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From: JUAN DAVID DURAN HERNANDEZ <jduran@xm.com.co>
Sent: 17-Apr-21 10:31
To: Office of the Environment
Subject: TAB Public Comment Form
Attachments: TAB_Public_Comment_Form - XM (Juan Duran).docx

Categories: Natalia

Hi, 

My name is Juan Duran and I work at XM, the independent system operator in Colombia and the wholesale energy 
adminsitrator. Please find attached my comments to the application form of the colombian standard called ProClima 
International. 

Thank you for your time t oread this information. 

Best regards, 
Juan 

Juan David
Durán Hernández 
Dirección Planeación Empresarial 

 jduran@xm.com.co 
(+574) 315 78 25 / (+57) 301 697 10 19 
www.xm.com.co 
 Cl 12 sur # 18 - 168 

Medellín, Colombia 
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TAB Public Comment Template Form 
The public is invited to submit comments on the responses to the call for applications, including regarding their alignment with the 
emissions units criteria (EUC).  

ICAO requests the public to use this form to provide structured comments on the responses to the call for applications that were submitted for 
assessment by the TAB.  

Public comments received during this assessment cycle, including commenter names and organizations, will be published on the ICAO CORSIA 
website following the decision by the Council in respect of TAB’s eligibility recommendations for this cycle.  

ICAO reserves its rights to exclude from publication any submissions that are inconsistent with these guidelines, or which contain information 
that can be perceived as offensive, defamatory, and/or third-party advertising (e.g. spam).  

All comments received by the deadline are considered in full, but due to time constraints, ICAO is unable to provide individualized responses. 

Commenters may request confidential treatment for a portion of their submission that they wish to designate as “provided in confidence”. Any 
such information must be clearly marked and placed in a separate annex. The information contained in this annex will inform the TAB’s 
assessment, but will not be published on the ICAO CORSIA website. ICAO will not consider any submission from the public that requests 
confidential treatment of all, or a substantial part, of the submission. 

Commenter Name: Juan David Durán Hernández 

Commenter Organization: XM S.A. E.S.P. subsidiary from Group ISA. XM is Independent System Operator of the Power Network and 
Wholesale energy administrator in Colombia 

Programme Name  Reference in 
Programme 
Application Form 

Emissions Unit Criteria 
reference* 

Comment 

ProClima 
International 

Section 4.5  Does the programme have 
the capability to ensure that 
any emissions units which 
compensate 
for the material reversal of 
mitigation issued as 
emissions units and used 

I understand that Leakage and non‐performance for GHG 
activities, AFOLUO Projects and REDD+ projects defines a 
way of ensuring that part of the carbon reductions are 
kept as part of an insurance to what could happen in the 
future with the emissions reduction Project. If I 
understand it correctly, the answer to the mentioned 
paragraph states: 
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toward offsetting 
obligations under the 
CORSIA are fully eligible for 
use under the CORSIA? 
(Paragraph 
3.5.6) 

“Verified Carbon Credits placed in the reserve account 
may be released and placed on the market at a later 
verification. Provided that there has been no cancellation 
of such credits.” 

The reserve specified in other parts of the application is 15 
% and this concerns me, because I do not see a risk 
analysis or any kind of procedure to release this buffer 
under certain circumstances. If I understand correctly, it 
should be kept to cover for future losses of the Project. 
Reading the programme standard I also do not find 
evidence of a safeguard system, risk assesstment or 
leakage monitoring. 

* Please refer to Programme Application Form, Appendix A ‐ Supplementary Information for Assessment of Emissions Unit Programs
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Comment Set #2 

Name: 
Jhoanna Cifuentes 

Organization: 
CLIMALAB 

Date of receipt: 
18 April 2021 
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1

From: Jhoanna Cifuentes <jhoanna.cifuentes@climalab.org>
Sent: 18-Apr-21 13:48
To: Office of the Environment
Subject: public comments to CORSIA
Attachments: CLIMALAB - TAB_Public_Comment_Form.docx

Categories: Natalia

Dear ICAO team, 

Here our comments on the public consultation. We consider it really important to maintain the market and 
environmental integrity.  

Regards, 

Jhoanna Cifuentes 
CLIMALAB 
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TAB Public Comment Template Form 
The public is invited to submit comments on the responses to the call for applications, including regarding their alignment with the 
emissions units criteria (EUC).  

ICAO requests the public to use this form to provide structured comments on the responses to the call for applications that were submitted for 
assessment by the TAB.  

Public comments received during this assessment cycle, including commenter names and organizations, will be published on the ICAO CORSIA 
website following the decision by the Council in respect of TAB’s eligibility recommendations for this cycle.  

ICAO reserves its rights to exclude from publication any submissions that are inconsistent with these guidelines, or which contain information 
that can be perceived as offensive, defamatory, and/or third-party advertising (e.g. spam).  

All comments received by the deadline are considered in full, but due to time constraints, ICAO is unable to provide individualized responses. 

Commenters may request confidential treatment for a portion of their submission that they wish to designate as “provided in confidence”. Any 
such information must be clearly marked and placed in a separate annex. The information contained in this annex will inform the TAB’s 
assessment, but will not be published on the ICAO CORSIA website. ICAO will not consider any submission from the public that requests 
confidential treatment of all, or a substantial part, of the submission. 

Commenter Name: Jhoanna Cifuentes 

Commenter Organization: CLIMALAB 

Programme Name  Reference in 
Programme 
Application Form 

Emissions Unit 
Criteria reference* 

Comment 

ProClima  Section 4.5: 
Represent 
permanent 
emissions 
reductions 

Paragraph 3.5.6  
Units eligibility to 
compensate 
material reversal of 
mitigation 

According to ProClima's answer, the standard reserve 15% on the 
total quantified GHG reductions or removals for each verified 
period to compensate possible non‐permanence project activities. 
However, this reserve may be released and placed on the market 
at a later verification. 

We consider it risky to put this reserve in the market if there is no 
tool to assess non‐permanence risks and ensure risk decrease. 
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Otherwise, ProClima should safeguard this reserve to maintain 
integrity in the market.  

According to other best practices implemented by recognized 
carbon standards, an option is to put a minimum of a year to 
release the reserve in the subsequent verification. Otherwise, 
ProClima could release the reserve a year after the reserve was set, 
which wouldn't be considered a good practice.  

* Please refer to Programme Application Form, Appendix A ‐ Supplementary Information for Assessment of Emissions Unit Programs
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Comment Set #3 

Name: 
Maggie Comstock 

Organization: 
Conservation International 

Date of receipt: 
19 April 2021 
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From: Maggie  Comstock <mcomstock@conservation.org>
Sent: 19-Apr-21 10:34
To: Office of the Environment
Subject: Public Comment Submission: Conservation International
Attachments: Conservation International Joint ICAO Public Comment April 2021 FINAL.pdf

Categories: Natalia

Dear Technical Advisory Body members, 

Conservation International (CI) would like to thank you for the opportunity to submit our comments on the responses to 
the call for applications that were submitted for assessment by the TAB. CI, Environmental Defense Fund and The 
Nature Conservancy prepared joint inputs to the TAB public comment process.  

Please find inputs on behalf of Conservation International attached. Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Best, 
Maggie 

Maggie Comstock 
Senior Director, Climate Policy | Conservation International 
2011 Crystal Drive | Suite 600 | Arlington, VA 22202, USA 
mcomstock@conservation.org |Mobile: +1 202-834-0030 |Skype: maggie.comstock 
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https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202021/CORSIA_Application_Form_CERCARBONO_Redacted.pdf
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https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202021/ProClima_Application_Form_Consolidated.pdf
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https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202021/REDD.plus%202021%20CORSIA%20Application%20%28final%29_consolidated.pdf
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https://redd.unfccc.int/
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https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202021/ACR%20ICAO%20Notification%20of%20Material%20Changes%20December%205%202020%20with%20attachments.pdf
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202021/ACR%20ICAO%20Notification%20of%20Material%20Changes%20December%205%202020%20with%20attachments.pdf
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Comment Set #4 

Name: 
Breanna Lujan 

Organization: 
Environmental Defense Fund 

Date of receipt: 
19 April 2021 
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From: Breanna Lujan <blujan@edf.org>
Sent: 19-Apr-21 07:10
To: Office of the Environment
Subject: Environmental Defense Fund inputs to the April 2021 TAB public comment process
Attachments: EDF_Joint ICAO Public Comment_April 2021.pdf

Categories: Natalia

Dear Technical Advisory Body members, 

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) would like to thank you for the opportunity to submit our comments on the material 
changes that were submitted for assessment by the TAB. EDF, Conservation International and The Nature Conservancy 
prepared joint inputs to the TAB public comment process. 

Please find inputs on behalf of Environmental Defense Fund. Thank you for both your time and consideration. 

Best, 
Breanna 

Breanna Lujan 
Manager, Forest and Climate Policy 

Environmental Defense Fund 
3rd Floor
41 Eastcheap
London EC3M 1DT 
T +1-202-572-3505 
blujan@edf.org  
edf.org

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, 
delete this e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this information by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorized and may be illegal. 

36



PUBLIC COMMENT ON ICAO EMISSIONS UNIT 

PROGRAMME REVIEW – APRIL 2021 

Note: These inputs to the Technical Advisory Body (TAB) public comment process were prepared jointly by 

Conservation International, Environmental Defense Fund and The Nature Conservancy.  

Commenter Name: Breanna Lujan, Manager, Forest and Climate Policy 

Commenter Organization: Environmental Defense Fund 

Introduction 

This public comment period represents a significant and positive step towards the 

operationalization of CORSIA, and the applications show a range of thoughtful responses to the 

EUCs. There is great interest and commitment from civil society and across the private sector, 

non-profit organizations, and governments to see CORSIA’s promise fully realized with 

environmental integrity. In this document, we provide several overarching points regarding these 

programmes’ applications as well as a more detailed analysis of the material changes submitted. 

Five greenhouse gas programmes are under consideration for public comment - two (2) with 

resubmissions, two (2) with material changes to their previous submissions, and one (1) new 

submission. We have analyzed each of the five programmes for their technical merit in fulfilling 

the Emissions Unit Criteria (EUCs).  

