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Introduction

LULUCF and agriculture: 
• ~ 30% of anthropogenic emissions and  

mitigation potential identified in AR4 
• needed to achieve the objective of the 

Convention – as an integral part of 
commitments, not just a flexibility.

• should be considered together to deliver the 
optimal contribution from sequestration, 
materials substitution and energy to meeting 
UNFCCC Art 2



Kyoto to Marrakesh – why so complex?
• Countries a) wanted flexibility from LULUCF to 

meet commitments already agreed, but b) had 
concerns about LULUCF – the issues of scale, 
uncertainty, and risk.

• Resolving the tension between a) and b) 
produced entry into force, but only via the trauma 
of COP6. Agreement finalised at COP11

• Will these ghosts haunt the path to Copenhagen?



Scale
• In 1997 the Kyoto LULUCF contact group negotiated 

Art 3.3 activities (ARD since 1990).
• Art 3.4 activities were to be agreed later, for 2nd CP.
• Late in Kyoto Art 3.4 activities were included as 

possibilities for meeting 1st CP commitments – but not 
specified

• Deciding the activities and how to include required 
thousands of person-hours of negotiating time.



Scale
• COP6 bis agreed Art 3.4 activities (forest management 

(FM), crop land management (CLM), grazing land 
management (GLM) and revegetation (RVeg)

This deal enabled entry into force. It controls scale by:
• FM caps – provide certainty on maximum allowances 

but give little incentive to additional action.
• Net-net accounting CLM, GLM , RVeg; much better 

incentives, helps factor out any background trends in the 
emissions or removals.



Scale - factoring out - history

• Historical concern: could the residual uptake 
overwhelm the commitments? 

• Residual uptake is the mismatch between known 
sources of GHG emissions, known sinks and the 
rate of atmospheric CO2 increase

• RU is significant: possible causes – young forests, 
carbon fertilisation, nitrogen fallout 

• Anxiety removed by Art 3.4 forest management caps 
and net-net accounting for other activities.

• Could factoring out anxiety return?



Scale - factoring out - future
• CLM, GLM, RVeg are under net-net accounting –

already agreed that this deals with the issue
• Risk of unforeseen uptakes entering system much 

reduced by better understanding of what drives forestry 
emissions and removals, and better inventory data that 
can be linked to projections.

• This causal understanding essential to negotiating forest 
management uncapped in future agreements. 



Uncertainty
• LULUCF inventories very underdeveloped at the 

time of Kyoto
• Have seen big advances since then, a) 

agreement of IPCC Good Practice Guidance for 
LULUCF (2003), the 2006 Guidelines, and b) 
development of inventory systems and review 
under KP reporting requirements - LULUCF data 
now much improved.

• Need to continue to apply IPCC methods in a 
consistent fashion and maintain the UNFCCC/KP 
review system.



Risk
• Risk (= permanence risk) not an issue where there 

is long term responsibility for carbon stocks.
• In a legally binding regime this translates 

permanence risk into compliance risk. 
• Carbon stocks vary e.g. due to fire incidence or 

pest attack. These are predictable, on average. 
But they produce statistical fluctuations in national 
inventory totals – potentially  problem for 
compliance 



Risk - cont
• Even without LULUCF statistical fluctuations occur, up to 

a few % of national total emissions over a 5 year 
commitment period  - countries allow for this when 
accepting commitments. 

• Increasing averaging period would reduce LULUCF (and 
other) fluctuations but complicate accounting if the 
commitment period was different.

• Alternatively countries could sign up to commitments on 
the basis of a conservative assessment of what LULUCF 
will achieve, taking the statistical fluctuations into account



Particular  issues
• CDM: Consider simplification of rules including 

possibility of sectoral approach – part of package
• Achieving continuity: provided Art 3.3 and 3.4 

activities are a subset of any broader inclusion, 
and common IPCC methodologies are used, 
there will be continuity.

• Accounting rules Net-net and gross-net treat the 
sector the same way in the commitment period. 
The difference is in the base year – gross-net 
accounting omits LULUCF emissions. But this is 
unbalanced; should consider LULUCF in the base 
year too, so adopt net-net accounting.



Particular issues
• Special rules – Full coverage would reduce the need for 

special rules
• HWP: methodologically, harvested wood products are a 

dead organic matter pool and can be treated as such in 
determining a country’s emissions to or removals from the 
atmosphere from LULUCF.

• Anthropogenic emissions – use of managed land gives 
responsibility for carbon stocks were management takes 
place, including disturbances on unmanaged land leading 
to change from unmanaged to managed land.



In summary…

• solutions exist 
• we can have full coverage, proper incentives to 

optimise the contribution from sequestration, 
materials substitution and energy

• the ghosts of the past need not haunt the future.


