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1.
Introduction

In the course towards a new international post-2012 
agreement about climate change policies, specialized 
experts are discussing many different topics. However, 
discussing these issues in isolation from each other of-
ten means that possible synergies are not identified. 

In particular this applies to two issues that receive much 
attention in the post-2012 negotiations: The topic of 
“Reducing emissions from deforestation and degrada-
tion” of land in developing countries (REDD) and the 
issue of setting targets for entire global industrial sectors 
or sectors within countries (sectoral approaches). 

Apart from their inherent differences, both topics share 
the same core problem: how could policies incentivise, 
support and guarantee emission reductions, particularly 
in developing countries? Sharing the same basic ques-
tion implies that answers may be similar. At this mo-
ment however, these similarities are not exchanged by 
the two isolated platforms.

REDD is one distinct UNFCCC discussion stream and 
stands for ‘Reducing emissions from deforestation and deg-
radation’ and concern the effect on emissions of greenhouse 
gases as a result of the use of land in developing countries. 
In practice, the REDD discussions also include conserva-
tion, sustainable management of forests and enhancement 
of forest carbon stocks, and have therefore recently been 
labelled “REDD+”. For simplicity we do not distinguish 
explicitly between REDD and REDD+ issues.

Sectoral approaches or sectoral actions are general terms 
covering all concepts which include sectoral elements. Such 
approaches can comprise country specific sectoral actions 
under the UNFCCC with objectives are expressed in terms 
of technology or policy (e.g. diffusion and deployment of 
carbon capture and storage, implementation of fuel effi-
ciency standard for vehicles). They comprise also emission-
based actions such as sectoral crediting and sectoral trad-
ing. Another type are cooperative sectoral approaches across 
countries (e.g. technology agreements). 

Content

This executive summary is accompanied 
by a full report. An electronic copy of the 
full report is available at 
http://www.ecofys.com/
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Th e united nations Framework convention on cli-
mate change (unFccc) plans to fi nalise decisions on 
an international climate policy agreement in december 
2009 in copenhagen. Th is analysis provides guidance 
for decisions to be taken in copenhagen and immediate 
actions to be taken afterwards. Th e analysis identifi es 
the synergies between redd and sectoral approaches 
and shows fi ve ways to use these. 

REDD anD sEctoRal 
appRoachEs Within 

thE nEgotiation pRocEss

in the last couple of years, both redd and sectoral 
approaches have gained quite some importance in 
the process within the un Framework convention 
on climate change (unFccc). one milestone was 
the agreement upon the Bali action plan in decem-
ber 2007. Th is action plan contained the framework 
for the negotiation process towards an international 
climate policy agreement, to be fi nalised in copenha-
gen. 

Th e Bali action plan identifi ed fi ve building blocks for 
the negotiation process: 

1. establishing a shared vision
2. mitigation of climate change
3. adaptation to climate change consequences 
4. applying and transferring new technology
5. Financing of measures, especially in developing coun-

tries

in practice, the issues of redd and sectoral approach-
es are located within diff erent building block discus-
sions (Figure 1). Sectoral approaches are a mitigation 
subject and are, to a smaller extent, also covered under 
technology. Th ere is also a link to the fi nancing discus-
sion. redd is covered on the mitigation platform but 
also links to fi nancing. Th e views of the climate science 
community about links between deforestation and re-
gional climate change eff ects are not represented by a 
position of the redd topic within the adaptation ne-
gotiations.

Several informal discussions on both topics also take 
place in various political fora (e.g. g8 and the major 
economies Forum) and within the research communi-
ty. although they are not part of the formal unFccc 
processes, these debates also have an important role in 
the process. Th e analysis in this report also takes these 
forum discussions into account.

Figure 1. 
Coverage of sectoral approaches and REDD within the building blocks of the Bali Action Plan
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2.
Comparing REDD 

and sectoral  
approaches

 

Differences  
and similarities

Key differences in the process Analysing some key dif-
ferences in the negotiation processes, it may not come 
as a surprise that REDD and sectoral approach discus-
sions have diverged. 

Different driving forces. The debate about a sectoral ap-
proach is ever driven by Annex I Parties. Their interest 
in this approach evolved from the discussions on how to 
achieve their targets and from the wish that industries 
within any sector or country would take their respon-
sibility in enhancing technology transfer. The REDD 
debate, on the other hand, has been mainly driven by 
non-Annex I countries. They received some backing by 
Annex I industry groups, mainly with the intention to 
contain compliance costs.

Lobby. While various industries are very strongly in-
volved in the sectoral discussions, forest-related indus-
tries have been absent in the REDD discussions. Here, 
rainforest nations and NGOs have been dominant in 
the last years.

Progress. The overall progress of sectoral negotiations 
has been a lot slower than in REDD discussions. The 
REDD discussions have been substantially boosted by 
extensive work within the Subsidiary Body for Scientific 

and Technological Advice (SBSTA). On the other hand, 
the SBSTA only touched upon the sectoral approaches 
while discussing technology transfer. Methodological 
detail regarding sectoral approaches has mainly been 
provided by external analysis (e.g. from IEA, OECD, 
WRI, CCAP, Ecofys/GtripleC).

