified by the CCBA and 2 are both CCBA and FSC certified (In
Annex 6 a table with all REDD+ pilot projects in this region, area and (if any) the type
certification used in the projects

can be found).
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most likely caused by the geographical proximity among projects and the quick appearance of
so many initiatives in a short period of time without a defined national REDD+ framework.
Moreover, the cases in which REDD+ projects overlap, double carbon counting of the carbon
credits could take place (Llanos & Feather, 2011). As a consequence of the proximity among
projects and the partial overlapping, it might be difficult to recognize the specific contribution
of each project to the reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation as
well. This fact can increase the risk of selling the same carbon credits more than one time
(Llanos & Feather, 2011). Another added problem is that the methodology used to measure
the carbon stocked differ among many of the pilot projects. It has even been reported that the
same organization has used different methodologies for two different REDD+ projects. These
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methodological differences can also bring problems regarding carbon accounting and
estimation processes (Llanos & Feather, 2011).

During this research project, in-depth interviews with experts and practitioners belonging to
the different levels of analysis were carried out (See Chapter 5 for a further explanation about
methodology). The interviews contained some ice-breaking questions regarding the
interviewees opinion about REDD+ which, although they are not directly reated to the
research questions (See Chapter 1), have provided valuable inputs. By introducing their
opinions in this chapter, | intend to complement the previosly presented information and
provide new insighs into what the REDD+ mechanism is, and how it is understood by experts
and practitioners at the global level as well as in Peru.

On the one hand, regarding the interviews carried out for the global level, it can be inferred
that REDD+ is perceived as a mechanism that can (potentially) have positive consequences, not
only for the mitigation of climate change, but also for other issues such as biodiversity
conservation and communities’ livelihood enhancement. The fact that REDD+ has the potential
to mobilized large amounts of money or funds, which could help to the implementation of
sustainable forest managements practices, is also mentioned as something positive. Moreover,
it is addressed how this mechanism has already been successful engaging a large number of
actors and hence raising awareness about the need to carry out forest sustainable
management practices.

“REDD+, besides the fact that it needs to contribute to the climate change agenda, it
has the potential to significantly contribute to other global processes and targets. |
would name here the CBD target for example, so anything related to biodiversity. But
also, as it was more recently mentioned in Durban, the contribution to reduce poverty
or to increase livelihood of forest dwellers...I think REDD+ has already been able to
significantly raise global awareness on the issues of good forest management. In this
regard REDD+ has been really successful already. REDD+ has the potential to raise
significant funds and to implement responsible forest management practices around
the world. | said it has the potential because so far it did not and it needs to be scaled
up significantly” (Gerald Steindlegger, WWF International, Manager of the Global
Forest Programme, January 20”‘, 2012).

“In general, REDD+ is a very heavily loaded term. For me in the first place REDD+ is just
a discussion topic under the UNFCCC and up until now no final decision on the design or
set up of REDD+ has been taken...If REDD+ goes wrong, then it not only will not
contribute to a significant reduction of emissions but it might even make forest
protection more difficult and expel traditional forest dwellers or destabilized their
livelihoods” (Christopher Ties, Greenpeace International Forest campaign policy and
strategy coordinator, January 16”‘, 2012).

“I think REDD+ offers really good opportunities...It has the right intentions and it has a
huge potential in terms of providing sufficient finances to value the many services that
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forests provide and to recognize that they are more worth it standing that cut...Where |
see problems with REDD+ is in maybe the lack of clear commitment and accountability
of countries because is all in the country level at the end... and without a proper
verification or MRV system there are chances of improper claims or inaccurate
statements...”(Stefan Salvador, FSC Policy Manager, January 27", 2012).

Therefore, there are different perspectives about REDD+. Although, in general terms, REDD+ is
regarded as a mechanism that can potentially contribute to the mitigation of climate change as
well as to other processes such as biodiversity conservation, some critics or concerns are also
expressed. For instance, it is mentioned the fact that currently REDD+ covers too many issues,
the risks for forest dwellers if REDD+ fails, and a possible lack of commitment or accountability
of some countries. From these opinions it can also be inferred that there is a general
perception about the great need to further work and develop REDD+ in order to ensure a
positive and significant contribution to the mitigation of climate change.

On the other hand, regarding the views and opinions of the experts and practitioners
corresponding to the national and local levels, it seems that, in general terms, there is a
positive attitude towards REDD+. This mechanism is seen by many experts and practitioners in
Peru as an opportunity to decrease deforestation and forest degradation. It is also mentioned
how REDD+ might also help to strengthen the governance of the country, collect and order
important information that is currently lacking regarding forests, and bring along biodiversity
and social co-benefits.

“I believe that REDD+ is a mechanism that can allow to obtain finances to protect
certain areas in Peru...l also believe that with this mechanism, communities which are
living within protected natural areas can get benefits and this fact will ultimately help
to reduce the negative impacts in natural areas” (Ruben Paitdn, SERNANP, REDD+
expert, January 31%, 2012).

“REDD+ is a good opportunity to create synergies among countries and to look at the
earth as a single entity instead of as a subdivision of countries which their own political
and economic autonomy” (Braulio Andrade, Conservation International Peru, Field
work coordinator, February 1%, 2012).

“I think REDD+ is an interesting idea” (Alfredo Rodriguez, WWF Peru, Global Forest
Trade and Network Coordinator, February 2" 2012).

“For us, as a country, REDD+ is an opportunity that will allow us to generate some
necessary information. We do not have updated information on deforestation, timber
volumes, carbon stocks and a monitoring system for forests and our governance is still
a little weak. So REDD+ is an opportunity to get funds to strengthen the governance,
generate and organize the information in order to be able to make the proper decisions
on forests and thereby reduce emissions” (Elvira Gomez, MINAM REDD+ expert,
January 12, 2012).

“I think it is a very interesting and good idea and if it is developed in the right way it
can bring along all kind of benefits such as the reduction of emissions, organize the
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forest sector information, increase the institutional capacity and human resources or
support the development of countries and local communities through the obtained
funds” (Mario Chacén, Coservation International, Training manager in the Science and
Knowledge division, January 26™ 2012).

“I think that REDD+ will actually take place, not only at the project level but also at the
national level. | think that it will help to reduce emissions from deforestation but | am
not so sure about the emissions coming from degradation because we have not even
managed some technical issues yet” (Hugo Che Piu, Director of DAR, January 18",
2012).

“In general terms, | think it is a challenge for the communities and many organizations
to participate and develop this mechanism. It is a challenge because with REDD+ we
get committed to closely look at the problem of deforestation...” (Violeta Colan,

Rainforest Alliance Peru, Coordinator of the Andean region, February 3" 2012).

However, concerns and critics about REDD+ were also expressed by experts and practitioners
in Peru.

“I'also think that in Peru and mainly in the jungle areas, REDD+ have generated many
false expectations mainly due to the lack of information” (Ruben Paitan, SERNAN,
REDD+ expert, January 31%, 2012).

“There are still many things to define and things that are not clear enough yet. For
some groups such as indigenous groups, REDD+ is seen as a possible threat for their
autonomy and development” (Braulio Andrade, Conservation International Peru, Field
work coordinator, February 1%, 2012).

“I see that some problems might arise because is another tool created in the northern
hemisphere to be applied inthe southern hemisphere...In the southern hemis-
phere very small groups have the knowledge, tools, experiences and opportunities to
understand this idea. Then there are local or indigenous communities and
some forestry companies who know nothing about this or about what is going on,
and many organizations and entrepreneurs, who have certain advantages due to their
knowledge, make them propositions to sign contracts to start REDD + projects”
(Alfredo Rodriguez, WWF Peru, Global Forest Trade and Network Coordinator,
February 2", 2012).

“At the beginning was a little less complex because it was only designed to reduce
deforestation but more ideas has been added such as forest carbon stocks
enhancement. So now REDD+ seems a bit too complicated” (Mario Chacén,
Conservation International, Training manager in the Science and Knowledge division,
Janury 26™, 2012).

“I do not think that the level of contribution to the reduction of emission will be large. |
honestly have some doubts about the scale of REDD+ contribution in this regard....”
(Hugo Che Piu, Director of DAR, Januray 18", 2012)
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“In order to develop REDD+....some support from other countries have to take place
because what it happens many times is that the countries that have the forests which
have to be protected do not have the capacity to organize everything. For instance,
monitoring processes are very expensive...” (Tatiana Lapeyre, Co-founder and advisor
of Ecodevelopment group, January 8", 2012).

Therefore, the concerns are mainly related to the potential risks for the local and indigenous
communities due to, among other things, their lack of knowledge about REDD+ and its related
topics and how some organizations could take advantage of this fact. It was also mentioned,
for instance, the existing lack of definition and clarity that still exists about some REDD+
aspects, how this mechanism has become more complicated over the years due to an
extension of its scope, and doubts about the real contribution of REDD+ to the reduction of
global emissions.

2.2. The Forest Stewardship Council

Although we can track the labeling of wood products back to the year 1637 in France, this
process has changed through time, and it was in the 1990s when labeling arose as we
understand it today under the name of forest certification (Elliott & Schlaepfer, 2001a). Forest
certification schemes emerged as a result of a proactive participation of civil society and
business actors in response to a wide spread concern that arose in the late 1980s and
increased during the 1990s about deforestation, forest degradation and biodiversity loss taking
place especially in tropical forests (Bartley, 2003; Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003), and as an
attempt to improve forest management practices. This attempt of collaboration from society
ran parallel to the international negotiations which were perceived as a failure of the
participating states to reach binding agreements regarding forest issues (Gulbrandsen, 2004;
Merger et al., 2011).

The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) took place in Rio
de Janeiro in 1992. This conference was proposed by the United Nations General Assembly in
1989 and led to a multitude of multilateral negotiations and a lot of diplomatic activity
(Humphreys, 2005). Although the UNCED, also known as The Earth Summit, was supposed to
focus on both environment and development, most of the negotiations took place around
environmental issues (Porras, 1992). One of the goals that it was hoped to achieve was a
legally binding instrument on forests (Humphreys, 2005). However, due to the different
interests of the participants and the short-term perspective of many states, the negotiations
failed (Porras, 1992). Northern developed countries wanted forests to be seen as a common
good. This idea was rejected by the G77 and China, which claimed that national states should
hold their authority regarding forests issues. Moreover, NGOs and indigenous groups argued
that the best approach to protect forests was ensuring land tenure rights and access to forest
resources for those local communities whose welfare depends on the conservation of forests
(Humphreys, 2005). The final outcomes of the Rio negotiations regarding forests were the
"Forest Principles"”, which is a non-binding statement, and Chapter 11 of Agenda 21 named
"Combating Deforestation" (Humphreys, 2005). Another important event that took place at
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the Rio conference was that the Convention of Biological Diversity (CBD), which is a legally
binding agreement, was opened to sign. The main objectives of the CBD are the conservation
of biological diversity, the sustainable use and management of its components and a fair
distribution of the benefits gained from the use of genetic resources (Jacquemont & Caparrds,
2002). Therefore, the CBD can be seen as an agreement that promotes sustainable
management of forests as these are part of global biodiversity (Higgins, 1998). Moreover, the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was adopted at the Rio
conference as well, and it promotes international efforts to mitigate climate change (UNFCCC,
2012a), addressing the importance of promoting sustainable management, the conservation
and enhancement of sinks reservoirs such as forests (UNFCCC, 1992). However, in spite of
some of the positive outcomes of the Rio conference such as the CBD agreement or the
creation of the UNFCCC, the general perception was that the negotiations focused on forest
issues were a failure. Within this context forest certification emerged as an alternative tool to
promote forest sustainable management practices. The first forest certification scheme was
established by the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) in 1993 and since then, this marked-based
tool has rapidly spread around the world (Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003). The origin of the FSC
can be tracked back to 1990 when a meeting between groups of timber users, traders and
representatives of environmental and human-rights organizations took place in the U.S.A to
develop a system that would allow to identify wood products coming from well-managed
forests. Three years later, in 1993, the FSC was officially founded in an assembly that was
attended by 130 participants from 26 countries in Toronto, Canada (FSC, 2012c). In 1994 the
FSC Principles and Criteria were approved (FSC, 2012c). By 1998, 10 million of hectares were
FSC certified and just five years later, by 2003, this number had increased up to 40 million of
hectares (FSC, 2012c). Currently, the FSC has, approximately, 40 regional offices and networks
partners in more than 50 countries (FSC, 2012d), and by May 2012 there were 80 countries
with FSC certified forests (FSC, 2012d) which accounted for more than 150 million of hectares
(FSC, 2012g).

As it can be inferred from the previous data, the FSC has gained many supporters in a
relatively short period of time and it has been consolidated as a considerable alternative to
international politics regarding forest management issues (Pattberg, 2005). In fact, FSC is still
considered as the most rigorous forest certification scheme (Taylor, 2005b). Partially as a
result of the FSC success, there is now a wide range of voluntary certification schemes that
work at the international and national levels. Some of them have the improvement of forest
management practices as their main objective (forest certifications) such as the Programme
for Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC)*, while other certifications have different main
goals, such as the Climate, Community and Biodiversity (CCB), CCB REDD+ Social and
Environmental Standards (CCB REDD+ S&E) or Plan Vivo Standards (Merger et al., 2011).

Forest certification is a market-based tool that acts as an indirect economic incentive and
which promotes the improvement of forest management practices (Elliott & Schlaepfer,

4 Although the PEFC resembles FSC regarding its main goal, the former certification was developed in the late 90s to
mainly facilite certification in Europe and it differs from the FSC, among other things, in its assessment criteria and
governance structure (PEFC, 2011)
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2001b; Taylor, 2005a). In order to obtain a forest certificate, (usually) a third independent
party has to accredit and ensure that forest management practices are sustainable according
to a preset set of standards (Elliott & Schlaepfer, 2001b). The FSC also has this accreditation
system (Taylor, 2005b). It is also important to mention that sustainable management practices
do not only refer to environmental and ecological standards but also to social and economic
(Naka et al., 2000). In fact, the FSC certification put great emphasis on the social and economic
aspects (Taylor, 2005b). Another characteristic of (most) forest certification schemes is that
due to the different conditions of forests, the standards have to be adjusted in some situations
to the specific environmental and social realities of each area, as well as take into account the
national context where these forest areas are embedded (Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003).
Regarding the particular case of the FSC, the Principles and Criteria (P&C) state that
compliance is mandatory (FSC, 1994). However, it also alludes to the possibility of being
flexible if that will help to comply with them (FSC, 1994). In other words, “FSC global standards
provide a framework for more specific standards for distinct regions, countries or ecosystems”
(Taylor, 2005b, p.135).

Moreover, although the general perception is that certified forests help to decrease
degradation and stop unsustainable management practices (Nasi et al., 2011), there have been
some critics regarding the effectiveness of this tool in relation to its initial objectives
(Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003). For instance, tropical forests were the main goal of forest
certification. However, by May 2011, when 375 million of forests hectares were certified
around the world (not only by the FSC but also by other certifications such as the PEFC) less
than 2% of these hectares belonged to tropical forests (FAO, 2011). In the specific case of the
FSC, the most recent data show that by May 2012 just 12.02% of the FSC certified forests were
tropical and subtropical, being the rest boreal and temperate (FSC, 2012g). This means that
just 18.12 million of hectares out of the total global FSC certified area belongs to tropical and
subtropical forest (FSC, 2012g). In accordance with these data, Europe and North America are
the regions that respectively have the largest FSC certified areas (FSC, 2012b). Furthermore,
forest certification is more common on forest areas that are recovering and less common on
forests that are under high levels of pressure (Pattberg, 2005). In addition, it has been pointed
out the fact that many local communities face serious difficulties to access certification (Taylor,
2005b). This fact is related in many occasions to the high costs associated to certification
processes (Humphries & Kainer, 2006). The FSC is now trying to lower the certification costs
with the goal of allowing the access to certification to local and indigenous communities,
small-scale and/or low-intensity managed forests (Taylor, 2005b). It has also been pointed out
that due to the great proliferation of forest certification schemes during the last years, private
companies have nowadays the option to choose which scheme fits best their interests, which
does not always have to be (improvement of) sustainable forest management practices
(Pattberg, 2005). However, other authors like Gulbrandsen (2004) argue there is yet
insufficient empirical data to state whether forest certification is effective in promoting
sustainable forest management or not.

Currently, the FSC has official and permanent representation in Peru through one of its
regional offices (FSC, 2012b). This office was established in 2010 but the FSC was present in
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this country before through the validation of many initiatives. In fact, the first FSC certified
initiatives can be tracked back to 2006 (FSC, 2012e). The number of FSC certified hectares in
the Peruvian forests is still rather limited in comparison with the total forest area of the
country. For instance, by May 2011, Peru had a total of 618.821 hectares which were FSC
certified out of approximately 68 million of hectares of forest (FAO, 2011; FSC, 2012b).
However, this number has increased during the last year and by May 2012, 746.275 hectares
of forest were FSC certified in Peru out of the approximately 11 million hectares in Latin
America and Caribbean region (FSC, 2012g)

2.3. The Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance

The Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance can be described as a partnership among
non-governmental organizations that consists of NGOs, coorporations and research
institutions which work together since 2003. The members are NGOs (e.g. CARE, The Nature
Conservancy group), the advising institutions consist of the research institutes (e.g. CIFOR) and
they received funds from philanthropic organizations and corporations (e.g. Hyundai) (CCBA,
201le; Wood, 2011). The CCBA’s main objective is the search for solutions to land
management problems. For that matter the CCBA developed a set of standards which can
identify and evaluate land-based carbon projects that contribute to the mitigation of climate
change. The first edition of the CCB standards (CCBS) was launched in May 2005. The CCBS
consists of 23 criteria but it is mandatory to comply just with 15 of them in order to get
certified. The remaining 8 criteria are optional and they are named by the CCBA as “point
scoring” criteria (CCBA, 2005). Projects that fulfill the “point scoring” criteria can obtain the
Silver or Golden level of the CCBA certification (CCBA, 2005; Eliasch Review, 2008). Moreover,
this set of standards was tested on the ground in some countries such as Tanzania, Scotland
and Bolivia (CCBA, 2012b). After these experiences, a process for the improvement of the CCBS
was open and a second edition of the standards was released on December 2008 during the
UNFCCC COP-14 in Poznan. The CCBA standard can be seen as one of the numerous voluntary
certification schemes that emerged, among other things, due to the initial FSC scheme success.
CCBA has also been quite successful considering its relatively short life-time and by June 2012,
there were 21 projects under the process of validation and 49 projects were already validated
worldwide (CCBA, 2012c).

As a consequence of the CCBA main objective, the CCBS is usually found in projects that
include or are related to the improvement of forest management (IFM), afforestation,
restoration, reforestation (ARR) or reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest
degradation (REDD) (Wood, 2011). Carbon projects that choose to be CCBA certified have to
generate a reduction in the GHG concentration (Estrada, 2011). However, project developers
do not obtain any reduction certificate from the CCBA (Estrada, 2011). Moreover, besides the
generation of climate benefits, this set of standards also aims to the identification of projects
that promote the conservation of biodiversity and sustainable development (CCBA, 2012:a). In
fact, CCBS is currently considered by some authors as the leading standard to ensure social and
environmental benefits in forest carbon projects (e.g. Estrada, 2011). The CCBA also uses an
independent third-party certification system which increases the credibility of its standard.
Moreover, according to the CCBA (2012d), the CCBS can be beneficial for three different
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groups of users, 1) Projects developers such as NGOs or communities, 2) Investors who might
find CCBA certified projects more attractive, and 3) Governments who can find CCBS useful to
help to a national sustainable development.

Furthermore, there are often many critics and controversy surrounding carbon projects
(Wood, 2011) and a lot of effort is nowadays put on the preservation of the integrity of
projects which aim to reduce emissions and can hence be involved in carbon markets (Richard
& Panfil, 2011). The CCBA is currently considered as one of the existing voluntary certification
schemes that can prevent projects from being subject of critiques and controversy which are
usually related to social and environmental issues (e.g. scandals related to local communities)
(Wood, 2011). Therefore, buyers are more and more interested in projects that have these
potential sources of risk covered (Richard & Panfil, 2011). In fact, the CCBS have been already
successful in this aspect because there is lately a great interest among byers on CCBA certified
projects within the voluntary market (Harvey et al., 2010).

At last, another activity that the CCBA is currently facilitating in association with CARE
International is the development of the REDD+SES standards. This set of standards is being
designed and developed to match government-led REDD+ national strategies or programs. The
REDD+SES are supposed to act as safeguards as well as generate social and environmental
benefits (Proforest, 2010).

The CCBA is one of the international organizations that play the role of market intermediary
and service provision in Peru (Hajek et al., 2011). Unlike the FSC, the Climate, Community and
Biodiversity Alliance has no permanent representation in Peru. However, the CCBS is known in
Peru since 2004. Peru was one of the countries where the draft of the CCBA standards was
tested on the ground, more specifically, it was tested in the Selva Central Climate Action
Project in Peru (CCBA, 2012b; CCBA, 2012c). Moreover, after the release of the final CCB
standards version, the first project validated in Peru by the CCBA took place in Madre de Dios
in 2009 (CCBA, 2012c) and is known as the Madre de Dios Amazon REDD Project (See Annex 5).
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this chapter | present the theoretical framework of the research. First, | introduce the
concept of global environmental governance which can be understood as the theoretical
context in which other concepts are embedded and discussed. After this, | elaborate on non-
state stators and legitimacy. At last, legitimacy is further discussed in terms of output and
input legitimacy, paying special attention to effectiveness and participation. The theoretical
framework serves as a basis for the conceptual framework (See next chapter 4) where these
theoretical concepts are operationalized for this research project.

3.1. Global environmental governance

The use of the term “governance” is currently quite popular among scholars and practitioners
within the political field. However, this is an old concept that has changed and evolved during
the last decades (Weiss, 2000), having different meanings and connotations over time. Rhodes
already mentioned in 1996 (p. 652) that the “term governance is popular but quite imprecise”
and he addressed that although this term was often used as synonym of government,
governance was starting to connote “new process of governing; or a changed condition of the
ordered rule; or the new method by which society is governed” (Rhode, 1996, p.652). Weiss
(2000) also argues that the concept of governance has evolved from a term which was
commonly used to refer to traditional state forms and their features, to a term that is more
and more often used to refer to the national governmental activities as well as the activities,
processes or structures of other types of actors. Moreover, at the global level the concept of
governance started to change and evolve within the academic sphere when scholars from the
1980s and 1990s realized that the traditional meaning of governance failed to encompass
many of the actors and activities involved in the international political processes at that time
(Weiss, 2000). Traditional meanings of governance did not embrace, for instance, the
increasing number and influence of non-state actors (Weiss, 2000) within the different political
spheres. As a consequence of the “evolution” of the concept governance, currently, it is still
possible to find this term in the literature related to state-actors steering processes, but also
related to non-state actors forms of steering. For instance, Betsill & Bulkeley (2004, p.473)
conceptualized governance as a “cascade in which agreements forged by nation-states at the
international level are passed down to be implanted through domestic processes within those
states”; but they also mention some of the critics made to this more traditional understanding
of the concept. On the other hand, there are also authors that recognize and include the role
of both state and non-state actors steering processes, under the concept of governance. For
instance, Bierman & Pattberg (2008) used this term to refer to the new forms of regulation
that are different from traditional state forms and in which there are new actors involved that
exercise self-regulation in some degree, but where public governmental actors still remain
visible. Moreover, during the last years, different definitions and connotations of governance
have taken place not only among academics but also between some international
organizations. For instance, and as Weiss (2000) notes, the UNDP define governance “as the
exercise of economic, political and administrative authority to manage a country’s affairs at all
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levels. It comprises mechanisms, processes and institutions through which citizens and groups
articulate their interests, exercise their legal rights, meet their obligations and mediate their
differences”, while the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
states that governance “denotes the use of political authority and exercise of control in a
society in relation to the management of its resources for social and economic development.
This broad definition encompasses the role of public authorities in establishing the environment
in which economic operators function and in determining the distribution of benefits as well as
the nature of the relationship between the ruler and the ruled” (Weiss, 2000, p.797).

According to Biermann & Pattberg (2008), “Global governance” refers, in general terms, to
new forms of regulation different from the traditional state form but when they cross the
boundaries of the national level. Moreover, the term “Global environmental governance” is
also related to these new forms of regulation regarding environmental matters. However, the
definition or connotations of global environmental governance have been also immersed in
debate and controversy related to, among other things, the nature and characteristics of the
actors that steer the processes within the global political (environmental) field and related to
the question of “who” these actors are. Paterson et al. (2003) argue that the different
meanings and connotations are not a consequence of diverse interpretations of something
that has been agreed before, but rather a consequence of the different meanings that each of
the words that compound the term can have (Paterson et al., 2003). Different meanings for
governance have already been discussed above. Moreover, the word “global” and
“environmental” can be, themselves, a subject of debate. For instance, while global can be
simply understood as “a synonym for international” (Paterson et al., 2003, p.4), there are other
definitions of this concept which conceptualized global as “a distinct phase of capitalist
development, or a spatial reorganization of politics involving a in the relevance of the territory”
(Paterson et al., 2003, p.4).

Regardless of the origin or the causes for the disagreement among scholars, the fact is that
there are different understandings about what global environmental governance means and
denotes. However, after an analysis of the conceptualization of global environmental
governance, Paterson et al. (2003) concluded, among other things, that despite the differences
that can be found in the literature about this term, most of them share one thing: they address
a shift in authority and recognize not only the traditional governance arrangements but also
new forms of governance. Moreover, Paterson et al. (2003, p.8) defined global environmental
governance as a “political process involving struggles over who has the authority and
legitimacy to propose rules, guiding the practices of states, TNCs®, social movements and
individuals, and who will benefit and lose out through the adoption of particular rules and their
implementation”. Arts (2006) also notes the multiple meanings of global governance among
scholars and establishes and analytical system that distinguish between: 1) “Old governance”
which refers to state steering process, 2) “New governance” refers to new modes of
governance, going from public-private networks to private self-regulation, 3) “All” governance
refers to co-ordination mechanisms to provide for public goods between public, being these
mechanism public, private or mixed, and 4) “Normative” governance which refers to programs

> By TNCs, Paterson et al. (2003) refer to transnational corporations
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to renew public or private management and includes good governance, NMP® and corporate
governance (Arts ,2006, p.2). Moreover, Pattberg (2005) in an attempt to make the idea or
concept of global governance clearer, established four analytical elements which are: 1) Non-
state actors, 2) Analyses multiple spatial and functional levels of politics, 3) It is concerned with
new mechanisms of producing and maintaining global public goods, and 4) Highlights the
establishment of new spheres of authority beyond the nation-state (Pattberg, 2005, p. 177).
However, although many scholars have attempted to define global (environmental)
governance, as Paterson et al. (2003, p. 8) noted, it “will remain a contested and sometimes
controversial concept”.

