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[bookmark: _Toc228409017]Chapter 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc228409018]1.1 Background and Significance
Tropical forests cover about 12% of the land on Earth and are home to more than half of all known species that live on land, making them the most biodiverse ecosystems on the planet (IPBES, 2019). They also sequester an estimated 7.6 GtCO2e per year on a net basis, placing forest preservation at the centre of any credible climate mitigation strategy (Nasi, 2022).  The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations says that about 10 million hectares of forest are lost each year, and most of the land that is permanently changed from one use to another is for commercial agriculture. (FAO, 2020). The United Nations has characterised biodiversity loss and climate change as twin, mutually reinforcing crises: each accelerates the other through feedback mechanisms that now constitute a major driver of ecological instability at global scale (Boran and Pettorelli, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc228409019]1.2 Aims and Objectives
This report addresses two linked objectives drawn from the COP 30 thematic agenda as set out in the ACBA7007 module brief. First, it assesses to what extent previous COP conferences have delivered on the preservation of forests and biodiversity. Second, it critically evaluates the prospects for forests and biodiversity following COP 29 in Baku (2024) and COP 30 in Belem (2025). Together, these objectives provide a longitudinal assessment of multilateral forest and biodiversity governance from 1997 to the present.
[bookmark: _Toc228409020]1.3 Methodology
The report is grounded in a systematic review of peer-reviewed academic literature, supplemented by primary policy documents from the UNFCCC, CBD, and IPBES. Sources were selected from journals including Global Change Biology, Nature Climate Change, PLOS ONE, Conservation Biology, and the Journal of Applied Ecology, prioritising publications from 2018 to 2025 to ensure currency and relevance to the post-Paris governance period. Two analytical frameworks are applied: PESTEL analysis, presented in Appendix A, to map structural political, economic, social, technological, environmental, and legal drivers of the forest governance gap; and SWOT analysis in Chapter 4 to evaluate post-COP 30 prospects in a structured comparative format.