Technical differences On top of this analysis of the 
history and from the comparison of the actual nego-
tiation streams, we distilled similarities and differences 
from the technical details of both discussions (Figure 
2). The differences turn out to be very sector-specific, 
related to the different nature and focus of both types 
of emission reductions. Within sectoral approaches, the 
emission reductions are to a large extent achieved by 
the implementation of industry technology. In REDD, 
technology is not so relevant. Emission reductions are 
particularly dependent on the time factor: how perma-
nently will deforestation be avoided? 

In the REDD debate ‘co-benefits’ like biodiversity and 
nature conservation are influential. These issues are 
linked to other UN conventions like the Convention 
on Biological Diversity. Also REDD aspects like indig-
enous peoples and tenure rights are not relevant in the 
sectoral discussions.

Similarities. On the other hand, the REDD and sec-
toral discussions share many technical topics related to 
the implementation of the system (see the overlapping 
area in Figure 2). 

Development. The REDD discussion participants wide-
ly acknowledge that avoiding deforestation has a direct 
impact on the development of a country and may affect 
peoples’ ways of living. Of course this also applies to 
sectoral approaches, because it may influence jobs, per-
sonal development of people, different segments of the 
population and different geographical areas. It also can 
have substantial influence on the sustainable develop-
ment of a country, but the importance of this has not 
been so clear in discussions so far.
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Readiness. in both cases countries need to be ready for 
implementation, but redd in general has made more 
progress. one important reason is the wide support by 
activities organized and fi nanced outside the offi  cial 
unFccc system. Th is allows for testing of ideas and 
preparing them for implementation. Sectoral approach-
es also require this type of testing, but this has not been 
given much attention.

MRV. Both redd and sectoral approaches need clearly 
defi ned modalities for monitoring, reporting and veri-
fi cation (mrV). at this moment the status of this top-
ic in both platforms is quite diff erent. redd covers 
mrV with a relatively high level of detail, due to the 
complexity of the issue. large parts of this discussion 
are taking place within the SBSta and formal decisions 
on methodologies are expected shortly. Th e discussion 
on sectoral approaches has not yet really reached the 
level of detail to diff erentiate between the complexity 
of diff erent sectors. major industrial sectors can already 
build on measurement and data collection experiences 

and they consider mrV implementation as relatively 
‘simple’. But for sectors with numerous sources and 
stakeholders, like transport and buildings, the complex-
ity of mrV is likely to be higher. 

Baselines. Th e concept of baselines and reference levels 
is very similar for market-based redd and sectoral ap-
proaches. Th eir determination is complex, they can be 
diff erent for each country and they are politically sensi-
tive. Th ey also require extensive capacity from govern-
ments, both for the setting of the baseline and in de-
signing the policies to achieve and surpass the baseline.

Credits. Th e supply and demand of credits and the possi-
bility to serve annex i targets is a topic that is extremely 
relevant for the overall integrity of the system. So far 
it has been discussed under redd but very scarcely 
under the sectoral approaches. it is however relevant 
for business sectors because of a high potential for the 
creation of credits, like for example power generation, 
transport or buildings.

Institutions. institutions are needed by both systems for 
decision-making, fi nancing, mrV, et cetera. discus-
sions are starting in both platforms, with a large po-
tential for synergies and avoiding unhelpful diff erences 
and confl icts. 

Financing. regarding redd, fi nancing discussions 
take place around funding versus market-based systems. 
Both systems have their pros and cons, depending on 
the objective. market-based funding is regarded as an 
option if the environmental integrity can be ensured. 
a fund-based approach supports quick implementation 
and leaves room to integrate criteria for development 
and nature conservation. 

Th e so-called ‘phased’ approach refl ects these issues and 
takes the benefi ts of both systems into account. First 
countries implement policies supported by funds and 
after that funding will be based on an emission baseline. 
on the sectoral platform no discussion on funding has 
been raised yet. 
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Figure 2. 
Similarities and diff erences © Ecofys 2009
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3.
Recommendations 

As an outcome of the analysis of differences and simi-
larities, we conclude that synergies are required to help 
both the REDD and sector discussions individually and 
to work out joint solutions in some issues. These syner-
gies need priority attention, so the recommendations 
presented here are designed to be pragmatic, simple and 
easy to implement.

Improve communication

Communication is a prerequisite for synergy, but infor-
mation flows are now hindered for several reasons. The 
complexity often requires full attention for one topic, 
only few people follow all processes. Discussions on de-
tails prevent a full overview. In addition the terminol-
ogy of REDD and sectoral discussions often differs. 

Recommendation Experts from both platforms need to 
engage to exchange information. The ‘exchange’ of del-
egates is suggested, besides joint sessions or workshops 
to raise awareness and stimulate discussion on a specific 
shared subject. 