Nowadays, non-state actors play an important role within the global (environmental)
governance context. The participation and political power wielded by non-state actors have
considerably increased in the last few decades (Pattberg, 2005), and has led to a new political
arena where the role of the state is weaker. This fact can be inferred in the previous discussion
and definitions of global governance where changes in nature and characteristics of actors
participating in the international political arena are addressed. Although this retreat from the
state does not apply to all the fields, it has been observed, for instance, within the
environmental political one (Arts, 2006). The decrease of the power wielded by the state
regarding environmental issues means that policy-making processes and authority are now in
many occasions shared with other actors (Cashore, 2002). Likewise, the search for solutions to
environmental problems it is not just a duty of national governments anymore but is rather
spread among different sectors or groups of non-state actors as well (Pattberg, 2005). Due to
the prominent role of non-state actors in global environmental governance, it is important to
identify the members of this varied group. According to Arts (2006, p. 4), in the literature five
different groups of non-state actors are usually distinguished: 1) Intergovernmental
organizations, 2) International non-governmental organizations, 3) Corporate interest groups
and Transnational Corporations, 4) Epistemic communities, and 5) A remainingr category that
for instance includes professional organizations (e.g. consultancy groups that offer advice
about certain issues or groups of professionals which regulate and set the entry conditions for
a given profession). However, it is important to mention that intergovernmental organizations
are not understood by all authors as a “pure” group of non-state actors. For instance, Volgy et
al. (2008, p.5) conceptualized intergovernmental organizations “as mechanisms of cooperation
between states”. These authors also argue that although they do not deny the presence and
relevant role of non-state actors, intergovernmental organizations “require that decision-
making and oversight must reside overwhelmingly among states” (Volgy et al., 2008, p.5). Arts
(2006, p. 4) also mentions how not all scholars would classify intergovernmental organizations
as a group of non-state actors since they might be seen as “an ensemble of states”. Regardless
of this debate about whether intergovernmental organizations can be considered as a group of
non-state actors or not, two well-known examples of intergovernmental organizations are the
United Nations (UN) or the World Trade Organization (WTQ). The second group of non-state
actors includes, according to Arts (2006, p. 4), those “international non-profit, non-violent
pressure groups that pursue certain goals and that seek to influence outcomes in international

¢ New public management
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politics” such as The Nature Conservancy Group. Moreover, corporate interest groups are also
non-profit and non-violent organizations but they can be distinguished from the previous
group looking at their ideology and functionality (Arts, 2006) which are more related to
business. Transnational corporations are defined by Arts (2006, p. 4) as “large-scale, profit-
making, commercial organizations with offices and/or production units in many countries
around the world” such as Repsol. At last, epistemic communities has been defined by Haas
(2004, p. 2) as “organized transnational scientific networks”.

Moreover, in many occasions the lack of willingness and limited capacity of governments to
cope with environmental problems has made of these groups of non-state actors a key group
to offset these deficits (Visseren-Hamakers & Glasbergen, 2007). According to Backstrand
(2006) these deficits can be divided into governance, implementation and participation. Non-
state actors and their new rule systems are sometimes able to offer alternatives to solve or
mitigate environmental problems and hence fill these gaps or deficits in politics (Backstrand,
2006; Visseren-Hamakers & Glasbergen, 2007). These facts have led in some occasions to the
private regulation of issues that were once a completely competence of the state (Visseren-
Hamakers & Glasbergen, 2007). In addition, non-state actors do not always act individually
when it comes to achieve their objectives. In fact, it is common the appearance of alliances
and partnerships between different groups or institutions when their goals are similar or the
same. A well-known partnership that constitutes a form of forest private governance and is
one of the key elements of this research project is the FSC (Pattberg, 2005). Due to all the facts
mentioned above, it may seem that states have now a secondary role in comparison to non-
state actors. However, this is not the case and states still hold power and exercise great
influence within global environmental governance. The extent to which governments still hold
power and the extent to which non-state actors have taken over the control regarding
environmental issues is a question that still remains unanswered (Dellas et al.,, 2011).
Moreover, partnerships involved in environmental issues are not only based on private
authority or private regimes but also on a mix of public and private actors (Backstrand, 2006).
According to Visseren-Hamakers & Glasbergen (2007) these partnerships can take the shape of
four different institutional forms: 1) Business initiatives, 2) Civil society initiatives, 3) Private
intersectoral partnerships, and 4) Public-private intersectoral partnerships.

The influence and participation in environmental politics of non-state actors and the different
established partnerships (private or a mix of private and public regimes), have opened new
lines of research among scholars. The changes posed by these new forms of governance within
the international political arena have had an important consequence and is that traditional
systems to for instance, control power and accountability, are now less effective or even
obsolete (Van Kersbergen & Van Waarden, 2004). Since non-state actors hold different
degrees of power within the political field and there have always been risks associated to
power such as corruption and abuse, there is a need to develop, among other things, systems
to control the exercise of power and prevent abuses and arbitrariness by these actors (Van
Kersbergen & Van Waarden, 2004). Therefore, concepts such as legitimacy, effectiveness,
accountability, participation, architecture or agency, acquire great importance and new
connotations within these relatively new scenarios. There is a need to rethink about some of
these concepts and make them compatible with the new structures that can be found within
contemporary global environmental governance (Backstrand, 2006). It is also necessary to map
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who these actors are, and their mechanisms and system rules in order to evaluate the options
for an effective and fair global environmental governance architecture (Pattberg & Stripple,
2008). From all the mentioned concepts that require being “re-molded” to match the new
forms of governance taking place under global environmental governance, | will further
elaborate on legitimacy. | focus on legitimacy because, as discussed below, it has been defined
as an important aspect for the functioning and success of different forms of governance,
policies, tools and mechanisms produced by different groups of actors

3.2. Legitimacy

The concept of legitimacy has always been central to political science. However, there is no
agreement about its meaning and sources (Gilley, 2006). The meaning of legitimacy and its
implications may vary depending on the context or the nature of the entity that is studied or
analyzed. Due to the traditional forms of governance, legitimacy has historically been seen as a
state duty (Biermann et al., 2010), and it is a concept that has been traditionally associated to
democracy. More specifically, democracy has been defined, among other things such as public
participation and expertise, as a basis for legitimacy (Bodansky, 1999). Regarding traditional or
state legitimacy, two of the definitions that can be found in the literature are those proposed
by Corbera & Schroeder (2011, p. 94), and Gilley (2006, p. 500). The former authors state that
legitimacy “derives through the accountability of governments to their constituencies as well as
through wider public scrutiny and acceptance of decisions and actions” and the latter author
argues that “a state is more legitimate the more that it is treated by its citizens as rightfully
holding and exercising political power”. Moreover, legitimacy has also been explicitly related
to authority by many scholars. For instance, Biermann & Gupta (2011) defined the acceptance
and justification of authority as two main elements of legitimacy. Bodansky (1999, p. 601) uses
the term legitimacy to refer to “the justification of authority”. This author also addresses that
legitimacy can have a sociological and a normative dimension. The sociological dimension
refers to popular attitudes about authority and he points out that “authority has popular
legitimacy if the subjects to whom it is addressed accept it as justified” (Bodansky, 1999, p.
601). On the other hand, the normative dimension refers to “whether a claim of authority is
well founded, whether it is justified in some objective sense” (Bodansky, 1999, p. 601).
Bodansky (1999) also argues that although within the literature the sociological and normative
dimensions are linked in some occasions, these dimensions are practically and conceptually
different (Bodansky, 1999). The first dimension is an empirical one mainly based on popular
attitudes that has been the focus for social scientists while the second is an evaluative
dimension to which political theorists and philosophers have put more attention (Bodansky,
1999). This author also addresses the effort that many social scientists and philosophers have
put on developing different theories of legitimacy and he grouped them under three
categories that are related to authority as well: 1) Source-based, 2) Procedural, and 3)
Substantive legitimacy. Source-based takes place when the authority is legitimized by its origin.
Procedural is when an authority is considered as legitimate because it involves procedures that
are regarded as fair. At last, substantive legitimacy is when authority is legitimate by its
success in producing a desired outcome (Bodansky, 1999, p. 612). Moreover, Dowling & Pteffer
(1975) addressed that (organizational) legitimacy not only relies on the process of
legitimatization but also on actions that can affect relevant values and norms. Values and
norms can change over time and hence constitute a source of pressure for (organizational)
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legitimacy (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). Furthermore, the concept of legitimacy has also been
approached from two different perspectives: descriptive or sociological and prescriptive. The
descriptive approach is “concerned with how rules and institutions correspond to the culturally
and historically contingent belief systems in particular political communities” while on the
other hand, the prescriptive approach “set out general criteria against which the right to rule
can be appraised” (Lovbrand et al., 2009, p. 76) .

Besides of the theoretical debates around legitimacy, the different conceptualizations, sources
of legitimacy or approaches that has been discussed to bring more insight into this concept,
the fact is that legitimacy has now to be analyzed within new contexts as a result of the
different realities posed by new forms of governance within the political field (Biermann et al.,
2010). Bodansky (1999) already mentioned that problems regarding legitimacy could
potentially arise within the international environmental field. Although he focused on
international law, he addressed that problems such as climate change and biodiversity loss
were likely to aggravate in the coming years and how this could lead to a need to develop
stronger international institutions to response to these problems. The development of new
institutions aimed to cope with environmental problems would carry more challenges for the
already controversial concept of legitimacy. This challenge is nowadays a reality and looking at
the great variety of actors that participate or are involved in different degrees in the
international environmental political field, legitimacy becomes a central concept.
Consequently, it is necessary to rethink legitimacy and adapt it or make it consistent with the
new political realities (Backstrand, 2006) taking place under global environmental governance.

When it comes to the description or analysis of the concept legitimacy within other contexts
such as in global environmental governance, there are also different definitions and
conceptualizations of this term. For instance Bernstein & Cashore (2007, p. 348) define
political legitimacy as “the acceptance of shared rule by a community as appropriate and
justified”. Following the same line of reasoning Corbera & Schroeder (2011, p. 94) state that
legitimacy “concerns the way in which rules and outcomes are negotiated, administered and
accepted by stakeholders, including a fair distribution of decision-making power”. Moreover,
Biermann & Gupta (2011) make a distinction between internal and external legitimacy.
Internal legitimacy refers to “the acceptance of norms by participants in an institution” while
external legitimacy refers to the same process regarding non-members or non-participants.
(Biermann & Gupta, 2011, p.1858). One famous contribution to the study of legitimacy is the
two-dimensional or two-folded definition that Scharpf made in 1997, differentiating between
output and input legitimacy. This two-dimensional definition is currently used by many
scholars involved in the study of legitimacy issues under global governance (e.g. Backstrand,
2006; Biermann & Gupta, 2011; Lederer, 2011; Lévbrand et al., 2009; Van Kersbergen & Van
Waarden, 2004). On one hand, output legitimacy has been defined as “the ability of rule-
makers to produce outcomes that achieve collective goals and solve problems” (Lovbrand et al.,
2009, p.77), as a dimension that “revolves around effectiveness or problem solving capacity of
the governance system” (Backstrand, 2006, p. 292) or to refer “to the acceptance of rules
because of their (perceived) ability to solve problems” (Biermann & Gupta, 2011, p. 1858). On
the other hand, input legitimacy has been described as the “democratic quality of the rule-
making process” (Lévbrand et al., 2009, p.77), as a dimension that “concerns whether the
process conforms to procedural demands, such as representation of relevant stakeholders,
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transparency and accountability” (Backstrand, 2006, p. 292) or to refer “to the procedural
characteristics of rule-setting process” (Biermann & Gupta, 2011, p. 1858). These definitions
are different regarding their terminology but all address (explicitly or inexplicitly) the relevance
of effectiveness and/or solving-problem capacity for output legitimacy and the importance of
procedural demands or characteristics of a process for input legitimacy. | put emphasis on this
fact because effectiveness and participation will constitute the core elements of the
conceptual framework and hence these concepts will be further discussed within this chapter.
It is also important to mention that although output and input legitimacy are seen as different
dimensions, there is an ongoing debate among scholars about a possible relation between
them. It is under discussion whether output and input legitimacy depend on each other and if
there are trade-offs between them (Lederer, 2011). Backstrand (2006b, p.473-474), addresses
that “high output legitimacy in terms of effective collective problem-solving capacity can, on
some accounts, compensate for low input legitimacy. Likewise, a lack of effective regulatory
capacity prompts the need for greater input legitimacy in terms of transparent and
accountable decision making process”. Lovbrand et al. (2009) also describe tensions and trade-
offs between output and input legitimacy in their study of the CDM market. However,
although some attempts to clarify this possible relationship between output and input
dimensions of legitimacy have been made, there are no conclusive or enough findings yet to
draw definitive conclusions.

Legitimacy is also relevant because its absence can compromise the functioning and success of
any form of governance. This is especially important for groups of non-state actors because
unlike governments, their legitimacy is not based on popular democracy (it was mentioned
before how democracy has historically be seen a core element of legitimacy). Therefore, the
justification and acceptance of authority by the actors involved in groups of non-state actors
and by the public can determine their success and their permanence in the political sphere
over the years. Cashore (2002) states that the viability and success of a new form of
governance posed by non-state actors is highly dependent on their legitimacy and argues that
external audiences have power to give or take away the legitimacy of an entity. Therefore, it is
likely that any kind of organization (not only those groups whose members are non-
governmental actors) will try to ensure their legitimacy over time through different kind of
actions (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). Moreover, a deficit or gap of legitimacy in the international
environmental political arena has been addressed. Lévbrand et al. (2009, p.77) argue that for
the input dimension this gap comes from the “mismatch between decision-making circles in
international arenas and the global publics affected by their decisions”; in other words, citizens
are not directly connected to goblal governance arrangements and the lack of pre-existing
rules about, for instance, accountability and authority issues can lead to this “mismatch”
between the international arena and those affected by the decisions made in this arena.
Regarding output legitimacy “the lack of substantive outcome represents the output dimension
of the legitimacy gap in global environmental governance”. As a counterpoint, some authors
have argued that the appearance of groups of non-state actors and the consequent dispersion
of power could be a way to reduce the lack of legitimacy identified in the political international
arena (Lovbrand et al., 2009). However, other scholars remain skeptical about this fact
(Loévbrand et al., 2009).
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As it was mentioned before, most of the definitions of output legitimacy proposed by different
authors, explicitly or inexplicitly, address the relevance of effectiveness for this concept.
Effectiveness has been mainly used in the international relations literature by academics trying
to analysed and compare the effectiveness of different regimes (Biermann & Bauer, 2005). Due
to the strong relation between output legitimacy and effectiveness, it might be difficult, in
some occasions, to establish as distinction among them. However, drawing on Biermann &
Gupta (2011) and Rosendal & Anderson (2011), effectiveness can be understood as
“institutional performance” regarding the results, while output legitimacy “is concerned with
the perception of the results among a broader range of stakeholders” (Rosendal & Andresen,
2011, p. 1909). Moreover, different conceptualizations and dimensions have been defined and
analysed for effectiveness by different authors but, in general terms, an institution, policy or
measure can be considered effective when it ameliorates or solves the problems that
motivated its creation in the first place (Gulbrandsen, 2005). However, it is hard to assess
effectiveness in a straightforward way because the isolation of the causal effects might
constitute an almost impossible task (Gulbrandsen 2005).

It has been argued that effectiveness can be influenced by the type of problem and the
problem-solving ability or capacity (Skjaerseth & Wettestad, 2002) of the considered entity,
tool or even an individual person. This statement relies, in general terms, on the fact that
regarding the type of problem it can be easier or not to cope with it and on the different
degrees in the capacity to solve a problem of a given entity (Skjaerseth & Wettestad, 2002,
p.106). On one hand, regarding the type of problem, Kalfagianni & Pattberg (2011) in their
study of the effectiveness of transnational rule-setting organizations, describe how the
characteristics of a problem can help to partially explain effectiveness. These authors mention
five characteristic of the structure of problem that can influence effectiveness: 1)The nature of
the problem that is being addressed which refers to “the scale of its temporal and spatial
effects within a geophysical system”, 2) The salience of problems for political actors which is
the “importance that actors attach to particular issues”, 3) The level of awareness in society, 4)
The establishment of knowledge associated with the causes and consequences of the problem
and 5) The prior existence of public regulation which is described as relevant part of the
problem structure because “public regulation can sometimes create synergy with non-state
rule thus increasing the latter’s effectiveness in dealing with certain issues” (Kalfagianni &
Pattberg, 2011, p.8-9). On the other hand, the degree of capacity or ability to solve a problem
can be related to what it has been named by some authors as institutional effectiveness. For
instance, Backstrand (2006) in her study of the multi-stakeholder partnerships for sustainable
development, also operationalizes output legitimacy in terms of effectiveness and she
addresses how (at least in this case) effectiveness can be assessed looking at two dimensions:
1) The extent to which desired outcomes are reached, and 2) To what degree a partnership
network has an appropriate institutional design to reach the desired outcomes. Drawing on
Backstrand, Lévbrand at al. (2009, p.79) analyzed institutional effectiveness by looking at “the
extent to which the governance arrangement has established mechanisms for goal
achievement and evaluation”. Moreover, Szulecki et al. (2011) in their attempt to explain the
variation in the effectiveness of transnational energy partnerships, also argue that the internal
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structure of the partnership, mainly the decisions-making mechanisms, management
structures and the character of the actors involved, are elements that play an important role
and should be considered when looking at variations in effectiveness. They address that “legal
and institutional design as well as the internal organizational structure of a partnership”
matters regarding effectiveness (Szulecki et al., 2011, p. 716).

Besides of the elements or dimensions that can be studied for the assessment of effectiveness,
this concept has been operationalized by many authors in terms of output, outcome and
impact. Although variations in the terminology can be found in the literature, the distinction
between output, outcome and impact has been commonly used within the policy analysis field
and it has been applied in many occasions to study the effectiveness of international regimes
(Biermann & Bauer, 2005). Some examples of authors that have study effectiveness through
output, outcome and impact are: Szulecki et al. (2011) in their study of the effectiveness of
transnational energy partnerships, Lederer (2011) is his comparison of two carbon governance
instruments (CDM and REDD+), Beisheim & Dingwerth (2008) in their analysis of private
transnational agreements and Biermann & Bauer (2005) in their study of international
bureaucracies. As it was mentioned before, in order to make output, outcome and impact
consistent with the context of the research, differences in the terminology used to define
them can be found in the literature. However, as the following examples show, the essence of
output, outcome and impact is the same for many authors. For instance, Szulecki et al. (2011,
p. 716), refer to output as the “actual activities such as issuing regulations, producing reports,
conducting research or organizations meetings”; outcome as “changes in behaviour” and
impact as “the actual improvement in the problem areas in the form of tangible changes in
economic, social or environmental parameters”. Drawing on Young, Beisheim & Dingwerth
(2008) describe output as the generation of papers and workshops; outcome refers to the
compliance to the rules set by a private governance scheme and impact refers to problem that
have been partially or completely solved as a result of the scheme. Finally, Biermann & Bauer
(2005, p. 18) define output as “the actual activity of the bureaucracy”; outcome as “the
observable changes in the behaviour of actors targeted by the bureaucracies’ output (including
unintended consequences)” and impact as “the changes in economic, social or ecological
parameters that result from the change in actors’ behaviour”.

Moreover, other scholars have mentioned a possible relation between output, outcome and
impact. For instance, Skjaerseth & Wettestad (2002) addressed a lack of attention to outcome
and the special importance of this dimension to link output and impact and therefore assess
effectiveness. They also point out that first output has to be produced in order to induce
outcomes and how despite the fact that outcome might be seen as a necessary condition,
behavioral changes are not sufficient to achieve effectiveness in the context of regimes
(Skjaerseth & Wettestad, 2002). Regarding the relation between output, outcome and impact,
Lederer (2011) also argues that it is not enough if a policy instrument is just applied (output),
but in order to be effective, it also has to reach the pre-determined targets inducing to
compliance (outcome) and solve the problems that motivated the creation of a given
instrument (impact). Finally, Dellas et al. (2011) open new lines of research suggesting that it
would be interesting to apply effectiveness and the dimensions of output, outcome and impact
to other theoretical concepts such as agency, in order to assess the way in which actors
exercised agency and the effectiveness of actors prescribing behavior.
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Furthermore, some authors have addressed a lack of effectiveness in environmental
international policies and two key strategies or propositions have been made in order to
increase the effectiveness within this field. One of them consists of the adaptation of the level
and spatial scales of governance to the scale and level of the environmental problems. The
second proposition is to increase the involvement of non-state actors through participation in
environmental decision-making processes (Newig & Fritsch, 2009b). Gulbrandsen (2005, p.
128) also argues that “participation is a precondition for effectiveness”. This second strategy
and Gulbrandsen’s (2005) statement could be interpreted as a link between output and input
legitimacy (See previous section). In order to better understand input legitimacy, the role that
it plays within this research and its (possible) relation with output legitimacy, this concept is
further discussed in the next section.

As it was mentioned before, input legitimacy refers to “procedural demands, such as
representation of relevant stakeholder, transparency and accountability” (Backstrand, 2006, p.
292) in a given process or, in other words, “to the democratic quality of rule-making process”
(Lovbrand et al., 2009, p.77). Skogstad (2003, p.322) also argues that input legitimacy
strategies “rely on the rhetoric of participation and of consensus”. This author, within the
context of his research about EU regulatory governing, addresses how through participation, a
“democratization” of a given policy takes place and hence the outcomes of that policy might
be better accepted by the public, having positive consequence for its legitimacy. As it can be
inferred from these definitions or conceptualizations of input legitimacy, participation is
regarded as an important element to satisfy the procedural demands of a process enhancing
its democratization and hence legitimatization. Other elements such as transparency and
accountability are also highlighted as important for input legitimacy. However, since in the
next chapter input legitimacy will be operationalized through participation, | focus this
discussion just on this element.

As for effectiveness, there is not a definitive meaning of participation and definitions can vary
in order to make them consistent with the context of a given research project. For instance,
Newig & Fritsch (2009b, p.209), in their attempt to shed some light into the potential
improvement of environmental governance through the involvement of citizen,
conceptualized participation as “all forms of influence on the design of collectively binding
agreements by persons and organizations that are not routinely in charge of these tasks”.
Lovbrand et al. (2009, p.78-79) defined participation as the “inclusion of affected actors,
directly or indirectly, in the justification, making and implementation of standards”. Their
research focused on the legitimacy gap in global environmental governance and by standards
they are referring to output and input legitimacy which are used to assess the performance of
the CDM. Bulkeley & Mol (2003, p.151) address that participation “is not just a matter of
representing people, but of the ideas and values which they carry with them”. In line with this
statement Lovbrand et al. (2009) also point out that it is important to look if the concerns and
views of the participants are incorporated and considered during processes; in other words,
they emphasized the importance of responsiveness for participation. Beisheim & Dingwerth
(2008) also address how “just participation” is not enough to guarantee that a process is
democratic and they describe three dimensions of participation that should be considered in
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order to ensure the democratization of a process. These three dimensions are: 1)
Inclusiveness, which means that “all stakeholder interests should be effectively represented”, 2)
Fairness, which refers to the fact that “all stakeholders should be able to participate in the
process either on an equal basis or on the basis of morally justified graduated participation
rights”, and 3) Representativeness, which means that “participants must be sincere and
legitimate representatives of their constituencies” (Beisheim & Dingwerth, 2008, p.13).
Moreover, other authors such us Schroeder (2010) have developed different systems to
address or measure participation. Although this author refers to the involvement in policy-
making as way to measure agency’, this can also be understood as participation. In fact, the
system developed by this author is based on a document which contains a spectrum of public
participation and was elaborated by the International Association of Public Participation®.
Schroeder (2010, p.322) states that involvement can take place, among other ways, “by being
informed of facts and outcomes”, “being involved as a junior partner and ensured that views
and concerned are reflected in the outcomes”, and “being empowered and conferred decision-
making authority”. For instance, the second type of involvement defined by this author (being
involved as a junior partner and ensured that views and concerned are reflected in the
outcomes) is highly related with the previously mentioned dimension of participation,
responsiveness.

Besides the different definitions, conceptualizations and dimensions, participation “itself” has
been a controversial topic within international (environmental) politics. During the 1960s,
demands for an enhancement of participation in political issues started to be raised (Newig &
Fritsch, 2009a) and these claims have increased over the years, being exacerbated by the
appearance and relevance of the role of non-state actors in the international political sphere
within the lastdecades. In fact, a large part of the international (environmental) political
research pays special attention to the role and participation of different groups of non-state
actors (Auer, 2000). Although some critiques and concerns have been expressed regarding the
enhancement of participation of non-state actors in (environmental) political process, there is
an increasing consensus about the need to increase public participation in environmental
decision-making processes (Bulkeley & Mol, 2003). This fact has been expressed, for instance,
in institutionalized rules such as the Arhus Convention’ or some EU directives™ (Newig &
Fritsch, 2009b). The benefits, or even need, to include a broader range of actors and
stakeholders in (environmental) decision-making process has also been pointed out by many
scholars. For instance, Rosendal & Andresen (2011, p. 1910) state that “a comprehensive,
integrative approach with strong stakeholder participation may have greater long term
success”. Bodansky (1999) argues that participation can help to give a sense of ownership to

7 In words of Schroeder (2010, p. 322) agency “may arise from the purposeful steering by constituents either directly
by making steering decisions or indirectly by influencing the decisions of other actors”

8 The International Association of Public Participation (IAP2) seeks the promotion and improvement of public
participation worldwide in relation to individuals, goverments, institutions and other entities which can affect public
interests

® The Arhus Convention focused on the interaction between public and private authorities and is concerned with the
gratings of public rights regarding the access to information, public participation and access to justice, in
governmental decision-making processes at different levels of governance.

Yan example is the Water Framework Directive (Directive 2000/60/EC) (Newig & Fritsch,2009:a)
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the stakeholders involved in a given process contributing to its legitimacy. Following the same
line of reasoning, Newig & Fritsch (2009b) argue that an improvement in policy
implementation might be expected through an increase in participation. Gulbrandsen (2005, p.
128) goes one step further and suggests that “participation is a precondition for effectiveness”.

On the one hand, it has been argued that there is a lack of democracy and legitimacy within
global governance (Nanz & Steffek, 2004) and how through an enhancement of the
participation of non-state actors, this gap could be (partially) closed in different ways (e.g.
Beisheim & Dingwerth, 2008; Lévbrand, 2009; Newig & Fritsch, 2009b). Through participation,
non-state actors can for instance, produce and gather important information, carry out
dissemination and advocacy functions, and facilitate environmental inter-state negotiations
(Auer, 200). Moreover, Bulkeley & Mol (2003) after studying participation in environmental
governance, summarized in four points arguments in favor of more participatory processes
within this field. They argue that 1) An enhancement of participation of actors different from
the traditional state actors can help to close the gap between the environmental problems
that have already been scientifically-defined and the experiences, values and practices of
actors who might be not only the cause but also the solution for these problems, 2)
Participation can help to reach more appropriate problem-definitions and lead to a broader
support because it helps to clarify different interest and views regarding a given problem, 3)
The enhancement of the quality and support of an environmental decision-making process can
be a consequence of the learning component that participation has for the participants, and 4)
Participation might also lead to an improvement of the quality of decision-making process
because it may increase the democratic content, the commitment among actors and prevent
implementation problems. On the other hand, critics or concerns about an enhancement of
participation in (environmental) governance have been also expressed. For instance, some
scholars have addressed that such enhancement may has negative consequence for
effectiveness (Newig & Fritsch, 2009b). Other authors have wondered if participation actually
improves policy outcomes and in what circumstances or to what extent the outcomes are
improved (Newig & Fritsch, 2009b). Moreover, it is also common to find in the literature
dealing with participation and input legitimacy, the question of “who” should be enable to
participate (Bodansky, 1999) and in what stage of the decision-making process should the
participation of a given group of actors be facilitated (Bulkeley & Mol, 2003). Concerns about
the way to institutionalized and organized participation as well as how to prevent confusion
and avoid “paralyzing policy making” have also been expressed (Bulkeley & Mol, 2003, p.151).
The controversy about participation goes even further when other structural and political
features are taking into account. The norms of participation, characteristics of the
participatory processes and stakeholder participation practices that “rule” in a specific context
(Schroeder, 2010) are essential elements that should be considered, mainly when making
comparisons among different decision-making processes. Bodansky (1999) pointed out that
the scale of governance can also play an important role regarding the possibilities of (citizen)
participation, being scale of governance and participation negatively correlated; in other
words, when the scale governance increases, citizen participation might decrease. Newig &
Fritsch (2009a) also explored the relation between multiple levels of governance and
participation regarding the quality of environmental outputs and the improvement of
compliance and implementation. They concluded that although further research is needed
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“participation can contribute to deliver effective, legitimate and efficient environmental
policies in a multilevel context” (Newig & Fritsch, 2009a, p.210).