[bookmark: _Toc228409021]Chapter 2: Conceptual and Policy Background
[bookmark: _Toc228409022]2.1 Key Concepts and Definitions
Biodiversity is the variety of living things from all sources, such as land, sea, and other aquatic ecosystems, as well as the ecological systems they are a part of 21’
tgtd s(CBD, 1992). This definition encompasses ecosystem diversity, both between and within species.The idea of ecosystem services builds on this idea by talking about the many ways that ecosystems help people, such as providing food and water, controlling floods and climate, and cycling nutrients (IPBES, 2019). Nature is estimated to account for more than half of global GDP, and over a billion people rely directly on forests for their livelihoods (UN, 2024).
Global deforestation remains one of the most critical proximate drivers of biodiversity loss. The Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO, 2020) estimated 10 million hectares of forest are lost every year, with tropical forests being disproportionately impacted. These losses carry profound implications for climate regulation, as forests sequester an estimated 7.6 GtCO2e per year on a net basis, meaning their continued loss directly undermines the capacity to limit global warming (Nasi, 2022). The United Nations further reports that up to one million species are currently threatened with extinction, many within decades, and that parts of the Amazon rainforest are already transitioning from carbon sinks to carbon sources due to cumulative deforestation pressure (UN, 2024). Figure 1 illustrates this acceleration: the number of species assessed as threatened on the IUCN Red List has grown from approximately 11,000 in 2000 to over 44,000 by 2023, with no deceleration visible despite successive biodiversity governance milestones.
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[bookmark: _Toc228409044]Figure 1: IUCN Red List threatened species grew fourfold from 11,046 (2000) to 44,016 (2023), accelerating after 2018 despite successive biodiversity governance milestones (IUCN, 2025)
Climate change and biodiversity loss are mutually reinforcing. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) have concluded that, while biodiversity loss reduces ecosystem resilience and natural systems' ability to absorb and store carbon, climate change is one of the primary direct drivers of accelerating biodiversity loss. (Boran and Pettorelli, 2024). This creates a self-reinforcing feedback loop in which each crisis amplifies the other, as illustrated in Figure 2. Sanz and Perea Blazquez (2025) further note that the IPCC mostly uses peer-reviewed scientific literature to guide the UNFCCC process. In contrast, IPBES focuses on combining traditional and local knowledge with scientific evidence, which shows that each convention has its own way of doing things.
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[bookmark: _Toc228409045]Figure 2: The climate-biodiversity feedback loop, showing how deforestation, climate change, and biodiversity loss mutually reinforce each other through three interlocking pathways (IPBES, 2019; Boran and Pettorelli, 2024)
[bookmark: _Toc228409023]2.2 International Governance Architecture
The main international legal framework governing climate change is the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), which was created in 1992. The annual Conference of the Parties (COP) is the final decision-making body under the UNFCCC. At the Rio Earth Summit in 1992, the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) was created, and operates as a parallel but legally separate treaty with its own COP process. As Boran and Pettorelli (2024) argue, no single policy instrument currently addresses both crises jointly, representing a structural gap in global environmental governance that subsequent agreements have sought, with limited success, to bridge.
Within the UNFCCC framework, Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) was established as the primary mechanism linking forest governance to climate mitigation. First proposed at COP 11 in 2005 and progressively developed through the Bali Action Plan, the Cancun Agreements, and the Warsaw Framework, REDD+ aims to provide financial incentives to developing countries for verified reductions in forest loss (Sanz and Perea Blazquez, 2025). The mechanism also promotes sustainable forest management while preserving and improving forest carbon stocks. However, as Chapter 3 of this report demonstrates, the gap between REDD+ design and effective implementation has been substantial.
The most comprehensive multilateral biodiversity agreement to date is the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF), which was approved by CBD COP 15 in December 2022 (Lehmann et al., 2025). Its 23 action-oriented targets include the 30x30 goal, which says that those who sign it must protect and preserve at least 30% of the world's land, freshwater, and ocean areas by 2030. Hughes and Grumbine (2023) note, however, that the final text of the GBF is weaker than anticipated, with several critical indicators failing to achieve headline monitoring status and long-standing financial inequities between the Global North and Global South remaining inadequately resolved. The United Nations Sustainable Development Goal 15, Life on Land, provides a further governance layer, calling for the protection, restoration, and sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems and the halting of biodiversity loss by 2020, a target that was not met (UN, 2015). Table 1 below summarises the key international treaties and frameworks governing forests and biodiversity under the COP process.
[bookmark: _Toc228409041]Table 1: Key international treaties and frameworks governing forests and biodiversity under the COP process
	Framework
	Legal status
	Primary forest and biodiversity commitment

	Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD, 1992)
	Legally binding
	Biodiversity conservation and sustainable use; fair sharing of the advantages of genetic resources.

	UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC, 1992)
	Legally binding
	Stabilisation of greenhouse gas concentrations; forests recognised as carbon sinks and sources

	Kyoto Protocol (COP 3) (UNFCCC, 1998)
	Legally binding
	Binding emission reduction targets for Annex I parties; forests incorporated as carbon sinks under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 via LULUCF

	Bali Action Plan (COP 13)  (UNFCCC, 2008)
	Decision
	REDD+'s official launch as a strategy to lower emissions from deforestation in developing nations

	Cancun Agreements (COP 16) (UNFCCC, 2011)
	Decision
	REDD+ safeguards adopted, encompassing indigenous rights, biodiversity protections, and governance standards

	Warsaw Framework for REDD+ (COP 19)  (UNFCCC, 2014)
	Decision
	Established institutional architecture for national REDD+ programmes and results-based payment reporting

	Paris Agreement (COP 21)  (UNFCCC, 2015)
	Legally binding
	NDCs encompass forests; Article 5 recognises role of carbon sinks; commitments voluntary in scope

	Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (CBD, 2022)
	Strategic plan
	23 action-oriented targets including 30x30: conserve and protect 30 per cent of land and ocean by 2030; mainstream biodiversity across all sectors