Regarding double claiming 

Strong provisions to consistently avoid double counting are fundamental to ensuring the 

environmental integrity of any emissions units. Although programmes vary in the robustness of 

the safeguards and processes they have put in place to address double claiming, all 

programmes face some inherent uncertainty regarding how to craft their double claiming 

policies, as these rules will need to adapt to the future outcomes of the negotiations underway 

in the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) to develop guidance for 

implementing Article 6 of the Paris Agreement. We ask that the TAB address this 

comprehensively and conduct a check after the adoption of Article 6 guidance to ensure that 

greenhouse gas programmes’ approaches to double claiming are consistent and coherent with 

this guidance. 

In the TAB’s recommendations from March 2020, many programmes were requested “to 

update, or finalize updates to, programme procedures related to the guidelines for host country 

attestation, for TAB to assess in respect of future recommendations on the extension of the 

eligibility dates…” We would like to reiterate the importance of host country attestation to 

prevent double claiming and to ensure that a corresponding adjustment is made. We recognize 
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the TAB’s desire to avoid being prescriptive on this topic; however, guidance on best practices 

for addressing this situation would help other greenhouse gas programmes eligible under 

CORSIA ensure the avoidance of double claiming of post-2020 units. 

Each of the organizations that has contributed to these comments is dedicated to combating 

climate change and ensuring that people and nature thrive. Recognizing the importance of forests 

to mitigating the impacts of climate change, our organizations have been instrumental in 

advancing forest action through our respective approaches and capacities, and individual staff 

members of our organizations work in their personal capacities to advance these aims as well. 
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Programme 

Name 

Reference in 

Programme 

Application 

Form 

Emissions 

Unit Criteria 

reference* 

Comment 

CERCARBONO Reviewer’s 

overall 

summary 

The Cercarbono programme was initially created in the Colombian tax context, as a 

certification programme for carbon tax offsets in the country. 

This programme allows the use of CDM methodologies, independently developed 

methodologies by third parties, Cercarbono’s developed methodologies, and methodologies 

recognized by the national government of Colombia. More information is needed about the 

role of any existing methodologies from other programmes, such as CDM methodologies. It 

is unclear in Cercarbono’s application whether the programme has additional requirements 

for the use of a CDM methodology, or whether the programme accepts any CDM-approved 

methodologies and projects. In the case of the latter, we need to see clear authority from 

Cercarbono over any future design or integrity decisions within its accepted methodologies. 

In general terms, this programme complies with some of the programme design 

elements. Regarding how the programme avoids double counting, issuance and claiming, 

the application explains that it does so through the use of the Ecoregistry platform, which 

allows for issuance, tracking and withdrawal of all offset credits, to avoid double counting. 

The programme also requests host countries to issue a statement authorizing carbon 

credits to be used under a certain offset scheme and to declare that these emissions 

reductions will not be claimed by the government to meet its own mitigation targets. This is 

an important start to avoiding double counting and CERCARBONO has established a 

system of compensation in case a promised corresponding adjustment is not delivered. 

Following the guidelines established by the COP to the UNFCCC in its Warsaw Framework 

for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+), which the 
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COP, in Article 5 of the Paris Agreement, encouraged Parties to implement and support, we 

would like to highlight our strong endorsement of the inclusion and prioritization of large, 

national or state/province level (jurisdictional scale) REDD+ programmes under CORSIA. 

We note that CERCARBONO has chosen to exclude reforestation activities at this time due 

to permanence risk concerns. Mitigation outcomes from all sectors are vulnerable to risks of 

“reversals” – the resumption of emissions after a period of reduced or stopped emissions; 

these can include political risks, project management risks, financial risks, market risks, as 

well as risks from both human actions and impacts beyond human control (e.g., natural 

disturbances). However, there is more than a decade of experience and best practice for 

managing risks. One approach for addressing the risk of reversals is the use of a “buffer” 

system. Once this system is in place, we believe that CERCARBONO should include 

all relevant forest sector methodologies as eligible activities. 

Question 4.1 

(Paragraph 

3.1) 

Are additional The application mentions that the verification bodies which carry out the 

validation and verification of the projects must assess, among other 

aspects, the additionality of the units. 

The application contradicts itself: first it states that the programme 

designates certain activities as automatically additional, however it later 

provides that CERCABONO has no positive list for this and that no activity 

can automatically be considered additional. Additional clarity is 

requested here. 

Question 4.2 

(Paragraph 4.2)  

Are based on a 

realistic and 

credible baseline 

According to the application, the specific methodologies and protocol 

require the estimates to be realistic, defensible and conservative, while 

the baseline scenario must be robust, credible, documented and 

repeatable as appropriate. 
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This programme has measures in place to ensure that all units are based 

on a conservative baseline. Cercarbono’s application would appear to 

comply with the EUC regarding baselines, since it assures it relies 

on conservative baselines that are verified and the criteria for these 

assessments by the validation bodies are set in the Programme’s 

Protocol. 

Question 4.5 Represent 

permanent 

emissions 

reductions 

According to the application, CERCARBONO contends that reforestation 

is the only activity that could present a potential risk of reversals. As a 

result, CERCARBONO decided to exclude this activity from the CORSIA 

application, even though such risk can be mitigated by creating a system 

to address risk of reversals. 

Mitigation outcomes from all sectors are vulnerable to risks of “reversals” 

– the resumption of emissions after a period of reduced or stopped

emissions; these can include political risks, project management risks,

financial risks, market risks, as well as risks from both human actions and

impacts beyond human control (e.g., natural disturbances). However,

there is more than a decade of experience and best practice for managing

these risks. One approach for addressing the risk of reversals is the use of

a “buffer” system. A new protocol is being designed and intends to include

further detail including regarding systems to address permanence. Once

this system is in place, we believe that CERCARBONO should

include all relevant forest sector methodologies as eligible activities.

Question 4.7 Are only counted 

once towards a 

mitigation 

obligation 

The programme requests host countries to issue a statement authorizing 

the use of carbon credits under a certain offset scheme and to declare 

that these emissions reductions will not be claimed by the government to 

meet its own mitigation targets. This is an important start to avoiding 
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double counting; however, CERCARBONO’s application does not 

elaborate whether it has compensation mechanisms in place in the 

event a promised corresponding adjustment is not delivered. 

Question 4.6  Assess and 

mitigate against 

potential 

increase in 

emissions 

elsewhere  

This application identifies specific sectors where leakage could occur. The 

application states that the programme has procedures in place to monitor 

possible leakage, as set out in the approved methodologies and that all 

methodologies have provisions to mitigate leakage, in line with the EUC. 

Question 3.10   Sustainable 

Development 

Criteria 

This programme explains that information related to co-benefits and 

sustainable development is required for project proponents. It requests 

project developers to report progress made on SDGs, during verifications.  

Notwithstanding, it has no standardized system or methodology for 

reporting compliance with SDGs. Therefore, it would seem like 

Cercarbono would not fully comply with the EUC regarding 

sustainable development. 

Question 3.9 Safeguards 

System  

According to the application: “Currently, the safeguards system applies 

only to REDD+ projects.” Both environmental and social safeguards 

should be required for all sectors. Furthermore, the application is 

unclear as to whether   there  is a  National Safeguards System in place 

and how/if the programme would comply with it. 

ProClima Reviewer’s 

overall 

summary 

ProClima appears to have submitted two standards for approval under CORSIA, one for the 

voluntary carbon markets and one (presumably) for the Colombian carbon tax. However, it 

is difficult to understand if there are indeed two standards being submitted or more, and it is 
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not clear what the scope is for the non-voluntary standard. In general terms, this 

programme complies with some of the programme design elements. 

Question 3.1 Clear 

methodologies 

and protocols, 

and their 

development 

process 

It is unclear whether ProClima develops all of its methodologies, or if it 

approves wholesale the methodologies of other standards (like that of the 

CDM). It is important for ProClima to clarify this point; if it is the 

latter, the program applicant does not appear to have any oversight 

over the methodologies and, therefore, does not meet the EUC. 

Question 3.2 Scope 

considerations 

The scope of ProClima’s work needs to be better explained. In its 

application, ProClima states that it recognizes three project types: sectoral 

GHG mitigation projects, REDD+ projects and other GHG projects. It’s 

unclear which of these project types is associated with which of the 

two standards that ProClima is submitting. Again, it is also concerning 

that ProClima appears to adopt the CDM methodologies without adding 

any additional requirements of their own. 

Question 3.7 Programme 

governance 

While ProClima was founded in January 2019, the program did not create 

its first carbon standard until December 2019. As we have noted in past 

public comments, we believe the 2-year governance requirement should 

apply to key design and operating experiences and not simply the official 

program start date. 

Additionally, ProClima left the “Are policies and robust procedures in place 

to ensure that, where such conflicts arise, they are appropriately declared, 

and addressed and isolated?” section blank and does not seem to 

address the need to develop such a plan in its text response below the 
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question. ProClima should make an explicit reference to steps it 

intends to take to ensure that it can meet this EUC requirement. 

Question 4.1 Are additional Additionality requirements vary by specific methodology. 

Positive list 

ProClima does identify activities that would be automatically additional. All 

activities representing the AFOLU sector, including: 

a) Sectoral GHG projects, in the AFOLU sector that include areas

destined for ecological restoration (passive or active) in 40% or more of

the total project area;

b) GHG sector projects in the AFOLU sector with areas not exceeding 200

hectares;

c) Sectoral GHG projects in the AFOLU sector that include the planting of

native species in 60% or more of the total project area;

d) Sectoral GHG projects, in the AFOLU sector, developed by and in the

territories of indigenous, black, or peasant communities, which are

constituted as community associations or organizations;

e) Forest crops in which 60% or more of the total project area is located

outside the areas of high

aptitude for forest plantations for commercial purposes, according to the

UPRA (Rural Agricultural Planning Unit) classification, or areas that,

although are classified with high forestry aptitude, the holder of the

initiative demonstrates low forestry aptitude (using, for example, the

appropriate scale for the analysis);

f) Oil palm crops in which at least 30% are located outside the areas of

high aptitude for commercial

cultivation of palm, according to the classification of the Rural Agricultural

Planning Unit;
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g) Sectoral GHG projects, in the AFOLU sector, with areas smaller than

100 hectares, which benefit from a government initiative to support the

development of the forest industry, despite being covered by economic

instruments such as subsidies, exemptions from taxes, or other form of

financial support.