From all the exposed above, it can be inferred that participation is currently a central concept
in politics due to, among other things, the fact that global environmental governance decisions
are in most of the cases beyond the reach of many stakeholders which are ultimately affected
by these decisions, which could lead to effectiveness and legitimacy problems. Despite the fact
that there are some critiques, enhancement of participation of non-state actors can be seen as
way to voice the views and concerns of new groups of stakeholders and make political
outcomes more legitimate and effective. However, the conditions for participation, the extent
to which participation actually (if) improves political outcomes, effectiveness or under what
circumstances such improvements take place, are still being debated and the need for further
research about this and other related issues has been manifested by most scholars.
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CHAPTER 4: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

In this chapter the theoretical framework (See Chapter 3) is operationalized for the research
project. | first explain how REDD+, FSC and CCBA are framed under global environmental
governance. Moreover, | discuss why | use legitimacy to explore the role that the FSC and CCBA
can (potentially) play under REDD+. At last, the operationalization of output legitimacy through
effectiveness and of input legitimacy in terms of participation is described. In addition, |
explain how the concept of REDD+ is used in the research and | establish the differences
between regional and local. Although the two latter issues are not related to the theoretical
framework, it is important to explain the conceptualization of REDD+ as well as the differences
between regional and local within this research project in order to avoid misunderstandings in
the following chapters.

4.1. REDD+, FSC and CCBA in global environmental governance

In this section, | first argue why REDD+ can be seen as a “hybrid mechanism” which is
consequence of several of the current processes taking place under global environmental
governance. Moreover, FSC and CCBA are discussed together as private forms of governance
that can be seen as two groups of non-state actors involved in global environmental
governance. | make use of the four elements of global governance stated by Pattberg (2005) as
a tool to reinforce and organize my arguments. Finally, it is important to remember that global
environmental governance is used as a theoretical frame for REDD+, FSC and CCBA under
which other theoretical concepts are further operationalized and used to attain the main
research objective of the research, which is to explore the role that the FSC and the CCBA can
(potentially) play under REDD+ at the global level and at the national and local levels in Peru
(See Chapter 1).

As it was mentioned in the theoretical framework, global environmental governance refers, in
general terms, to the co-existence of state and non-state steering processes due to a partial
retreat of the state and an increasing participation of non-state actors regarding international
environmental issues. However, while currently the influence of non-state actors is relevant,
the role of national governments should not be underestimated. REDD+ can be considered as a
mechanism that within the international sphere is being negotiated and developed by
different national governments. However, non-state actors also play a relevant role in REDD+.
Although this role might not be so evident at the international level, it is important for the
development and implementation of this mechanism at other levels of governance. For
instance, as it was mentioned for the case of Peru (See Chapter 2), the development of the
national REDD+ programme is being coordinated by the MINAM™ and Mesa REDD; in other
words, by national state actors as well as by non-state actors. In Peru, the development of
REDD+ pilot projects at the local level is also being carried out by non-state actors in most of

1 . L .
Peruvian Ministry of Environment
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the cases. Moreover, as Corbera & Schroeder note (2011, p.90), “REDD+ is a governance
process with multiple actors, interests and activities, involving several sources of informal
power and authority (UN bodies, multilateral organizations, governments but also community
and indigenous organizations), which all influence each other and may or may not coincide in
their interests and vision regarding how such strategy of forest and climate governance should
actually look in the future”. On the other hand, REDD+ is a mechanism by which developing
countries will be compensated for reducing emissions and where markets will also play an
important role regarding the perception of payments (Phelps et al., 2010). Therefore, markets
can be considered as another non-state element which plays a role in REDD+ and will influence
its functioning. REDD+ can hence be seen as a “hybrid political mechanism” in which public but
also private forms of governance need to cooperate in order to make it work on the ground
and achieve a significant reduction in CO, emissions. The characterization of REDD+ as a
“hybrid mechanism”consequence of several global environmental governance processes, is
discussed making use of Pattberg’s (2005) elements for global governance. | argue that REDD+
complies, in different degrees, with all of them:

1) Non-state actors: This type of actors is involved in different degrees in the development or
implementation of REDD+, mainly at the local and national governance levels. Despite the fact
that the at the international level governmental actors play a preponderant role, REDD+
should not be seen as a mechanism that only relies on this type of actors. The previous
definition of Corbera & Schroeder (2011) of REDD+ also supports this idea since they
enumerate both, state and non-state actors in relation to REDD+ processes. Moreover, at the
international level, NGOs (e.g. Rainforest, indigenous communites representatives) are
involved in the UN-REDD programme and FCPF (e.g. The Nature Conservancy group). As it was
mentioned before (See Chapter 2), both UN-REDD programme and the FCPF offer support for
the development of REDD+ national strategies. In addition, the presence of non-state actors in
REDD+ processes at the national and local levels in the Peruvian context, also supports this
argument (See Chapter 2).

2) Analyses multiple spatial and functional levels of politics: The very idea of REDD+ implies
multiple spatial and functional levels of governance and hence politics. REDD+ is being
developed in different countries and at different levels of governance, going from the
international sphere mainly under the UNFCCC negotiations, to the local level through the
implementation of REDD+ pilot projects. Related to this element, Corbera & Schroeder (2011,
p. 90) mention that REDD+ “exemplifies how a scientifically informed policy idea permeates
through multiple spheres of decision-making and organization, creates contested interests and
claims, and translates into multiple implementation actions running ahead of policy processes
and state-driven decisions”.

3) It is concerned with new mechanisms of producing and maintaining global public good:
REDD+ is concerned with the maintenance of global public goods™. REDD+ main objective is to
reduce CO, emissions in order to mitigate climate change and their associated negative
consequences through the avoidance of deforestation and forest degradation. Sustainable

2 Climate change and forests are understood as different types of global public goods by Kaul et al. (1999) in the
UNDP report on global public goods
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management practices are also included in the scope of this mechanism and therefore, REDD+
can be considered as concerned with the maintenance of more than one public good such as
climate and forests.

4) Highlights the establishment of new spheres of authority beyond the nation-state: REDD+
might not directly highlight the establishment of new spheres of authority beyond the nation-
state but as it was mentioned before, it seems that the “sharing” of authority accompanies the
development and implementation of this mechanism. It has already been discussed that there
are international initiatves involved in the development of REDD+ in which non-state actors
participate, and the fact that the role on these types of actors seems to be more prominent, at
least in the case of Peru, at the national and local levels. Therefore, it can be argued that the
development of REDD+ implies spheres of authority which differ from the traditional nation-
state form.

On the other hand, it can be argued that FSC and CCBA voluntary certification schemes are two
of the currently present new forms of governance in the environmental international arena,
more specifically, private forms of governance. FSC and CCBA are here discussed together due
to the similarities between the nature and characteristics of these organizations (See Chapter
2), following again the elements stated by Pattberg (2005):

1) Non-state actors: The FSC is a non-governmental, not for-profit organization (FSC, 2012c)
and CCBA can be defined as an alliance among NGOs, research institutions and corporations
(CCBA, 2012e), being both organizations partnerships. These organizations are also in charge
of setting their out rule systems. Therefore, looking at these definitions, it becomes clear that
the FSC and CCBA can be considered as two groups of non-state actors. Moreover, the
characterization of FSC and CCBA as non-state actors can also be found in the academic
literature, mainly in the case of the FSC (e.g. Cashore, 2002; Gulbrandsen, 2005; Pattberg,
2005).

2) Analyses multiple spatial and functional levels of politics: The problems that FSC and CCBA
address and try to mitigate through their respective certification schemes can be found at
multiple spatial and functional levels. For instance, unsustainable management of forests or
biodiversity loss can take place in a given area but the consequences of these processes can be
found, in some occasions, at other levels instead of just in the spatial root of the problem (e.g.
unsustainable forests practices lead to higher emissions of C0, affecting climate change which
is a global phenomenon). Moreover, FSC and CCBA are defined as international organizations
(CCBA, 2012e; FSC, 2012c). Yet, in order to achieve their goals (See Chapter 2) FSC and CCBA
are present at the national level in different countries and the certification schemes developed
by these organizations are mainly applied to different projects taking place at the local level.
Therefore, it can be argue that FSC and CCBA are related to multiple spatial and functional
levels of politics.

3) It is concerned with new mechanisms of producing and maintaining global public goods:
Although their main objectives are different (See Chapter 2), both FSC and CCBA, are
concerned with the maintenance of global public goods. While the FSC put more emphasis on
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the promotion of sustainable forest management practices, the CCBA is more oriented to the
generation of climate, biodiversity and society benefits. Therefore, they are, in general terms,
concerned with the maintenance of forests (FSC), climate and biodiversity (CCBA) which are
considered as global public goods.

4) Highlights the establishment of new spheres of authority beyond the nation-state: The FSC
has already been recognized as a relevant alternative to traditional forms of international
forestry policy-making processes (e.g. Cashore et al., 2003; Pattberg, 2005; Taylor, 2005b). On
the other hand, CCBA standard has been consolidated during the last years as a reliable tool to
address climate, biodiversity and community issues (Wood, 2011). Therefore, FSC and CCBA
can be seen as new private forms of governance that, in different degrees, constitute new
spheres of authority beyond the nation-state regarding their respective fields of expertise.

4.2. Legitimacy of FSC and CCBA under REDD+

In order to explore the role that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+,
legitimacy is divided into output and input legitimacy which are respectively operationalized
through effectiveness and participation. REDD+, as a mechanism created under several current
global environmental processes, can be subject of critics regarding its legitimacy and this fact
might jeopardize the success of this mechanism as well. Therefore, to explore the (if any)
output and input legitimacy of some groups of non-state actors can be relevant for REDD+
functioning. Some scholars have already discussed the importance and need to, for instance,
consider and involve indigenous communities in REDD+ processes (Schroeder, 2010). FSC and
CCBA might not be considered as groups of non-state actors that “must” be included or
involved in REDD+ processes and activities since they are not (directly) affected by REDD+
policies and outcomes. However, | focus on the FSC and CCBA (potential) role under REDD+
because due to the (partial) alignment of their goals, these voluntary certification schemes
might contribute (positively or negatively) to REDD+ functioning and success. Moreover, due to
all the facts exposed above, the research questions presented in Chapter 1 are further
operationalized as it follows:

Sub-Objective 1. To explore the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the
global, and at the national and local levels in Peru in terms of output and input
legitimacy.

i What is the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global
level, and at the national and local levels in Peru in terms of output and input
legitimacy?

Sub-Objective 2. To explore the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the

global level, and at the national and local levels in Peru in terms of output and input
legitimacy.
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ii. What is the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global
level, and at the national and local levels in Peru in terms of output and input
legitimacy?

Therefore, although it is discussed (See Chapter 8), | will not analyze whether the FSC and/or
CCBA improve or not REDD+ legitimacy but instead | will measure the output and input
legitimacy of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+.

Following the definitions of the theoretical framework (e.g. of output legitimacy “revolves
around effectiveness or problem solving capacity of the governance system” (Backstrand,
2006a, p. 292)) output legitimacy will be studied in terms of effectiveness. Effectiveness is
further measured using the concepts of output and outcome which can be seen as criteria.
However, as it can be inferred from the definitions of impact in the theoretical framework, it is
not possible, within this research project, to measure the (potential) positive or negative
changes in economic, social or ecological parameters that the FSC scheme or CCB standard
might generate under REDD+. In order to measure changes in these parameters, means that
usually go beyond the social sciences field are needed (e.g. means or techniques to measure
ecological parameters). Moreover, the “youth” of REDD+ is another added problem when
trying to measure the (potential) improvements or negative effects that FSC or CCBA might
generate under this mechanism. There are not so many REDD+ experiences on the ground, and
in those areas where REDD+ pilot projects have been carried out, it might be too soon to
measure some of the needed parameters to assess the impacts of REDD+. Likely, it seems to
be too soon to study the (if any) role played by the FSC and/or CCBA when assessing the
impact of REDD+ projects certified by these voluntary certification schemes. Therefore, only
output and outcome will be measured for the three levels of analysis (global, national and
local).

Indicators and measurement of Output

In accordance with the theoretical framework (See Chapter 3), output usually refers to
activities such as the production of reports, papers, documented workshops, organization of
meetings, etc. (Biermann & Bauer, 2005; Szulecki et al., 2011). Drawing on this definition and
the research questions, output is the production of reports, papers, documented workshops,
etc., when they are related to REDD+ topics and/or produced by organizations working on
REDD+ issues, and where (elements of) the FSC and/or CCBA can be found. It is important to
mention here that from now onwards, | will use “documents” as a general term to refer and
summarized all the mentioned activities (reports, documented workshops, etc.). However,
output will not refer to the number of found documents but instead to their relevance
according to the content. In order to assess the (if any) relevance and measure output, the
content of the documents will be grouped under the following categories:

i Absence of output: when (elements of) FSC and/or CCBA are not found in the
documents.
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ii. The relevance of the output is low: when references to (elements of) FSC
and/or CCBA can be found or identified in any of the documents.

iii. The relevance of the output is medium: when recognition (explicitly or
inexplicitly expressed) of the importance of (elements of) the FSC and/or CCBA
for REDD+ processes and activities can be found or identified in any of the
documents.

iv. The relevance of the output is high: when changes or modifications in REDD+
process and activities induced by (elements of) FSC and/or CCBA are (explicitly
or inexplicitly) expressed in any of the documents.

It is important to note that | will not mention the documents where (elements of) FSC and/or
CCBA are not found. However, this should not be understood as an absence of output. Absence
of output means that (elements of) FSC and/or CCBA are not found in any of the documents
analyzed for a given level of analysis.

Indicators and measurement of OQutcome

In accordance with the theoretical framework (See Chapter 3), outcome refers to (potential)
changes in the behaviour of actors targeted by a given set of rules or policy (e.g. Biermann &
Bauer, 2005; Szulecki et al.,, 2011). Drawing on this definition and the research questions,
outcome refers to (potential) changes in the behaviour of actors related to REDD+ and
induced by FSC and/or CCBA. These behavioural changes might affect REDD+ in a positive or
negative way. It is important to address the relevance of the concept potential because due to
the “youth” of REDD+, the role of the FSC and CCB voluntary certification schemes regarding
the outcome might be difficult to assess based on currents facts. However, certain results
might be expected due to the on-going debates, negotiations, development of policies and
REDD+ pilot projects. Moreover, the measurement of outcome is particularly complicated for
two main reasons: 1) It would be recommendable to have a reference point in order to asses
or measure behavioural changes over time, and 2) Behavioural changes may be (partially)
caused or influenced by aspects that are not taken into account in this research (e. g. economic
aspects). It is therefore important to consider or have in mind these facts when analysing
(potential) behavioural changes in the considered actors. In order to explore if there are
behavioural changes and measure outcome, the following categories have been established:

i No behavioral changes: when actors related to REDD+ have not developed an
opinion about the role that FSC and/or CCBA can (potentially) play under
REDD+.

ii. Low significance of behavioural changes: when actors related to REDD+ have

developed an opinion (positive or negative) towards the role that FSC and/or
CCBA can (potentially) play in REDD+.
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iii. Medium significance of behavioural changes: when actors related to REDD+
show or express interest to include or involve FSC and/or CCBA actors during
debates, REDD+ political and decision-making processes and/or to promote
the implementation of these standards under the development of REDD+ pilot
projects.

iv. High significance of behavioural changes: when recognition of (potential)
changes in REDD+ processes and activities induced by FSC and/or CCBA actors
and/or their certification schemes are (explicitly or inexplicitly) expressed.

The two first categories area related to wheter actors related to REDD+ have developed an
opinion or not about the role that the FSC and/or CCBA can (potentially) play under this
mechanism. In other words, it seems a way to measure perceptions instead of behavioral
changes. However, due to the novelty of REDD+ and the topic of this research project, mainly
at the national and local levels, it is necessary to measure and analyze if opinions have been
development or not. Since opinions can be seen as an indicative of knowledge or being
informed about a certain topic, consequent behavioral changes in accordance with a given
opinion can be expected. Therefore, it is important for this new topic to integrate in the
measurement of outcome if opinions have been development or not. Moreover, to include
opinions or perceptions in the measurement of output legitimacy seems also to be justified
because this dimension of legitimacy is “concerned with the perception of results among a
broader range of stakeholders” (Rosendal & Andresen, 2011, p. 1909). Although these authors
refer to results, the fact is that perception is important for output legitimacy as well.

At last, it is important to note that “actors related to REDD+” do not only refer to the
interviewed experts and practitioners (See Chapter 5), but also to actors involved in the
elaboration of documents where REDD+ or any of its aspects is discussed and their (if
developed) opinions, interest or recognition of changes can be found in those documents.

In accordance with the definitions presented in Chapter 3 (e.g. “rely on the rhetoric of
participation and of consensus” (Skogstad (2003, p.322)), input legitimacy is operationalized in
terms of participation. More especially, input legitimacy is operationalized by looking at the
type of participation of FSC and CCBA official and unofficial actors during debates,
negotiations, policy and decision-making process, and in the development and implementation
of REDD+ pilot projects at the three levels of analysis. Official representatives are considered
those who directly work for these organizations while unofficial representatives are those who
do not directly work for these organizations, but act on their behalf in some occasions.

Indicators and measurement of Participation

In the theoretical framework it was also mentioned that there are different dimensions that
can be studied under participation as well as different ways to measure it. For this research
project, six different categories have been established in order to measure the type and extent
of participation of the considered actors during REDD+ processe activities such as debates,
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decision-making process or implementation of REDD+ pilot projects. The categories are the
following (developed from Schroeder, 2010 and IAP2, 2007):

i Absence of participation: when the considered actors are not present in any of
the processes or activities related to REDD+ and hence there is no participation
of any kind.

ii. Passive participation: when the considered actors are informed about certain
problems, facts or opportunities relate to REDD+.

iii. Indirect and weak participation: when the considered actors are invited or
asked to provide input or feedback about REDD+ issues.

iv. Indirect and strong participation: when the considered actors are involved in
REDD+ processes and activities and their views and concerns are considered.

V. Direct and weak participation: when the considered actors act like partners
during REDD+ processes and activities such as decision-making processes,
political debates and implementation of REDD+ projects.

Vi. Direct and strong participation: when authority is bestowed or conferred to
the considered actors during REDD+ processes and activities such as decision-
making processes, political debates and implementation of REDD+ pilot
projects.

4.3. REDD+ in the research context

As it is mentioned in Chapter 2, there is not an agreement on a standard definition for REDD+
yet (Edwards et al., 2010). The scope of this mechanism has been expanded since its inception
(Pistorious et al., 2010), and what it was RED before, is now known as REDD+. RED involved the
reduction of emissions from deforestation. REDD embraced both deforestation and forest
degradation as ways to reduction emissions and at last, REDD+ generally covers the previous
elements plus the conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhacement of forest
carbon stocks (Lesniewska, 2010; Rosendal & Andresen, 2011; UNFCCC, 2009).

Due to the extension of the scope of REDD+ in just a few years, it is quite common to find both
concepts, REDD (e.g. Levin et al, 2008) and REDD+ (e.g. Herold & Skutsch, 2010), in the
relatively recent literature and even in the name of organizations (e.g. Mesa REDD), which can
lead in some occasions to confusion or misunderstandings. Both terms, REDD and REDD+, can
be found throughout the research as well. | make used of both in order to show the gathered
information in a more transparent and reliable way. However, | understand REDD+ as the
reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, conservation, sustainable
management of forests, enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries
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(Danielsen et al., 2010; Lawlor et al.,, 2010; Lesniewska, 2010; Rosendal & Andresen, 2011;
UNFCCC, 2009). | use a broader definition rather than a more restrictive one in order to
increase the field for the research and better answer the research questions. Moreover, the
elements added from REDD to REDD+ (e.g. sustainable management of forests) are also here
taken into account because the FSC and CCBA voluntary certification schemes are concern with
social and environmental aspects as well. At last, REDD+ is the most recent term given to this
international mechanism. For all the exposed, it seems more logical to use the above
mentioned definition.

4.4. Differences between regional and local

Throughout the research the words regional and local are both used under the local level of
analysis. Since the meaning and use of these words might not always be clear, it is important
to state the differences between them. Peru is divided in what are called regions (e.g. San
Martin or Madre de Dios) and each of them has an independent regional government which
has competences on, for instance, environmental issues. However, all the regional
governments are, ultimately, under the sovereignty of the national government of Peru.
Therefore, regional is used to refer to REDD+ related political processes where the government
of a given region (in this case Madre de Dios) is involved. Within this research the word
appears in relation to the negotiations, discussions and debates in the Mesa REDD of Madre de
Dios (See Chapter 2). On the other hand, the word local, within this level of analysis, is used to
refer to the processes and activities related to the development and implementation of REDD+
pilot projects. However, when it is said “local level of analysis”, it embraces both, political
activities related to the regional Mesa REDD and REDD+ pilot projects taking place within
Madre de Dios region.
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this chapter the methodology used throughout the research process is presented. First the
research design is explained. Moreover, the research methods are described. At last, |
elaborate on the analysis of the data obtained through each of the research methods.

5.1. Research design

The main objective of this research is to explore and get insight into the role that the FSC and
CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+. Since REDD+ is being developed at different political
levels, it is relevant to explore this role at different levels of analysis. Therefore, the research
has been divided into 3 levels of analysis: global, national and local levels. For the national and
local levels | respectively focus on Peru and on the Peruvian Madre de Dios region. The reasons
to choose Peru and Madre de Dios as study cases have been already explained in Chapter 2
(See Chapter 2, section 2.1.2). Moreover, the selection of the FSC as an example of forest
certification was based on the popularity of this scheme, on the fact that FSC was the pioneer
forest scheme (Rametsteiner & Simula, 2003), and because the use or implementation of this
scheme to improve forest management practices is quite popular and extended (e.g. it is
currently present in more than 50 countries) (FSC, 2012b). Another popular certification
schemes focused on the promotion of sustainable management practices is the Programme for
the Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC) (See Chapter 2), but this certification is not
currently active in Peru (PEFC, 2012). On the other hand the selection of the CCB standard was
based on the increasing popularity of this certification scheme in a relatively short period of
time. For instance, in Peru it is the most often used certification on REDD+ pilot projects (Piu &
Garcia, 2011). It is also important to mention that, although it would have been interesting to
analyze the REDD+ Social & Environmental Standards (See Chapter 2) in this research, | did not
select it because | had already started the research process when | first noticed this standard.
The role that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ has not been studied in
depth yet and therefore, from the point of view of the objectives, this research is exploratory
in nature (Kumar, 2005). Moreover, the research can be considered as qualitative because,
among other things, it does not quantify a phenomenon but rather analyzes it, a few cases
rather than a big sample size are explored, themes are used for the analysis of data instead of
statistical analysis and typical qualitative research methods such as interviews are used
(Kumar, 2005).

5.2. Research methods

Two research methods have been used in this research in order to obtain as much information
as possible and satisfactorily answer the research questions. These two methods were used as
complementary research means. At certain points of the research the fact of using two
different methods was useful to increase the reliability of some data. These methods are: 1)
Desk research and 2) In-depth phone interviews.
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The desk research consisted of 1) The review of documents found on the official websites of
the selected organizations, and 2) The search of other documents usually not available on the
organizations’ official websites, such as academic publications and grey literature.

The organizations whose websites has been researched were selected according to their
relation to the topic of this research. The search for documents was carried out using the
databases of the websites. When the number of uploaded documents was too large (e.g.
UNFCCC website), the desk research was carried out by using key words such as certification,
REDD+ or FSC, in order to find the relevant documents. The research and selection of official
websites was also done taking into account the level of analysis, differentiating between
global, national and local organizations. Annex 4 consists on a list of the reviewed official
websites. It is important to mention that the websites are grouped in Annex 4 according to the
main working sphere of each organization. However, this fact does not mean that an
organization which is considered as international cannot be researched for the national level.
For instance, Conservation International (Cl) can be described as an international NGO (ClI,
2012), but it also works in Peru and hence its website can contain relevant information for the
national level. Therefore, many organizations” websites have been researched for more than
one level of analysis. There are some websites that were analyzed and are listed in Annex 4 as
well, but where relevant documents were not found. Moreover, the search for other
documents not available in official websites was done through Google scholar and
Wageningen (online) library. A few documents were also provided by the interviewees. All the
documents used for the research can be found in the references list.

Throughout this investigation 18 people were interviewed; 3 for the international level, 12 for
the national and 3 for the local level (See Annex 3). The interviewees were selected in a
purposive way by looking at the research objectives. Therefore, all the interviewees are, in
different degrees, actors related to REDD+ or have knowledge about REDD+, FSC and/or CCBA
voluntary certification schemes. The interviewees work for different types of organizations
such as NGOs, the government of Peru or private companies and they were also chosen taking
into account the three levels of analysis. However, although | contacted by email people from
all the organizations that | considered relevant for the research, it was not always possible to
carry out the interviews due to the fact that some of the contacted people did not repply. For
instance, an important organization for this research from which some workers were
contacted but did not reply is the CCBA. Annex 2 consists on the list of the interviewees, the
position they have and the organization they worked for at the moment of the interviews. The
interviewees are grouped under the three level of analysis according to the nature and main
working sphere of the organizations that they work for. However, this does not mean that they
only contributed with information corresponding to that level of analysis. On the contrary,
most of the interviewees provided valuable inputs for more than one level of analysis. There
are only three interviewees that although they work for non-peruvian organizations, they have
experience regarding REDD+ related issues in Peru and were contact for this reason (Greenoxx,
Carbon Decisions International and Conservation International)(See Annx 3). These
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interviewees and their inputs have been therefore included under the national level of
analysis.

In-depth phone interviews were based on an interview guide consisting of open-ended
qguestions in order to collect as much relevant information as possible. The open-ended
questions were complemented by follow-up questions which were useful to ensure that the
main questions were fully answered. The questions of the interview guide were formulated
according to the concepts of output, outcome and participation developed in the conceptual
framework (See Chapter 4). There are also some ice-breaking questions that provided
additional information which has been used in Chapter 2. Although there was a standard guide
for the interviews, some questions were added, skipped or changed depending on the profile
of the interviewee and on the development of the interview itself. Moreover, the interviewees
were generally contacted by email, where the guide for the interview was attached in order to
ensure that the interviewees agreed to contribute to the research. Most of the interviews
were via Skype but some were carried out by phone as well. All interviewees agreed to be
guoted and make their names public with one exception in which the name is not reproduced
throughout the research. Therefore, during the next chapters and the annexes, when quoting
this interviewee | only use the name of the organization he/she works for, and the date of the
interview. At last, all interviews were recorded and transcribed. Those interviews carried out in
Spanish were translated to English as well.