[bookmark: _Toc228409024]Chapter 3: Historical COP Delivery on Forests and Biodiversity
[bookmark: _Toc228409025]3.1 Early COPs and the Emergence of the Forest Agenda (1997-2004)
The first decade of COP negotiations prioritised quantified emissions reductions over forest and biodiversity governance. The Kyoto Protocol (COP 3, 1997) was the first legally binding instrument under the UNFCCC, requiring industrialised nations to reduce greenhouse gas emissions against 1990 baselines. Forests were incorporated as carbon sinks under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 through the Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) framework, but their treatment was explicitly carbon-centric: forests were valued for their storage function rather than as biodiversity systems. The Clean Development Mechanism excluded avoided deforestation as a creditable activity, thereby limiting financial incentives for forest protection in developing countries. The Marrakesh Accords (COP 7, 2001) formalised LULUCF accounting rules but introduced flexibility provisions that critics identified as loopholes enabling land-use changes to offset industrial emissions with questionable ecological benefit (Sanz and Perea Blazquez, 2025).
Biodiversity was structurally absent from the COP process during this period. The UNFCCC and CBD operated in institutional silos, and no mechanism within the climate negotiations recognised or protected forest ecosystems beyond their carbon storage function. This narrow framing established a path dependency that would constrain forest and biodiversity governance across subsequent COPs.
[bookmark: _Toc228409026]3.2 REDD+ and the Institutionalisation of Forest Governance (2005-2013)
The Bali Action Plan (COP 13, 2007) formally introduced REDD+ as a mechanism to incentivise developing countries to reduce emissions from deforestation. This represented a conceptual shift: for the first time the UNFCCC framework acknowledged that forest loss in the Global South was a major emissions source meriting financial compensation. The Cancun Agreements (COP 16, 2010) reinforced REDD+ by adopting social and environmental safeguards, including requirements to respect indigenous peoples' rights and deliver biodiversity co-benefits. The Warsaw Framework for REDD+ (COP 19, 2013) completed the institutional architecture, establishing national reporting requirements and a results-based payment structure.
Despite this institutional development, the gap between REDD+ design and delivery has been extensively documented. Guizar‐Coutiño et al. (2022) conducted a global evaluation of voluntary REDD+ projects and found that actual reductions in deforestation attributable to these projects were substantially below stated claims, with additionality failures, carbon leakage to adjacent areas, and permanence risks pervasive across project portfolios. Monitoring of biodiversity co-benefits remained inadequate: the majority of countries implementing REDD+ failed to include biodiversity-specific indicators in their national reporting frameworks (Angelsen et al., 2018). Results-based payments were chronically underfunded, and REDD+ finance failed to achieve the scale needed to compete with the economic returns from commodity agriculture in deforestation-frontier economies. Brazil, Indonesia, and the Democratic Republic of Congo, the three largest recipients of REDD+ finance, continued to register persistently high deforestation rates, illustrating that incentive-based mechanisms cannot overcome structural economic drivers without complementary regulatory enforcement.
Figure 3 illustrates the cumulative financing gap across the three principal eras of international forest finance. In each period, pledged amounts substantially exceeded estimated disbursements, confirming that the rhetoric of forest finance has consistently outpaced actual resource transfer. The Glasgow era (2021-2023) exhibits the largest absolute gap, reflecting the scale of the USD 12 billion pledge made at COP 26 against a disbursement trajectory that remains far below commitment.
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[bookmark: _Toc228409046]Figure 3: Cumulative forest climate finance pledged consistently exceeded estimated disbursements across all three governance eras (2008-2023), confirming a persistent financing gap (Angelsen et al., 2018; FDA, 2025)
[bookmark: _Toc228409027]3.3 Paris Agreement to COP 26: Ambition versus Delivery (2015-2021)
