
CsCreen
Fast track estimation of carbon benefits 

from forestry activitiesfrom forestry activities

Carmenza Robledo, PhD.
Ecoexistence





The landscape reality…

Do we really need  6 different accounting systems?
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sCreen includessCreen includes
5 th d• 5 methods
1. Carbon sequestration (CS)
2 Carbon enhancement (CE)2. Carbon enhancement (CE)
3. GHG emissions from degradation (ER1)
4. GHG emissions from deforestation (ER2)
5. Timber and wood products

• Treatment of leakages
• Also data requirements, considerations for 
stratification, consideration of time frame, 
consideration of biodiversityconsideration of biodiversity

• Results of sCreen are approximations aimed at 
clarifying potential carbon benefits in an easy manner. y g p y



General assumptions and clarificationsGeneral assumptions and clarifications
 Historical trend as the starting point for the reference scenario
 The methods consider living biomass (aboveground and 

belowground biomass).  If litter, dead wood or soil organic 
carbon of these three pools is consider as potential significant 

itt th th d h ld b demitter, other methods should be used.
 Potential carbon benefits from timber and wood products are 

accounted for separately through a specific method. 
 Considers two degradation drivers: firewood/wood gathering 

and illegal logging. 
 We estimate carbon stock changes following the IPCC We estimate carbon stock changes, following the IPCC 

guidance. Positive values imply increase in carbon stocks, 
negative values imply decrease in carbon stocks (i.e. 
deforestation and degradation have negative values)g g )

 Data (following IPCC tiers): 
 When available local values, if not
 National data if not National data, if not
 IPCC default values (GPG‐LULUCF or 2006 Inventory guidelines)



CuzalandCuzaland: : Different Areas Different Areas –– different driversdifferent drivers
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Management options

Deforestation ‐ Intact forest
Hectares
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Abandoned pastures 3

Biodiversity buffers (Rehabilitation) 10Biodiversity buffers (Rehabilitation) 10

Watersheds (Agroforesty) 1
Agricultural land (silvopastoral systems) 0 75
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Extension of agricultural and livestock frontier
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Maximum potential:
Highest mitigation potential but‐ Highest mitigation potential, but

‐ No consideration of other development 
priorities

‐ High investments required in the first 5 yearsHigh investments required in the first 5 years
Development A:
‐ Considers other sector’s priorities
‐ Less investment intensive than the previous p

one
Development B:
‐ ‐Considers other sector’s prioritiesp
‐ Less investment intensive than the previous 

one



Test phase 2103Test phase ‐ 2103
Methodology design (2012)Methodology design (2012)
Methodology review by experts
First calculation routine
Tests:Tests:

– Sub‐national level (at different scales and with different 
number of forestry activities)

• Colombia, Ghana and Malaysia

– National level
• Test country (using the current information from a real y ( g
country)



Advantages of sCreenAdvantages of sCreen

h d l i l k f ll f• One methodological package for all forestry 
activities

• Allows comparing possible scenarios
• Allows dialogue among stakeholdersAllows dialogue among stakeholders  
regarding advantages and disadvantages of 
various management optionsvarious management options

• Flexible regarding data sources and cheap
i tiscreening option 

• User friendly



THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR ATTENTION!!

bl dcarmenza.robledo@com
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