Without specific evidence for each case, we are unsure whether 

these automatically count as additional. 

REDD+ specific 

The REDD+ methodology appears to be based on the CDM’s ARR 

additionality requirements, which we would assume are both out of date 

and not tailored for REDD+. 

https://proclima.net.co/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/ProClima-

Methodological-document-REDDprojects_ 

v2.2.pdf 

Question 4.3 Are quantified, 

monitored, 

reported and 

verified 

ProClima left the question: “Are provisions in place to address and isolate 

such conflicts, should they arise?” unchecked and did not provide 

supporting documentation around their intent to address this question. 

ProClima must develop a plan to address this EUC. 

Question 4.5 Represent 

permanent 

emissions 

reductions 

ProClima currently has 15% of total VVCs issued available for 

compensation of material reversals but states “full compensation may be 

assessed under the CORSIA.” Then, later in this section, ProClima once 

again uses the term “may be assessed.” Finally, the box to the question 

“Would the programme be willing and able, upon request, to demonstrate 

that its permanence provisions can fully compensate for the reversal of 
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mitigation issued as emissions units and used under CORSIA” is 

unchecked and does not give an adequate answer in the following text. 

This EUC is a requirement, and ProClima must commit to full 

compensation of any reversals under CORSIA. 

Question 4.6 Assess and 

mitigate 

against 

potential 

increase in 

emissions 

elsewhere 

ProClima left the box “Are provisions in place requiring activities 

that pose a risk of leakage when implemented at the project level to 

be implemented at a national level, or on an interim basis on a 

subnational level, in order to mitigate the risk of leakage?” 

unchecked and does not appear to provide a full answer in meeting 

this criteria. 

That said, elsewhere in its application, ProClima mentioned that REDD+ 

projects must nest within Colombia’s national reference level when setting 

a baseline; there could be a similar requirement for addressing leakage at 

a national level here. 

Question 4.7 Are only 

counted once 

towards a 

mitigation 

obligation 

ProClima appears to have mis-intepreted the requirement to obtain a host 

country attestation to ensure no double claiming of credits. It appears that 

ProClima assumes that if a project is listed on Colombia’s RENARE 

registry, that the listing indicates host country approval of the project. 

However, RENARE is only a registry and does not necessarily mean that 

Colombia is willing to make a corresponding adjustment for credits sold to 

CORSIA or other international buyers. Additional steps are needed to 

demonstrate host country attestation, such as a letter of attestation 

and the creation of an appropriate compensation mechanism, in the 

event that a corresponding adjustment is not delivered as promised. 
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ProClima would need to make this modification in order to meet the 

requirements of this EUC. 

 Question 4.8 Do no net harm ProClima gives projects the opportunity to track sustainable development 

goal impacts, however, “the definition and measurement of co-benefits is 

not a mandatory requirement.” It does not appear to have a standardized 

system or methodology for reporting compliance with SDGs. Therefore, it 

would seem like ProClima would not fully comply with the EUC 

regarding sustainable development.   

REDD.Plus Reviewer’s 

Overall 

Summary 

In the January 2020 “Recommendations on CORSIA Eligible Emissions Units” report, the 

TAB indicated that it “was unable to assess REDD.plus against the EUC because key 

elements of an emissions unit programme, in line with the EUC and TAB’s interpretations, 

were not in place at the time of TAB’s assessment.” Based on the updated application 

submitted by the REDD.plus Platform, however, it appears as if REDD.plus still does not 

meet these key elements in line with the EUC and TAB’s interpretations.  

Although the REDD.plus Platform is the program that is applying, the fact that the applicant 

consistently refers to UNFCCC decisions regarding REDD+ to provide justifications for how 

“the program” meets the EUCs calls into question what program is actually applying. 

Although the REDD.plus Platform is based on UNFCCC decisions, REDD.plus does not 

formally represent the UNFCCC; it does not administer the UNFCCC or the REDD+ 

programs undertaken by Parties to the UNFCCC, which is how tradable units in the 

REDD.plus Platform are generated. As the TAB has previously noted, “TAB assesses 

programmes for which the programme administrators, or a representative duly authorized 

by the programme / its administrator, submits an application for TAB’s assessment.” In this 

case, it appears as if REDD.plus is submitting an application on behalf of the UNFCCC, but 

it is not a duly authorized representative of the UNFCCC.  
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The applicant also constantly refers to “The REDD+ Mechanism,” which appears to refer to 

UNFCCC guidance for REDD+. However, REDD+ is a Framework under the UNFCCC, not 

a Mechanism (see REDD+ UNFCCC website). While this choice of language may seem 

arbitrary, it has different implications for governance under the UNFCCC. This adds further 

confusion to whether REDD.plus seeks to submit REDD+ results on behalf of country 

submissions to the UNFCCC or whether it is proposing a new, separate standard.  

Furthermore, all methodological guidance for the REDD.plus Platform comes from the 

UNFCCC. While we strongly support the inclusion of high-integrity REDD+ programs in 

market-based systems such as CORSIA and believe that the UNFCCC provides critical 

guardrails and foundational guidance for REDD+ implementation, the REDD.plus Platform 

does not have any direct oversight or governance of the methodology process, including the 

development of the methodology itself, any changes instituted, or how rigorously or 

consistently the methodology is applied. The UNFCCC decisions on REDD+ serve as 

guidance to Parties, who are ultimately responsible for deciding how to apply this guidance. 

While there are technical assessments of the rigor of country reference levels, for example, 

the UNFCCC-led technical assessment process does not serve as a third-party validation 

process, as would be expected for GHG units eligible under CORSIA. Additional 

requirements are needed in order to assure consistency across programs in order to meet 

the EUC requirements under CORSIA.  

Additionally, the REDD.plus Platform states that “All non-Annex 1 countries that have 

signed the Paris Agreement are eligible to generate REDD+ Results, which REDD.plus will 

convert into RRUs.” If a country decides to create “REDD+ Result Units” (RRUs), then 

those units will be converted into tradable carbon units and registered on the REDD.plus 

Platform. Despite the fact that these RRUs are generated in accordance with UNFCCC 

guidance, which the REDD.plus Platform is based upon, the REDD.plus Platform has 
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created an additional ratings system which “will help buyers make their own judgement on 

baselines and help differentiate pricing.” This is not consistent with the EUCs. 

Question 3.1 Clear 

Methodologies 

and Protocols, 

and their 

Development 

Process 

As mentioned above, the REDD.plus Program is based on modalities 

(methodologies), protocols, and guidelines that have been approved 

under the UNFCCC. As such, all proposals to revise or update these 

methodologies need to be negotiated and adopted by all Parties to the 

UNFCCC. Therefore, the REDD.plus applicant has no direct say in how 

these methodologies are modified, nor a process for developing further 

methodologies and protocols. Additionally, these UNFCCC decisions on 

REDD+ serve as guidance to Parties, who are ultimately responsible for 

deciding how to apply this guidance. Thus, REDD.plus does not appear 

to meet the EUC on clear methodologies and protocols, and their 

development process.  

Question 3.2 Scope 

Considerations 

The applicant states that “The REDD.plus Platform will only offer for 

purchase/retirement RRUs from national emission reduction programs 

under the UNFCCC REDD+ Mechanism,” and refers to COP decisions 

around REDD+ to elaborate what specific REDD+ activities are eligible. 

To further justify its specific focus on national-based REDD+ programs, 

the applicant then goes on to explain that the REDD+ Mechanism (which, 

as stated above, is not a formally recognized as a “mechanism” under the 

UNFCCC, but rather a “framework”) “clearly and unequivocally vests the 

authority for measuring and reporting emissions reductions from forest 

activities with national governments, not projects or jurisdictional REDD+ 

programs.” This statement is misleading. REDD+ activities must follow 

UNFCCC guidance adopted by the Conference of the Parties, known as 

the Warsaw Framework. The Warsaw Framework aims at the 

implementation of REDD+ activities at the national level, “but as an interim 
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measure also recognizes subnational implementation.” As REDD+ is 

fundamentally country-driven, it is the prerogative of the country to decide 

how to recognize the implementation of efforts at different scales 

(including, potentially, at a project-scale through REDD+ nesting) as long 

as these efforts are aligned with the Warsaw Framework, part of the 

country’s REDD+ strategy, and are properly accounted for.  

Part 1: 

General 

information 

Question 3.3 

Question 4.4 

Offset Credit 

Issuance and 

Retirement 

Procedures 

Have a clear 

and 

transparent 

chain of 

custody   

According to the REDD.plus Platform application, the UNFCCC is 

responsible for the MRV of emission reductions. After information about a 

country’s emission reductions are posted to the REDD+ Info Hub, a 

country can decide to create RRUs by signing an agreement with the 

applicant and IHS/Markit; it is worth noting that the applicant indicated this 

onboarding document was attached, but it was not accessible. Upon 

registry in the REDD.plus Platform, each RRU is assigned a unique serial 

number “that allows for units to be tracked from issuance through its 

transfer or use (cancellation or retirement).” The purchase and retirement 

of a unit can be done on either the CBL platform or directly with 

REDD.plus, but it is not clear why there are two separate options for 

transacting units, and whether REDD.plus has a procedure in place for 

how units are retired or cancelled.  

As the applicant relies on the UNFCCC to provide the information upon 

which credit issuance, the length of the crediting period, and credit period 

renewal are based, it appears as if REDD.plus does not meet the EUC 

on offset credit issuance and procedures.  

Furthermore, the applicant states that “Registry Operational procedures 

are agreed between the registry and the standard, so are not made 
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available to the public.” It is unclear what “the standard” refers to in this 

case. Indeed, it is not clear whether REDD.plus is a standard or simply a 

platform.  