The Paris Agreement (COP 21, 2015) embedded forests more substantially in the international climate architecture. Article 5 explicitly recognised the role of forests as c sinks, and urged parties to implement REDD+, while the NDC framework allowed countries to incorporate forest and land use commitments in their national climate plans. However, the voluntary nature of NDCs meant that forest pledges carried no binding obligation, and subsequent analysis confirmed significant inconsistency in ambition and specificity across national submissions.
The Glasgow Leaders' Declaration on Forests and Land Use was signed by 141 countries at COP 26 in Glasgow in 2021. These countries own 91% of the world's forests and promised to give about $20 billion in funding.Nasi (2022) estimated that full implementation could deliver 22.9 GtCO2e in emissions reductions over the 2021-2030 period. Yet the post-Glasgow trajectory has been one of documented divergence between pledge and performance. Weisse et al. (2023) confirmed that tropical primary forest loss totalled 4.1 million hectares in 2022, a 10 per cent increase on 2021, the year the Declaration was signed. Brazil's primary forest loss rose 15 per cent between 2021 and 2022 under the Bolsonaro administration, demonstrating the degree to which forest outcomes depend on domestic political context rather than international commitment structures. Figure 4 illustrates the overall trend: despite successive COP milestones, annual tropical primary forest loss shows a broadly increasing trajectory, with no sustained reversal following any COP commitment.
The nature-based solutions (NbS) framing promoted at COP 26 attracted parallel scientific scrutiny. Buma et al. (2024) reviewed 43 NbS pathways and found that while tropical forest conservation had a solid scientific basis, many pathways with carbon credit eligibility remained uncertain due to incomplete greenhouse gas accounting. Vian et al. (2023) synthesised critiques from social and natural sciences, arguing that carbon-centric forest strategies risk marginalising biodiversity outcomes and the rights of forest-dependent communities in favour of monetisable carbon metrics.
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[bookmark: _Toc228409047]Figure 4: Annual tropical primary forest loss (million hectares), 2001-2022, with key COP milestones annotated; loss increased 10 per cent in 2022, the year following the Glasgow Declaration (Weisse, Goldman and Carter, 2023)
[bookmark: _Toc228409028]3.4 COP 27 and COP 28 (2022-2023)
COP 27 (Sharm el-Sheikh, 2022) established the Loss and Damage Fund, recognising that climate-vulnerable developing nations, which are disproportionately also biodiversity-rich forest countries, required dedicated finance for irreversible climate impacts. No direct forest or biodiversity allocation was attached to the fund. COP 28 (Dubai, 2023) produced the first Global Stocktake under the Paris Agreement, confirming that current NDC commitments were insufficient for 1.5 degrees Celsius and explicitly acknowledging that halting and reversing deforestation by 2030 was critical to meeting climate goals. However, as with preceding COPs, no new binding enforcement mechanism for forest protection was adopted. The systemic political, economic, and legal drivers shaping this governance gap are analysed in the PESTEL framework provided in Appendix A.
[bookmark: _Toc228409029]3.5 Overall Assessment of Historical COP Delivery
The record from COP 3 to COP 28 supports a clear finding: the COP process produced progressively more sophisticated institutional architecture for forests and biodiversity, while delivery consistently fell short of commitment. Three structural failures recur. First, enforcement deficits: from REDD+ through to the Glasgow Declaration, governance mechanisms relied on voluntary compliance with no binding verification or financial consequences for non-delivery. Second, financing gaps: pledged finance consistently exceeded disbursements, and available resources were structurally insufficient to shift the economic calculus away from commodity-driven deforestation. Third, biodiversity marginalisation: throughout this period, forest governance within the UNFCCC remained defined by carbon metrics, treating biodiversity co-benefits as secondary considerations. Table 2 below summarises the delivery record across key COP milestones.
[bookmark: _Toc228409042]Table 2: Key COP milestones on forests and biodiversity, 1997-2023: commitment and delivery assessment
	COP / year
	Forest and biodiversity commitment
	Delivery evidence
	Assessment