On the one hand, for output legitimacy all the relevant documents found in the international
organizations” websites and the interviews were used to collect data. On the other hand, the
UNFCCC meetings can be considered as the official space for the international negotiations and
development of REDD+ (See Chapter 2) and therefore they are the place where the
participation and input legitimacy of FSC and CCBA are analyze at the global level.

For output legitimacy the documents researched in national and international organizations’
websites as well as the data from the interviews have been used to obtain the results.
Moreover, at the national level, the national Mesa REDD can be considered as the official
space to discuss REDD+ matters. Therefore, for input legitimacy the national Mesa REDD was
the considered as the appropriate space (See Chapter 2) to analyze the participation of FSC
and CCBA in REDD+ processes and activities.

For the research of output legitimacy at the local level, documents coming from the websites
of national and regional organizations as well as the interviews have been used. For input
legitimacy the regional Mesa REDD of Madre de Dios has been considered as the official space
(See Chapter 2) to discuss REDD+ issues and therefore, the appropriate place to analyze the
participation of FSC and CCBA in REDD+ processes and activities.
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5.3. Data analysis

The data collected through desk research and in-depth phone interviews were independently
analyzed. However, the obtained results from both methods are integrated in the next two
chapters. Moreover, content analysis was used to analyze all the data. Content analysis is a
method used for texts where the researcher interprets their meaning in a coherent way with
the (if any) research theoretical framework and the research objectives (Hsieh & Shannon,
2005).

The relevant documents found through desk research were analyzed looking at their content.
The documents were grouped according to the three levels of analysis and the relevant
information was coded following the criteria and indicators presented in the conceptual
framework (See Chapter 4). Finally, the desk research was mainly useful to obtain the data
corresponding to the concept output (See Chapter 4) but it, indeed, provided input for the rest
of concepts. The necessary data to analyze output comes from desk research due to the very
definition of this concept within this research (the production of reports, papers, documented
workshops, etc., when they are related to REDD+ topics and/or produced by organizations
working on REDD+ issues and where (elements of) the FSC and/or CCBA can be found). All the
analyzed documents for output were found through desk research with the exception of two
that were provided by two different interviewees. Outcome and participation were also
partially covered by the analysis of the documents found through desk research. There were
some occasions where the analysis of the desk research documents was useful as a mean to
confirm and support the data gathered during the in-depth phone interviews (e.g.
participation data). In other cases, the degree of participation (e.g. Indirect and weak
participation) of a given actor could be inferred throught the analysis some of the found
documents.

The analysis of the data collected through in-depth phone interviews consisted of content
analysis as well. The interviews were first transcribed and later the content of the key
questions was coded according to the concepts presented in the conceptual framework (See
Chapter 4). In-depth phone interviews were mainly useful to obtain the data corresponding to
the concepts of outcome and participation (See Chapter 4). Due to the definition of outcome
within this research (outcome refers to (potential) changes in the behaviour of actors related
to REDD+ induced by FSC and CCBA) and looking at the indicators used (e.g. Low significance of
behavioural changes: when there is an opinion (positive or negative) of actors related to
REDD+ towards the role that FSC and/or CCBA can (potentially) play in REDD+), the analysis of
the interviews constituted the best way to obtain the information for outcome because the
interviewees could express their opinions, interests, etc. Finally, the analysis of the interviews
was useful to establish the degree of participation (e.g. Indirect and weak participation) of the
considered actors as well as to contrast and support some of the desk research data.
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CHAPTER 6: THE FOREST STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL
UNDER REDD+

In this chapter the results for the following research question are presented:

i What is the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global level,
and at the national and local levels in Peru?

The results are structured according to the three levels of analysis (global, national and local).
Moreover, since the initial research questions were further operationalized (See Chapter 4),
the results for each level of analysis are divided into output (effectiveness) and input
(participation) legitimacy. At last, some additional findings related to the FSC can be found at
the end of the chapter.

6. 1. The FSC under REDD+ at the Global level

In this section, the results for the FSC under REDD+ for the global level can be found. The
results for the output legitimacy of FSC under REDD+ come from the found documents (a total
of 33 documents were analyzed) in the considered international organizations” websites (See
Annex 4), and the data collected through the interviews (See Annex 2). On the other hand, for
the input legitimacy of FSC under REDD+ the results come from desk research and the
interviews as well. The UNFCCC has been considered as the international official space to
discuss and develop REDD+ (See Chapter 2). Therefore, the UNFCCC meetings have been used
to analyze the participation of the FSC actors in REDD+ processes and activities.

The role that the FSC certification can (potentially) play under REDD+ has been expressed in
different types of documents prepared by different organizations. Some of these documents
have been elaborated by the FSC itself (e.g. FSC, 2009b) while others were prepared by
organizations such as The Nature Conservancy group (e.g. TCN, 2009), CIFOR (e.g. Angelsen et
al.,, 2009a) and Rainforest alliance (Rainforest Alliance, 2012). Since REDD+ embraces many
issues, the main discussion topic changes among the documents. However, the relevance of
the FSC scheme for REDD+ is mentioned in all of them. In some of these documents the FSC is
just cited as an example in relation to REDD+ issues (e.g. Ebeling & Fehse, 2009; Epple et al.,
2011; Peskett et al., 2008;) while in others there is an acknowledgment of changes, for
instance in REDD+ pilot projects, triggered, among other things, by the FSC certification (e.g.
Consejo nacional de areas protegidas de Guatemala, 2009). However, the predominant
tendency is to just recognize the (potential) importance of FSC regarding some of REDD+
aspects (e.g. CBD, 2011c; Dickson et al. 2009; Estrada, 2011; Griscom et al., 2009; Johns et al.,,
2009; Murphy, 2011; Rainforest Alliance, 2009). Therefore, the relevance of the output is
overall medium. As it was mentioned before, the main topics covered by all these documents
differ from one to another as well as the nature and goals of the organizations who wrote
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them. However, the main items that can be extracted from all of them regarding the role that
the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+, making the relevance of output medium, are the
following:

i FSC certification promotes the improvement of management practices in forests
which can lead to lower emissions. Therefore, FSC certification can be seen as one
of the existing methods or tools that can complement REDD+ (e.g. Cortez &
Stephen, 2009; FCPF, 2010; FSC, 2009b; Griscom et al., 2009; Rainforest Alliance,
2009a; Rainforest Alliance, 2012; TCN, 2009).

ii. FSC is one of the existing standards that can generate co-benefits and which could
describe how REDD+ safeguards should be defined and measured (e.g. CBD,
2011b; CBD, 2011c; CBD, 2011a; Miles et al., 2010; TNC, ClI & Wildlife Conservation
Society, 2010; UNIQUE forestry and land use, 2011; WWF, 2008).

iii. In comparison with traditional logged forests, FSC certification usually implies a
decrease in the harvest volumes and more sustainable harvesting methods which
can reduce the chances of future degradation of a specific area (e.g. Cortez &
Stephen, 2009; Rainforest Alliance, 2012; WWF, 2008). In fact, it has been
estimated that the low Reduce Impact Logging promoted by the FSC scheme can
potentially reduce the emissions up to 10% (Rainforest Alliance, 2012).

iv. FSC scheme can also help to avoid social and tenure conflicts, bring along social
benefits and contribute to ensure social safeguards in REDD+ projects (e.g.
Griscom et al., 2009; Rainforest Alliance, 2012).

V. FSC systems of monitoring, reporting and verifying (MRV) can be used as basis for
surveillance in REDD+ projects where wood extraction takes place (e.g. Griscom et
al., 2009; Rainforest Alliance, 2011; Rainforest Alliance, 2012; WWF, 2010b).

Vi. The climate benefits that the FSC certification might generate has just begun to
being considered and measured (Griscom et al., 2009).

All these statements refer to the (potential) role of the FSC under REDD+, but in the reviewed
documents it has also been found that an effective and efficient use of REDD+ funds would be
to support FSC certification and the costs of getting certified (e.g. Angelsen et al.,, 20093;
Petkova et al., 2011). Moreover, there is one more document worth to mentioning. This
document is a guide which focuses on the integration of the FSC certification scheme in REDD+
projects, making explicitly clear the importance of the “relation” between FSC scheme and
REDD+. This guideline consists of “a set of concepts, guidelines and procedures useful for
integrating the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) Forest Management certification into the
organization of REDD+ projects...” (Brotto et al., 2010, p.9). Moreover, the main objective of
this guide is “to facilitate the organization of projects aimed at Reducing the Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) where the forest management area is already
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certified under the FSC standards or obtaining an FSC certification is planned” (Brotto et al.,
2010, p.9 ). The guide is therefore made for project developers and helps them to deliver
carbon credits (Brotto et al., 2010), showing a positive perception of the (potential) role of the
FSC under REDD+.

Regarding outcome, it is evident that opinions about the role that the FSC can (potentially)
play under REDD+ have been developed among different actors. This is reflected in many of
the documents elaborated by some of the selected international organizations (e.g. Cortez &
Stephen, 2009; Rainforest Alliance, 2012; WWF, 2008) as well as in the experts’ and
practitioners” opinions collected during the interviews:

“I think REDD+ offers really good opportunities because ultimately the objectives... are
very much in line...with FSC in terms of aiming to maintain the world’s forest and
respecting their social and environmental values. FSC is a sort of a proxy to the whole
deforestation and degradation problem that might be ongoing and this is where FSC of
course should have a very important contribution. If FSC certifies an operation, then
actually an operation should have succeeded to stop any deforestation activities, legal
or illegal, or major degradation processes that were happening within the boundaries...
I think that if REDD+ is no able to build linkages to existing initiatives that aim to the
same direction... then | do not believe that REDD+ will really take off and have a big
impact...” (Stefan Salvador, FSC Policy Manager, January 27", 2012).

“I would say that, a credible certification standard is a useful tool to address
safeguards in an appropriate manner” (Gerald Steindlegger, WWF International,
Manager of the Global Forest Programme, January 20" 2012).

However, despite the fact that an opinion about this topic in actors related to REDD+ and FSC
have been developed, it does not mean that this opinion is uniform among all actors*:

“l do not think there is a uniform picture...there are some opinions that FSC should
further evolved and try to include the question of carbon accounting in our system...
that FSC should do the whole thing and capture or cover everything and become the
leading standard. There are others who think that this is nothing where FSC is
applicable because they think that FSC is only for timber production and should stay
within these sort of activities...there is probably a third group that thinks that it might
be very difficult to apply the voluntary certification approach that FSC uses to
governmental programs...it is an open question whether FSC for instance could certified
a whole country REDD+ program...There is also group of people who question that
certification can be really used in this context. But | was thinking that the majority of
what | have heard is that certification has an important role to play and FSC in
particular because of our huge membership that support us and because of the market
linkages that FSC is able to create (Stefan Salvador, FSC Policy Manager, January 27"
2012).

Bt is not clear if the different opinions refer just to FSC official actors or to a broader range of actors
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Moreover, despite this topic has gotten more attention during the last years, in the majority of
the revised documents, there is neither a clear intention or interest in actors related to REDD+
to involve the FSC in REDD+ debates, political and decision-making processes nor recognition
of changes in REDD+ processes or activities induced by the FSC.

“I do not think that with our very limited engagement we have had so far any visible
impact. | would say that there is not serious impact of the FSC due to its actions”
(Stefan Salvador, FSC Policy Manager, January 27" 2012).

It is also remarkable the fact that the interviewees noted that changes in REDD+ process and
activities induced by the FSC are more likely to take place and easier to find at the national and
local levels.

“FSC is one of so many actors that are trying to shape the REDD+ debate that is almost
impossible to say what kind of contribution each actor is making. We should not forget
that, last but not least, decisions about REDD+ have to be made by governments...FSC is
a voluntary market initiative while REDD+ is a political issue and the key influence, are
of course, the governments.” (Christopher Ties, Greenpeace International Forest
campaign policy and strategy coordinator January 16", 2012)

“This is a question that is better addressed by people working in the field and working
concretely on national and sub-national programmes... | think it very much depends on
who you are talking to” (Gerald Steindlegger, WWF International, Manager of the
Global Forest Programme, January 20™, 2012).

Interest to involved FSC in REDD+ processes and activities is not expressed in many sources
and changes in REDD+ processes and activities induce by the FSC have not been found.
However, opinions about the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ have been
developed. Therefore, the result for the FSC outcome at the global level is that the significance
of the behavioral changes is low.

At the global level the FSC has been present in annual and inter-seasonal UNFCCC meetings as
well as in some minor conferences. Despite the fact that the discussions around REDD+ under
the UNFCCC started at COP-11 in 2005, the first time that the FSC participated in one of the
UNFCCC meetings was in 2007, during COP-13 in Bali. Since then, FSC official representatives
have been present in other COPs such as COP-15 in Copenhagen and COP-17 in Durban
(UNFCCC, 2012).

“It started...| think it was COP-13 in Bali where FSC had presence for the first time.
There are inter-seasonal meetings where we have partially participated and some, of
course, minor conferences. So that is the most obvious, | think, presence or
participation in international discussions” (Stefan Salvador, FSC Policy Manager,
January 27", 2012).

51



The FSC constitutes one of the observer organizations in the UNFCCC meetings and therefore
its participation can be analyzed within two different spaces. FSC as well as other organizations
can sometimes participate in the official negotiations as an observer. Although official
negotiations are inter-governmental, observer organizations are, in some occasions, allowed
to speak. A review of the minutes of the annual UNFCCC meetings'*was done, but no
intervention of the FSC in the official negotiations has been found (the analyzed 1ISD reports
can be found in the references list). On the other hand, the FSC has participated in the side-
events of UNFCCC meetings. Side-events consist of platforms where organizations can share
information, address climate change issues or have political discussions. They are considered
as the natural space for organizations like the FSC to participate (UNFCCC, 2012). It is
important to mention that the relevance of the side-events has considerably increased during
the last years (UNFCCC, 2012). In some UNFCCC meetings, the FSC has shared a side-event
with other organizations but during the last three years FSC has had its own side-event. These
side-events have been used, among other things, to promote the potential that the FSC
certification system has for sustainable forest management (FSC, 2009a), to explain how FSC
could complement REDD (COP-15, Copenhagen) (FSC, 2009b) and to explain the strategic
engagement of the FSC in activities aimed at the mitigation of climate change (COP-17,
Durban) (FSC, 2011b). The participation of the FSC in the side-events was also mentioned by
the interviewees.

“The side events usually serve to promote the potential of the FSC certification system”
(Stefan Salvador, FSC Policy Manager, January 27", 2012).

“The FSC (and the CCBA) are present in the debate, less in the political discussion but
more in informing negotiators and decision makers on existing standards which can
already be used to design good REDD+ programmes... The FSC (or the CCBA) are not
there as NGOs for example, directly lobbing political positions but they are informing
through side events the interested groups about the relationship of these certification
schemes and REDD+” (Gerald Steindlegger, WWF International, Manager of the Global
Forest Programme, January 20”‘, 2012).

Therefore, it can be considered that overall the FSC has provided inputs and hence, the
participation at the global level has been indirect and weak so far.

Box 1. Results summary for the FSC at the Global level

* The results show that the relevance of the output is medium at this level, which means that overall
in the analyzed documents, there is recognition of the importance (explicitly or inexplicitly
expressed) of the FSC for some REDD+ processes or activities.

e The result for outcome is that the significance of the behavioral changes is low which means that
opinions have been developed among REDD+ related actors about the role that the FSC can
(potentially) play under REDD+.

e The UNFCCC meetings are used as the space to analyze the participation of the FSC in REDD+
processes at this level. The result is that the participation is indirect and weak, which means that FSC
have provided some input or feedback about REDD+ issues
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6.2. The FSC under REDD+ at the National level in Peru

In this section, the results for the FSC under REDD+ for Peru can be found. The results for
output legitimacy of the FSC under REDD+ come from the relevant documents found (6
documents were found and analyzed) in the considered organizations” websites as well as
from the data collected through the interviews with experts and practitioners (See Annex 2).
On the other hand, for input legitimacy at the national level the results come from desk
research and interviews. The Mesa REDD has been considered as the national official space to
discuss and develop REDD+ (See Chapter 2). Therefore, Mesa REDD meetings are used in this
level to analyze the participation of FSC under REDD+ processes and activities.

The number of documents that mention or elaborate about the role that the FSC certification
can (potentially) play under REDD+ in the national context is quite limited. Despite the fact
that output does not take into account the number of documents but rather their relevance, it
seems important to mention their scarcity and take this into account, especially when drawing
conclusions about output at the national level. Moreover, when analyzing the results for
output it is also important to consider that Peru has been officially considered as a REDD+
partner country since 2010, when it submitted to the FCPF the first draft of its R-PP (FCPF,
2011). Therefore, perhaps there has not been enough time to elaborate on certain topics.
However, there are a few documents where the main topic is REDD+, and where it is possible
to find references to the FSC voluntary certification scheme (MINAM, 2011c; Organizacion para
Estudios Tropicales, 2011; Piu & Garcia, 2011). These documents have been elaborated by
national NGOs (Llanos & Feather, 2011; Piu, & Garcia, 2011) and the Peruvian ministry of
environment (MINAM, 2011c). There is one more document with relevant information
regarding the FSC and REDD+. It is a presentation (CCBA, 2009a) prepared by Conservation
International and the CCBA which was exposed in one of the REDD+ training courses. | put
more emphasis on this document because it has been the only found document where the FSC
scheme appears as not appropriate for REDD+ projects. Although from the presentation the
reasons cannot be stated with certainity, it seems that the FSC scheme was classified as non-
appropiate for REDD+ projects because it is not oriented to the mitigation of climate change
and the emissions voluntary market. However, most of the documents just mention the FSC
certification to address the current REDD+ pilot projects that are certified under this scheme
(Piu, & Garcia, 2011). Therefore and overall, the relevance of the output for the FSC at the
national level is low. The main facts found in the documents regarding FSC and REDD+ are
summarized in the following points:

i. By June 2011, there were a total of 35 REDD+ pilot projects in Peru. From these pilot
projects, 16 out 35 were certified. From the 16 REDD+ certified projects, 5 were FSC
certified (Piu. & Garcia, 2011).
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From the 5 REDD+ pilot projects which were FSC certified, 2 of them had only FSC
certification while the 3 remaining had FSC and other voluntary certification standard
(CCBS, VCS™ or SCS°) (Piu & Garcia, 2011).

All REDD+ pilot projects that are FSC certified in Peru are mainly wood extractive in
nature (Llanos, & Feather, 2011; Piu, & Garcia, 2011)

There are local or indigenous communities involved in 4 out the 5 REDD+ pilot projects
that are FSC certified. (Llanos & Feather, 2011; Piu & Garcia, 2011)

Regarding outcome, the results show that the significance of the behavioral changes of actors

related to REDD+ induce by (elements of) the FSC at the national level is low. As it can be

inferred from the results for output (scarcity of documents), through the desk research there

were no results for outcome at the national level since this is not a very common or extended

topic at this level of analysis. Moreover, despite the fact that the interviewed experts and

practitioners have developed an opinion about potential role of the FSC scheme under REDD+,

all of them agreed that currently this is not a discussion topic within the Mesa REDD at the

national level yet.

“I think it will help to faster achieve some goals. If a forest is FSC certified it will take
less time to prepare the R-PIN and PDD for REDD+ because the standard can cover
some of the safeguards issues. It also takes less time because you already have a quite
good forest inventory. However in the case of Peru, it also depends on where a forest is
allocated. If we are talking about a forest which is under the threat of migratory
agriculture then there is not much that the certification can do. The migratory
agriculture is a very complex problem in Peru and it is very difficult to stop it because
the roots of this problem are deep and partially located in the way that the regional
governments are understanding governance. Therefore, depending on the level of this
threat, FSC can help to the elaboration of REDD+ projects or not. Actually we already
have experienced this. In forests which are not under this threat it has been much
easier to develop the projects and sell carbon credits such as Maderacre and Maderyja
forests” (Teddi pefiaherrera, CEDISA, Advisor and promoter, January 14™ 2012).

“The FSC certification is a good way to ensure a sustainable management of forests. In
order to get FSC certified you have to prove that you are carrying out sustainable forest
management practices and low impact logging. These facts help you to register the
expenses, make the inventories, and “have under control” the concessions and the
operational plans. Therefore, it creates a good basis to engage in REDD+ projects”
(Elvira Gomez, MINAM REDD+ expert, January 12" 2012).

“I think that voluntary certifications, including the FSC, will not play a very important
role at the national level...” (Hugo Che Piu, Director of DAR, January 18" 2012).

B Verified Carbon Standard is one of the most often used voluntary certification schemes regarding the accounting
of GHG emissions reduction within the voluntary carbon market (VCS, 2012)

6 The Scientific Certification Systems consists on an independent certification and verification of environmental,
sustainability, food quality, safety, purity and stewardship claims (SCS, 2012)
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“I think that the FSC certification can help to reduce emissions because it implies a
commitment and permanent monitoring. The activities carried out are planned and
that contributes to the conservation of the forest and the biodiversity, and to minimize
the impact of the activities in a given area. The FSC scheme can thereby, make REDD+
initiatives more viable” (Violeta Colan, Rainforest Alliance Peru, Coordinator of the
Andean region, February 3¢ 2012).

Due to the novelty of REDD+ in Peru, the official negotiations, discussions and debates around
REDD+ at the national level are focused on other issues such as the establishment of a REDD+
national strategy, find a standard definition of forests for REDD+ projects or the selection of
appropriate methodologies to make carbon inventories.

“This is not a topic that has been really discussed yet (the role of FSC under REDD+).
Now Mesa REDD Peru is more focused on other topics such as the definition of the
concept of forest for REDD+, the development of the national REDD+ strategy,
measurement and monitoring of carbon, national forest inventory...these are some of
the main discussed topics” (Aider, REDD+ expert, February 1%, 2012).

“In my experience this is not a topic in the official discussions. | can understand this
because just design the national REDD+ strategy is enough to be busy for a few years
and there has not been much time left to think about other issues” (Alvaro Vallejo,
Carbon Decisions Internal, Forestry expert advisor, November 27" 2011).

However, the role of voluntary certifications under REDD+ and therefore, of the FSC scheme as
well, might be a potential topic within the next months because social and environmental
safeguards will be soon discussed more in depth in the Mesa REDD Peru.

“We are recently starting to discuss more in depth the issue of the safequards and also
about systems to evaluate social and environmental aspects ...” (Hugo Che Piu, Director
of DAR, Januray 18", 2012).

Either interest of actors related to REDD+ to involved FSC in REDD+ debates, decision-making
processes etc., nor changes in REDD+ activities or processes induced by the FSC have been
found at the national level. Yet, opinions among experts and practitioners about the role that
the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ have been developed. Therefore, the result for
outcome is that currently the significance of the behavioral changes is low.

Despite the fact that the FSC has one of its regional offices in the capital of Peru, Lima, at the
national level there has been no participation of FSC representatives in the meetings or
activities organized by Mesa REDD so far. On the other hand, there has been participation of
other organizations such as NGOs which are in charge of some REDD+ pilot projects which are
FSC certified. However, the role of these organizations has not been to represent the FSC or
provide any input at the national level about its role under REDD+. Therefore, there has been
absence of participation of the FSC in REDD+ processes and activities at the national level. This
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is supported by the agenda and summaries of the meetings of the Mesa REDD, where no
participation of FSC representatives is registered, as well as by the interviews.

“In the meetings that | have participated | have not seen the FSC” (Aider, REDD+
expert, February 1%, 2012).

“I have not seen the FSC present as an organization” (Tatiana Lapeyre, Co-founder and
advisor of Ecodevelopment group, January 8" 2012).

Box 2. Results summary for the FSC at the National level

¢ The results show that the relevance of the output is low. This means that only mentions to (elements
of) FSC have been found or identified in the analyzed document.

* The results for outcome is that the significance of the behavioral changes is low which means that
opinions among actors related to REDD+ about the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under
REDD+ have been developed in Peru.

¢ The national Mesa REDD is used to analyze the participation of the FSC in REDD+ processes and
activities at this level. The results show that there has been absence of participation of FSC in REDD+
processes and activities.

6.3. The FSC under REDD+ at the Local level in Peru

For the local level, the results for output legitimacy of the FSC under REDD+ come from the
documents found (3 documents were found and analyzed) in the considered organizations’
websites regarding the region of Madre de Dios and the data collected through the interviews
with experts and practitioners (See Annex 2). On the other hand, for the input legitimacy of
FSC under REDD+ at the local level, the results come from desk research as well as from the
interviews. The regional Mesa REDD of Madre de Dios has been considered as the local natural
space to discuss and develop REDD+ (See Chapter 2). Therefore, the regional Mesa REDD
meetings have been used to analyze the participation of FSC in REDD+ processes and activities.

Regarding the output for the FSC at the local level, most of the found documents where the
FSC certification scheme and REDD+ appear together are related to REDD+ pilot projects taking
place in Madre de Dios region (Schroeder., 2009; Sheil, et al., 2010) or in other regions (Llanos
& Feather, 2011; Piu & Garcia, 2011). The documents have been mainly elaborated by the
implementers or executors of the pilot projects (Schroeder, A., 2009), but also by other
organizations who have not been directly involved in the projects (CCBA, 2009b; Sheil, et al.,
2010). Aside from those related to pilot projects, there are not many other documents within
the local level where FSC and REDD+ appear related. Moreover, the found documents show
recognition, an explicit recognition, of the relevance of getting FSC certified before or during
the elaboration and development of the REDD+ pilot projects (Schroeder, A., 2009; Sheil, et al.,
2010). The projects are involved in timber production which on the other hand, is not
surprising since the main goal of the FSC is the improvement of the forest management
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practices. Therefore, the recognition of the importance of the FSC scheme makes the
relevance of the output medium. Moreover, the main facts found in the documents about the
role of FSC under REDD+ pilot projects are summarized in the following points:

i The FSC certification scheme helps to ensure sustainable management of forests
(Schroeder, A., 2009; Sheil, et al., 2010).

ii. The FSC certification scheme contributes to the preservation of biodiverisity
(Schroeder, A., 2009; Sheil, et al., 2010).

iii. The FSC certification scheme helps to avoid social conflicts about property rights
on the lands and generate social benefits (Schroeder, A., 2009; Sheil, et al., 2010).

iv. The FSC certification scheme contributes to the faster development of REDD+
projects (Schroeder, 2009; Sheil, et al., 2010).

Regarding the outcome for the FSC at the local level, it is important to make a distinction
between the discussions and debates in the Madre de Dios Mesa REDD and REDD+ pilot
projects taking place in this region. On the one hand, regarding the Mesa REDD, the
interviewed experts and practitioners have developed an opinion about the role that FSC can
(potentially) play under REDD+.

“FSC can be seen as a guarantee that the carbon stocks will be maintained over time,
that only trees that are big enough will be logged, that the biodiversity of a given area
will not be compromised and there is a minimal impact on the forest. FSC certification
also implies that the social part of a project is being considered and covered. The
combination of the FSC and REDD+ projects is a very good and ideal scenario to
conserve and make a sustainable use of the forests” (Silvia Gomez, Greenoxx, Co-
director of Greenoxx, December 9”‘, 2011).

“The FSC certification ensures that the certified area will not be further fragmented and
avoids uncontrolled deforestation. It helps REDD+ because FSC certified areas are
monitored and the people in charge of the area have to make forests inventories. These
facts help to faster elaborate a REDD+ project” (Tatiana Lapeyre, Co-founder and
advisor of Ecodevelopment group, January 8", 2012).