Following the REDD web-platform (powered by UN-
FCCC) a similar or 
even joint website 
for sectoral discus-
sions will support 
information ex-
change. Joining the 
negotiation streams 
of REDD and sec-
toral mechanisms 

could reduce the communication barrier, but is not fea-
sible because of strong political resistance and substan-
tial technical problems. 

Transpose agreements  
from one topic to another

Overlapping areas are often more advanced in REDD 
or sometimes in the sectoral debate. Until now, syner-
gies are not drawn out within the negotiations. 

Recommendation Particularly in the so-called ‘phased’ 
approach of financing and in ‘readiness’, the sectoral 
platform could learn lessons from REDD. A key area 

where REDD could 
benefit from the 
more advanced dis- 
cussion in sectoral 
approaches is the 
‘own contribu-
tion’ by developing 
countries, which is 
linked to setting the 
reference emission 
level.

Supporting the readiness  
for sectoral approaches and  

REDD equally

The REDD-platform fully acknowledges the need for 
capacity building and the establishment of national 
institutions and processes. This awareness is still miss-
ing in the sectoral debate. However, both negotiation 
streams still have a long way to go before a system is 
fully operational, including incentives for early action 
and for private sector involvement. Improving the 
‘readiness’ requires the right kind of support, coordina-
tion and access to the right kind of support.

Recommendation 
The support require-
ments to enable de-
veloping countries 
to participate in a 
sectoral approach 
are essentially the 
same in nature, al-
though not in scale, 

‘Phased approach’ for  
sectoral approaches

Clarification of terminology 
on reference (emissions) level 

for REDD
Clarification of ‘own  

contribution’ in REDD

Resoures for readiness with 
little administrative effort 

that allow for quick action 
Learning first, also for sectoral 
Pilot projects with significant 

financial support

Exchange delegates
Joint workshops
(Joint) REDD /  

sectoral UNFCCC website
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as for REDD. Substantial, large scale readiness efforts 
are required as soon as possible. This includes testing in 
theory, providing significant financial support for pilot 
activities, maybe focussing on a selection of sectors first. 
Activities in REDD also need to be extended. The key 
to success is the provision of a substantial amount of 
funding that is accessible with as little administrative 
effort as possible.  

Ensure balanced supply  
and demand of credits 

Credits from market-based REDD and sectoral ap-
proaches would have a significant effect on the carbon 
market. Annex I targets would have to be more strin-
gent on the amount of credits allowed from REDD and 
sectoral approaches, safeguarding their carbon market 
balance and providing the desired price signal. Credits 
from REDD and sectoral approaches could also com-
pete. A realistic estimate of the amount of credits from 
REDD and sectoral approaches is unlikely to be avail-
able at the time Annex I targets are agreed. This puts 
the environmental integrity of the overall post-2012 
climate agreement to the test.

Recommendation Others have suggested different solu-
tions to this problem, such as dual targets or maximum 
budgets from REDD and sectors. These suggestions 
each have their pros and cons. We conclude that the 
minimum requirement for a Copenhagen agreement is 
to set stringent Annex I targets on the demand side. 
Also the most important elements of REDD and sec-
toral approaches 
have to be deter-
mined, providing 
at least the order of 
magnitude on the 
supply side. This 
avoids the need 
for targets to be re-
negotiated at a later 
stage, as happened 
to Land use Land use Change and Forestry (LULUCF 
rules under the Kyoto Protocol. 

Streamline discussion  
on funding for  

developing country action

Discussions on the process for approving funding 
or baselines for developing country actions have not 
been advanced, neither in REDD nor in sectoral dis-
cussions. The approval is a prerequisite for the system 
to be functional and could become a bottleneck if not 
addressed at an early stage. Special attention needs to 
be paid to possibly colliding schemes with their own 
approval processes, for example in bilateral agree-
ments. 

There is a wide consensus that the appropriate insti-
tutions need to be established soon to kick-start the 
necessary actions in developing countries, even before 
a Copenhagen agreement enters into force. Which tran-
sitional tools and institutions are needed?

Recommendation It is essential to agree on a common 
process, defining the individual steps of the approval 
for funding or setting of baselines in Copenhagen. This 
must be accompanied by a set of criteria on how to 
evaluate the proposals in the future. 

The general process 
and principles are 
shared by REDD 
and sectoral ac-
tions, while the 
criteria could allow 
for variations. An 
agreement could 
be accelerated if one of the discussion streams gets the 
mandate to work out a proposal. A joint workshop will 
then discuss and finalise details. 

To allow for early action in the transition time, we rec-
ommend starting with the development of basic inter-
im tools based on the agreed criteria and refining them 
later. Implementation and facilitation of the interim 
tools should build as much as possible on appropriate, 
existing institutions. 

Set stringent Annex I targets 
Determine allowed  
mechanisms 
Agree order of magnitude for 
the supply side

Agree on common process 
Define criteria for evaluation
Define interim tools for fast 
implementation
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