	COP 3, 1997 (Kyoto)
	Forests as carbon sinks under LULUCF, Articles 3.3 and 3.4; CDM excludes avoided deforestation
	LULUCF rules adopted at COP 7; CDM exclusion limited finance for forest protection in the Global South
	Partial

	COP 7, 2001 (Marrakesh)
	LULUCF accounting rules finalised; flexibility provisions for land use included
	Loopholes allowing offsetting; biodiversity considerations absent from the framework
	Not met

	COP 13, 2007 (Bali)
	REDD+ introduced in the Bali Action Plan to incentivise reduced deforestation
	Framework established but no finance mechanism; implementation deferred to subsequent COPs
	Partial

	COP 16, 2010 (Cancun)
	REDD+ safeguards adopted, including indigenous rights and biodiversity co-benefits
	Safeguards adopted but monitoring of biodiversity indicators weak; finance inadequate in most countries
	Partial

	COP 19, 2013 (Warsaw)
	Warsaw Framework for REDD+ established national reporting and results-based payment structure
	Institutional architecture created but chronically underfunded; additionality failures documented (Guizar‐Coutiño et al., 2022)
	Partial

	COP 21, 2015 (Paris)
	Article 5 recognises forests as carbon sinks; forests incorporated in NDC framework (voluntary)
	NDC forest commitments inconsistent in scope and ambition; no binding forest-specific targets
	Partial

	COP 26, 2021 (Glasgow)
	In the Glasgow Leaders' Declaration, 141 countries promise to end and reverse deforestation by 2030, with USD 20 billion promised.
	Tropical primary forest loss increased by 10 per cent in 2022, the first year after the Declaration (Weisse, Goldman and Carter, 2023)
	Not met

	COP 27, 2022 (Sharm el-Sheikh)
	In the Glasgow Leaders' Declaration, 141 countries pledge USD 20 billion to halt and reverse deforestation by 2030.
	Fund created; no direct forest or biodiversity finance allocation
	Partial

	COP 28, 2023 (Dubai)
	First Global Stocktake: NDCs confirmed insufficient for 1.5 degrees Celsius; forests cited as critical mitigation gap
	No new binding forest commitments; NbS integrity concerns raised
	Not met




[bookmark: _Toc228409030]Chapter 4: Prospects for Forests and Biodiversity after COP 29
[bookmark: _Toc228409031]4.1 COP 29: The Baku Climate Unity Pact (November 2024)
COP 29 in Baku, Azerbaijan, was defined by climate finance. Its central outcome, the Baku Climate Unity Pact, established the New Collective Quantified Goal (NCQG): a commitment for developed countries to mobilise at least USD 300 billion per year by 2035, alongside a broader Baku-Belem Roadmap calling on all actors to reach USD 1.3 trillion annually (IISD, 2024). For forests and biodiversity, direct progress was limited. Negotiations on Article 6.4 carbon markets, which include provisions for forestry and REDD+ activities, reached a technical resolution, but civil society observers criticised the absence of robust environmental integrity safeguards. No new binding commitments on deforestation were adopted. The Glasgow Leaders' Declaration on Forests and Land Use, signed by 141 nations at COP 26, remained the primary forest benchmark, yet post-Glasgow monitoring confirmed that global deforestation increased by 4 to 7 per cent between 2021 and 2022, with between 5.8 and 6.6 million hectares permanently lost in that year alone (FDA, 2025). COP 29 therefore left the accountability gap between forest pledge and verified delivery unresolved, with the expectation that Belem would provide the substantive forest agenda.
[bookmark: _Toc228409032]4.2 COP 30: The Belem Package and Forest Outcomes (November 2025)
COP 30 in Belem, located at the edge of the Amazon basin, was framed by Brazil as the implementation COP and, informally, the Forest COP. It produced the Belem Package: 29 decisions adopted by 195 Parties, covering adaptation finance, the Belem Mission to 1.5, and a Global Implementation Accelerator (Leal-Arcas, 2025). Over 122 countries submitted new or updated NDCs, though these collectively delivered less than 15 per cent of the emissions reductions needed to stay within 1.5 degrees Celsius, and 76 countries missed the submission deadline entirely (WRI, 2025).
On forests, the most significant outcome was the launch of the Tropical Forests Forever Facility (TFFF): a permanent long-term financing mechanism that raised USD 5.5 billion from 53 countries, directing at least 20 per cent of resources to Indigenous Peoples and local communities (Leal-Arcas, 2025). Brazil announced deforestation rates in the Amazon had reached an 11-year low, and the COP 30 Presidency committed to a Forest and Climate Roadmap to halt and reverse deforestation. Critically, however, this roadmap was not formally adopted within the binding Belem Package; opposition from a minority of parties blocked its integration into the core decisions (WRI, 2025). Efforts to produce a joint synergies agreement between the UNFCCC, CBD, and United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) also failed, with some nations resisting what they framed as a blurring of treaty mandates (Carbon Brief, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc228409033]4.3 Critical Assessment of Post-COP 30 Prospects
Table 3 summarises the key strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats for forests and biodiversity governance in the post-Belem period.
[bookmark: _Toc228409043]Table 3: SWOT analysis of prospects for forests and biodiversity in the post-COP 30 landscape
	Strengths
- Tropical Forests Forever Facility raised USD 5.5 billion at COP 30, with 20 per cent allocated to Indigenous Peoples
- Amazon deforestation reached an 11-year low in Brazil ahead of COP 30, demonstrating domestic progress
- Record Indigenous Peoples participation at COP 30: 3,000 community representatives
	Weaknesses
- TFFF is voluntary and lacks binding conditionality or independent verification requirements
- 76 countries representing over 26 per cent of global emissions failed to submit updated NDCs at COP 30
- Biodiversity targets under the Kunming-Montreal GBF remain structurally separate from UNFCCC NDC processes