Question 3.5 Legal Nature 

and Transfer of 

Units 

According to IHS Markit’s terms and conditions, to which the applicant 

refers to explain the parameters around legal title to units, Markit requires 

legal title, but it is unclear how the legal title of units registered in the 

system is proven. As the program operator, the REDD.plus Platform 

should be responsible for ensuring that all credits registered in the system 

have a legal title from the outset. As such, REDD.plus does not meet 

the EUC on legal nature and transfer of units. 

Question 3.6 Validation and 

Verification 

procedures 

The applicant states that various UNFCCC decisions govern “the 

validation of the FRL/FRELs” and “verification of emissions reductions that 

have been submitted to the technical annex to the BUR.” Furthermore, the 

UNFCCC is responsible for accrediting and selecting validators and 

verifiers. However, the assessments undertaken by the UNFCCC do not 

serve as a third-party validation process, as would be expected for GHG 

units eligible under CORSIA. 

Considering that REDD.plus has no validation and verification standards 

and procedures of its own in place, or requirements and procedures for 

the accreditation of validators and verifiers, it does not meet the EUC on 

validation and verification procedures.  

Part 1: 

General 

Information 

Program 

governance 

Although the Coalition for Rainforest Nations administers the REDD.plus 

Platform, it is the UNFCCC processes and procedures that fundamentally 

govern the generation of the emission reductions that are converted into 

the REDD.plus’ tradable carbon credits. Thus, as stated above, decisions 
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Question 3.7 about the monitoring, reporting, and verification of emission reductions are 

made by the UNFCCC member Parties, not by REDD.plus.  

The REDD.plus Platform itself was only incorporated on 31 March 2019. 

Therefore, it has not been continuously governed, or continuously 

operational, for the last two years. Regarding whether REDD.plus has a 

plan for long-term administration, the applicant states that the “The 

dissolution of the REDD+ Mechanism would likely only come about with 

the dissolution of the UNFCCC and Paris Agreements,” however, 

REDD.plus is not “the REDD+ Mechanism,” it is the REDD.plus Platform 

which is separate.  

The applicant does not appear to have clear procedures in place to 

prevent and resolve potential conflicts of interest. The fact that the 

UNFCCC, not CfRN or REDD.plus, administers the emission reductions 

program is not sufficient in of itself to prevent conflicts of interest. CfRN is 

composed of member nations which are also Parties under the UNFCCC, 

which appears to be a conflict of interest already in the governance of 

REDD.plus. Furthermore, although CfRN has a Conflict of Interest Policy 

(which is supposed to be attached, but was inaccessible), it is not clear 

how these policies fulfill the requirements of this EUC.  

Lastly, it is evident that the REDD.plus Platform alone cannot demonstrate 

liability insurance policy of at least USD$5M. The applicant states that this 

requirement could be met between all of the different entities involved with 

REDD.plus, including the UNFCCC, IHS Markit, Expansive CBL Holdings, 

and Bureau Veritas, but there is no evidence that the REDD.plus Platform 

administrator (CfRN) could meet this requirement. Additionally, there is no 
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evidence that IHS Markit, Expansive CBL Holdings, or Bureau Veritas are 

aware of this potential liability commitment. This is not the case for other 

standards that include IHS Markit in some capacity, and would be highly 

unusual here.  

Thus, REDD.plus does not meet the program governance EUC. 

Question 3.8 Transparency 

and Public 

Participation 

Provision 

The REDD.plus Platform provides information about the prices paid to 

retire RRUs, how much of the price at retirement goes back into the 

country, and what the country does with the proceeds; it is unclear 

whether and how this information is publicly available. However, all 

information pertaining to the emission reductions programs themselves 

are available on the UNFCCC REDD+ Info Hub, not the REDD.plus 

platform itself. Although involvement of local stakeholders is part of the 

UNFCCC Safeguard Information System guidance, REDD.plus has no 

consultation requirements itself and has no oversight regarding the extent 

to which REDD+ countries conduct local consultations.  

The REDD.plus Platform itself does not conduct any public comment 

periods, and instead indicates that all changes to the REDD+ policy 

framework upon which it is based must be made within the UNFCCC 

process. So the public is not able to weigh in on the program itself. 

Therefore, REDD.plus does not meet the EUC on transparency and 

public participation.  

Question 3.9 Safeguards 

System 

While high-integrity REDD+ programs can provide assurance that they will 

comply with safeguards, REDD.plus itself does not have mechanisms in 

place to ensure that programs consistently and comparably comply with 
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safeguards.   As a result, REDD.plus does not meet the safeguards 

system EUC. 

Question 3.10 Sustainable 

Development 

Criteria 

REDD.plus itself does not have provisions for monitoring, reporting, and 

verifying the use of sustainable development goals (SDGs).As “there is no 

explicit measurement of how the program adheres to sustainable 

development criteria,” REDD.plus does not meet the sustainable 

development criteria EUC. 

Question 3.11 

Question 4.7 

Avoidance of 

Double 

Counting, 

Issuance and 

Claiming 

Are only 

counted once 

towards a 

The applicant states that because RRUs only come from national REDD+ 

programs under the UNFCCC, they are automatically approved by 

relevant national authorities, part of a national GHG inventory, and 

“seamlessly and transparently integrated into the issuing country’s NDC.” 

Furthermore, “REDD.plus will provide the annual reporting to the 

UNFCCC to” ensure proper accounting in the global carbon budget; the 

applicant also notes that the “UNFCCC also requires demonstration of 

avoidance of double counting under Article 6.”  And as a result, the 

applicant states that RRUs cannot be double counted.  
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mitigation 

obligation 

However, this is not sufficient. It is unclear how, simply because emission 

reductions are generated at the national level and part of a national GHG 

inventory, they will be “seamlessly and transparently integrated into the 

issuing country’s NDC” (particularly in cases where REDD+ falls outside 

of the scope of a country’s NDC, for example) or what role the platform 

has in ensuring that happens. Similarly, REDD.plus assumes that all 

retired credits will be removed from the host country’s inventory, and 

REDD.plus will report these retirements to the UNFCCC to ensure that 

they are properly reflected on the REDD+ Info Hub, in national GHG 

inventories, and NDCs. However, there REDD.plus does not have a 

mechanism in place to ensure that host countries will retire and report 

retired credits to prevent double claiming, and that double counting and 

claiming will not occur.  

The EUCs and Appendix A to the CORSIA application are clear: 

Programs should provide attestations from governments indicating that 

the underlying mitigation “is not also counted toward national target(s) / 

pledge(s) / mitigation contributions / mitigation commitments.” Instead of 

requiring such attestations, REDD.plus interprets the fact that emission 

reductions posted on the UNFCCC REDD+ Info Hub are approved by 

national focal points before they are posted as sufficient to make sure 

units are counted once towards a mitigation obligation. REDD.plus also 

goes so far as to “cast doubt over project-based standards that require 

country attestation letters to avoid double counting,” when, as stated 

above, this is encouraged by the EUCs.  

Furthermore, it is unclear whether REDD.plus has any systems in place to 

prevent double counting or issuance. The applicant states that “The 
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REDD.plus Registry, administered by IHS/Markit uses a combination of 

technological features and operational policies and procedures in order to 

reduce the risk of double-issuance, double-use, and double-selling.” 

However, it does not specify what these features, policies, and procedures 

are or how they function.  

Additionally, the assertion made by the applicant that any REDD+ credit 

that is not first registered on the UNFCCC REDD+ Info Hub, approved by 

national government authority, and reflected in national GHG inventories 

would be double counted is inaccurate. REDD+ units generated under 

other programs would not automatically be double counted. Just like any 

other offset program, REDD+ units delivered under high-integrity 

greenhouse gas program standards must be transparently recorded in a 

registry and be subject to additional provisions to ensure no double 

claiming of emission reductions, including double issuance, use or selling. 

Therefore, REDD.plus does not meet the EUCs around ensuring that 

emission units are only counted, claimed, and issued once. 

Question 4.1 Are additional Additional requirements are needed to provide assurance of consistency 

and comparability across programs. While REDD.plus has created a 

rating system to assess emission reductions, which in itself suggests that 

programs may not be consistent, a copy of this rating system was not 

included in the application. Therefore, it is unclear whether REDD.plus 

itself has any requirements for ensuring additionality.  

Question 4.2 Are based on a 

realistic and 

 While reference levels produced according to UNFCCC and IPCC 

guidance provide a strong starting point, additional guidance is needed to 

ensure that baselines are consistently robust across programs in order to 
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credible 

baseline 

fulfill the EUC requirements. As REDD.plus itself has no way of 

ensuring comparability of the credibility of these baselines across 

programs it is unclear whether the program meets the EUC on 

realistic and credible baselines. 

Question 4.3 Are quantified, 

monitored, 

reported, and 

verified 

See comments above regarding “Program design eligibility: Validation and 

Verification procedures.” For these reasons, REDD.plus does not 

appear to meet this EUC. 

The applicant refers to the “Warsaw Framework” and other COP guidance 

that spells out guidance for monitoring, reporting, and verifying. Regarding 

avoiding conflict of interest among reviewers, the applicant states that “the 

UNFCCC Secretariat oversees relevant conflict of interests policies.”  

Question 4.5 Represent 

permanent 

emissions 

reductions 

REDD.Plus’ proposed approach to address reversals is to cut off new 

issuance, and states that “If there is a reversal the country cannot 

generate RRUs until that deficit is overcome.” While we believe that high-

integrity REDD+ programs can provide strong assurance of permanence, 

REDD.Plus does not have sufficient mechanisms to ensure reversals are 

compensated for, should they occur. Thus, REDD.plus does not meet 

the EUC on permanence.  

Question 4.6 Assess and 

mitigate 

against 

potential 

increase in 

emissions 

elsewhere 

The applicant states that “none” of the sectors supported by the program 

present a potential risk of material emissions leakage. This is primarily 

due to the national scale of REDD+ programs, which eliminates the issue 

of inter-country leakage.  
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Question 4.8 Do no net harm While high-integrity REDD+ programs can provide assurance that they will 

do no net harm, REDD.plus itself does not have mechanisms in place 

to ensure that programs do no net harm.  