However, as for the national level, the views and opinions are not expressed during the Madre
de Dios Mesa REDD meetings or in the documents elaborated by this group because this has
not been a discussion topic. Currently, there are other matters which are being discussed in
Madre de Dios regional Mesa REDD as well as in other different regional Mesas REDD such as
the one in the region of San Martin.

“I have participated in the Madre de Dios regional Mesa REDD and they are discussing
about deforestation, different models proposed by different groups for REDD+ projects
and carbon accounting methodologies” (Aider, REDD+ expert, February 1%, 2012).
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“The different regionals Mesa REDD are actually reaching some agreements. The case
of Madre de Dios is a very good example because they are discussing and reaching
agreements about the definition of the base lines for the carbon accounting” (Violeta
Colan, Rainforest Alliance Peru, Coordinator of the Andean region, February 3“’, 2012).

“I participated in the San Martin regional Mesa REDD and when | left the last year they
were discussing which the available methodologies for carbon accounting were, and
which one should be applied” (Ruben Paitan, SERNANP, January 13™, 2012).

Therefore, for the outcome of the FSC regarding the Madre de Dios Mesa REDD, it can be
considered that there have not been behavioral changes. Despite the fact that the experts and
practitioners have developed an opinion about the role that the FSC can (potentially) play
under REDD+, these views are not discussed in this space. Regarding the documents, no
opinions, interests or changes were found either. On the other hand, for the outcome of the
FSC regarding REDD+ pilot projects in Madre de Dios, the significance of the behavioral
changes is high. In addition to the development of positive opinions towards the role of the
FSC under REDD+, interest for FSC certification can be appreciated in the analyzed documents
(Schroeder, A., 2009; Sheil, et al., 2010) as well as changes in REDD+ processes and activities, in
this case, in the development and implementation of pilot projects. Many interviewees agreed
on the fact that REDD+ actors involved in the elaboration and development of REDD+ pilot
projects are more and more interested on getting FSC certificated, mainly for those areas
where timber extraction takes place. Most of these actors perceive the FSC scheme as
beneficial in different ways when trying to elaborate a REDD+ project (e.g. reducing some of
the potential negatives impacts or generating additional incomes to those produce by the sales
of carbon credits) and other actors have recognized the benefits of its use in some projects.

“Regarding the REDD+ projects level | do think that FSC... can help to reduce some of
the potential negative impacts of these projects...| am specially concern about the local
and indigenous communities” (Hugo Che Piu, Director of DAR, Januray 18" 2012).

“For us the FSC is as an absolute guarantee and it seems absolutely necessary when it
comes to having a REDD+ project with forest management. | repeat, for me a REDD+
project that includes forest management, FSC is an excellent choice because it implies
that the owner of the forest has timber sales revenues, which is something tangible
that will not depend on policies and it will be causing minimal impact on the forest. On
the other hand, it has the potential to generate carbon credits today as something real
but unfortunately markets are not yet so well established to allow people to just rely on
the carbon market revenues for their living” (Silvia Gomez, Greenoxx, Co-director of
Greenoxx, December 9™, 2011).

“This project’’ consists of two concessions which were already FSC certified...the
information about the concessions was already there because FSC asked for it, so
basically we just had to organized the information...it has not been easy to develop the

Y Madre de Dios Amazon REDD Project
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project but it took a little less time because the information already existed” (Jorge
Torres, Bosques Amazdnicos, Forest carbon manager, January 13”‘, 2012).

“We thought™ of the FSC as a bridge to get additional incomes and carry out
sustainable management practices” (Roberto Persivale, Asesorandes, Partner and
Advisor, December 12", 2011).

Although FSC has one of its regional offices in the capital of Peru, Lima, at the regional level in
Madre de Dios there has been absence of participation of FSC official representatives. There
has been participation of organizations such as NGOs (e.g. AIDER or ACCA) which are in charge
of REDD+ pilot projects that are certified by FSC in Madre de Dios. However, despite the fact
that these NGOs are the executors of some FSC certified REDD+ pilot projects, their
participation in the meetings was not aimed to represent or discuss any matter related to the
FSC. The participation of these organizations has been related to the discussion of the topics
established in the agenda of the meetings and which, so far, has not included the role of the
FSC (or other certifications) under REDD+. This lack of participation can be inferred from the
found and analyzed documents for the local level. The interviewees also mentioned that they
have not seen FSC participation in the regional Madre de Dios Mesa REDD or in any other
regional Mesa REDD.

“I have participated in the Madre de Dios regional Mesa REDD....and | have not seen
any participation from the FSC” (Aider, REDD+ expert, February 1%, 2012).

“I do not have directly participated but as far as | know FSC has not participated in this
Mesa REDD despite the fact that the FSC has national permanent representation in
Peru” (Alfredo Rodriguez, WWF Peru, February 2" 2012)

Box 3. Results summary for the FSC at the Local level

* The results show that the relevance of the output is medium which means that overall, in the
analyzed documents, there is recognition of the importance (explicitly or inexplicitly expressed) of
the FSC in some REDD+ processes or activities.

e The result for outcome regarding the regional Mesa REDD is that there are no behavioral changes,
which means that opinions among REDD+ related actors about the role that the FSC can (potentially)
play under REDD+ have been developed but they are not expressed or discussed in this space.

* The results for outcome regarding the development and implementation of REDD+ pilot projects is
that the significance of the behavioral changes is high which means that there have been changes
induced by the FSC among actors.

e The regional Mesa REDD of Madre de Dios have been used to analyze the participation of the FSC in
REDD+ processes at this level. The results show that there has been no participation of FSC in REDD+
processes and activities

8 The Belgica Native Community REDD Project

59




6.4. FSC official position towards an engagement in the climate change
agenda

The previous results might vary or change in a relatively short period of time due to recent
developments. Some additional findings have been obtained regarding the FSC official position
towards climate change and this new position points to a higher engagement of the FSC in the
mitigation of climate change and hence REDD+.

In 2008, through a Policy Motion passed by the absolute majority of the members of the FSC, a
request to explore the positive and negative (potential) consequences of the engagement of
the FSC in climate change mitigation was made (FSC, 2011a). For this matter the “FSC Forest
Carbon Working Group” (FCWG) was created. The FCWG was compound by 14 experts who
work for different organizations such as Greenpeace or WWF (two of the interviewees
corresponding to the global level were part of this group). The FCWG finished its analysis and
submitted a report by the beginning of 2011 (FSC, 2011a). From the recommendations made
by the FCWG, two new policy motions, where carbon references can be found, were approved
that year:

Motion 10: FSC shall identify the risks with respect to claims made and rewards received for the
provision of ecosystem services (including carbon sequestration and storage) by certificate

holders and take measures to ensure protection and integrity of the FSC brand (FSC, 20113,
p.4).

Motion 16: The General Assembly requests the Principles and Criteria Review Working Group
to recognize carbon as an environmental value and address responsible stewardship of carbon

storage and sequestration (FSC, 2011a, p.4).

Moreover, five different strategic areas for engagement related to forest carbon were
identified by the FCWG and these areas consist of (FSC, 2011a, p.5-7):

1. Safeguarding: “Ensuring that management, monitoring and monetization of forest
carbon resources does not come at the expense of people’s right or the environment”.

2. Carbon stewardship: “Responsibly managing forest carbon resources by the
maintenance enhancement or restoration carbon stocks”.

3. Carbon monitoring: “Monitoring the impacts of management practices on forest
carbon sources by qualitative and quantitative assessments of the carbon stocks”.

4. Carbon accounting: “Quantification of additional carbon sequestration or emissiosn
reduction and transforming them into rewardable units, for instance carbon credits”.

5. Carbon rewards: “Obtaining financial or otherwise support for carbon stewardship
and/or claimed climate benefits”.
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The report submitted by the FCWG also contained a strategic framework which is meant to
serve as a guide for the FSC during the next years and contains recommendations according to
the five identified areas for the engagement of the FSC in climate change issues. Within this
framework the areas where the FSC could engage and how it could participate in the specific
REDD+ context are describe. It is mentioned that for instance the FSC can promote itself as a
REDD+ safeguard, how FSC certification scheme is good for the maintenance of the carbon
stocks which is part of the extended scope of REDD+, and how the FSC scheme could be used
for national REDD+ programmes because its broad network partners would facilitate this fact
(FSC, 2011a).

“I think that the FSC can be seen as an approach that could be very much a template
for REDD+” (Stefan Salvador, FSC Policy Manager, January 27, 2012)

“The FSC and its members have increasingly realized over the years that this is a big
dynamic debate...they are working to contribute to the improvement of forest
management and they have realized that if they can document this, they can play an
important role in the context of REDD+...FSC is not explicitly targeted to pursuit goals
related to forest carbon but they have, from the very beginning, tried to improve forest
management in all the aspects and of course the role of forests in carbon cycles was
already quite well- known in the early 90s... So the FSC logically has started to follow
more and more closely the REDD+ debate and explore what role FSC can offer in this
context” (Christopher Ties, Greenpeace International Forest campaign policy and
strategy coordinator, January 16”‘, 2012).

However, risks related to the potential strengthen of the engagement of the FSC in climate
change and hence in REDD+, have also been identified. These are mainly reputational risks
related to the association of the FSC to false carbon claims and carbon markets (FSC, 2011a).

“The main concerns that our members see is whether FSC could be associated with
undue, improper, inaccurate and false claims. First the question is if FSC gives credibility
to a REDD+ project or REDD+ program. Even if we can find our credibility towards
maybe social and environmental safeguards being put in place, in the end we might be
also held responsible for carbon related claims that are the real objective of REDD+
projects. If this carbon related claims prove to be incorrect then maybe a shadow could
fall on our sustainability assessment in the same way. That is one concern, the
potential inaccuracy of carbon claims that might become associated with wider
sustainability claims. The second aspect is if this whole idea of certifying a program
which is meant to allow offsetting the emissions of industrial players that are coming
from industrial countries... some people think that FSC should maybe completely absent
from such involvement...” (Stefan Salvador, FSC Policy Manager, January 27" 2012).

Despite the fact that reputational risks have been identified, it seems that the FSC will try to
engage under some of the REDD+ issues. This fact might have consequences for the output
and input legitimacy of the FSC under REDD+ at the three level of analysis. The official position
towards an engagement in climate change activities adopted at the global level will most likely
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percolate to the national and local levels. A higher level of engagement can lead to higher
levels of effectiveness (output legitimacy) and participation (input legitimacy).
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Level of Analysis

Legitimacy

Table 1. Summary of results for the legitimacy of the FSC under REDD+ for each level of analysis

FSC Results

Output Medium Relevance
Output Legitimacy
Effectiveness
Global Outcome Low significance of behavioral changes
Input Legitimacy - Participation Indirect and weak
Output Low Relevance
Output Legitimacy
. Effectiveness
National Outcome Low significance of behavioral changes
Input Legitimacy - Participation Absence
Output Medium Relevance
Output Legitimacy
| Effectiveness
Loca Outcome No behavioral changes'/High significance of behavioral changes®
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Input Legitimacy - Participation Absence
1.The first result for outcome at the local level refers to REDD+ processes and activities taking place in the Madre de Dios Mesa regional REDD.

2.The result for outcome at the local level after the slash refers to REDD+ processes and activities taking place out Madre de Dios Mesa regional REDD such as the design and development of
REDD+ pilot projects.
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CHAPTER 7: THE CLIMATE, COMMUNITY AND
BIODIVERSITY ALLIANCE UNDER REDD+

In this chapter the results for the following research question are presented:

ii. What is the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global
level, and at the national and local levels in Peru?

The results are structured according to the three levels of analysis (global, national and local).
Since the research questions were further operationalized (See Chapter 4), the results for
output and input legitimacy are separately discussed within each level of analysis.

7. 1.The CCBA under REDD+ at the Global level

The results for output legitimacy of the CCBA under REDD+ come from the analyzed
documents (36 were found and analyzed) and the data collected through the interviews with
experts and practitioners (See Annex 2). On the other hand, for input legitimacy of the CCBA
under REDD+, the results come from the desk research and the interviews. As for the FSC, the
UNFCCC meetings have been considered as the international natural space to discuss and
develop REDD+ (See Chapter 2). Therefore, the UNFCCC meetings have been used to analyze
the participation of the CCBA in REDD+ processes and activities.

Regarding the output of the CCBA at the global level, it is important to make a distinction
between two different processes that are currently taking place. On the one hand, in many of
the found documents of the reviewed organizations” websites, the CCBA or the CCB standard is
mentioned in relation to REDD+ (e.g. Angelsen, 2009a; Estrada, 2011; Miles, 2010). On the
other hand, the CCBA is mentioned several times in other documents in relation to a relatively
new voluntary certification scheme, the REDD+SES (See Chapter 2) (e.g. CCBA, 2010c; Moss &
Nussbaum, 2011; Saunders & Reeve, 2010; UN-REDD program, 2010). The REDD+SES standards
were presented during COP-15 and they are basically being design to match government-led
REDD+ national programs (Proforest, 2010). CCBA and CARE International are coordinating its
development and therefore, it has been common to find the CCBA in the reviewed documents
related to REDD+SES standards. Nevertheless, these documents are not taken into account for
the results since they do not mention or elaborate on the role that the CCB standard can
(potentially) play under REDD+ (See Chapter 5) but instead about how the CCBA is participating
in the REDD+SES standards design and development processes.

The role that the CCBA certification can (potentially) play under REDD+ has been stated in
many of the collected documents coming from the different reviewed organizations” websites.
In some documents the CCBA is just mentioned as an example of standard that could be used
under REDD+ (e.g. Cortez & Stephen, 2009; Miles et al., 2010) while in others some benefits of
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using CCBS in some REDD+ projects are acknowledged (e.g. Angelsen, 2009a; Dickson et al.,
2009; Terrestrial Carbon Group & UN-REDD Programme, 2009). However, despite the fact that
the main topic might change among documents as well as the organizations who wrote them,

in most of the cases the relevance of the CCBS for some REDD+ issues is (explicitly or
inexplicitly) recognized (e.g. CCBA, 2008; CCBA, 2010b; Cortez & Stephen, 2009; Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility, 2010; Richards & Panfil, 2010; WWF, 2010b). Therefore, the relevance of
the output is overall medium. Moreover, there are some main items in the found documents
about the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ that can be summarized in

the following points:

Vi.

Vii.

viii.

CCBA voluntary certification standard can be one of the existing tools that have
already been tested on the ground and which could be integrated in REDD+ to
contribute to its success (e.g. CBD, 2010b; Estrada, 2011; FCPF, 2010; TNC, Cl and
Wildlife Conservation Society, 2010).

The CCBS constitutes a good guide for project developers, including REDD+
projects, because it put emphasis on the environmental and social aspects (e.g.
Angelsen, 2009a; Cl, 2011; Richards & Panfil, 2010).

The use of the CCBS in REDD+ pilot projects is relevant, not only to avoid risks, but
also to contribute to the generation of social and environmental co-benefits (e.g.
Angelsen et al., 2009a; Cl, 2011; Dickson et al., 2009).

Many early REDD+ projects have already applied the CCBS to avoid social and
environmental risks (e.g. CBD, 2011c; McDermott, 2011; Peskett et al., 2008).

CCBS is mentioned several times regarding its role for the conservation of
biodiversity in REDD+ projects (e.g. Angelsen et al., 2009a; Cl, 2011; CBD, 2010b).

CCBS is favored by project developers, investors and buyers. In fact, many buyers
would be willing to pay more from credits coming from CCBA certified projects.
(e.g. Estrada, 2011; Richards & Panfil, 2010; WWF, 2008).

CCBA voluntary certification standard has been the most widely used standard
regarding multiple-benefit land-based emissions reductions projects so far (e.g.
Estrada, 2011; Karousakis, 2009; Richards & Panfil, 2010).

CCBA is seen as a good voluntary certification standard to complement projects
which are using other voluntary certifications focused on carbon such as the VCS
(Estrada, 2011).

Regarding outcome, opinions among different REDD+ related actors about the role that the

CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ have been developed at the global level. These

opinions are reflected in both, analyzed documents and interviews.
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“I do think so, certainly (referring to the fact that the CCBA can play a positive role for
REDD+)...this is why we are also promoting the CCBA standards... mostly related to the
question on safeguards... CCBA and FSC both are a source of information for the
developing of, let’s say, good REDD+ projects” (Gerald Steindlegger, WWF
International, Manager of the Global Forest Programme, January 20" 2012).

“..CCBA or any other initiatives, | think they cannot really contribute or help to
REDD+ unless there is a global agreement and place for REDD+...” (Christopher Ties,
Greenpeace International Forest campaign policy and strategy coordinator January
16", 2012).

The CCBA standard is often considered as a “positive tool” for some REDD+ issues like the
social and environmental parts of REDD+ projects. Moreover, the first edition of the CCB
standards for land-based carbon projects was released in 2005 (CCBA, 2012b). At this time,
what we know today as REDD+ just started to be discussed in the UNFCCC meetings.
Therefore, from 2005 onwards, the role that the CCBS can (potentially) play under REDD+ has
been mentioned more often. This can be easily noticed through the number and year of
edition of the found documents that mention or elaborate on this topic (e.g. Dickson et al.,
2009; Griscom et al., 2009; Pistorious et al., 2011). Moreover, there are some documents
where an interest among actors related to REDD+ to include the CCBS in REDD+ projects is
manifested (e.g. Angelsen et al., 2009a; Cortez & Stephen, 2009; Estrada, 2011; Richards &
Panfil, 2010) and others where it is mentioned the relevance and benefits for REDD+ projects
of using the CCBS, mainly regarding social and environmental issues (e.g. Epple et al., 2011;
Murphy, 2011; Petkova et al., 2011). However, since these documents elaborate on local
ground experiences, due to the design of the research, this would correspond to the local level
analysis and it will be discussed under the Peruvian context. Moreover, it is also interesting the
fact that it is mentioned how the CCBA has been able to get more attention that the FSC at the
global level so far.

“I think the CCBA was maybe so far more successful in getting attention than the FSC...
for the very simple reason that the main goal of the FSC is no related to climate and
carbon. The CCBA was specifically design around forest carbon and climate agendas
whereas FSC was not designed for this purpose” (Gerald Steindlegger, WWF
International, Manager of the Global Forest Programme, January 20th, 2012).

Therefore, all the above exposed show that for outcome the significance of the behavioral
changes among actors related to REDD+ induced by the CCBA is currently low.

At the global level the CCBA has participated in many of the annual and inter-seasonal UNFCCC
meetings. According to the UNFCCC database, the first time that the CCBA participated in a
UNFCCC meeting was at the COP-11 in Montreal, 2005. Since then, CCBA official
representatives have been participated in other UNFCCC meetings such as COP-15 in
Copenhagen 2009, the Bonn climate talks in 2009 or COP-17 in Durban, 2011. The CCBA
participates in these meetings as an observer organization and therefore its participation takes
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place mainly through side-events™. In some occasions CCBA has had its own side-event but
most of the times it has participated in association with other interested organizations or
stakeholders. These side-events have been mainly used by the CCBA to, for instance, explain
the relevance of CCBS to deliver community and biodiversity benefits (UNFCCC, 2012e), and
explain the importance of using certification standards under REDD+, making emphasis on the
CCBS (CCBA, 2008).

“The (FSC or) CCBA are not there as NGOs for example, directly lobbing political
positions but they are informing through side events the interested groups about the
relationship of this certification scheme and REDD+” (Gerald Steindlegger, WWF
International, Manager of the Global Forest Programme, January 20th, 2012).

Therefore, it can be considered that the CCBA has provided some input through the
presentations and discussions and hence the participation at the global level has been indirect
and weak so far.

Box 4. Results summary for the CCBA at the Global level

e The results show that the relevance of the output is medium at this level, which means that overall,
in the analyzed documents, there is recognition of the importance (explicitly or inexplicitly) of the
CCBA for some REDD+ processes or activities.

e The results for outcome is that the significance of the behavioral changes is low which means that
an opinion among actors related to REDD+ about the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under
REDD+ have been developed.

e The UNFCCC meetings have been used to analyze the participation of the CCBA in REDD+ processes
at this level. The result is that the participation is indirect and weak which means that they have
provided input about REDD+ related issues

7.2. The CCBA under REDD+ at the National level in Peru

The results for the output legitimacy of the CCBA under REDD+ come from the documents
found (18 documents were found and analyzed) in the considered organizations” websites as
well as from the data collected through the interviews with experts and practitioners (See
Annex 2). On the other hand, for input legitimacy of the CCBA at the national level, the results
come from desk research and interviews. Mesa REDD has been considered as the national
official space to discuss and develop REDD+ (See Chapter 2) and hence Mesa REDD meetings
have been used to analyze the participation of the CCBA under REDD+ processes and activities.

As for the FSC (See Chapter 6), the number of found documents that mention or elaborate
about the (potential) role of the CCBA under REDD+ in Peru is not very abundant either (but it

9 As for the FSC, a review was done for the minutes of the UNFCCC meeting from the COP-13 to COP-17
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is larger than in the case of the FSC). The documents where the CCBA appear in relation to
REDD+ have been mainly elaborate by the MINAM (e.g. MINAM, 2011a; MINAM, 2011b),
NGOs (Amazdnicos por la Amazonia, 2011; Conservation International, 2010; Piu & Garcia,
2011) and by Grupo REDD Peru (See Chapter 2) (e.g. Grupo REDD Peru, 2008a; Grupo REDD
Peru, 2009a; Grupo REDD Peru, 2010). In most of the REDD+ related documents, the CCBA is
just mentioned (e.g. Grupo REDD Peru, 2008b; MINAM, 2011b; MINAM, 2011c) due to the
participation of CCBA representatives in some of the national REDD+ activities (See section
7.2.2) for which there are attendance lists. Moreover, there are just a few documents where
the (potential) role of CCBS in REDD+ is addressed, and which have been, in fact, elaborated by
the CCBA (e.g. CCBA, 2009c; CCBA, 2009d). Therefore, the relevance of the output for the
CCBA in Peru is considered as low. Moreover, the main items about CCBA under REDD+
activities and processes found in the documents are summarized in the following points:

i CCBA standard was the most often used standard by June 2011 in REDD+ pilot
projects. The second most often used voluntary certification scheme is the VCS.
However, they are not mention as competing schemes but rather as
complementary certifications for REDD+ projects. (Amazdnicos por la Amazonia,
2011; Organizacién para Estudios Tropicales, 2011; Piu & Garcia, 2011)

ii. By June 2011, there were 35 REDD+ pilot projects and 16 of them were certified.
Since CCBA is the most often used certification, 14 out of the 16 projects were
CCBA certified. The other 2 projects were FSC certified (Piu & Garcia, 2011)

iii. Three of these pilot projects were certified just by CCBA while the rest combine
CCBA with other voluntary certifications such as VCS, SCS and FSC (Piu &Garcia,
2011)

iv. Currently, the most popular combination of standards for REDD+ project in Peru is
CCBS-VCS (Amazdnicos por la Amazonia, 2011; Piu & Garcia, 2011)

V. CCBS is considered as an additional certification to carbon standards that can
contirbute to generate social and environmental benefits in REDD+ projects
(Amazénicos por la Amazonia, 2011; Piu & Garcia, 2011).

Regarding outcome, as for the FSC, the results show that the significance of the behavioral
changes in REDD+ related actors induced by the CCBA in Peru is low. As it was previously
mentioned, the documents found though desk research showed that in most of the cases the
CCBA is mentioned just to address the participation of its representatives during national
REDD+ activities. Moreover, as for the global level, opinions have been developed among
experts and practitioners and this standard is especially appreciated in relation to the social
and environmental aspects of REDD+ projects.

“CCBA is a plus for the development of projects because it covers the social aspects and
the benefits that can be generated for the local communities or for people living near
to the forests” (Aider, REDD+ expert, February 1%, 2012).
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“The CCBA is mainly related to the safequards because in a way CCBA is also concern
with the social and environmental co-benefits” (Jorge Torres, Bosques Amazdnicos,
Forest carbon manager, January 13", 2012).)

“CCBA ensures that the social, climatic and biodiversity parts are covered and these are
issues which are also included under REDD+. Therefore, CCBA helps you to make sure
that these aspects are covered in the projects” (Elvira Gomez, MINAM REDD+ expert,
January 12", 2012).

“I think of all the certification schemes as a tool that allow the monitoring of activities
and achievement of objectives...I think they are something that can complement REDD+
projects” (Renso Barrén SERNANP, Natural protected areas expert, January 17", 2012).

“CCBA is quite oriented to REDD+” (Tatiana Lapeyre, Co-founder and advisor of
Ecodevelopment group, January 8", 2012).

The fact that the significance of the behavioral changes is low might be for two reasons, the
insufficient promotion of the CCBS in Peru, and due to the fact that other topics are being
currently discussed or have more relevance at the national level.

“I find curious how many people does not know yet anything about the certifications...|
think that...CCBA should promote more its standards and bring knowledge and
understanding to the field” (Alfredo Rodriguez, WWF Peru, Global Forest Trade and
Network Coordinator, February 2" 2012).

“I think that currently the discussions are more focus on policy matters, on defining
how the country is going to further develop REDD+” (Violeta Colan, Rainforest Alliance
Peru, Coordinator of the Andean region, February 3¢ 2012).

However, and regardless of the cause, the fact is that no interest to involve the CCBA in
national decision-making processes has been expressed and no changes in REDD+ process or
activities induced by the CCBA have been found. Therefore, as it was previously stated, the
outcome for the CCBA in Peru is that the significance of the behavioral changes is low.

The results for input legitimacy of the CCBA in Peru are quite different from those
corresponding to the FSC. The CCBA does not have a permanent official representation at the
national level because there are no offices allocated in this country. However, CCBA
representatives have participated in the national Mesa REDD Peru in some occasions. They
have participated in REDD+ activities from 2008 until 2010. The participation of the CCBA is
reflected in both, found documents (e.g. Grupo REDD Peru, 2008c; MINAM, 2011d; MINAM,
2011e; MINAM, 2011f) and interviews.

“From my experience, | can tell you that the CCBA has participated in some workshops
where Steve Panfil was representing this organization” (Aider, REDD+ expert, February
1%, 2012).
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“In some occasions Steve Panfil has participated in some workshops to tell what the
CCB standard is” (Jorge Torres, Bosques Amazdnicos, Forest carbon manager, January
13", 2012).

The first meeting where the CCBA participated was in 2008, in an introductory REDD+ course in
the region of Cusco; this course was co-organized by CCBA Cl, TNC and all the members of
Mesa REDD Peru were invited (Grupo REDD Peru, 2008a). The last registered time that CCBA
participated in the Mesa REDD activities was in 2010. In this occasion CCBA and DAR (national
NGO) organized a workshop to have a discussion about the nested approach in Peru (See
Chapter 2) (Grupo REDD Peru, 2010). The rest of the times that CCBA official representatives
have participated in national REDD+ activities have been to provide input about the CCBS
through presentations. These presentations were basically aimed to explain what the CCB
standard is, the requirements to get CCBA certified and the positive aspects of getting this
certification, all of this under the REDD+ framework or context (CCBA, 2009¢c; CCBA, 2009d)

“The CCBA colleagues have been participating in Peru since 2008, not directly in the
debates but rather as people which have resources...” (Hugo Che Piu, Director of DAR,
Januray 18", 2012).