	Opportunities
- TFFF designed as a permanent long-term facility, improving planning horizons for forest finance
- Belem Mission to 1.5 platform can accelerate forest ambition during inter-sessional period to COP 31
- EU Deforestation Regulation creates supply-chain demand for verified deforestation-free sourcing
	Threats
- US withdrawal from the Paris Agreement in 2025 weakens multilateral climate finance commitments
- No binding deforestation roadmap was included in the formal Belem Package at COP 30
- Continued commodity-driven deforestation in soy, beef, and palm oil supply chains undermines NDC gains



The biodiversity protection gap illustrated in Figure 5 provides a concrete quantitative measure of the weakness identified in the SWOT analysis above. Despite two decades of international commitment, the proportion of global land under formal protection has risen from 13 per cent in 2010 to only 17.6 per cent in 2025, leaving a 12.4 percentage-point gap to the 30x30 target with just five years remaining. Hughes and Grumbine (2023) note that even the current protected area statistics overstate effective conservation, as the quality and enforcement of protection varies enormously between designations.
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[bookmark: _Toc228409048]Figure 5: Global protected land area increased from 13.0 per cent (2010) to only 17.6 per cent (2025), leaving a 12.4 percentage-point gap to the 30x30 GBF target by 2030 (Hughes and Grumbine, 2023)
Three conclusions follow from this analysis. First, the TFFF marks a qualitative shift from pledge-based to facility-based forest finance, but its voluntary architecture and modest scale relative to the financing gap mean it cannot substitute for the binding REDD+ reform that Guizar‐Coutiño et al. (2022) identify as necessary for credible emissions reduction. Second, the NDC shortfall at COP 30 confirms that current national ambition remains structurally inadequate: the Belem Mission to 1.5 and Global Implementation Accelerator are inter-sessional mechanisms that may improve delivery, but their voluntary nature mirrors the weaknesses of every comparable initiative since the Glasgow Declaration. Third, the failure to adopt a joint UNFCCC-CBD synergies agreement at COP 30 leaves the institutional gap identified by Boran and Pettorelli (2024) intact, meaning that forests and biodiversity targets continue to be pursued through parallel tracks rather than an integrated governance architecture. The prospects for meaningful progress therefore depend on whether the political momentum generated in Belem translates into verified, financed, and enforceable commitments at COP 31 and beyond.