American Carbon 

Registry 

Material 

Changes 

Form 

Are only 

counted once 

towards a 

mitigation 

obligation 

After completing a 60-day stakeholder consultation process to update the 

standard (version 7.0 in effect as  of January 1, 2021), ACR updated 

details related to attestation timing to enhance reporting efficiencies as 

well as added Requirements for Avoiding Double Counting with ICAO’s 

CORSIA, including detailed requirements for host country letters of 

authorization, reporting of corresponding adjustments to the UNFCCC and 

compensation for or replacement of units used under CORSIA and also 

claimed by the Host Country towards meetings its NDC (the 

“compensation mechanism”). These material changes are in line with 

the TAB’s recommendations on avoiding double claiming for post-

2020 units.  

Verified Carbon 

Standard 

Material 

Changes 

Form 

Do no net harm In submitting material updates, Verra clarified the pathways for projects to 

fulfill sustainable development contributions, in line with the TAB’s 

recommendations and “further actions” requested by the ICAO Council in 

March 2020. Verra has established a pathway for projects that have not 

applied the CCB Standards or SD VISta to still report on their 

contributions to the Sustainable Development Goals and targets through a 

template. This material change directly addresses the “further 

actions” requested by the ICAO Council on this topic. 
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Material 

Changes 

Form 

Expanding list 

of approved 

methodologies 

Verra also requested that two recently-approved methodologies in the 

AFOLU sector be added to the list of approved Verra methodologies. Both 

methodologies produce units outside REDD+ programs that are similar to 

those already approved for use as standalone activities. These activities 

may take place in REDD+ countries but target agricultural, not forestry 

activities. The approval of these methodologies is in line with 

previous TAB decisions and the EUCs.  
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From: Aglaja Espelage <espelage@perspectives.cc>
Sent: 19-Apr-21 04:59
To: Office of the Environment
Cc: Axel Michaelowa; Hanna-Mari Ahonen
Subject: Public comment on material update to previously-assessed programmes
Attachments: TAB_Public_Comment_PCG on ACR_19.04.21.pdf

Categories: Natalia

Dear Madam or Sir,  

Please find attached a public comment for the 2021 TAB assessment. Please confirm receipt. 

Don’t hesitate to reach out in event of any question or issue. 

Kind regards, 
Aglaja Espelage 

Aglaja Espelage 
Consultant 

Phone: +49 1575 5716905 
Email: espelage@perspectives.cc 

Perspectives Climate Group 
GmbH 
Freiburg Office 
Hugstetter Str. 7, 79106, Freiburg 
i.Br. Germany

www.perspectives.cc 
www.climatefinanceinnovators.com 

Trade Register | Handelsregister Freiburg: HRB 714247 
Managing Directors | Geschäftsführung: Stephan Hoch, Sonja Butzengeiger, Matthias Krey 

Do you need to print this message? Let's protect the environment. • Muss diese Nachricht gedruckt werden? Schützen wir die Umwelt! • Est-il nécessaire 
d’imprimer ce message? Protégeons l’environnement! 

Legal warning: the information contained in this e-mail message is confidential and is for the exclusive attention of the planned recipient. If you have received the 
message by error, please notify the sender and delete the message without copying, recording or distributing it. 

Rechtlicher Hinweis: Die in dieser E-Mail Nachricht enthaltenen Informationen sind vertraulich und ausschließlich für den vorgesehenen Empfänger bestimmt. 
Falls Sie diese Nachricht fälschlicherweise erhalten, informieren Sie bitte den Sender und löschen Sie die Nachricht ohne sie zu kopieren, zu speichern oder zu 
verteilen. 

Avis légal: l’information contenue dans ce courrier électronique est confidentielle et portée exclusivement à l’attention du destinataire prévu. Si vous avez reçu ce 
message par erreur, s’il-vous-plaît, informez en l’émetteur et supprimez ce message sans le copier, l’enregistrer ni le diffuser.  
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TAB Public Comment Template Form 

The public is invited to submit comments on the responses to the call for applications, including regarding their alignment with the 
emissions units criteria (EUC).  

ICAO requests the public to use this form to provide structured comments on the responses to the call for applications that were submitted for 
assessment by the TAB.  

Public comments received during this assessment cycle, including commenter names and organizations, will be published on the ICAO CORSIA 
website following the decision by the Council in respect of TAB’s eligibility recommendations for this cycle.  

ICAO reserves its rights to exclude from publication any submissions that are inconsistent with these guidelines, or which contain information 
that can be perceived as offensive, defamatory, and/or third-party advertising (e.g. spam).  

All comments received by the deadline are considered in full, but due to time constraints, ICAO is unable to provide individualized responses. 

Commenters may request confidential treatment for a portion of their submission that they wish to designate as “provided in confidence”. Any 
such information must be clearly marked and placed in a separate annex. The information contained in this annex will inform the TAB’s 
assessment, but will not be published on the ICAO CORSIA website. ICAO will not consider any submission from the public that requests 

confidential treatment of all, or a substantial part, of the submission. 

Commenter Name: Aglaja Espelage, Axel Michaelowa, Hanna-Mari Ahonen 

Commenter Organization: Perspectives Climate Group 

Programme Name Reference in 
Programme 
Application Form 

Emissions Unit 
Criteria reference* 

Comment 

American Carbon 
Registry (ACR) 

CORSIA Eligible 
Emissions Unit 
Programme 
Change 
Notification Form, 
Change 4 

Eligibility criterion 
3.7; guidelines for 
interpretation 
3.7.3 

The TAB has allowed for the American Carbon Registry (ACR) to supply 
CORSIA with 2021-2023 vintage carbon credits. While the ACR proposal 
does foresee approval and authorization by the host country and a 
commitment to undertake corresponding adjustments, ACR wants to 
only require corresponding adjustments at use of the credit by an airline. 
The significant time lag that may occur between generation and use can 
lead to even more longer accounting time lags by the host country and 
generate uncertainty on NDC implementation and achievement. The 
question of “trigger” of a corresponding adjustment is currently not 
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resolved in Article 6 negotiations and the ACR standard and TAB 
decision to approve it for CORSIA creates a precedent here that may 
not be aligned with future accounting rules for host countries under the 
Paris Agreement. In addition, we argue that this solution generates 
several problems for host countries and credit buyers under CORSIA-
eligible programmes which we elaborate further below. 

If a corresponding adjustment is only undertaken after use, i.e., 
cancellation of a unit for CORSIA compliance, this brings significant 
reporting and tracking burdens and uncertainty for host countries, as 
well as uncertainties of CORSIA-eligibility for credit buyers and users and 
CORSIA authorities of issued but not yet used credits.  

Host countries would have to report not only authorizations for other 
international mitigation purposes and track related ITMOs but continue 
tracking these ITMOs through their national registries until they are 
cancelled. This would require the CORSIA-accepted standards to adopt 
procedures to ensure their cancellation is tracked by the host country or 
reported to the host country. In addition, this may create challenges if 
the use of the unit only occurs years later: To which annual emission 
balance would the corresponding adjustment be undertaken?  

With regard to Option 2a: If the corresponding adjustment is applied to 
the year of ITMO generation or authorization (retroactively), the 
following problems occur: If a corresponding adjustment is to be 
undertaken retroactively to already reported annual emission balances, 
what happens if the NDC implementation period is already over and 
accounting for this finalized? If not somewhat linked to NDC 
implementation periods, this approach would produce a significant 
uncertainty for host countries regarding the impact of their 
authorizations on their NDC achievement.  

With regard to Option 2b: If the corresponding adjustment is applied to 
the emission balance of the year of use, the following problems occur: In 
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a context of increasing ambition in NDCs, the later a corresponding 
adjustment is being applied, the bigger the impact on the host country 
opportunity costs (given that cheaper mitigation options have been 
exhausted). The problem of uncertainty for the impact on the host 
country NDC noted regarding Option 2a arises as well. 

Therefore, ideally corresponding adjustments for ITMOs authorized for 
CORSIA should be “triggered” by the authorization and applied either 
to the vintage year of the ITMO (if it can be clearly determined) or to 
the year of authorization.  This is also currently considered in Article 6 
negotiations and has clear advantages. A Biennial Transparency Report is 
supposed to cover the inventory data and emission balance for two years 
prior to the reporting year (or three years for developing countries that 
need it in light of their capacities). That means a corresponding 
adjustment would be reported to the UNFCCC the earliest two years 
after authorisation and give certainty to the programme/user that 
double counting is avoided in conformity with Article 6. At the same time 
there would be no need for the carbon credit provider, the eligible 
standard or programme, or the user to report the use of the credit to the 
host country. The unit “exits” the Paris Agreement regime and is properly 
accounted for from this point onwards. 

We recommend TAB to require alignment with Article 6 requirements 
in all its decision-making and not to approve processes that may not be 
aligned with future Article 6 rules for host countries. We recommend 
ACR to align its procedures with Article 6 requirements (once agreed).  

* Please refer to Programme Application Form, Appendix A - Supplementary Information for Assessment of Emissions Unit Programs
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Kelley Hamrick 
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From: Kelley Hamrick <kelley.hamrick@TNC.ORG>
Sent: 19-Apr-21 11:49
To: Office of the Environment
Cc: John Verdieck
Subject: The Nature Conservancy Public Comments for CORSIA
Attachments: Joint ICAO Public Comment April 2021 FINAL.pdf

Dear Technical Advisory Committee, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on programmes seeking approval for use in CORSIA. Please find attached our 
comments. 

Best regards, 
Kelley 

Kelley Hamrick 
Policy Advisor 
+1 (703) 247-3734
The Nature Conservancy
Kelley.hamrick@tnc.org
Kelley.hamrick (Skype)
nature.org
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PUBLIC COMMENT ON ICAO EMISSIONS UNIT 

PROGRAMME REVIEW – APRIL 2021 

Note: These inputs to the Technical Advisory Body (TAB) public comment process were prepared jointly by 

Conservation International, Environmental Defense Fund and The Nature Conservancy.  