Moreover, CCBA has also participated in some occasions through unofficial actors. For instance
in 2009 in one of the Mesa REDD meetings, WWF was in charge of presenting a proposition
from the CCBA to the Mesa REDD. This proposition consisted of an offer from CCBA to provide
advisory support for a period of one year and a half to three Peruvian organizations in the
elaboration of REDD+ projects; some members of the Mesa REDD Peru were in charge of
choosing these organizations (Grupo REDD Peru, 2009a; Grupo REDD Peru, 2009). Therefore,
although there has not been participation of the CCBA at the national level in many occasions,
from all the mentioned above, it can be considered that the times that the CCBA has
participated in national REDD+ processes or activities, the participation has been indirect and
weak because the CCBA representatives have mainly provide input.

“In some meetings CCBA have provided input...but they have not had a preponderant
role in the decision-making processes, they were there to offer their opinion and
experience” (Hugo Che Piu, Director of DAR, January 18" 2012).

Box 5. Results summary for the CCBA at the National level

e The results show that the relevance of the output is low. This means that only mentions to
(elements of) CCBA have been found or identified in the analyzed documents.

* The results for outcome is that the significance of the behavioral changes is low which means
that opinions among actors related to REDD+ about the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play
under REDD+ have been developed in Peru.

¢ The national Mesa REDD meetings have been used to analyze the participation of the CCBA in
REDD+ processes at this level. The results show that the participation is indirect and weak which
means that CCBA representatives have provided input about REDD+ related issues.
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7.3. The CCBA under REDD+ at the Local level in Peru

For the local level, the results for output legitimacy of the CCBA come from the documents
found (10 documents were found and analyzed) in the considered organizations” websites
regarding the region of Madre de Dios and the data collected through the interviews with
experts and practitioners (See Annex 2). On the other hand, for input legitimacy the results
come from desk research as well as from the interviews. The regional Madre de Dios Mesa
REDD has been considered as the local natural space to discuss and develop REDD+ (See
Chapter 2). Therefore, the regional Mesa REDD meetings have been used to analyze the
participation of CCBA in REDD+ processes and activities at the local level.

At the local level the significance of the output for CCBA in the region of Madre de Dios is
medium. As for the FSC, the number of found documents is rather scarce. Most of the
documents where there is recognition of the relevance or importance of the CCBS for REDD+
are documents related to ongoing REDD+ pilot projects in the region of Madre de Dios. There
are documents which have been elaborated by the implementers of the pilot projects
(Schroeder, 2009) but there are also some others which have been prepared by other
organizations (e.g. ACCA, 2009; CCBA, 2009b; Sheil, et al., 2010). Regardless of the number of
documents concerned with this topic, the fact is that those that are currently available
explicitly recognize the positive role of the CCBS in REDD+ pilot projects (CCBA, 2009c;
Schroeder, 2009; Sheil et al., 2010). Moreover, the main facts found in the documents are
summarized in the following points:

i CCBA voluntary certification standard is mainly used to avoid risks and generate
social co-benefits (CCBA, 2009c; CCBA, 2009d; CCBA, 2009c; Schroeder, 2009; Sheil
et al., 2010)

ii. CCBS is also used to avoid risks and ensure the production of co-benefits regarding
environmental matters (CCBA, 2009c; CCBA, 2009d; CCBA, 2009c; Schroeder,
2009; Sheil et al., 2010)

iii. CCBS helps to quicker develop REDD+ projects (Sheil et al., 2010)

Regarding the outcome of CCBA in the region of Madre de Dios, it is also important to make a
distinction between the discussions, debates or decision-making processes in the regional
Mesa REDD and the REDD+ pilot projects taken place in this region. On the one hand,
regarding the Mesa REDD, it can be considered that there have been no behavioral changes
induced by the CCBA in actors related to REDD+ so far. As explained for the FSC, there are
currently other issues being discussed in all the regional Mesa REDD and the same is
happening in Madre de Dios. Therefore, although the interviews show that opinions and views
about the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ have been developed, this is
not currently a topic of discussion in the regional Mesa REDD.

72



“At the regional level they are working a lot on issues such as the base lines for carbon
accounting...as far as | know there are currently no discussions about the CCBA...”
(Violeta Colan, Rainforest Alliance Peru, Coordinator of the Andean region, February
3", 2012).

On the other hand, the significance of the behavioral changes induced by the CCBA in actors
related to REDD+ involved in pilot projects can be considered as high. In many interviews
interest from actors related to REDD+ and involved in pilot projects in getting the projects CCB
certified have been expressed. Some interviewees have also manifested the interest of many
project developers to get their projects certificated just by the CCBA or by the CCBA in
combination with other voluntary certifications. In some occasions the beneftis of using the
CCBS has been recongnized as well.

“In the second place we got CCB certified” in order to cover the social and
environmental parts of the project and actually it got the CCB Gold standard?...” (Silvia
Gomez, Greenoxx, Co-director of Greenoxx, December 9™, 2011).

“l see that there is an interest in the proposals of the new projects of getting
certified...also organizations, like ours, which are searching for funds for the projects
see the certifications as a good alternative. In my experience, most the new project
proposals are fomenting the use of certifications for REDD+ projects” (Alfredo
Rodriguez, WWF Peru, Global Forest Trade and Network Coordinator, February 2n
2012).

“Many projects go under a certification process with CCBA and VCS...the fact of getting
certified can actually act as a first filter for REDD+ pilot projects because is not that
easy to get these certifications” (Jorge Torres, Bosques Amazdnicos, Forest carbon
manager, January 13”‘, 2012).

As it was previously mentioned, the CCBA has no permanent representation in Peru because it
has no offices in this country. However, in some occasions there has been participation of
CCBA representatives in the meetings of the Mesa REDD of Madre de Dios. This fact has been
found in some documents. For instance, participation of CCBA official representatives in Madre
de Dios was registered on May 2009 during the “International workshop on REDD” (CCBA,
2009c). During this workshop the representative of CCBA gave three presentations where the
main topics were related to the role of voluntary certification standards under REDD+ projects
and the carbon markets (CCBA, 2009c; CCBA, 2009d; CCBA, 2009c). Some interviewees have
confirmed the participation of CCBA representatives in the regional Mesa REDD meetings at
the very beginning, when the discussions and debates around REDD+ just started in Peru.

“I have been once to one of the workshops where a specialist from CCBA participated in
Madre de Dios” (Teddi pefiaherrera, CEDISA, Advisor and promoter, January 14"
2012).

20 Referring to Madre de Dios Amazon REDD Project
2! see Chapter 2 for more information about the CCB Gold standard
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“I have been in a workshop where Steve Panfil from CCBA participated... but there have
been more than one workshop where he has participated” (Aider, REDD+ expert,
February 1%, 2012).

Therefore, the participation of the CCBA in the Made de Dios Mesa REDD can be considered as
indirect and weak because it has been mainly based on providing input about the CBBS in a
REDD+ context.

Box 6. Results summary for the CCBA at the Local level

* The results show that the relevance of the output is medium which means that overall, in the
analyzed documents, there is recognition of the importance (explicitly or inexplicitly expressed) of
the CCBA in some REDD+ processes or activities.

e The results for outcome regarding the regional Mesa REDD is that there are no behavioral changes
which means that although opinions among actors related to REDD+ about the role that the CCBA
can (potentially) play under REDD+ have been developed they are not expresses or discussed in this
space.

e The results for outcome regarding REDD+ pilot projects is that the significance of the behavioral
changes is high which means that there have been changes in REDD+ in the development and
implementation of REDD+ projects induced by the CCBA.

e The regional Mesa REDD of Madre de Dios is used to analyze the participation of the CCBA in REDD+
processes at this level. The results show that the participation is indirect and weak which means that
the actors have provided input about REDD+ related issues.
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Level of Analysis

Legitimacy

Table 2. Summary of results for the legitimacy of the CCBA under REDD+ for each level of analysis

CCBA Results

Output Medium Relevance
Output Legitimacy
Effectiveness
Global Outcome Low significance of behavioral changes
Input Legitimacy - Participation Indirect and weak
Output Low Relevance
Output Legitimacy
. Effectiveness
National Outcome Low significance of behavioral changes
Input Legitimacy - Participation Indirect and weak
Output Medium Relevance
Output Legitimacy
| Effectiveness
Loca Outcome No behavioral changes'/High significance of behavioral changes®
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Input Legitimacy - Participation Indirect and weak
1. The first result for outcome at the local level refers to REDD+ processes and activities taking place in the Madre de Dios Mesa regional REDD+.

2. The result for outcome at the local level after the slash refers to REDD+ processes and activities taking place out Madre de Dios Mesa regional REDD+ such as the design and development of
REDD+ pilot projects.
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CHAPTER 8: SUMMARY OF RESULTS, DISCUSSION
& REFLECTIONS

Chapter 8 is structured in three different but related blocks. First | present a summary of the
results (See Chapter 6 & 7) which are grouped on the one hand, under output legitimacy and
effectiveness and, on the other hand, under input legitimacy and participation. Moreover, |
discuss the empirical findings regarding the theoretical and conceptual frameworks (See
Chapter 3 & 4). At last, | reflect on the theoretical and conceptual approaches as well as the
methodology used during the research process (section 8.3 & 8.4).

8.1. Summary of results

In chapters 6 and 7 the results of output and input legitimacy for the FSC and CCBA were
structure according to the global, national and local levels of analysis. This allowed a better
overview of the current processes taking place for FSC and CCBA under REDD+ at each level of
analysis. However, the results are at many points the same for the FSC and CCBA, and the
research questions were further operationalized in terms of output and input legitimacy.
Therefore, | have integrated the results of FSC, CCBA and the different level of analysis under
output (effectiveness) and input (participation) legitimacy. Some common remarks or
observations are also summarized at the end of this section.

For the global level the results show that in the found documents there is recognition of the
importance of the FSC and CCBA as tools that can help to attain REDD+ objectives. FSC and
CCBA are, in general, seen as tools that can generate some environmental and social benefits
and therefore can contribute to the attainment of (some) REDD+ objectives. This idea is also
supported by the experts’ and practitioners’ opinions. However, this recognition and support
might partially be caused by the good reputation of both the FSC and CCBA, instead of by
REDD+ experiences on the ground. The fact that FSC and CCBA do not have governmental
actors among their members as well as the third-party certification system can have positive
consequences for their legitimacy and credibility in many occasions. Moreover, some REDD+
pilot projects which are FSC and/or CCBA certified have already reported the accomplishment
of some REDD+ objectives (e.g. See Annex 5). However, the levels of output legitimacy
obtained in this research are mainly based on opinions and statements about the role that FSC
and CCBA can (potentially) play in the “future” rather than on REDD+ experiences on the
ground. This is, indeed, influenced by the “youth” of REDD+ and the remaining uncertainty
about some of its components, such as the financial aspects.

For the national level the results show that the output legitimacy levels are low for the FSC
and CCBA, being these voluntary certification schemes just mentioned in some documents,
while experts and practitioners have developed positive opinions towards the role of that
these schemes can (potentially) under REDD+. Peru is currently developing its national REDD+
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programme, and other topics such as the proper methodologies for carbon accounting or a
standard definition of forest, have been, among other things, the focus of the discussions so
far. This could partially explain why effectiveness and hence output legitimacy is low. However,
REDD+ is just starting to be shaped in this country and according to the interviewees, REDD+
safeguards is a topic that will be soon discussed. The coming discussions about safeguards
might constitute a starting point for changes in the levels of output legitimacy of the FSC and
CCBA. In the analyzed documents and the interviews, the fact that FSC and CCBA voluntary
certification schemes are considered as tools which can help to attain REDD+ objectives and
how they are positively related to safeguards, is manifested several times. Moreover, in Peru it
has also been reported some cases of FSC and/or CCBA REDD+ certified projects in which these
certifications have contributed to generate social and environmental benefits (e.g. See Annex
5).

Output legitimacy is higher for the local level than for the global and national levels. The
results show that there is recognition of the importance of the FSC and CCBA schemes for
some REDD+ processes and activities as well as positive opinions among experts and
practitioners towards the (potential) role of these certifications under REDD+. However, these
opinions have not been discussed in the regional Mesa REDD so far. Regarding REDD+ projects,
a shift in the beahvour of some actors have been found. There are more and more REDD+
projects developers that show interest on getting FSC and/or CCBA certified. It has also been
reported some FSC and/or REDD+ certified projects where the benefits of using these
certification have been recognized.

For the global level, the results show that the participation for both FSC and CCBA can be
considered as indirect and weak under the UNFCCC annual and inter annual meetings. As
mentioned in Chapter 6 and 7, the participation of the FSC and CCBA mainly takes place in
side-events through presentations where information about the benefits of using these
certifications under the REDD+ context is shared.

Regarding the participation at the national level, there are differences between the FSC and
CCBA. There is an absence of participation for the FSC while the participation for the CCBA is
indirect and weak. Moreover, the participation of the CCBA has mainly taken place through
one of its official representatives in some of the Mesa REDD workshops and meetings when
REDD+ was starting to be discussed in Peru. The CCBA has introduced in these activities the
CCBS under the REDD+ context and it offered its expertise for the development of three REDD+
pilot projects

As for the national level, the participation in the regional Madre de Dios Mesa REDD is
different between the FSC and CCBA. While for the FSC there is an absence of participation, for
the CCBA is indirect and weak. Regarding the CCBA, its participation is indirect and weak
because it has only provided some input about the CCBS under the REDD+ context. It is
important to consider that these data just refer to one out of the six Peruvian regions which
are involved in REDD+ activities and have their own regional Mesa REDD. However, the fact of
including other regions in the research will probably not have led to find higher levels of
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participation (mainly for the FSC). Some of the interviewed experts and practitioners have
participated in the discussions of other regional Mesa REDD (e.g. San Martin) but did not
mentioned facts that could lead to an increase of input legitimacy.

Common remarks for Effectiveness

There are some common remarks or considerations for the three level of analysis that can help
to better understand the results of output legitimacy for the FSC and CCBA and infer future
potential changes. FSC and CCBA certification schemes are seen, in general, as tools that can
contribute to attain REDD+ objectives. However, the official positions as well as their different
main goals can also be related to the current levels of effectiveness. On the one hand,
although there are still some concerns among FSC members about the reputational risks, this
organization is currently studying and working on the different possibilities of engagement in
activities aimed to the mitigation of climate change, including REDD+. This approach from the
FSC to a more active engagement in climate change activities can lead to make its (potential)
role under REDD+ more evident, increasing FSC effectiveness and hence output legitimacy.
Since the official position of the FSC towards climate change will most likely percolate to the
national and local levels, an increase of output legitimacy can (possibly) be expected at the
three levels of analysis. CCBA did not have to sort out these types of issues making its
engagement in REDD+ processes and activities easier, not only at the global level but also at
the national and local levels. As it was mentioned in Chapter 2, CCBA is coordinating with CARE
another set of standards (REDD+SES) which are oriented to fit REDD+ national programmes.
Although REDD+SES standard is different from the CCBS, the involvement of the CCBA in this
REDD+ oriented activity gives a better idea of the different official positions between the FSC
and CCBA towards REDD+. On the other hand, the difference between FSC and CCBA official
positions towards climate change is partially related to the main goals of their voluntary
certification schemes. The FSC scheme put special emphasis on the promotion of sustainable
forests management practices while the CCBS is more oriented to the mitigation of climate
change.

Common remarks for Participation

While for the global level the results for FSC and CCBA are the same, differences have been
found regarding the national and local levels. There is an absence of participation of the FSC
while the CCBA participation in indirect and weak for the two latter levels of analysis.
Moreover, the differences in participation between the FSC and CCBA can be partially caused
by the already mention official positions towards climate change mitigation activities and the
link of FSC and CCBA main goals to these official positions. The absence of FSC participation
and the indirect and weak participation of the CCBA in REDD+ processes and activities can also
be related to the stage of development and implementation of REDD+ at the national and local
levels. Due to the novelty of REDD+ in Peru, the national and regional Mesa REDD have been
focused on the discussion of other issues (e.g. definition of forests or proper carbon
accounting methodologies) where the competences of FSC and CCBA are more limited.
However, REDD+ safeguards is a topic that will be include in the agenda this year and the
results show that FSC and CCBA are seen as tools that can positively contribute to the
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establishment of REDD+ safeguards. This fact makes possible an increase in the participation
levels of the FSC and CCBA, and hence input legitimacy at the national and local levels in Peru.

80



Table 3. Summary of results for the output and input legitimacy of FSC & CCBA under REDD+

Legitimacy Level of analysis

Global Medium Medium
Output National Low Low
Output legitimacy Local Medium Medium
Effectiveness
Global Low significance Low significance
Outcome National Low significance Low significance
Local No behavioral
No behavioral Changes '/High Changes*/High significance?
significance 2

Global Indirect and weak Indirect and weak
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Input legitimacy

Participation National Absence of participation Indirect and weak

Local Absence of participation Indirect and weak

Low output: when allusions or references to (elements of) FSC and/or CCBA have been found or identified in any of the documents. Medium output: when recognition (explicitly or inexplicitly
expressed) of the importance of (elements of) the FSC and/or CCBA for REDD+ can be found or identified in any of the documents. No behavioral changes: when actors related to REDD+ have
not developed an opinion about the role that FSC and/or CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+. Low significance outcome: when actors related to REDD+ have developed an opinion
(positive or negative) towards the role that FSC and/or CCBA can (potentially) play in REDD+. Medium significance outcome: when actors related to REDD+ show or express interest to include
or involve FSC and/or CCBA actors during debates, political and decision-making processes surrounding REDD+ and/or to promote the implementation of these standards under the
development of REDD+ pilot projects. Absence of participation: when the considered actors are not present in any of the processes or activities related to REDD+ and hence there is no
participation of any kind. Indirect and weak participation: when the considered actors are invited or asked to provide input or feedback about REDD+ issues.

1. It refers to the regional Madre de Dios Mesa REDD.

2. It refers to the development and implementation of REDD+ pilot projects in the region of Madre de Dios.
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8.2. Discussion

It was discussed in the theoretical framework how within global environmental governance
the power wielded by non-state actors has increased during the last years (Arts, 2006;
Pattberg, 2005; Visseren-Hamakers & Glasbergen, 2007) and how the national governments
have partially retreated and “shared” their authority with new forms of governance regarding
some political fields such as the environmental one (Arts, 2006; Cashore, 2002; Pattberg,
2005). | argued that the case of REDD+ and its interaction with other political environmental
tools such as the FSC and CCBA voluntary certification schemes, can be seen as one case which
is currently taking place and where not only national governments are involved and in charge
of the development and implementation of a new political mechanism, but also other actors
that can exercise self-regulation in some degree. It can be argued that REDD+ cannot be seen
as a mechanism whose development and implemention relies on different type of actors
because in the international sphere national governments are the ones who make the
decisions under the UNFCCC meetings and national governments decide how REDD+ national
programmes will be developed in their respective countries. However, despite the fact that
national governments hold a large part of the authority regarding REDD+ issues, this
mechanism implies the involvement and participation of a great variety of groups of non-state
actors with their respective interests (Corbera & Schroeder, 2011). For instance, in the case of
Peru, the national government is involved in the development of the REDD+ national
programme, but also other groups of actors such as NGOs or research institutions participate.
At the local level there is also involvement of the regional governments in the political process,
but REDD+ pilot projects, which consititute the ultimately real scenario to achieve a reduction
of emissions, are developed and implemented by non-state actors without the involvement of
any governmental authority in most of the cases.

Moreover, due to the characteristics of the international (environmental) political processes
and negotiations, traditional political systems to grant or justify the authority (e.g. citizen vote)
of the public actors involved in these processes cannot be applied anymore in most of the
cases. This has led to questioning, among other things, the legitimacy of the public actors
involved in the policy-making processes regarding environmental matters as well as the
legitimacy of the outcomes of these processes. It has been argued by many authors the
importance of legitimacy for the functioning and success of different policies, tools or
mechanisms (e.g. Bodansky, 1999; Cashore, 2002; Gulbransen, 2005), and the involvement of
non-state actors in international (environmental) political processes has been addressed as a
fact that can help to partially close the legitimacy gap in the international political sphere
(Lévbrand et al., 2009). REDD+ is a result of several international environmental negotiations
and hence it can be argued that the involvement of non-state actors during the different
development and implementation phases of REDD+ can enhance its legitimacy and success as
well. | have explored the role of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+ in terms of output and input
legitimacy, by looking at their effectiveness and participation under this mechanism.
Therefore, the discussion focuses on output and input legitimacy. However, | also discuss the
(potential) relation among these concepts within levels of analysis. At last, a (potential)
relation between output and input legitimacy among different levels of analysis is suggested as
well. Although these last two elements of the discussion (relation of output and input
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legitimacy within and among levels of analysis) do not directly answer the research questions,
some indicators found during the research process point to a (potential) relation. Therefore, it
is worth it to discuss them in order to enrich the discussion.

It has been discussed how output legitimacy “revolves around effectiveness” (Backstrand,
2006, p.) and the fact that a given political tool, mechanism etc., can be seen as effective when
they ameliorate or solve the problem that motivated their creation in the first place
(Guldbransen, 2005). However, | have not explored the effectiveness of FSC and CCBA
regarding their main goals or the reasons behind the creation of these organizations but their
effectiveness regarding REDD+. REDD+ as a political mechanism that has emerged within the
international political arena can be subject to criticism regarding its effectiveness and hence
legitimacy. The involvement of groups of non-state actors in the development and
implementation of this mechanism can help to enhance both the (perceived) effectiveness and
legitimacy of REDD+. It has been documented that FSC and CCBA are, in general terms, seen as
considerable alternatives to international environmental politics (Cashore et al.,, 2003;
Pattberg, 2005; Woods, 2011). In line with this statement, the results of this research also
show how these voluntary certification schemes are usually considered by actors belonging to
different levels of analysis as effective tools, that in this case, can contribute to the attainment
of (some) REDD+ goals. Moreover, some scholars (e.g. Backstrand, 2006) have also addressed
the relevance of non-state actors as key groups that can, in different degrees, offset the
(perceived) lack of effectiveness and legitimacy of many (environmental) political instruments.
Although due to the “youth” of REDD+ it might be too early to discuss whether the FSC and
CCBA are being effective regarding REDD+ goals, the results show that these voluntary
certification schemes can “potentially” contribute to cover some REDD+ weakness. Ecosystem
leakages or local communities’ displacement are some of the problems often related to REDD+
which can led to the questioning of the effectiveness and legitimacy of this mechanism.
However, as the results show, FSC and CCBA voluntary certification schemes are usually
mentioned in relation to REDD+ safeguards as tools that can ameliorate or prevent the
mentioned problems. Therefore, it can be argued that the effectiveness of the FSC and CCBA
under REDD+ is important for this mechanism since they are regarded as means that could
avoid some REDD+ related problems, having positive effects for its the success and legitimacy.
The fact that actors belonging to different levels of analysis have developed similar opinions
towards the role that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+, make the
relevance of their effectiveness even greater for REDD+, and supports the theoretical idea that
groups of non-state actors can offset the (potential) lack of legitimacy and effectiveness of an
international political instrument. It is important to note again that the results mainly refer to
“future” events rather than to current experiences on the role of the FSC and CCBA under
REDD+. However, this fact should not downplay the importance of the collected data and their
contribution to the theory. On the contrary, even without much real experiences on this topic,
the data point to the relevance of the effectiveness of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+ for the
success of this mechanism mainly regarding some of its most controversial aspects. In other
words, the data address how the current and “future” effectiveness of these two forms of
international private governance can help to the success and hence legitimacy of a political
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instrument that embraces a broad range of actors but whose inception took place within the
traditional international political sphere.