[bookmark: _Toc228409034]Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc228409035]5.1 Summary of Findings
This report set out to assess two questions: to what extent has the COP process delivered on preserving forests and biodiversity, and what are the prospects following COP 29 and COP 30? The evidence presented in Chapters 3 and 4 permits clear answers to both.
On the historical record (Chapter 3), the COP process has produced a progressively more ambitious institutional architecture, advancing from the carbon-centric LULUCF framework of Kyoto, through the REDD+ mechanism, to the Glasgow Leaders' Declaration. Yet each milestone has been accompanied by an accountability deficit. Enforcement mechanisms have been voluntary throughout; financing pledges have consistently exceeded disbursements; and biodiversity has remained subordinate to carbon within UNFCCC negotiations. The empirical evidence is unambiguous: tropical primary forest loss increased 10 per cent in 2022, the first year following the most ambitious forest pledge in COP history (Weisse, Goldman and Carter, 2023). The three structural failures identified in Section 3.5, namely enforcement deficits, financing gaps, and biodiversity marginalisation, persist across all eras of COP governance.
On prospects after COP 29 (Chapter 4), the Baku Climate Unity Pact established a significant climate finance architecture but produced no new binding forest commitments. COP 30 in Belem introduced the TFFF as a meaningful institutional innovation, and Brazil's Amazon deforestation reached an 11-year low, demonstrating that domestic political will can produce measurable outcomes. However, the Forest and Climate Roadmap was not formally adopted, the joint UNFCCC-CBD synergies agreement failed, and 76 countries missed the NDC deadline. The prospects for meaningful post-Belem progress are therefore cautiously conditional: they depend on whether the voluntary institutional momentum generated in Belem is consolidated into binding, verifiable, and financed commitments at COP 31.
[bookmark: _Toc228409036]5.2 Policy Recommendations
Three evidence-based recommendations follow from this analysis. First, REDD+ should be reformed from a voluntary to a results-based mechanism, with binding independent third-party measurement, reporting, and verification (MRV), automatic finance triggers upon verified performance, and explicit biodiversity co-benefit indicators as disbursement conditions. The current voluntary architecture, as documented by Guizar‐Coutiño et al. (2022), is insufficient to close the deforestation-finance gap. Second, biodiversity targets under the Kunming-Montreal GBF should be formally integrated into the UNFCCC NDC framework, removing the structural separation between climate and biodiversity governance that Boran and Pettorelli (2024) identify as the central institutional barrier to coherent forest protection. Third, a defined and ring-fenced share of the NCQG should be directed specifically to community-managed forest protection in high-biodiversity tropical nations, recognising that, as demonstrated at COP 30, Indigenous Peoples and local communities are among the most effective forest stewards when adequately resourced and legally recognised.
[bookmark: _Toc228409037]5.3 Limitations of the Analysis
This report is subject to two principal limitations. First, the post-COP 30 policy landscape is rapidly evolving; developments since November 2025 may alter the assessment of prospects presented in Chapter 4, particularly regarding the operationalisation of the TFFF and the COP 31 agenda. Second, the report focuses primarily on the UNFCCC governance track; CBD processes and the Kunming-Montreal GBF are covered only insofar as they intersect directly with COP decisions, and a fuller treatment of biodiversity governance would require dedicated analysis of the CBD COP process.
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[bookmark: _Toc228409039]Appendix A: PESTEL Analysis
The following PESTEL analysis identifies the structural Political, Economic, Social, Technological, Environmental, and Legal factors that have shaped the forest and biodiversity governance gap documented in Chapter 3, and that continue to condition prospects in the post-COP 30 period analysed in Chapter 4.
PESTEL Analysis: Forests and Biodiversity Governance under the COP Process
	Factor
	Key drivers and barriers for forest and biodiversity governance

	Political
	Domestic political volatility in major forest nations undermines international pledges: the Bolsonaro administration (2019-2022) dismantled enforcement agencies and drove a 15 per cent increase in Brazilian Amazon loss in 2022, the year after the Glasgow Declaration. The US withdrawal from the Paris Agreement in 2025 removes the world's second largest emitter from the multilateral finance architecture, weakening the NCQG commitment base. Geopolitical tensions between the Global North and Global South over historical emissions responsibility have repeatedly stalled binding forest finance negotiations, from Warsaw to COP 29.

	Economic
	Commodity agriculture, including soy, beef, and palm oil, generates returns that structurally outcompete REDD+ incentive payments in deforestation-frontier economies. The NCQG agreed at COP 29 commits USD 300 billion per year by 2035, but independent estimates including the Dasgupta Review place the true cost of biodiversity-positive land management at multiples of this figure. Results-based REDD+ payments have been chronically underfunded across all implementation periods. The TFFF (USD 5.5 billion, COP 30) represents an improvement but remains modest relative to the scale of economic drivers.

	Social
	Indigenous Peoples and local communities are among the most effective stewards of tropical forests, yet land tenure insecurity, marginalisation from carbon market revenues, and documented human rights abuses associated with REDD+ projects have undermined community-based governance. COP 30 registered the largest Indigenous Peoples participation in COP history (3,000 representatives), reflecting growing recognition of this constituency, though formal rights protections within the UNFCCC framework remain inadequate. Forest-dependent communities in the Global South are disproportionately vulnerable to biodiversity loss and climate impacts yet receive the least finance.