Commenter Name: Kelley Hamrick, Policy Advisor, International Climate Policy Team 

Commenter Organization: The Nature Conservancy 

Introduction 

This public comment period represents a significant and positive step towards the 

operationalization of CORSIA, and the applications show a range of thoughtful responses to the 

EUCs. There is great interest and commitment from civil society and across the private sector, 

non-profit organizations, and governments to see CORSIA’s promise fully realized with 

environmental integrity. In this document, we provide several overarching points regarding these 

programmes’ applications as well as a more detailed analysis of the material changes submitted. 

Five greenhouse gas programmes are under consideration for public comment - two (2) with 

resubmissions, two (2) with material changes to their previous submissions, and one (1) new 

submission. We have analyzed each of the five programmes for their technical merit in fulfilling 

the Emissions Unit Criteria (EUCs).  

Regarding double claiming 

Strong provisions to consistently avoid double counting are fundamental to ensuring the 

environmental integrity of any emissions units. Although programmes vary in the robustness of 

the safeguards and processes they have put in place to address double claiming, all 

programmes face some inherent uncertainty regarding how to craft their double claiming 

policies, as these rules will need to adapt to the future outcomes of the negotiations underway 

in the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) to develop guidance for 

implementing Article 6 of the Paris Agreement. We ask that the TAB address this 

comprehensively and conduct a check after the adoption of Article 6 guidance to ensure that 

greenhouse gas programmes’ approaches to double claiming are consistent and coherent with 

this guidance. 

In the TAB’s recommendations from March 2020, many programmes were requested “to 

update, or finalize updates to, programme procedures related to the guidelines for host country 

attestation, for TAB to assess in respect of future recommendations on the extension of the 

eligibility dates…” We would like to reiterate the importance of host country attestation to 

prevent double claiming and to ensure that a corresponding adjustment is made. We recognize 

the TAB’s desire to avoid being prescriptive on this topic; however, guidance on best practices 
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for addressing this situation would help other greenhouse gas programmes eligible under 

CORSIA ensure the avoidance of double claiming of post-2020 units. 

Each of the organizations that has contributed to these comments is dedicated to combating 

climate change and ensuring that people and nature thrive. Recognizing the importance of forests 

to mitigating the impacts of climate change, our organizations have been instrumental in 

advancing forest action through our respective approaches and capacities, and individual staff 

members of our organizations work in their personal capacities to advance these aims as well. 
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Programme 

Name 

Reference in 

Programme 

Application 

Form 

Emissions 

Unit Criteria 

reference* 

Comment 

CERCARBONO Reviewer’s 

overall 

summary 

The Cercarbono programme was initially created in the Colombian tax context, as a 

certification programme for carbon tax offsets in the country. 

This programme allows the use of CDM methodologies, independently developed 

methodologies by third parties, Cercarbono’s developed methodologies, and methodologies 

recognized by the national government of Colombia. More information is needed about the 

role of any existing methodologies from other programmes, such as CDM methodologies. It 

is unclear in Cercarbono’s application whether the programme has additional requirements 

for the use of a CDM methodology, or whether the programme accepts any CDM-approved 

methodologies and projects. In the case of the latter, we need to see clear authority from 

Cercarbono over any future design or integrity decisions within its accepted methodologies. 

In general terms, this programme complies with some of the programme design 

elements. Regarding how the programme avoids double counting, issuance and claiming, 

the application explains that it does so through the use of the Ecoregistry platform, which 

allows for issuance, tracking and withdrawal of all offset credits, to avoid double counting. 

The programme also requests host countries to issue a statement authorizing carbon 

credits to be used under a certain offset scheme and to declare that these emissions 

reductions will not be claimed by the government to meet its own mitigation targets. This is 

an important start to avoiding double counting and CERCARBONO has established a 

system of compensation in case a promised corresponding adjustment is not delivered. 

Following the guidelines established by the COP to the UNFCCC in its Warsaw Framework 

for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD+), which the 
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COP, in Article 5 of the Paris Agreement, encouraged Parties to implement and support, we 

would like to highlight our strong endorsement of the inclusion and prioritization of large, 

national or state/province level (jurisdictional scale) REDD+ programmes under CORSIA. 

We note that CERCARBONO has chosen to exclude reforestation activities at this time due 

to permanence risk concerns. Mitigation outcomes from all sectors are vulnerable to risks of 

“reversals” – the resumption of emissions after a period of reduced or stopped emissions; 

these can include political risks, project management risks, financial risks, market risks, as 

well as risks from both human actions and impacts beyond human control (e.g., natural 

disturbances). However, there is more than a decade of experience and best practice for 

managing risks. One approach for addressing the risk of reversals is the use of a “buffer” 

system. Once this system is in place, we believe that CERCARBONO should include 

all relevant forest sector methodologies as eligible activities. 

Question 4.1 

(Paragraph 

3.1) 

Are additional The application mentions that the verification bodies which carry out the 

validation and verification of the projects must assess, among other 

aspects, the additionality of the units. 

The application contradicts itself: first it states that the programme 

designates certain activities as automatically additional, however it later 

provides that CERCABONO has no positive list for this and that no activity 

can automatically be considered additional. Additional clarity is 

requested here. 

Question 4.2 

(Paragraph 4.2)  

Are based on a 

realistic and 

credible baseline 

According to the application, the specific methodologies and protocol 

require the estimates to be realistic, defensible and conservative, while 

the baseline scenario must be robust, credible, documented and 

repeatable as appropriate. 
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This programme has measures in place to ensure that all units are based 

on a conservative baseline. Cercarbono’s application would appear to 

comply with the EUC regarding baselines, since it assures it relies 

on conservative baselines that are verified and the criteria for these 

assessments by the validation bodies are set in the Programme’s 

Protocol. 

Question 4.5 Represent 

permanent 

emissions 

reductions 

According to the application, CERCARBONO contends that reforestation 

is the only activity that could present a potential risk of reversals. As a 

result, CERCARBONO decided to exclude this activity from the CORSIA 

application, even though such risk can be mitigated by creating a system 

to address risk of reversals. 

Mitigation outcomes from all sectors are vulnerable to risks of “reversals” 

– the resumption of emissions after a period of reduced or stopped

emissions; these can include political risks, project management risks,

financial risks, market risks, as well as risks from both human actions and

impacts beyond human control (e.g., natural disturbances). However,

there is more than a decade of experience and best practice for managing

these risks. One approach for addressing the risk of reversals is the use of

a “buffer” system. A new protocol is being designed and intends to include

further detail including regarding systems to address permanence. Once

this system is in place, we believe that CERCARBONO should

include all relevant forest sector methodologies as eligible activities.

Question 4.7 Are only counted 

once towards a 

mitigation 

obligation 

The programme requests host countries to issue a statement authorizing 

the use of carbon credits under a certain offset scheme and to declare 

that these emissions reductions will not be claimed by the government to 

meet its own mitigation targets. This is an important start to avoiding 
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double counting; however, CERCARBONO’s application does not 

elaborate whether it has compensation mechanisms in place in the 

event a promised corresponding adjustment is not delivered. 

Question 4.6  Assess and 

mitigate against 

potential 

increase in 

emissions 

elsewhere  

This application identifies specific sectors where leakage could occur. The 

application states that the programme has procedures in place to monitor 

possible leakage, as set out in the approved methodologies and that all 

methodologies have provisions to mitigate leakage, in line with the EUC. 

Question 3.10   Sustainable 

Development 

Criteria 

This programme explains that information related to co-benefits and 

sustainable development is required for project proponents. It requests 

project developers to report progress made on SDGs, during verifications.  

Notwithstanding, it has no standardized system or methodology for 

reporting compliance with SDGs. Therefore, it would seem like 

Cercarbono would not fully comply with the EUC regarding 

sustainable development. 

Question 3.9 Safeguards 

System  

According to the application: “Currently, the safeguards system applies 

only to REDD+ projects.” Both environmental and social safeguards 

should be required for all sectors. Furthermore, the application is 

unclear as to whether   there  is a  National Safeguards System in place 

and how/if the programme would comply with it. 

ProClima Reviewer’s 

overall 

summary 

ProClima appears to have submitted two standards for approval under CORSIA, one for the 

voluntary carbon markets and one (presumably) for the Colombian carbon tax. However, it 

is difficult to understand if there are indeed two standards being submitted or more, and it is 
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not clear what the scope is for the non-voluntary standard. In general terms, this 

programme complies with some of the programme design elements. 

Question 3.1 Clear 

methodologies 

and protocols, 

and their 

development 

process 

It is unclear whether ProClima develops all of its methodologies, or if it 

approves wholesale the methodologies of other standards (like that of the 

CDM). It is important for ProClima to clarify this point; if it is the 

latter, the program applicant does not appear to have any oversight 

over the methodologies and, therefore, does not meet the EUC. 

Question 3.2 Scope 

considerations 

The scope of ProClima’s work needs to be better explained. In its 

application, ProClima states that it recognizes three project types: sectoral 

GHG mitigation projects, REDD+ projects and other GHG projects. It’s 

unclear which of these project types is associated with which of the 

two standards that ProClima is submitting. Again, it is also concerning 

that ProClima appears to adopt the CDM methodologies without adding 

any additional requirements of their own. 

Question 3.7 Programme 

governance 

While ProClima was founded in January 2019, the program did not create 

its first carbon standard until December 2019. As we have noted in past 

public comments, we believe the 2-year governance requirement should 

apply to key design and operating experiences and not simply the official 

program start date. 

Additionally, ProClima left the “Are policies and robust procedures in place 

to ensure that, where such conflicts arise, they are appropriately declared, 

and addressed and isolated?” section blank and does not seem to 

address the need to develop such a plan in its text response below the 
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question. ProClima should make an explicit reference to steps it 

intends to take to ensure that it can meet this EUC requirement. 

Question 4.1 Are additional Additionality requirements vary by specific methodology. 

