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The following is a condensed list of supporting arguments and evidence for why conservatively issued jurisdictional-

scale high forest, low deforestation (HFLD) credits are high-integrity and should be considered fungible with any other 

high-integrity emissions reduction or removal credits. It provides a brief explanation of why HFLD credits are additional, 

focusing on the emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of the crediting mechanism. Refer to the white 

paper “Justification for High Forest, Low Deforestation Crediting” for more detailed information, available at 

edf.org/HFLD. 

Deforestation happens in HFLD jurisdictions. Forests in HFLD jurisdictions are currently at 

risk and their emerging threats shift rapidly.   

a) According to one widely used definition, HFLD countries have at least 50% forest cover and experience 

deforestation at a lower rate than the global averagei. Deforestation is predicted to rise across the tropics in the 

absence of economic incentives for forest conservation even in areas where deforestation has been historically low 

– HFLD areas.ii,iii  

b) Six countries lost HFLD statusiv over the last decade (2010-2019): Cambodia, Colombia, Laos, Samoa, Sao Tome 

and Principe, and Zambia, a very strong indication that HFLD status cannot be expected to continue indefinitely 

without ongoing intervention.  

c) Intact forests are threatened by the same forces, such as sudden commodity price swings, that are increasing 

deforestation rates worldwide as encroachment becomes more widespread and infrastructure and extractive 

activities extend into previously remote areas.v,vi 

Avoiding deforestation and conserving forest carbon stock in HFLD areas requires active 

and ongoing intervention. 

a) Many Indigenous lands fall within HFLD designation as they often contain largely intact forestsvii and have higher 

forest cover than adjacent areasviii due to persistent efforts of their inhabitants to address the drivers of 

deforestationix,x ,xi. 

b) HFLD jurisdictions implement the same REDD+ activities as non-HFLD jurisdictions (e.g., enacting forest 

management plans, establishing protected areas, developing REDD+ regulation and policies, etc.). While such 

actions are generally considered additional when practiced by non-HFLD jurisdictions to lower their deforestation, 

they are falsely interpreted as non-additional when practiced by HFLD jurisdictions to maintain their low levels of 

deforestation. In both instances similar jurisdictional activities are implemented to conserve existing forest carbon 

stocks by addressing the drivers of forest loss – the HFLD jurisdictions simply start from a point of lower 

deforestation.    

c) REDD+ interventions dampen deforestation pressures, evidenced by Guyana’s successful 2010-2015 REDD+ 

program, which reduced tree cover loss by 35%.xii  
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The existing HFLD crediting methodology (TREES) is sufficiently conservative to avoid the 

risk of over-crediting. 

a) HFLD credits reward jurisdictions for resisting drivers of deforestation and conserving high forest carbon stocks, 

thus preventing forest carbon from being emitted. HFLD credits represent real emission reductions. 

b) TREES HFLD approach incentivizes jurisdictions to achieve and maintain HFLD status and penalizes any rising 

emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. HFLD crediting requires the same discounts as non-HFLD 

crediting for leakage, uncertainty, and reversals, along with REDD+ implementation plans to mitigate drivers of 

deforestation and degradation.  

c) TREES uses a conservative factor to calculate the HFLD crediting level (up to 0.05% of forest carbon stock). 

Considering the annual sequestration of intact tropical forests is about 0.3% of average carbon stockxiii, and the 

climate impact of preserving intact forests is six times greater than emissions lost from deforestation alonexiv, the 

TREES methodology likely underestimates the true climate benefit delivered by these forests.  

HFLD crediting further strengthens conservativeness and rigor of forest carbon crediting, 

as it addresses risks of international leakage and perverse incentive to deforest. 

a) There is a potential risk that deforestation pressure will shift to HFLD jurisdictions as high-deforestation regions 

engage in efforts to reduce their local rates of forest loss. The displacement of emissions due to mitigation activities 

across borders (international leakage) can erode efforts to control deforestation at a global scale.xv,xvi  

b) Studies suggest that creating incentives, such as through the purchase of carbon credits, to maintain carbon stocks 

in HFLD areas can be an effective solution to reduce the risk of leakagexvii. Such an approach ensures that areas 

where deforestation is low and where ongoing efforts to reduce emissions have been succeeding (e.g., Indigenous 

Territories) are rewarded. Otherwise, landowners would only be able to earn credits after deforestation had 

increased – a perverse and myopic outcome.  

c) While there are different potential designs of an HFLD crediting approach, the greatest benefit for limiting forest 

emissions and global cost-effectiveness comes from the inclusion, rather than the exclusion, of HFLD crediting as 

part of the international portfolio of REDD+ strategies.xviii Providing financial incentives to HFLD jurisdictions before 

they experience a spike in deforestation pressure is thus a crucial and equitable way to protect forests at a global 

scale over the coming decade. 

 

Case Study: Guyana – Existing HFLD crediting methodology sufficiently 

conservative to capture growing risk of forest loss 

 
Guyana is an HFLD country with over 18 million hectares of forest. The main driver of deforestation in 
Guyana is gold mining. At present, there are over 7,200 contracts for gold mining that overlap with 
intact forest landscapes in Guyana. Most of these gold mining contracts are in an exploration permit 
stage. If exercised, this extractive activity risks deforestation of 16% of the country’s forest area 
(approximately 2.9 million hectares). 
 
Guyana recently received credits for its 2016-2020 REDD+ performance using the current TREES 
HFLD methodology. The conservative HFLD adjustment portion of the crediting methodology resulted 
in a less than 0.05% multiplier of the country forest carbon stock. The HFLD adjustment under TREES 
reflects an additional area of 7,000 or so hectares being protected from loss every year, on top of any 
reductions of emissions from deforestation or degradation that the country achieves. This conservative 
adjustment is equal to less than one percent of the land that is actually under threat of forest loss in 
any given year due to gold mining contracts. Clearly, more of the country’s area is potentially at threat 
of forest loss, yet Guyana received credits for conserving only a tiny fraction of its vast 18 million 
hectare accounting area, in addition to lowering its average annual emissions. 
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