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Summary

•Sustainability, green development and 
REDD+ 
•An economic value perspective on forest 
management 
•Applications to project design and 
monitoring (3E criteria)
•Recommendations 



Drivers of 
forest loss

• Conversion 
(Deforestation)

• Over harvesting and 
disturbance 
(Degradation) 



Forests in 
Sustainability

Forest biomes support economic 
growth and human welfare

Economy and human wellbeing

Sustainability

Forest Environment and Biodiversity

Provisioning
Food and fuel

Cultural
Religious beliefs

Regulatory
Climate control

Adapted from Millennium Development Report



Forest Total 
Economic 

Value

Direct economic 
benefits:

Indirect economic 
benefits:

Timber-Construction, 
Fuel wood, Charcoal
Non Timber- Honey, 
wild food, medicinal 
plants, bushmeat
Recreational use -

Soil - fertility and 
erosion control
Water - conservation 
and regulation
Carbon sequestration

Value Recreational use -
Tourism
Grazing/Forage
Shifting cultivation

Forests are much more than carbon!
Multiple benefits, experienced at different levels form 

local to global.
Green development – guiding principles to achieve 

sustainability – low carbon resource efficiency



Accounting 
for 

smallholder 
resource use; 

Benefits to one group are costs to another!

� Forests give benefits to the national and 
international economy/society through  
tourism revenue, climate regulation

� Local loss of access to land and forest 
resources creates costs in their lives

resource use; 
to deforest or 

conserve? Imposing effective sustainable forest 
management and conservation may cause 

localized poverty

Local opportunity costs



Deforestation & 
degradation:

� Agriculture
� Livestock
� Timber
� Fuelwood
� NTFP Human Needs:

� Income
Determinants 
of land cover � Income

� Consumption
� Livelihoods 

security
� Cultural

of land cover 
change



Social Impact 
Assessment

Forest 
management 

� Entire premise of REDD+ is contract based
� Payments for performance; Monitoring, 

Reporting and Verification of reference 
emission levels

We can not manage what we don’t measure!

management 
monitoring and 

REDD+ MRV

emission levels
� Quantitative biophysical measurement of 

changes on which to base payments
� Cannot manage what we don’t measure
� Emphasis on national and project level 

monitoring of REDD activities



Monitoring the 
‘+’

MRV and co-
benefits

� Co benefits are additional policy targets
� Implies a similar target based approach is 

necessary for biodiversity, economic and 
social benefits.

� Must incorporate quantitative indicators in to 
the monitoring framework

� Implied in the REDD+ policy in terms of 
measuring  effectiveness, efficiency and 
equity (3E framework)

� We cannot hope to manage what we do not 
even measure.



REDD+ 
standards 

and 

REDD+SES – social and environmental standards

Outline procedures and processes to develop a 
monitoring plan to ensure compliance in addressing 
co benefits:

•Biodiversityand 
safeguards

•Biodiversity
•Social
•Economic

•Manual specifying what indicators to establish e.g.  
social baselines & targets. Best practices & types of 
tools measure impacts 
•Do not advocate quantitative measures of social and  
economic impact e.g. how and what to measure?



Sub-Saharan Africa
� High numbers of small holder farmers with 

ambiguous land rights. Low input slash 
and burn agriculture.

� High levels of subsistence use
� Vulnerability & Seasonality
� Markets don’t function properly – risk 

averse

Accounting 
for 

smallholder 
resource use; averse

Limitations of cash 
� Money is sometimes valueless!
� values do not always reflect the scarcity of 

local resources
� fully value the non use values of forests 

e.g. safety net, cultural values 

resource use; 
to deforest or 

conserve?



Measuring 
economic 
impacts of 

REDD+ 

Financial vs Economic Values

Financial values – prices of goods and 
services as they accrue to a private 
individual or business

or 
REDD+ 

interventions 
on local 

livelihoods

or 

Economic values – value of goods and 
services to individuals or groups as a 
whole adjusted to account for social and 
environmental concerns (welfare value)

Which values to consider?



Uganda Case 
Study 

Objectives

� To assess the local opportunity costs of 
avoided deforestation and forest 
degradation around selected protected 
forests in Western Uganda

� To evaluate the differences in measures of 
two quantitative valuation proceduresObjectives two quantitative valuation procedures

� To assess the implications of the different 
valuation estimates on forest management 
in terms of equity, efficiency and 
effectiveness , efficiency (3E criteria)



Measuring  
forest values

Financial Values
Market price method:
� Assess the volumes of 

goods harvested using 
household surveys

� Assign a market price 
value to estimate total 
financial values of 

Welfare Values
Contingent valuation
� Assess willingness to 

pay or willingness to 
accept compensation 
for a given gain/loss in 
environmental goods 
and services

Household survey based methods

financial values of 
goods

� Usually estimates the 
value of goods sold 
and consumed in the 
home

and services
� Choice of approach 

depends on property 
rights context e.g. de 
facto or de jure access



Case study of 
forest values

Queen Elizabeth National Park, sw uganda 

•Semi arid transition zone, reforestation difficult
•No other forest resources locally

Financial Value 
($ per annum)

Economic value 
($ per annum)

Household forest 
income

36 405

Site Aggregate 1,530,000 18, 750, 000

•No other forest resources locally
•70% forest income consumed in the home
•12% of total household income from forest resources



Which value to use? 
• Financial and economic methods essentially measure 

different things, reflects substantial non-market u se of 
forest resources and the potential local economic 
losses imposed by forest conservation policies 

Implications for forest management and 3E criteria:
• Social (non-market) values associated with forest 

income can be higher for low income households than  

Findings 
values and 
approaches

income can be higher for low income households than  
for high income households (high dependence).

• Simply improving incomes (poverty alleviation) may 
not help to conserve forests

� Forest conservation strategies using direct or indi rect 
compensation methods must do more than 
compensate the financial values lost to ensure 
effectiveness and equity

� Costs of REDD+ implementation – efficiency gains

approaches



Large scale 
scenarios and 

tradeoffs

Democratic Republic of Congo
Business as usual next 50 years

Laporte et al (in prep) 

tradeoffs

2008 2058



DRC 
distribution 

of 
opportunity 

•Hypothetical calculation of the opportunity costs of reducing 
DRC carbon emissions by 50%  ( Laporte et al, 2007)
•Based on the reference levels for 1999 – 2000
•$300 Average household value of forest goods
•DRC National household Survey 2011 – national REDD 
baseline
•Also need for project level baselines and monitoring

opportunity 
costs



Issues for 
agencies and 

regulators

� National and project level monitoring 
requirements, technical managerial 
minimum standards

� Right local incentives providing 
compensation direct to forest households

� Coordination and harmonization of 
operating practices with other sectoral 
activities e.g. REDD payments vs. regulators activities e.g. REDD payments vs. 
agricultural development projects with no 
environmental targets

� REDD and other ecosystem service 
payments combined