Positive list 

ProClima does identify activities that would be automatically additional. All 

activities representing the AFOLU sector, including: 

a) Sectoral GHG projects, in the AFOLU sector that include areas

destined for ecological restoration (passive or active) in 40% or more of

the total project area;

b) GHG sector projects in the AFOLU sector with areas not exceeding 200

hectares;

c) Sectoral GHG projects in the AFOLU sector that include the planting of

native species in 60% or more of the total project area;

d) Sectoral GHG projects, in the AFOLU sector, developed by and in the

territories of indigenous, black, or peasant communities, which are

constituted as community associations or organizations;

e) Forest crops in which 60% or more of the total project area is located

outside the areas of high

aptitude for forest plantations for commercial purposes, according to the

UPRA (Rural Agricultural Planning Unit) classification, or areas that,

although are classified with high forestry aptitude, the holder of the

initiative demonstrates low forestry aptitude (using, for example, the

appropriate scale for the analysis);

f) Oil palm crops in which at least 30% are located outside the areas of

high aptitude for commercial

cultivation of palm, according to the classification of the Rural Agricultural

Planning Unit;
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g) Sectoral GHG projects, in the AFOLU sector, with areas smaller than

100 hectares, which benefit from a government initiative to support the

development of the forest industry, despite being covered by economic

instruments such as subsidies, exemptions from taxes, or other form of

financial support.

Without specific evidence for each case, we are unsure whether 

these automatically count as additional. 

REDD+ specific 

The REDD+ methodology appears to be based on the CDM’s ARR 

additionality requirements, which we would assume are both out of date 

and not tailored for REDD+. 

https://proclima.net.co/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/ProClima-

Methodological-document-REDDprojects_ 

v2.2.pdf 

Question 4.3 Are quantified, 

monitored, 

reported and 

verified 

ProClima left the question: “Are provisions in place to address and isolate 

such conflicts, should they arise?” unchecked and did not provide 

supporting documentation around their intent to address this question. 

ProClima must develop a plan to address this EUC. 

Question 4.5 Represent 

permanent 

emissions 

reductions 

ProClima currently has 15% of total VVCs issued available for 

compensation of material reversals but states “full compensation may be 

assessed under the CORSIA.” Then, later in this section, ProClima once 

again uses the term “may be assessed.” Finally, the box to the question 

“Would the programme be willing and able, upon request, to demonstrate 

that its permanence provisions can fully compensate for the reversal of 
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mitigation issued as emissions units and used under CORSIA” is 

unchecked and does not give an adequate answer in the following text. 

This EUC is a requirement, and ProClima must commit to full 

compensation of any reversals under CORSIA. 

Question 4.6 Assess and 

mitigate 

against 

potential 

increase in 

emissions 

elsewhere 

ProClima left the box “Are provisions in place requiring activities 

that pose a risk of leakage when implemented at the project level to 

be implemented at a national level, or on an interim basis on a 

subnational level, in order to mitigate the risk of leakage?” 

unchecked and does not appear to provide a full answer in meeting 

this criteria. 

That said, elsewhere in its application, ProClima mentioned that REDD+ 

projects must nest within Colombia’s national reference level when setting 

a baseline; there could be a similar requirement for addressing leakage at 

a national level here. 

Question 4.7 Are only 

counted once 

towards a 

mitigation 

obligation 

ProClima appears to have mis-intepreted the requirement to obtain a host 

country attestation to ensure no double claiming of credits. It appears that 

ProClima assumes that if a project is listed on Colombia’s RENARE 

registry, that the listing indicates host country approval of the project. 

However, RENARE is only a registry and does not necessarily mean that 

Colombia is willing to make a corresponding adjustment for credits sold to 

CORSIA or other international buyers. Additional steps are needed to 

demonstrate host country attestation, such as a letter of attestation 

and the creation of an appropriate compensation mechanism, in the 

event that a corresponding adjustment is not delivered as promised. 
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ProClima would need to make this modification in order to meet the 

requirements of this EUC. 

 Question 4.8 Do no net harm ProClima gives projects the opportunity to track sustainable development 

goal impacts, however, “the definition and measurement of co-benefits is 

not a mandatory requirement.” It does not appear to have a standardized 

system or methodology for reporting compliance with SDGs. Therefore, it 

would seem like ProClima would not fully comply with the EUC 

regarding sustainable development.   

REDD.Plus Reviewer’s 

Overall 

Summary 

In the January 2020 “Recommendations on CORSIA Eligible Emissions Units” report, the 

TAB indicated that it “was unable to assess REDD.plus against the EUC because key 

elements of an emissions unit programme, in line with the EUC and TAB’s interpretations, 

were not in place at the time of TAB’s assessment.” Based on the updated application 

submitted by the REDD.plus Platform, however, it appears as if REDD.plus still does not 

meet these key elements in line with the EUC and TAB’s interpretations.  

Although the REDD.plus Platform is the program that is applying, the fact that the applicant 

consistently refers to UNFCCC decisions regarding REDD+ to provide justifications for how 

“the program” meets the EUCs calls into question what program is actually applying. 

Although the REDD.plus Platform is based on UNFCCC decisions, REDD.plus does not 

formally represent the UNFCCC; it does not administer the UNFCCC or the REDD+ 

programs undertaken by Parties to the UNFCCC, which is how tradable units in the 

REDD.plus Platform are generated. As the TAB has previously noted, “TAB assesses 

programmes for which the programme administrators, or a representative duly authorized 

by the programme / its administrator, submits an application for TAB’s assessment.” In this 

case, it appears as if REDD.plus is submitting an application on behalf of the UNFCCC, but 

it is not a duly authorized representative of the UNFCCC.  
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The applicant also constantly refers to “The REDD+ Mechanism,” which appears to refer to 

UNFCCC guidance for REDD+. However, REDD+ is a Framework under the UNFCCC, not 

a Mechanism (see REDD+ UNFCCC website). While this choice of language may seem 

arbitrary, it has different implications for governance under the UNFCCC. This adds further 

confusion to whether REDD.plus seeks to submit REDD+ results on behalf of country 

submissions to the UNFCCC or whether it is proposing a new, separate standard.  

Furthermore, all methodological guidance for the REDD.plus Platform comes from the 

UNFCCC. While we strongly support the inclusion of high-integrity REDD+ programs in 

market-based systems such as CORSIA and believe that the UNFCCC provides critical 

guardrails and foundational guidance for REDD+ implementation, the REDD.plus Platform 

does not have any direct oversight or governance of the methodology process, including the 

development of the methodology itself, any changes instituted, or how rigorously or 

consistently the methodology is applied. The UNFCCC decisions on REDD+ serve as 

guidance to Parties, who are ultimately responsible for deciding how to apply this guidance. 

While there are technical assessments of the rigor of country reference levels, for example, 

the UNFCCC-led technical assessment process does not serve as a third-party validation 

process, as would be expected for GHG units eligible under CORSIA. Additional 

requirements are needed in order to assure consistency across programs in order to meet 

the EUC requirements under CORSIA.  

Additionally, the REDD.plus Platform states that “All non-Annex 1 countries that have 

signed the Paris Agreement are eligible to generate REDD+ Results, which REDD.plus will 

convert into RRUs.” If a country decides to create “REDD+ Result Units” (RRUs), then 

those units will be converted into tradable carbon units and registered on the REDD.plus 

Platform. Despite the fact that these RRUs are generated in accordance with UNFCCC 

guidance, which the REDD.plus Platform is based upon, the REDD.plus Platform has 

78

https://redd.unfccc.int/


created an additional ratings system which “will help buyers make their own judgement on 

baselines and help differentiate pricing.” This is not consistent with the EUCs. 

Question 3.1 Clear 

Methodologies 

and Protocols, 

and their 

Development 

Process 

As mentioned above, the REDD.plus Program is based on modalities 

(methodologies), protocols, and guidelines that have been approved 

under the UNFCCC. As such, all proposals to revise or update these 

methodologies need to be negotiated and adopted by all Parties to the 

UNFCCC. Therefore, the REDD.plus applicant has no direct say in how 

these methodologies are modified, nor a process for developing further 

methodologies and protocols. Additionally, these UNFCCC decisions on 

REDD+ serve as guidance to Parties, who are ultimately responsible for 

deciding how to apply this guidance. Thus, REDD.plus does not appear 

to meet the EUC on clear methodologies and protocols, and their 

development process.  

Question 3.2 Scope 

Considerations 

The applicant states that “The REDD.plus Platform will only offer for 

purchase/retirement RRUs from national emission reduction programs 

under the UNFCCC REDD+ Mechanism,” and refers to COP decisions 

around REDD+ to elaborate what specific REDD+ activities are eligible. 

To further justify its specific focus on national-based REDD+ programs, 

the applicant then goes on to explain that the REDD+ Mechanism (which, 

as stated above, is not a formally recognized as a “mechanism” under the 

UNFCCC, but rather a “framework”) “clearly and unequivocally vests the 

authority for measuring and reporting emissions reductions from forest 

activities with national governments, not projects or jurisdictional REDD+ 

programs.” This statement is misleading. REDD+ activities must follow 

UNFCCC guidance adopted by the Conference of the Parties, known as 

the Warsaw Framework. The Warsaw Framework aims at the 

implementation of REDD+ activities at the national level, “but as an interim 
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measure also recognizes subnational implementation.” As REDD+ is 

fundamentally country-driven, it is the prerogative of the country to decide 

how to recognize the implementation of efforts at different scales 

(including, potentially, at a project-scale through REDD+ nesting) as long 

as these efforts are aligned with the Warsaw Framework, part of the 

country’s REDD+ strategy, and are properly accounted for.  

Part 1: 

General 

information 

Question 3.3 

Question 4.4 

Offset Credit 

Issuance and 

Retirement 

Procedures 

Have a clear 

and 

transparent 

chain of 

custody   

According to the REDD.plus Platform application, the UNFCCC is 

responsible for the MRV of emission reductions. After information about a 

country’s emission reductions are posted to the REDD+ Info Hub, a 

country can decide to create RRUs by signing an agreement with the 

applicant and IHS/Markit; it is worth noting that the applicant indicated this 

onboarding document was attached, but it was not accessible. Upon 

registry in the REDD.plus Platform, each RRU is assigned a unique serial 

number “that allows for units to be tracked from issuance through its 

transfer or use (cancellation or retirement).” The purchase and retirement 

of a unit can be done on either the CBL platform or directly with 

REDD.plus, but it is not clear why there are two separate options for 

transacting units, and whether REDD.plus has a procedure in place for 

how units are retired or cancelled.  

