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Why were countries divided/categorised into either Annex I or non-Annex I? This cat-
egorization denotes the KP. And if it is KP data, then the US is not included? And
since 2012, 1-2 other developed countries have stepped out. It may be more help-
ful to categorize by developed and developing countries to include all Parties to the
UNFCCC.

In terms of the figures, for developing countries why has Brazil and Indonesia (despite
them being huge forest countries) being highlighted. But according to the data pro-
vided in the article, the growing problem lies in Africa. Is it possible to present what is
happening in the DRC, if you are only selecting large forest countries.
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Tubiello
Sticky Note
Noted, possibly for future action. However in FAOSTAT Annex I and non-Annex I countries cover the entire country list and is merely used as a way to simplify reporting for ''developed'' and ''developing'' countries, for which in fact we have not list applicable to a FAO database.

Tubiello
Sticky Note
DRC has not submitted a BUR to date, so we were not in a position to conduct an analysis similar to the one made for Brazil and Indonesia. Great point though about DRC (second country for deforestation  after Brazil). We have inserted relevant text to this end when discussing comparisons to UNFCCC.
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Also, in these figures, you mention “deforestation” but in the y-axis, it refers to MtCO2
as emissions.

It is not clear why the 2 categories, naturally regenerating and planted forests were
chosen, but how did you compare these to the UNFCCC reported categories. The
selected categories would apply to the KP, article 3.3 and 3.4. But developing countries
do not report on these Articles. Under the Convention, countries report on forest lands
remaining forest lands (could be natural forests) or forest lands converted to other
land uses or other land uses converted to forests (planted forest), following IPCC LU
categorization.

Interactive comment on Earth Syst. Sci. Data Discuss., https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-2020-203,
2020.
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Tubiello
Sticky Note
indeed. We trust that the more complete discussion now provided in the methods section significantly clarifies doubts around this issue.

Tubiello
Sticky Note
we now explain in the methods section that i) the inclusion relates to FRA categories with sufficient data available for analysis; and that most importantly ii) they were used simply as a way to improve estimates of forest losses. Comparisons with country data do not include this granularity. We trust that the expanded methods section helps to clarify these and similar doubts.