The results of this research and their contribution to the theory are particularly important in
this case due to the early stage of development of REDD+. Knowing that FSC and CCBA are, in
general terms, seen as tools that can (potentially) contribute to the attainment of (some)
REDD+ goals can lead to the future enhancement of the effectiveness of FSC, CCBA and
ultimately REDD+. For instance, in the case of Peru, there have not been developed at the
national level any criteria or indicators to identify which projects can actually be classified as
REDD+ projects yet. However, there has been a great proliferation of projects which are listed
in different documents and websites (e.g. Piu & Garcia, 2011) as REDD+ projects. This
proliferation has been partially caused by the nested approach that Peru supports and the
extension of the scope of REDD+. On the one hand, the nested approach enables the
development of projects without a defined REDD+ national programme. On the other hand,
the fact that REDD+ scope has been expanded including objectives such as the sustaianble
management of forests, has probably allowed the addition of projects which have not to be
necessarily focused on the reduction of emissions through the avoidance of deforestation and
forest degradation. Although many projects are classified as REDD+ projects, there are not
criteria to identify which of them actually are aimed at the attainment of REDD+ objectives or
to differentiated which of them are being carried out as “good REDD+ projects” from those
which are not. Once the national REDD+ programme is completely defined and decisions
about the finances, definition of forests or the proper carbon accounting methodologies are
made, the current levels of output legitimacy of FSC and CCBA voluntary certification schemes
could change. Looking at the positive opinions of the experts and practitioners involved in
REDD+ national processes and activities, it is likely that the FSC, CCBA and maybe also other
voluntary certification schemes (e.g. VCS or SCS), will be taken into account to identify “good
REDD+ projects”. Moreover, this fact could be reinforced if by the time that the REDD+
national programme is defined, projects which have used FSC and/or CCBA standards can
prove the attainment of (some) REDD+ objectives (e.g. See Annex 5). If the described events
take place this case would constitute a clear evidence of the positive role that non-state actors
can play in an international political mechanism at different levels of governance. However, |
argue that the general and positive “stream of thought” that have been found in the three
levels of analysis regarding the role that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+
could have a counterpoint. Although FSC and CCBA can (potentially) contribute to attainment
of some REDD+ objectives as well as cover some of the weakness of this mechanism, it is
important to be aware that these certification schemes have limitations. One of the main
drivers of deforestation and forest degradation in Peru, as well as in many other developing
countries, are illegal logging, migratory farming, different activities associated to people living
in illegal settlements, etc. In fact, Peru is currently experiencing significant migratory
movements from the Andes to the Amazon region and a consequent increase of the pressure
over the lands in this area (See Chapter 2). It was addressed in the results (See Chapter 6 & 7)
that FSC and CCBA certification schemes can contribute, among other things, to solve some
social conflicts (e.g. land tenure disputes). However, solving problems related to the
mentioned illegal activities (and their usual negative consequences for forests) is usually
beyond the FSC and CCBA competences (e.g. “...if we are talking about a forest which is under
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the threat of migratory agriculture then there is not much that the certification can do...”
Teddi pefiaherrera, CEDISA). Moreover, the fact that certification schemes are used in many
occasions in areas which are under recovery processes and where sustainable practices were
already taking place, has been often documented and criticized in the literature (e.g. Pattberg,
2005). This research has shown that there is an increasing interest among project executers to
go under FSC and/or certification processes in order to faster develop REDD+ projects, and this
fact might bring along some risks. If sustainable management practices were already taking
place in areas which get FSC and/or CCBA certified in order to faster develop REDD+ projects, a
“real” and significant reduction of emissions might not be attained. In these cases, REDD+
economic benefits would be used to “reward” practices which were already sustainable.
Although | do not argue that this is a negative fact, it could however, contribute to make less
appealing to work on forest areas which are significantly threated by deforestation and forest
degradation, downplaying the contribution of REDD+ to the reduction of emissions. For
instance, one of the interviewees addressed the fact that “...in forests which are not under this
threat (agriculture migratory threat) it has been much easier to develop the projects and sell
carbon credits...” (Teddi pefiaherrera, CEDISA). Therefore, although the current levels of
effectiveness of the FSC and CCBA certification schemes can be seen as a positive fact, it is
important take into consideration these risks and analyze if certified projects are contributing
to a significant reduction of emissions or if on the contrary, they are taking place in areas
where this reduction was already achieved and therefore further avoidance of deforestation
and forest degradation processes have not occurred. In addition, the expansion of the scope of
REDD+ can excarbate these risks. Conservation and sustainable management of forest are
currently included in the UNFCCC definition of REDD+ as well, making easier for those areas in
which sustainable management practices were already taking place to perceive REDD+
economic derived benefits, but not necessarily reducing deforestation and forest degradation
rates in a given country. From a more theoretical perspective, the described facts could have
negative consequences for the effectiveness and output legitimacy of FSC, CCBA and REDD+.
On the one hand, these certification schemes would be harder criticized regarding their own
goals. From a global governance point of view, the effectiveness of non-state actors could be
guestioned. On the other hand, REDD+ could be perceived as an unsuccessful mechanism
regarding the reduction of emissions in developing countries. Although it is still too early to
make such statements with certainty, since REDD+ project developers are more and more
interested in these certifications (and in others), it is important to take into consideration the
mentioned risks. In Peru there are 16 REDD+ projects out of 35 which are FSC and/or CCBA
certified (by June 2011) (See Annex 6 & 7). Therefore, this country constitutes a very good
example of the relevance that these certifications are acquiring for REDD+ and hence, the need
to analyzed the described issues. At last, although effectiveness is high for FSC and CCBA at the
local level, the number of REDD+ pilot projects certified by the CCBA is higher than those
certified by the FSC (not only in Madre the Dios but also in the rest of regions)(See Annex 6 &
7). The fact the CCBA is considered as a useful tool mainly to addres REDD+ safeguards as well
as for generation of social and environmental co-benefits might point to the risk of putting too
much attention to these issues which although very important, are not direcly related to the
main REDD+ objective, the reduction of CO, emissions.
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Moreover, as it can be appreciated in the previous summary (See section 8.1), the results are
the same for the FSC and CCBA within the different levels of analysis. In terms of output, the
FSC and CCBA have been more effective at the global and local levels while regarding outcome,
the highest levels can be found in the development and implementation of REDD+ pilot
projects. Skjaerseth & Wettestad (2002) stated that behavioral changes (outcome) are
necessary but not sufficient for effectiveness and they addressed the need to first produce
output in order to induce outcome (these authors refer to the effectiveness of regimes).
However, this “linear” relation between output and outcome is only found for the
international level in this research. Since REDD+ is a “youth” mechanism that is still under
discussion at the international level and in an early stage of implementation at the national
level in Peru, it could be argued that at this point output “should be higher” that outcome; in
other words, that the current production of documents which discuss the role that the FSC and
CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+, will lead to future behavioral changes in actors
related to REDD+, having effects for the effectiveness of FSC and CCBA under this mechanism.
While for the international level this relation has been found (for FSC and CCBA output is
medium and the significance of the behavioral changes is low), for the national level there are
no differences between output and outcome. Moreover, at the local level this relation
between output and outcome have been found regarding the regional REDD+ political
processes (the level of output is medium but there not behavioral changes), but it cannot be
applied to the development and implementation of REDD+ projects (the significance of the
behavioral changes is high). The fact that at the international level a relation between output
and outcome has been found is probably a consequence of a “logical succession of processes”.
Fist REDD+ emerges in the international political sphere; second, different actors start to
discuss different options to make REDD+ success; third the FSC and CCBA start to be
considered as useful tools for the attainment of REDD+ objectives and this idea is discussed
and expressed in different documents; at last, the idea propagates and behavioral changes in
actors related to REDD+ can be expected. However and as the results show, at the national
and local level this “linear” or “logical” relation between output and outcome is different.
Many REDD+ countries like Peru, are rushing to implement their REDD+ national programmes
and to develop REDD+ pilot projects in order to obtain the benefits, not only economic but also
environmental and social that REDD+ can bring along. In fact, the nested approach that Peru
supports can be seen as an indicator of this “rush” and can partially explains why there is no
“logical” relation between output and outcome. As it was mention before, in Peru there has
been a great proliferation of REDD+ pilot projects without a completely defined national
REDD+ programme and this proliferation is one of the consequences of the nested approach.
However, the nested approach should not be considered as a strategy that only addresses this
“rush”. In the Declaration of Tarapoto (2008) it was already mentioned that one of the
advantages of the nested approach is that the allowance of the development of REDD+ pilot
projects can be useful to contribute to the future development of the REDD+ national strategy.
Moreover, some of the developed pilot projects are FSC and/or CCBA certified and for some of
them it has been already documented the benefits of using these certifications to attain
(some) REDD+ objectives (See Annex 5). These facts, favored by the nested approach, address
an opposite relation between output and outcome: behavioral changes in actors related to
REDD+ towards the role of FSC and/or CCBA under this mechanism have first taken place by
mechanisms not related to output and this fact has afterwards, led to a given output where
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the role of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+ are discussed. However, these differences might
not be surprising due to the different political characteristics among levels of governance.
Behavioral changes leading to “real” actions seem more likely to take place at “lower” levels of
governance while global political processes are many times characterized by a stagnancy on
the discussions and hence in the actions that need to be carried out in order to make new
policies and mechanisms work.

The (potential) consequences of other aspects which have not been taken into account in this
research can also be relevant for the (future) effectiveness of FSC and CCBA under REDD+. If
FSC and/or CCBA are associated to REDD+ pilot projects where for instance, problems or
disputes have arisen with local communities, the current (perceived) effectiveness of FSC and
CCBA under REDD+ can be “harmed”. This “harm” could be especially important within the
local and national levels since the actors working at these levels are usually more directly
involved in this type of issues. Moreover, the nature and characteristics of the problem can
also be considered as important elements when looking at the effectiveness (Kalfagianni &
Pattberg, 2011; Skjaerseth & Wettestad, 2002) of FSC and CCBA under REDD+. For instance,
REDD+ is a mechanism focused on the mitigation of climate change and therefore, the spatial
scale of the problem is global making more difficult both to become effective under REDD+
and to asses effectiveness. It should also be considered that the FSC and CCBA are just two of
the multiple groups of actors working in REDD+ related issues. The results of the effectiveness
of these voluntary certification schemes under REDD+ are important to shed some light into
what is currently taking place or what is likely to happen in the not too distant future regarding
the attainment of REDD+ goals, but the role of other relevant groups (e.g. local communities)
has also to be considered.

It was discussed in the theoretical framework how input legitimacy “rely on the rhetoric of
participation and of consensus” (Skogstad, 2003, p.322) or refers to “the democratic quality of
rule-making process” (Lévbrand et al., 2009, p.77). It was also mentioned that some authors
have argued how the (perceived) lack of legitimacy in (environmental) political decision-
making processes could partially be offset by an increase of the involvement and participation
of groups of non-state actors (e.g. Beisheim & Dingwerth, 2008; Lévbrand, 2009; Newig &
Fritsch, 2009b). Moreover, Skogstad (2003) addressed that through participation a
“democratization” of a given policy takes place and hence the outcomes of that policy might
be better accepted. In the case of this research, it can be argued that the participation of FSC
and CCBA can make of REDD+ a more “democratic” international mechanism and therefore, be
better accepted by a given community (community here ranges from the local to the global
sphere and can also refer to different groups of stakeholders involved in REDD+ related issues).
It is important to note that the FSC and CCBA are not regarded as groups that “must”
participate in REDD+ political processes and activities since they are directly not affected by
the outcomes of REDD+. However, it is often assumed that the quality of decision making-
processes and political outcomes can be enhanced through an increase of the participation of
different groups of actors (Bulkeley & Mol, 2003; Newig & Fritsch, 2009b), and that
participation has a learning component that is important to consider (Bulkeley & Mol, 2003).
Following this statement, | argued that the participation of the FSC and CCBA at different levels
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of analysis is important, not because they are seen as groups affected by REDD+ that have the
“right” to participate in REDD+ processes, but because their participation have a learning
component that can be relevant for some REDD+ issues such as the safeguards or
development of “good REDD+ projects”. For instance, at the national and local levels the CCBA
has participated in some of the REDD+ activities and workshops promoting the benefits of
using the CCBS for some aspects of REDD+ pilot projects and offered its expertise for the
development of three REDD+ projects. This shows that despite the fact that the competences
of CCBA are not directly related to the political development of REDD+, this organization can
provide valuable inputs and expertise for some REDD+ activities, making evident the learning
component of participation. Moreover, the participation of the CCBA in the national and
regional Mesa REDD can be also seen as an indicator of the willingness of this group to develop
REDD+ on a participatory basis, giving voice to different groups of actors. In the same line, the
participation of the CCBA in some REDD+ activities can be considered as a sign of the
“democratic” processes taking place in the development of this mechanism in Peru. This
involvement reinforces an approach to REDD+ with a stronger stakeholder participation which
may have positive consequences for its success and hence legitimacy. Regarding the absence
of the FSC, it has already been mentioned that this is probably related to the official position
towards an engagement in climate change mitigation activities rather than on “restrictive”
REDD+ participatory processes in Peru. Therefore, the participation of these relatively new
forms of private governance in some of the REDD+ processes and activities show how
nowadays debates, political and decision-making processes, are more accessible to a broader
range of actors and thereby, it can be argue that a democratization of some political processes
is, to some extent, taking place.

The participatory features of any process are an important element that has to be taken into
account when considering the results for the participation of the FSC and CCBA in REDD+
activities. Schroeder (2010) mentioned how the norms and characteristics of the participatory
processes can be determinant for the degree of involvement or participation of a given group.
This theoretical statement is, in this research, especially evident for the international level.
Although FSC and CCBA have already been participating for a few years in the side-events of
UNFCCC annual and inter-annual meetings, their participation regarding REDD+ issues remains
indirect and weak. “The norms of participation” make that organizations such as the FSC and
CCBA are usually invited to provide input or feedback about a given issue, mainly through side-
events. Therefore, their views and concerns are not considered (indirect and weak
participation) during the official negotiations and they do not act as partners in these decision-
making processes (direct and weak participation). On the other hand, although for national
and local levels the participation of the CCBA is also indirect and weak, this organization has
been involved in the official meetings of the national and regional Mesa REDD and thereby in
contact with actors who are directly related to the development of the REDD+ national
strategy and REDD+ pilot projects. Therefore, although the level of participation is the same
for the three levels of analysis, it can be argued that at the national and local levels in Peru, the
CCBA has been more involved in the “core” of the processes and activities to develop REDD+
than at the international level due to, among other things, the differences in the
characteristics of the participatory processes at the different levels of analysis. The
consequences of interacting with actors who are, in different degrees and ways, involved in
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the development of REDD+ might be important for the future participation of the CCBA as well
as for its effectiveness. However, this fact has not been taken into account and further
research would be needed in order to asses “the effectiveness of participation” looking at the
actors involved in these REDD+ processes.

As it was addressed in the theoretical framework, a relation or trade-offs between output and
input legitimacy has been discussed by many authors (e.g. Backstrand, 2006; Bernstein &
Dingwerth, 2008; Lederer, 2011; Lovbrand et al., 2009). Although the research objectives were
not aimed at the study or exploration of the relationship between output and input legitimacy,
the results of the research can contribute to this theoretical debate, making worth to briefly
discuss these findings regarding the theory. Moreover, in the context of this research, this
relation takes place in terms of effectiveness and participation of the FSC and CCBA under
REDD+ at the international, national and local levels in Peru. However, it is important to
mention that since this was not the objective of the research, the discussion about the relation
between effectiveness and participation is focused on the comparison of the results of FSC and
CCBA instead of on the specific outcomes obtained for each organization.

The levels of effectiveness and participation are the same for the FSC and CCBA at the
international level but different at the national and local levels in Peru. It is therefore, at the
national and local levels where a relation between effectiveness and participation becomes
more evident. The results show that the participation of the CCBA at the national and local
levels is indirect and weak while there is an absence of participation of the FSC in REDD+
processes and activities. Moreover, it was mentioned in the results (See Chapter 7) that the
CCBA is currently the most often used voluntary certification scheme, being 14 REDD+ projects
certified by the CCBA out of the 16 projects which have any kind of certification. On the other
hand, there are just 5 REDD+ projects certified by the FSC. The number of REDD+ pilot projects
that are certified either by the CCBA and/or FSC can be seen as an indicative of their
effectiveness reaching REDD+ related actors, making them more interested in obtaining these
certifications for REDD+ projects. The fact that the CCBS is used more often than the FSC
scheme for REDD+ pilot projects can be a consequence of the higher level of participation in
REDD+ processes and activities of the former organization. It has been mentioned how the
CCBA has provided input about the benefits of using CCBS in REDD+ pilot projects and offered
its expertise for the development of three REDD+ initiatives. These facts might have enhanced
CCBA effectiveness (mainly regarding the behavioral changes or outcome dimension) because
by sharing information and considering the learning processes that take place thought
participation (Bulkeley & Mol, 2003), the CCBA perhaps has been able to get the attention and
interest of a broader range of REDD+ related actors in comparison to what it would have
happened in a participation absence scenario, which is the case of the FSC. The higher number
of REDD+ pilot projects certified by the CCBA can be hence seen as an evidence of its
effectiveness reaching REDD+ related actors and inducing behavioral changes through its
participation. Therefore, the comparison between the levels of effectiveness and participation
of the FSC and CCBA within a level of analysis (in this case the local level) contributes or
supports the theoretical idea of a relation between output and input legitimacy. Moreover,
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these results are also in line with the general assumption that an increase in participation can
be one of the key strategies to offset a lack of effectiveness or to enhance effectiveness (Newig
& Fritsch, 2009). At last, at the international level the results for effectiveness and
participation are the same, which makes stronger the argument in favor of a relation between
output and input legitimacy. In other words, it can be argued that equal levels of participation
for the FSC and CCBA have led to equal levels of effectiveness for both organizations or vice
versa, pointing again to a relationship between these two concepts. However, it is important
to consider or have in mind that other factors might have influenced the relation between
effectiveness and participation. This becomes especially important when comparing the results
of FSC and CCBA. For instance, the CCBS is oriented to climate change mitigation projects and
thereby this standard seems more appropriate for REDD+ projects, mainly for those where
logging and wood management are not the core or do not take place within a project. In order
to be more certain about the described relation between effectiveness and participation, it
should be necessary to, for instance, look at the nature and characteristics of all REDD+
projects which are certified by the CCBA and/or FSC. It would also be recommendable to look
the effectiveness and participation of other voluntary certification schemes that can be
currently found in REDD+ projects in Peru such as the VCS, as well as to consider more
indicators than just the number of REDD+ projects that are certified by FSC and/or CCBA.

Newing & Fristch (2009a) addressed that although little is known, it is likely that a relationship
between participation, multi-level governance and governance effectiveness exists. | have
already discussed a potential relationship within levels of analysis, but following these authors
| argued that a relation between participation, effectiveness and different levels of governance
is likely to take place regarding the legitimacy of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+. In the
context of this research the defined levels of analysis would correspond to different levels of
governance and hence it is possible to make a distinction between global, national and local
levels of governance. Moreover, this suggestion of relationship between effectiveness and
participation among different levels of governance is partially based on the theory and some of
the collected data, but also on some personal reflections about possible future events and
developments in the role that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+. | argue
that in a multi-level governance context such as in the case of REDD+, the relevance of
participation and effectiveness can change depending on the approach adopted. On the one
hand, when a top-down approach is adopted, participation seems to play a more important
role than effectiveness. On the other hand, using a bottom-up approach, the role of
effectiveness seems to become more relevant than participation.

REDD+ is a political mechanism which “permeates through multiples spheres of decisions-
making and organization” (Corbera & Schroeder, 2011, p. 90) and therefore, different
activities related to REDD+ and carried out by groups such as the FSC and CCBA, are likely to
take place and have consequences for more than one level of governance. This is also related
to the fact that actors do not “belong” or work just within one level of governance. | have
grouped the experts’ and practitioners’ opinions according to the different levels of
(governance) analysis by looking at the main working spheres of their organizations. However,
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in many cases the interviewees have reported their experiences on REDD+ related issues for
more than one level of governance (e.g. national and local). This fact was also observed in the
attendance lists of the national and regional Mesa REDD meetings, where the participation of
certain organizations at both levels of governance is registered. Moreover, some of the
interviewees that “belong” to the national and/or local levels of governance have attended
some UNFCCC meetings. Therefore, | argue that the participation of REDD+ related actors in a
given level of governance can have (positive or negative) consequences for the effectiveness
and participation of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+ at “lower” levels of governance. Adopting
a top-down approach, the participation of the FSC and CCBA in side-events during UNFCCC
meetings can be seen as a platform where actors related to REDD+ can pick up some “take-
home messages” about the benefits of using these certifications to, for instance, develop
“good REDD+ projects”. In other words, the participation of the FSC and CCBA in the side-
events has a learning component and the dissemination of information and knowledge can
permeates to “lower” levels of governance. Peruvian REDD+ related actors attending UNFCCC
meetings can thereby pick some “take-home messages” which could further enhance the
effectiveness and participation of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+ at the national and local
levels. It is also important to consider that for this research | have only analyzed the
participation of the FSC and CCBA in REDD+ processes and activities at UNFCCC meetings.
However, FSC, CCBA and Peruvian REDD+ related actors, could be involved in other platforms
or spaces where REDD+ issues are also discussed at the global level. Although these
discussions might not have a visible impact on the decisions made under the official UNFCCC
negotiations, they should not be underestimated. Parallel REDD+ discussions can constitute a
mean to get the interest and raise the awareness in actors related to REDD+ about the role
that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under this mechanism, permeating to “lower”
levels of governance as well. Moreover, following the same line of reasoning, the participation
of the CCBA and FSC in national REDD+ processes and activities can help to get attention of
REDD+ related actors which are also working at the local governance level, influencing
effectiveness and participation. | also argue that in the case of Peru this relationship is more
likely to take place or be more evident in a not too distance future. REDD+ safeguards are
going to be discussed during this year in Peru and it has already been mentioned that the
results show a “positive relation” between FSC, CCBA and REDD+ safeguards. Regarding the
skepticism expressed by some scholars about the benefits of more participatory process (See
Chapter 3), | also argue that in multi-level governance context participation at “higher” levels
of governance is a positive fact for effectiveness and participation at “lower” levels of
governance. The potential (democratic and legitimation) benefits for REDD+ derived from the
participation in processes and activities of organizations such as the FSC and CCBA have
already been discussed. In addition, as it was mentioned before, the relevance of the learning
and dissemination elements of participation are especially evident in some platforms such as
the UNFCCC side-events, where a great variety of actors who belong to difference levels of
governance are involved. The fact that the relevance of the side-events has considerably
increased over the years (UNFCCC, 2012) can be already understood an evidence of the
importance of participation. Moreover, the involvement of the FSC and CCBA also suggests
that the members of these organizations are well-aware of the importance of participating in
these types of platforms to reach other actors and increase their effectiveness at different
governance levels.
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On the other hand, adopting a bottom-up perspective, the effectiveness of the FSC and CCBA
under REDD+ processes and activities at “lower” levels of governance can have (positive or
negative) consequences for their output and input legitimacy at “higher” levels of governance.
For instance, in Peru some REDD+ pilot projects have reported through documents (output)
the benefits of using FSC and/or CCBA voluntary certification schemes for REDD+ projects.
Some of these positive experiences have reached the national and global levels. The case of
Madre de Dios Amazon REDD Project (See Annex 5) is a very good example because its success
has been internationally recognized. The experiences and results of this project have been
documented by organizations such as Cl or the Woods Hole Research Center and integrated in
reports presented during the COP-15 (See Chapter 7). In all these documents the FSC and CCBA
are mentioned as positive elements which have contributed to the “success” of the project.
Therefore, this example can constitute an evidence of how positive experiences regarding the
role of the FSC and CCBA in REDD+ projects have “permeated” from the local to the global
level and might hence have consequences for their effectiveness and participation at “higher”
governance levels. As a counterpoint, the relation between effectiveness, participation and
multi-levels of governance could also be negative for the (potential) role of the FSC and CCBA
under REDD+ if bad experiences from REDD+ pilot projects which are certified by either one or
both certification schemes are reported. For instance, this is reflected in the awareness and
concern among FSC members about a (potential) link or association of the FSC scheme with
improper, inaccurate or false carbon claims (See Chapter 6) coming from projects at the local
level. This “negative association” could cause damages to the image of the FSC but also for the
CCBA, at different levels of governance, having (potential) negative effects for the legitimacy of
these organizations. Moreover, to take the (potential) results of REDD+ certified projects to
argue that effectiveness seems to play a more relevant role from a bottom-up approach can be
seen as a “weak” argument and a narrow perspective. However, the reduction of emissions
has to take place on the physical ground through REDD+ projects. Therefore, if experiences
(positive or negative) from REDD+ certified projects are reported from “low” levels of
governance (e.g. local or regional levels), changes in effectiveness and participation at “higher”
levels of governance (e.g. national or global levels) can be expected. The report of experiences
can take place through the output (elaboration of documents, presentation, etc.) and/or
outcome (behavioral changes in REDD+ related actors such as recognition of the benefits of
using certification schemes in REDD+ projects) dimensions of effectiveness.

However, as | said before, this part of the discussion is partially based on theoretical
considerations and the obtained results but also on some personal reflections and
observations about the possible relation between multi-level governance, participation and
effectiveness regarding FSC, CCBA and REDD+. Therefore, further research would be needed in
order to be more certain about a (potential) relationship among effectiveness and
participation in a multi-level governance context as well as to assess if there are differences
between the relevance of effectiveness and participation regarding the study approach (top-
down or bottom-up) in a multi-level governance context.
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8.3. Reflection on theoretical and conceptual approaches

Global environmental governance has been used as the theoretical context to explore the role
that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+. Global environmental governance,
in general terms, embraces the study of public, private and hybrid forms of governance,
political tools and mechanism and it has therefore constituted a good and appropriate
theoretical lens to approach the research objectives and answer the research questions. The
fact that global (environmental) governance and many of the different actors included under
this field have been studied and analyzed by many scholars provided a good theoretical basis
for the research as well. Moreover, legitimacy has been used to further operationalize the
research questions. Legitimacy has also been extensively discussed within the political
academic literature, facilitating the use and operationalization of this theoretical concept in
the research. However, legitimacy was not the main element when this thesis was first
sketched. | first intended to use “agency” to explore the (potential) role of the FSC and CCBA
under REDD+, and legitimacy was “just” considered as an important element to analyze
agency. At last, since a large part of the theoretical and conceptual approach was based on
legitimacy issues and this concept can constitute a whole research element by “itself”, agency
was discarded.

The operationalization of output and input legitimacy through effectiveness, participation and
their respective indicators was also facilitated by the information found in the academic
literature. However, | faced some problems when applying this information to my research.
The “youth” of REDD+ and the early stage of implementation of this mechanism in Peru are
strongly related to these problems. The operationalization of effectiveness through output and
outcome was especially conflictive and the novelty of REDD+ and some issues related to this
mechanism, led to a measurement of current events (the role that FSC and CCBA play under
REDD+) but also of potential facts (the role that FSC and CCBA can (potentially) under REDD+).
Moreover, it is also important to consider that output legitimacy was operationalized just by
using two elements of effectiveness (output and outcome). Other relevant aspects of output
legitimacy that were presented in theoretical framework (e.g. institutional effectiveness) were
discarded in order to narrow down the research. The same limitation can be found for input
legitimacy and participation, for which concepts such as responsiveness, fairness or
representativeness were discarded. Moreover, input legitimacy has only been analyzed in the
official negotiations of each level of analysis (UNFCCC meetings for the global level, national
Mesa REDD meetings and Madre de Dios regional Mesa REDD meetings). Perhaps, the analysis
of other parallel discussions where FSC, CCBA and REDD+ related actors participate can
provide more or even new inputs regarding the objective of the research. At last, the fact that
the same indicators have been used to look at the output and input legitimacy of FSC and
CCBA might partially explain why the results are the same, for instance, at the global level. A
shaper or more detailed definition of the indicators (output, outcome and participation) could
have provided more or new insights to the research. | have mentioned how the specific
characteristics of these organizations such as their specific goals or official position towards
climate change mitigation activities, are relevant to understand and discuss the results.
Therefore, incorporating or integrating these considerations into the operationalization of
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output and input legitimacy could allow to find (if any) differences between the role of the FSC
and CCBA under REDD+.

Despite the fact that there are some limitations or shortcomings, this research has
contributed to the theoretical debated around the relevance of legitimacy in global
environmental governance and it illustrates some important events taking place under one of
the current most controversial international environmental mechanism: REDD+. This research
can be seen as a basis of the relevance to further investigate the output and input legitimacy
of different groups of actors working under REDD+. Gaining knowledge about these issues is
especially important at this early stage of the development of REDD+ because (new) actions
and decisions to ensure the success of this mechanism can be easier made. The contribution of
this research is also important since it addresses how the involvement of FSC and CCBA in
REDD+ processes and activities can be relevant for the attainment of REDD+ goals and hence
contribute to the success of this mechanism.

8.4. Reflection on methodology

In order to explore the role that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+, | have
carried out desk research and in-depth phone interviews with REDD+ experts and
practitioners. The main limitation of the desk research is the possible unavailability of some
valuable documents regarding the objectives of the research. This fact is especially important
for the national and local levels where documents are rather scarce. Moreover, in order to
narrow down the research, some websites were selected. Therefore, increasing the spectrum
of the researched websites would probably lead to find more documents which could have
provided valuable inputs. Regarding the interviews, the global level is the one which a lower
number of interviewees. FSC, CCBA as well as other international organizations were contacted
but it was not always possible carry out interviews with the targeted actors. For instance, | did
not have any interview with actors working for CCBA probably because they were busy.
Interviews with CCBA actors would have been very valuable to incorporate information about
the (in case they have one) future strategy of CCBA in Peru and further discuss its effectiveness
and participation in this country. However, to measure output and participation, interviews
with CCBA actors were not needed since most of the information can be found in documents.
For outcome, | did not intend to measure behavioral changes in CCBA related actors but
instead in REDD+ actors induce by the CCBA. Therefore, although it would have been valuable
and interesting, interviews with CCBA official representatives was not a major need for the
research. On the other hand, | believe that for the national and local level the interviews have
covered a broad and diverse group of actors which are related, in different degrees, to REDD+
issues. The fact that many interviewees recommended me to talk with other people that
whether, | had already interviewed or | had an appointment for a future interview, can be seen
as an indicator that supports my argument.

However, at the beginning it was difficult sometimes to understand the REDD+ structure and
processes taking place in Peru just through desk research and the interviews. Probably being
present in some of the activities, workshops or having face-to-face interviews would have
facilitated the investigation process and perhaps it could have provide more input for the
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exploration of the (potential) role of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+ for the national and local
levels of analysis.
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CHAPTER 9: CONCLUSIONS &
RECOMMENDATIONS

This last chapter is divided in two main sections. The first section contains the conclusions of

the research were the most relevant facts of the results (See Chapter 6 &7) and the discussion

(See Chapter 8) are addressed. The second section of this chapter consists on some

suggestions or recommendations for further research regarding the topic of the thesis.

9.1. Conclusions on the research

This thesis has aimed to explore the role that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially) play under

REDD+. In order to accomplish this objective, four initial research questions were presented in

Chapter 1 and were further operationalized in terms of output and input legitimacy in Chapter

4. The research questions are:

What is the role that the FSC can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global level
and at the national and local levels in Peru, in terms of output and input
legitimacy?

What is the role that the CCBA can (potentially) play under REDD+ at the global
level and at the national and local levels in Peru in terms of output and input
legitimacy?