	Technological
	Advances in remote sensing, satellite monitoring, and near-real-time deforestation alert systems (including the GLAD platform of the University of Maryland) have substantially improved MRV capacity since 2013, reducing the technical barriers to results-based forest finance. However, the translation of improved data into verified, disbursed payments has been slow. Carbon market integrity tools under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement remain contested: COP 29 resolved technical rules for Article 6.4 but left environmental integrity safeguards for forestry activities weak. Precision biodiversity monitoring tools, including eDNA sampling and acoustic monitoring, are expanding the evidence base for biodiversity co-benefits assessment.

	Environmental
	The Amazon rainforest is approaching a tipping point beyond which large portions may transition from rainforest to savanna, a shift that would release billions of tonnes of stored carbon and eliminate irreplaceable biodiversity (UN, 2024). The IPBES Global Assessment (2019) identified climate change as one of the five direct drivers of biodiversity loss, alongside land-use change, overexploitation, pollution, and invasive species. The self-reinforcing feedback loop between deforestation, biodiversity loss, and climate change (Figure 1) means that delayed action compounds both crises simultaneously. Record tropical primary forest loss of 6.7 million hectares was recorded in 2024, driven largely by fires.

	Legal
	The structural separation between the UNFCCC and CBD creates a legal governance gap: forest protection commitments under one convention carry no binding force under the other. NDCs under the Paris Agreement are legally binding in their submission requirement but not in their content, meaning forest pledges are effectively voluntary. REDD+ safeguards adopted at Cancun (2010) require biodiversity protection in principle but lack independent enforcement mechanisms. The EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR), which prohibits imports linked to deforestation, represents the most significant binding regulatory intervention in forest governance to emerge outside the UNFCCC process, with implications for commodity supply chains in Brazil, Indonesia, and the DRC.
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	Term / Acronym
	Definition

	CBD
	Convention on Biological Diversity. Multilateral treaty adopted in 1992 at the Rio Earth Summit governing the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and the fair sharing of genetic resource benefits.

	COP
	Conference of the Parties. The supreme governing body of a multilateral treaty, meeting annually. In this report, COP refers to both the UNFCCC COP (climate) and, where specified, the CBD COP (biodiversity).

	GBF
	Global Biodiversity Framework. The Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework, adopted at CBD COP 15 in December 2022. Contains 23 targets including the 30x30 goal to protect 30 per cent of land and ocean by 2030.

	IPBES
	Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. An independent intergovernmental body that assesses the state of biodiversity and ecosystem services to inform policymakers, analogous to the IPCC for climate.

	IPCC
	Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. The United Nations body that assesses scientific evidence on climate change to inform the UNFCCC negotiations.

	LULUCF
	Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry. A sector within the UNFCCC greenhouse gas accounting framework that covers emissions and removals from forests, croplands, grasslands, and wetlands.

	MRV
	Measurement, Reporting and Verification. The system of rules and tools used to quantify, report, and independently verify emissions reductions, particularly within carbon markets and REDD+.

	NCQG
	New Collective Quantified Goal. The climate finance goal agreed at COP 29 in Baku (2024) committing developed countries to mobilise at least USD 300 billion per year for developing countries by 2035, as part of a broader USD 1.3 trillion pathway.

	NDC
	Nationally Determined Contribution. A country's climate action plan submitted under the Paris Agreement, setting out its mitigation and adaptation commitments. NDC content is voluntary; submission is legally required.

	NbS
	Nature-based Solutions. Actions to protect, restore, or sustainably manage natural ecosystems in ways that address societal challenges including climate change and biodiversity loss, while delivering co-benefits for human wellbeing.

	REDD+
	Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation. A UNFCCC mechanism providing financial incentives to developing countries for verified reductions in forest loss, conservation of forest carbon stocks, sustainable forest management, and enhancement of carbon stocks.

	TFFF
	Tropical Forests Forever Facility. A permanent long-term financing mechanism launched at COP 30 in Belem (2025), raising USD 5.5 billion from 53 countries to support tropical forest protection, with at least 20 per cent directed to Indigenous Peoples and local communities.

	UNFCCC
	United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. The 1992 treaty establishing the international framework for addressing climate change. The UNFCCC COP is the supreme decision-making body under this treaty.

	30x30
	The target within the Kunming-Montreal GBF to effectively conserve and protect at least 30 per cent of the world's terrestrial, inland water, coastal, and marine areas by 2030.
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