As it can be seen in previous chapters, the results have answered these questions. Since the

results are in many cases the same for FSC and CCBA, the conclusions follow the same

structure of the discussion:

ii.

In terms of legitimacy (output and input). The legitimacy of the FSC and CCBA is
an important element for REDD+ due to the (partial) alignment of the objectives of
these organizations and REDD+ goals. FSC and CCBA certification schemes are seen
as tools that can contribute to the attainment of REDD+ goals. Although FSC and
CCBA are not directly affected by REDD+, the output and input legitimacy of these
organizations can be relevant for the “democratization”, effectiveness and
acceptance of REDD+. In other words, as an international environmental political
mechanism, REDD+ can be subject of critics, and FSC and CCBA are two important
groups of non-state actors which can contribute to the legitimatization of REDD+
“itself”. The fact that these organizations are in general, preceded by a good
reputation, makes their relevance for REDD+ even greater.

In terms of output legitimacy. The role that the FSC and CCBA can (potentially)
play under REDD+ is a topic that is increasingly being discussed by different actors
and by different organizations. These voluntary certification schemes can
(potentially) contribute to attain REDD+ objectives acting as tools that can be
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fii.

useful to avoid some of REDD+ related problems (e.g. problems related to local
communities), and reinforce some of the positive effects that this mechanism can
bring along (e.g. generation of environmental co-benefits). This relatively new
“stream of thought” has been found in most of the analyzed documents for FSC
and CCBA, and it is supported by expert’s and practitioners ‘opinions within the
the three levels of analysis. However, it seems that there is still a lack of certainty
about these facts and a large part of the discussion around this topic still takes
place in terms of “future”, “potential”, “possible” or “likely”. This is caused by the
“youth” of REDD+ rather than by doubts about the benefits of using that FSC and
CCBA for some REDD+ activities. Although scarce, there are already in Peru a few
REDD+ pilot projects which have reported positive experiences regarding the use
of FSC and/or CCBA certification schemes. These early experiences have reinforced
the development of positive opinions towards the (potential) role of FSC and CCBA
under REDD+. Therefore, if this research is conducted in a more advance
development stage of REDD+, higher levels of effectiveness and output legitimacy,
are likely to be found. As a counterpoint, the effectiveness of the FSC and CCBA,
mainly at the local level, could have negative consquences for REDD+. It has been
claimed in many occasions how certification schemes are often more used in areas
under recovery processes or where sustainable management practices were
already taking place rather than in threated areas. Therefore, if REDD+ certified
projects are not allocated in threated areas, REDD+ could be seen as unsuccessful
regarding the attainment of its main goal (the reduction of emissions though the
avoidance of deforestation and forest degradation).

In terms of input legitimacy. At the global level both organizations are
participating in UNFCCC meetings, promoting their respective -certification
schemes under climate change mitigation projects and, in most occasions,
specifically under REDD+ context. However, in Peru the CCBA has been involved in
some national and regional REDD+ activities while the FSC has been absence so
far. The fact that these organizations are participating, in different degrees, in
some of the REDD+ activities implies that FSC and CCBA are aware of the
(potential) contribution of their respective certification schemes to REDD+. The
differences between FSC and CCBA found for the national and local levels are
probably a consequence of the differences in the official positions towards climate
change mitigation activities. Due to the “norms of participation” higher levels of
input legitimacy at the international level are unlikely to be found. However, since
a shift towards REDD+ safeguards will take place in the Peruvian REDD+ agenda
during the next months and the “norms of participation” are less restrictive, higher
levels of input legitimacy at the national and local levels are likely to be found for
FSC and CCBA. This fact will also depend not only on the participation norms at the
national and local levels, but also on the official positions and specific actions
taken by the FSC and CCBA towards an involvement in REDD+ activities. In
addition, the participation of the FSC and CCBA actors in REDD+ processes and
activites and in platforms such as the side-events constitute a potential way to
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disseminate information about their (potential) role in REDD+, raising the
awareness about this topic among different actors.

Other relevant conclusions can be drawn from the results and discussion but are not directly
realted to the research questions are:

i. In terms of a (potential) relation between output and input legitimacy within a
level of analysis. Since the exploration of this (potential) relation was not among
the research questions, conclusive data have not been found. However, some
indicators points to a (potential) relation between output and input legitimacy
which might be more evident in the next months or years. The fact that for the
international level, output and input are the same for FSC and CCBA can be
understood as an indicator of this (potential) relation. On the other hand, the fact
that a higher number of REDD+ pilots projects certified by the CCBA than those
certified by the FSC, can be a consequence of the participation of the former
organization in some REDD+ processes and activities. This fact supports the
existence of relationship between output and input legitimacy within a level of
analysis.

ii. In terms of a (potential) relation between output legitimacy, input legitimacy
and multi-level governance. The research was not aimed to explore this
(potential) relation either but some of the facts found during the research
processes point to a possible relation between output and input legitimacy among
levels of governance. Actors related to REDD+ can be found at different levels of
governance and hence the effectiveness or (when there is) participation of the FSC
and CCBA is probably not confined to one level, having effects on other levels of
governance as well. This (potential) relation can take place in a bi-directional way.
For instance, positive experiences on the ground related to the use of FSC and
CCBA certification schemes can reach higher levels of governance while the
participation and “stream of thought” at higher levels of governance is likely to
permeated to lower levels. However, it seems that adoting a top-down approach
participation at “higher” levels of governance can play a more relevant role for
effectiveness and participation at “lower” levels of governance. From a bottom-up
perspective, effectivennes seems to be more important.

9.2. Recommendations for further research

Based on the results, discussion and conclusions, some recommendations for further research
are made. The list of recommendations that | present here might seem rather large but this
fact is, indeed, related or caused by the novelty of this topic.

i. Inorder to get a better overview of the effectiveness of FSC and CCBA under REDD+, it
would be advisory to integrate studies which has considered the dimension of impact
with those focused on output and outcome. The integration of output, outcome and
impact could give a better view of the (positive or negative) effects of FSC and CCBA on
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the attainment of REDD+ goals and, indeed, of the output legitimacy of these
organizations under REDD+. The integration of output, outcome and impact can also
help to infer to what extent FSC and CCBA can contribute to the legitimatization and
success of REDD+.

| also suggest the consideration and study of other elements such responsiveness or
representativeness, in order to better asses input legitimacy of FSC and CCBA under
REDD+. A more complete or better assessment of input legitimacy will also help to
understand the contribution of the FSC and CCBA to the legitimatization and success of
REDD+.

Further research on the relation between output and input legitimacy of the FSC and
CCBA within a level of governance is needed. This information can be useful to
determine to what extent the (potential) role of the FSC and CCBA under REDD+ is
dependent on the engagement of these organizations on REDD+ activities and
processes, or to what extent this role is based on their good reputation as alternatives
to international environmental policies.

It would be also recommendable to further research the relation between
participation, effectiveness and multi-level governance of the FSC and CCBA under
REDD+. This will bring more insights into the mechanisms and processes that can
benefit or impair the success of REDD+.
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ANNEX 1. INTERVIEW GUIDE

My name is Coraina de la Plaza and | am currently working on my thesis which is part of the
Forest and Nature Conservation Master program at the University of Wageningen, The
Netherlands. My thesis focuses on the (potential) role that FSC and CCBA certification schemes
might play under REDD+. | am especially interested in the role of actors related to these
certifications schemes in debates, development of policies or decision making-process
surrounding REDD+ as well as in the development and implementation of REDD+ pilot projects.

| am interested in your opinion and expertise on this topic because | think that may be of great
help to get input for my thesis. First, | would like to know if you consent to record our
conversation and if it would be possible to quote you within my thesis when necessary. If you
do not want to be identified | can maintain your name anonymous. The duration of the
interview will be of approximately one hour.

Question 1. General Information
Name:
Email:
Location of the interviewee:
Name of the organization / company / institution you work for:
Position /job:

Question 2. Could you tell me what are your main duties in your current job?
2. a. What is your (if any) experience working on issues related to REDD +?

2. b. What is you experience (if any) working with FSC and/or CCBA certifications?

Question 3. Could you tell me your opinion about the REDD + initiative?

3.a. What, in your opinion, could be the role (if any) of voluntary certification,
specifically of FSC and CCBA, in REDD+?

Question 4. Can you tell me about your experience or participation in REDD+ activities such as
workshops, political negotiations, debates, development of pilot project, etc.?

Question 5. In your experience, has appeared an opinion among actors related to REDD+ about
the possible role of FSC or CCBA certification under REDD+?
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5.a. What express those opinions and views about his topic?

Question 6. In your experience, was it expressed or discussed in any of the mentioned REDD +
activities the relevance or importance that the FSC and CCBA certifications could have under
REDD+?

6.a. What was discussed about this topic?

Question 7. In your experience, there have been any impacts or modifications in the processes
surrounding REDD+ such as decisions-making processes, debates, development of pilot
projects, etc., induced by the FSC and CCBA certifications or its actors?

7.a. What are those impacts or modifications?

Question 8. In your experience, there has been presence of actors related to FSC and CCBA in
REDD+ activities such as debates, decision-making processes, development of REDD+ pilot
projects, etc.?

8.a. Could you tell me in what way these actors have participated?

8.b. Were these actors just informed about facts, problems, etc.? Were they asked to
provide for feedback or their opinions, engage in these activities, considered as
partners, etc.?

Question 9. In your opinion, is there any interest from actors related to REDD+ to include or
involve FSC and CCBA actors in REDD+ activities such as debates or decision-making processes?

9.a. Is there any interest from actors related to REDD+ to include or involve FSC and
CCBA certifications and promote their use in the development of REDD+ pilot projects?

Thank you very much for your time!
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ANNEX 2. LIST OF INTERVIEWEES BY LEVEL OF
ANALYSIS

1. Global level

Christopher Ties - Greenpeace International
Gerald Steindlegger - World Wildlife Fund International (WWF)

Stefan Salvador - Forest Stewarship Council International (FSC)

2. National level

Alfredo Rodriguez - World Wildlife Fund Peru (WWF)

Alvaro Vallejo - Carbon Decisions International

Braulio Andrade - Conservation International (Cl) Peru

Elvira Gdmez - Ministry of Environment, Peru (MINAM)

Hugo Che Piu - Derecho Ambiente y Recursos Naturales (DAR)*

Interviewee - Asociacidn para la Investigacion y el Desarrollo Integral (AIDER)?
Jorge Torres - Bosques Amazénicos® (BAM)

Mario Chacon - Conservation International (Cl)

Renzo Barrén - Servicio Nacional de Areas Protegidas por el Estado® (SERNANP)
Ruben Paitan - Servicio Nacional de Areas Protegidas por el Estado (SERNANP)

Silvia Gdmez - Greenoxx’

Violeta Colan - Rainforest Alliance (RA)
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3. Local level
Teddi Pefiaherrera - Centro de Desarrollo e Investigacion de la Selva Alta® (CEDISA)

Tatiana Lapeyre - Ecodevelopment group S.A.C
Roberto Persivale - Asesorandes®

1. DAR is a Peruvian NGO whose main goals is to contribute to the sustainable development of
Peru throught the sustainable management of the natural resources and biodiversity
conservation , and which works in public and private projects at national, regional and local
levels (DAR, 2012).

2. BAM is a private company founded on 2004 and focused in the development of forestry
projects in the Amazon (BAM, 2012).

3. AIDER is a non-govermental organization founded on 1986 that develops projects and
inititatives related with the conservation of forests and environment in different Peruvian
regions (AIDER, 2012).

4. SERNANP is the acronym used for the National Service of natural protected areas. The
SERNANP is in charge of the biodiversity conservation and it has the competences to establish
managerial and technical criteria to ensure the conservation of protected natural areas. It is
part of the Peruvian ministry of environment (SERNANP, 2012).

5. Greenoxx is an organization which has a consultancy area as well as a non-profit one.
Greenoox main focus is the mitigation of climate change through the conservation of forests
(Greenoxx, 2012).

6. CEDISA is an NGO founded in 1981 which promotes the sustainable development in the
region of San Martin (CEDISA, 2012).

7. Ecodevelopment group S.A.C is a quite new Peruvian consultancy company regarding
environment which also offers engineering services.

8. Asesorandes is a company specialized in financial and consultancy and development of
business. This company works on project since their inception until their final implementation
(Asesorandes, 2012)
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ANNEX 3. LIST OF INTERVIEWEES BY
ALPHABETICAL ORDER

Alfredo Rodriguez

Alvaro Vallejo

Braulio Andrade

Christopher Thies

Elvira Gomez

Gerald Steindlegger

Hugo Che Piu

Jorge Torres

Mario Chacon

Interviewee

Renzo Barrén

Roberto Persivale

Rubén Paitan

Silvia Gémez

Stefan Salvador
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WWEF Peru
Global Forest Trade and Network Coordinator

Carbon Decisions International
Forestry expert advisor

Conservation International (Cl) Peru
Field work coordinator

Greenpeace International
Forest campaign policy and strategy coordinator

MINAM
REDD+ expert

WWEF International
Manager of the Global Forest Programme

DAR
Director of DAR;Coordinator of the REDD+ division DAR

Bosques Amazdnicos
Forest carbon manager

Conservation International
Training manager in the Science and Knowledge division

Aider
REDD+ expert

SERNANP
Natural protected areas expert

Asesorandes
Partner and advisor

SERNANP
REDD+ expert

Greenoxx
Co-director of Greenoxx

FSC International
Policy manager of the Forest Carbon and Climate Change



Tatiana Lapeyre Ecodevelopment group
Co-founder and advisor of Ecodevelopment group

Teddi Pefaherrera CEDISA
Advisor and promoter

Violeta Colan Rainforest Alliance Peru
Coordinator of the Andean region
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ANNEX 4. LIST OF THE REVIEWED WEBSITES

1. Global Level

Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA)

http://www.climate-standards.org/

Forest Inestment Progam (FIP)

http://www.climatefundsupdate.org/listing/forest-investment-program

Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)

http://www.cifor.org/

Conservation International (Cl)

http://www.conservation.org/Pages/default.aspx

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)

http://www.cbd.int/

Food Agricultural Organization (FAQO)

http://www.fao.org/

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)

http://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/fcp/

Forest Stewarship Council (FSC)

http://www.fsc.org/

Greenpeace International

http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/

Iternational Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO)

http://www.itto.int/es/

Rainforest Alliance (RA)

http://www.rainforest-alliance.org/

REDD-desk

http://www.theredddesk.org/

REDD-net

http://www.redd-net.org/
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REDD+ partnership

http://reddpluspartnership.org/en/

The conservancy group (TNC)

http://www.nature.org/

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)

http://unfccc.int/2860.php

United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF)

http://www.un.org/esa/forests/

United Nations Collaborative Programme on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest
Degradation (UN-REDD)

http://www.un-redd.org/

World Bank

http://www.worldbank.org/

World Wildlife Fund International (WWF)

http://wwf.panda.org/

2. National Level

Asociacidn para la Conservacion de la Cuenca Amazdénica (ACCA)

http://www.acca.org.pe/

Asociacidn para la Investigacion y el Desarrollo Integral (AIDER)

http://www.aider.com.pe/

CARE

http://www.care.org/

Centro de Conservacidn, Investigaciéon y Manejo de Areas Naturales (CIMA)

http://www.cima.org.pe/

Derecho Ambiente y Recursos Naturales (DAR)

http://www.dar.org.pe/
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3. Local Level

Gobierno regional de Madre de Dios

http://www.regionmadrededios.gob.pe/goremad/

Gobierno regional de San Martin

http://www.regionsanmartin.gob.pe/

Greenoxx

http://www.greenoxx.com/es/

Asesorandes

http://www.asesorandes.com/

Federacién Nativa del rio de Madre de Dios y Afluentes Reserva (FENAMAD)

http://fenamad.org.pe/

Fondo Nacional del Ambiente (FONAM)

http://www.fonamperu.org/default.php

Grupo REDD Peru

http://www.gruporeddperu.net/

Ministerio de Agricultura (MINAG)

http://www.minag.gob.pe/portal/

Ministerio del Ambiente (MINAM)

http://www.minam.gob.pe/

Servicio Natural de Areas Protegidas por el Estado (SERNANP)

http://www.sernanp.gob.pe/sernanp/
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ANNEX 5. MADRE DE DIOS AMAZON REDD
PROJECT

The Madre de Dios Amazon REDD project covers an area of 98.932 hectares which include
different types of rainforest. In this area there are two concessions which are part of this
project and belong to two different companies: Maderacre and Maderija (Schroeder, 2009).
Moreover, the forests are located in a region that belongs to the ecological corridor
Vilcabamaba-Ambord, which is a very important area in terms of biodiversity (Brotto, 2010;
Schroeder, 2009). Regarding the social component, some indigenous communities are living
nearby the concessions but not within their boundaries (Schroeder, 2009). The project
developer is Greenoxx, which is an organization based in Uruguay that has a consultancy for-
profit part as well as an NGO area that is usually on charge of the REDD+ projects (Schroeder,
2009). Despite Greenoxx is the executor of the project other international and national
organizations such as WWF, CESVI, ProNaturaleza or Aider, have participated in its
development.

Moreover, the project area was under higher threats of deforestation, forest degradation,
increase of migratory movements or illegal loggers and farmers (Hajek et al., 2011; Schroeder,
2009). These risks were associated to the construction of the Inter-oceanic highway because
this project is located less than 50 km from the sides of the road (Hajek et al., 2011; Schroeder,
2009). This road links Brazil with the Peruvian ports and it has been described as one the
mega-development projects in Madre de Dios (Hajek eta al., 2011). In fact, in the Brazilian part
of this road, direct and indirect negative impacts can already be appreciated (Schroeder,
2009). Therefore, these threats had to be minimized and this implied that the presence of the
companies in charge of the concessions had to be more evident. This means that they had to
put more efforts and investment in the surveillance of the area (control, patrolling and
monitoring) which generated a need to increase the monetary incomes (Hajek et al., 2011;
Schroeder, 2009; Sheil et al., 2010). The need to increase the profits led to both companies to
obtain FSC certification for the 100% of their respective concessions in 2007. One of the main
reasons to get FSC certification was the future generation of carbon credits (Schroeder, 2009)
through the improvement of forests management practices which could be used to get extra-
incomes that would help to afford the new surveillance costs. The FSC certification also
promoted the conservation of the biodiversity in this area (Sheil et al., 2010). Moreover, the
Madre de Dios Amazon REDD project also obtained the Golden level of the CCBA certification
in 2009. This is the third project worldwide that obtains the Golden level certification. The
CCBA standard guaranteed the environmental and social parts of the project. Up to 70% of the
needed requirements to obtain the CCBA certification were already covered by the FSC
scheme (Sheil et al.,, 2010) and therefore this second voluntary certification was easier to
obtain.

Regarding the reduction of emissions, it has been estimated that between the two concessions
there is a stock of 82.950.966 Mt of CO, (Schroeder, 2009). The average reduction of emissions
has been predicted to be around 1.100.000 MtCO../year and the reduction of emissions in the
next ten years has been estimated on 11.000.000 MtCO,./year (Schroeder, 2009). This REDD+
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project is actively selling credits (Forestcarbonportal, 2012) and the first 40.000 t CO2 were
worth USD7 each ton (Forestacarbonportal, 2012; Sheil et al., 2010). The CCBA and the FSC
certifications helped to these companies to quicker develop the REDD+ projects (Schroeder,
2009; Sheil et al., 2010). One of the facts that allows to sell the credits at higher prices is to be
CCBA certificated (Schroeder, 2009). Moreover, FSC certification has been recognized by
Greenoxx as a major and additional guarantee of the sustainability of the project and its long
term permanence (Schroeder, 2009). According to Sheil et al. (2010, p.112), FSC certification
allowed to these companies “to obtain REDD+ carbon payments to offset higher management
costs”.

The character of this project and its success has been internationally recognized. Organizations
such as Cl or the Woods Hole Research Center have integrated this project in some of their
reports. The Madre de Dios Amazon REDD project was also included in reports which were
published during the COP-15 and elaborated by Idesam? and TNC. The success of this REDD+
certified project (and other projects) and the extent to which these projects are known in the
international and national spheres can also have consequences (in this case positive) for the
legitimacy of the FSC and CCBA voluntary certification schemes under REDD+.

22 |nstitute for Conservation and Sustainable Development of Amazonas
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ANNEX 6. REDD+ PILOT PROJECTS IN MADRE DE DIOS

Table 4. REDD+ pilot projects taking place within Madre de Dios region

!Conservation Concesion “Los Amigos” 145.945,00 CCBA, VCS In Design
The Castana Corridor REDD Project 378.911,00 CCBA, VCS In Design
*National park of Bahuaja Sonene and National reserve of 588.258,00 CCBA, VCS In Design

Tampotapa REDD project

*Chesnut concession Madre de Dios REDD Project 150.000,00 - In Design

*“Infierno” native community REDD project 11.165,00 - In Design

>Reforestation concessions in Madre de Dios REDD 80.000,00 - In Design
project

The Belgica Native Community REDD Project 53.394,00 CCBA, FSC In Design
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Piramide REDD Project 21.868,00
Madre de Dios Amazon REDD Project 98.900,00
®REDD project in the Ecotiurist Concession “Inkaterra” 11.771,00

and the conservation concessions of “Bioconservacion
Amaru Mayo” and “Inkaterra-Tampobata”

- In Design

CCBA, SCS, In Execution
FSC

- In Design

For some projects the name in English was not found. The translation of these projects ‘names is non-official. The original name of these projects are the following: 1. Concesion de
Conservacion “Los Amigos”; 2. Proyecto REDD en el Parque Nacional Bahuaja Sonene y la Reserva Nacional Tambopata; 3.Proyecto REDD en Concesiones de Castafia en Madre de Dios; 4.
Proyecto REDD en la Comunidad Nativa Infierno; 5. Proyecto REDD en Concesiones de Reforestacion en Madre de Dios; 6. REDD en el Proyecto Ecoturistico de Concesion “Inkaterra” y las
concesiones conservacion de “Bioconservacion Amaru Mayo” y “Inkaterra — Tambopata” (Source: Developed from Piu & Garcia, 2011).

Table 5. REDD+ pilot projects taking place in Madre de Dios and neighbor regions

'REDD pilot experiences with native communities in 150.000,00
three regions of the Peruvian Andean Amazon

’Manu- 56.000,00
Amarakaeri Environmental credits program
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CCBA, VCS In Design



*Sustainable management for the conservation of two
Biosphere Reserve in the Amazon (Peru y Ecuador) by Data not available - In Design
reducing emissions form deforestation and forest
degradation (REDD)

Amarakaeri REDD Project 402.335,00 - In Design

For some projects the name in English was not found. The translation of these projects ‘names is non-official. The original name of these projects are the following: 1. Desarrollo de experiencias
piloto REDD con comunidades nativas de tres regiones de la Amazonia Andina peruana; 2. Programa de Créditos Ambientales Manu- Amarakaeri; 3.Gestion sostenible para la conservacion de
dos reservas de bidsfera en la Cuenca Amazonica (Pert y Ecuador) mediante la Reduccidn de Emisiones de CO2 por Deforestacion y Degradacion de Bosques (REDD) (Source: Developed from Piu

& Garcia, 2011).
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ANNEX 7. REDD+ PROJETCS IN OTHER PERUVIAN REGIONS

Sustainable management in 3 certified communities as 24.636 Ucayali CCBA, VCS, FSC In Design
alternative to the deforestation and forest degradation

in the Peruvian Amazon®

Deforestation avoidance through forest management in Hudnuco, Pasco, FSC In Design
FSC certified forests with indigenous communities in the 135.000,00 Ucayali
Peruvian Amazon’

REDD project in the Conservation concession of Alto 143.928,09 San Martin CCBA, VCS In Design
Huayabamba®
Pampa Hermosa REDD Project 22.000 Junin - Idea for project
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Chavini REDD Project

Reserva Comunal Ashaninka REDD Project

Conservation area Cordillera Escalera®

Alto Mayo Conservation Initiative®

Yanachaga — Chemillén national park management
program®

Developing a REDD Project in Peru’s Cordillera Azul
National Park

Sustainable management of the Shiringa forests as an

11.000

184.668

100.190

340.000

1.353.191,00

48.046,00
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Junin

Junin

San Martin

San Matin

Pasco

Huanuco,
Loreto,
San Martin,
Ucayali

Ucayali

CCBA

CCBA

CCBA, VCS

CCBA, VCS

FSC

Idea for project

Idea for project

In Design

In Design

In Design

In Design

In Design



alternative to the deforestation and forest degradation
in the Peruvian Amazon’

Mappin Polypelis forests in the private concession of
Cordillera del Vilcanota®

Recuperation of the degraded forests in the Saywite-
Choquequirao-Ampay communities, Apurimac, Perd’

Viability analysis of the implementation of REDD+
proyects in the Pémac forests historical Sancturary™

REDD+ Project in Ashaninka Communities -“TSIMI”

REDD Project in Loreto’s Timber Concession

REDD Project for the protection of the Cacataibo
indigenous territory and its communities™

21.889

54.000

40.000

Cusco

Apurimac

Lambayeque

Cusco, Junin

Loreto

Ucayali
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CCBA

Idea for project

Idea for project

In Design

Idea for projects



Yacus community conservation area® 28.477

11.000
Climéatica Selva Central Project™

14.788
Reforestacidn del area intangible y aprovechamiento
agricola del sedimento del reservorio Poechos™
Reduction of deforestation and forest degradation 2.347.306

emissions in the protected areas of the Amazon- MACC
Selva Central region™

For some projects the name in English was not found. The translation of these projects ‘names is non-official. The original name of these projects are the following: 1. El manejo forestal
sostenible en tres comunidades certificadas como una alternativa a la deforestacion y degradacion de los bosques en la Amazonia peruana; 2. Evitar la deforestacion a través de la gestion
forestal en los bosques con certificacion FSC de indigenas comunidades en la Amazonia peruana; 3. Proyecto REDD en la Concesidn de Conservacion Alto Huayabamba — CCAH. Ecosistemas de
Jalcas y Yungas. Amazonia Andina Norte del Pert; 4. Area de Conservacion Cordillera Escalera; 5. Iniciativa de Conservacion Alto Mayo; 6. Manejo Sostenible de Bosques Comunales de Shiringa
como alternativa a la deforestacion y degradacion forestal en la Amazonia peruana; 7. Programa de Gestion del Parque Nacional Yanachaga — Chemillén; 8. Mapeo preliminar de los bosques
de Polylepis en las dreas de Conservacion Privada en la Cordillera del Vilcanota; 9. La restauracion de bosques degradados en la mancomunidad Saywite-Choquequirao-Ampay, Apurimac, Peru;
10. Andlisis de viabilidad de la implementacion de proyectos REDD+ en el Santuario Histdrico Bosques de Pomac; 11. Proyecto de REDD para la Proteccion del Territorio Indigena Cacataibo y de
sus Pueblos en Aislamiento Voluntario; 12. Area Multicomunal de Conservacién de la Comunidad de Yacus; 13. Proyecto Accién Climdtica Selva Central; 14. Reforestacién del drea intangible y
aprovechamiento agricola del sedimento del reservorio Poechos; 15. Reduccion de emisiones derivadas de la deforestacién y degradacion de los bosques, a través de Areas Protegidas de la

Regién Amazdnica - MACC Selva Central
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Junin

Piura

Piura

Huanuco, Pasco,
Ucayali, Junin

CCBA

In Design

In Design

Idea for project

In Design
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