As the applicant relies on the UNFCCC to provide the information upon 

which credit issuance, the length of the crediting period, and credit period 

renewal are based, it appears as if REDD.plus does not meet the EUC 

on offset credit issuance and procedures.  

Furthermore, the applicant states that “Registry Operational procedures 

are agreed between the registry and the standard, so are not made 

80



available to the public.” It is unclear what “the standard” refers to in this 

case. Indeed, it is not clear whether REDD.plus is a standard or simply a 

platform.  

Question 3.5 Legal Nature 

and Transfer of 

Units 

According to IHS Markit’s terms and conditions, to which the applicant 

refers to explain the parameters around legal title to units, Markit requires 

legal title, but it is unclear how the legal title of units registered in the 

system is proven. As the program operator, the REDD.plus Platform 

should be responsible for ensuring that all credits registered in the system 

have a legal title from the outset. As such, REDD.plus does not meet 

the EUC on legal nature and transfer of units. 

Question 3.6 Validation and 

Verification 

procedures 

The applicant states that various UNFCCC decisions govern “the 

validation of the FRL/FRELs” and “verification of emissions reductions that 

have been submitted to the technical annex to the BUR.” Furthermore, the 

UNFCCC is responsible for accrediting and selecting validators and 

verifiers. However, the assessments undertaken by the UNFCCC do not 

serve as a third-party validation process, as would be expected for GHG 

units eligible under CORSIA. 

Considering that REDD.plus has no validation and verification standards 

and procedures of its own in place, or requirements and procedures for 

the accreditation of validators and verifiers, it does not meet the EUC on 

validation and verification procedures.  

Part 1: 

General 

Information 

Program 

governance 

Although the Coalition for Rainforest Nations administers the REDD.plus 

Platform, it is the UNFCCC processes and procedures that fundamentally 

govern the generation of the emission reductions that are converted into 

the REDD.plus’ tradable carbon credits. Thus, as stated above, decisions 
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Question 3.7 about the monitoring, reporting, and verification of emission reductions are 

made by the UNFCCC member Parties, not by REDD.plus.  

The REDD.plus Platform itself was only incorporated on 31 March 2019. 

Therefore, it has not been continuously governed, or continuously 

operational, for the last two years. Regarding whether REDD.plus has a 

plan for long-term administration, the applicant states that the “The 

dissolution of the REDD+ Mechanism would likely only come about with 

the dissolution of the UNFCCC and Paris Agreements,” however, 

REDD.plus is not “the REDD+ Mechanism,” it is the REDD.plus Platform 

which is separate.  

The applicant does not appear to have clear procedures in place to 

prevent and resolve potential conflicts of interest. The fact that the 

UNFCCC, not CfRN or REDD.plus, administers the emission reductions 

program is not sufficient in of itself to prevent conflicts of interest. CfRN is 

composed of member nations which are also Parties under the UNFCCC, 

which appears to be a conflict of interest already in the governance of 

REDD.plus. Furthermore, although CfRN has a Conflict of Interest Policy 

(which is supposed to be attached, but was inaccessible), it is not clear 

how these policies fulfill the requirements of this EUC.  

Lastly, it is evident that the REDD.plus Platform alone cannot demonstrate 

liability insurance policy of at least USD$5M. The applicant states that this 

requirement could be met between all of the different entities involved with 

REDD.plus, including the UNFCCC, IHS Markit, Expansive CBL Holdings, 

and Bureau Veritas, but there is no evidence that the REDD.plus Platform 

administrator (CfRN) could meet this requirement. Additionally, there is no 
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evidence that IHS Markit, Expansive CBL Holdings, or Bureau Veritas are 

aware of this potential liability commitment. This is not the case for other 

standards that include IHS Markit in some capacity, and would be highly 

unusual here.  

Thus, REDD.plus does not meet the program governance EUC. 

Question 3.8 Transparency 

and Public 

Participation 

Provision 

The REDD.plus Platform provides information about the prices paid to 

retire RRUs, how much of the price at retirement goes back into the 

country, and what the country does with the proceeds; it is unclear 

whether and how this information is publicly available. However, all 

information pertaining to the emission reductions programs themselves 

are available on the UNFCCC REDD+ Info Hub, not the REDD.plus 

platform itself. Although involvement of local stakeholders is part of the 

UNFCCC Safeguard Information System guidance, REDD.plus has no 

consultation requirements itself and has no oversight regarding the extent 

to which REDD+ countries conduct local consultations.  

The REDD.plus Platform itself does not conduct any public comment 

periods, and instead indicates that all changes to the REDD+ policy 

framework upon which it is based must be made within the UNFCCC 

process. So the public is not able to weigh in on the program itself. 

Therefore, REDD.plus does not meet the EUC on transparency and 

public participation.  

Question 3.9 Safeguards 

System 

While high-integrity REDD+ programs can provide assurance that they will 

comply with safeguards, REDD.plus itself does not have mechanisms in 

place to ensure that programs consistently and comparably comply with 
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safeguards.   As a result, REDD.plus does not meet the safeguards 

system EUC. 

Question 3.10 Sustainable 

Development 

Criteria 

REDD.plus itself does not have provisions for monitoring, reporting, and 

verifying the use of sustainable development goals (SDGs).As “there is no 

explicit measurement of how the program adheres to sustainable 

development criteria,” REDD.plus does not meet the sustainable 

development criteria EUC. 

Question 3.11 

Question 4.7 

Avoidance of 

Double 

Counting, 

Issuance and 

Claiming 

Are only 

counted once 

towards a 

The applicant states that because RRUs only come from national REDD+ 

programs under the UNFCCC, they are automatically approved by 

relevant national authorities, part of a national GHG inventory, and 

“seamlessly and transparently integrated into the issuing country’s NDC.” 

Furthermore, “REDD.plus will provide the annual reporting to the 

UNFCCC to” ensure proper accounting in the global carbon budget; the 

applicant also notes that the “UNFCCC also requires demonstration of 

avoidance of double counting under Article 6.”  And as a result, the 

applicant states that RRUs cannot be double counted.  
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mitigation 

obligation 

However, this is not sufficient. It is unclear how, simply because emission 

reductions are generated at the national level and part of a national GHG 

inventory, they will be “seamlessly and transparently integrated into the 

issuing country’s NDC” (particularly in cases where REDD+ falls outside 

of the scope of a country’s NDC, for example) or what role the platform 

has in ensuring that happens. Similarly, REDD.plus assumes that all 

retired credits will be removed from the host country’s inventory, and 

REDD.plus will report these retirements to the UNFCCC to ensure that 

they are properly reflected on the REDD+ Info Hub, in national GHG 

inventories, and NDCs. However, there REDD.plus does not have a 

mechanism in place to ensure that host countries will retire and report 

retired credits to prevent double claiming, and that double counting and 

claiming will not occur.  

The EUCs and Appendix A to the CORSIA application are clear: 

Programs should provide attestations from governments indicating that 

the underlying mitigation “is not also counted toward national target(s) / 

pledge(s) / mitigation contributions / mitigation commitments.” Instead of 

requiring such attestations, REDD.plus interprets the fact that emission 

reductions posted on the UNFCCC REDD+ Info Hub are approved by 

national focal points before they are posted as sufficient to make sure 

units are counted once towards a mitigation obligation. REDD.plus also 

goes so far as to “cast doubt over project-based standards that require 

country attestation letters to avoid double counting,” when, as stated 

above, this is encouraged by the EUCs.  

Furthermore, it is unclear whether REDD.plus has any systems in place to 

prevent double counting or issuance. The applicant states that “The 

85



REDD.plus Registry, administered by IHS/Markit uses a combination of 

technological features and operational policies and procedures in order to 

reduce the risk of double-issuance, double-use, and double-selling.” 

However, it does not specify what these features, policies, and procedures 

are or how they function.  

Additionally, the assertion made by the applicant that any REDD+ credit 

that is not first registered on the UNFCCC REDD+ Info Hub, approved by 

national government authority, and reflected in national GHG inventories 

would be double counted is inaccurate. REDD+ units generated under 

other programs would not automatically be double counted. Just like any 

other offset program, REDD+ units delivered under high-integrity 

greenhouse gas program standards must be transparently recorded in a 

registry and be subject to additional provisions to ensure no double 

claiming of emission reductions, including double issuance, use or selling. 

Therefore, REDD.plus does not meet the EUCs around ensuring that 

emission units are only counted, claimed, and issued once. 

Question 4.1 Are additional Additional requirements are needed to provide assurance of consistency 

and comparability across programs. While REDD.plus has created a 

rating system to assess emission reductions, which in itself suggests that 

programs may not be consistent, a copy of this rating system was not 

included in the application. Therefore, it is unclear whether REDD.plus 

itself has any requirements for ensuring additionality.  

Question 4.2 Are based on a 

realistic and 

 While reference levels produced according to UNFCCC and IPCC 

guidance provide a strong starting point, additional guidance is needed to 

ensure that baselines are consistently robust across programs in order to 
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credible 

baseline 

fulfill the EUC requirements. As REDD.plus itself has no way of 

ensuring comparability of the credibility of these baselines across 

programs it is unclear whether the program meets the EUC on 

realistic and credible baselines. 

Question 4.3 Are quantified, 

monitored, 

reported, and 

verified 

See comments above regarding “Program design eligibility: Validation and 

Verification procedures.” For these reasons, REDD.plus does not 

appear to meet this EUC. 

The applicant refers to the “Warsaw Framework” and other COP guidance 

that spells out guidance for monitoring, reporting, and verifying. Regarding 

avoiding conflict of interest among reviewers, the applicant states that “the 

UNFCCC Secretariat oversees relevant conflict of interests policies.”  

Question 4.5 Represent 

permanent 

emissions 

reductions 

REDD.Plus’ proposed approach to address reversals is to cut off new 

issuance, and states that “If there is a reversal the country cannot 

generate RRUs until that deficit is overcome.” While we believe that high-

integrity REDD+ programs can provide strong assurance of permanence, 

REDD.Plus does not have sufficient mechanisms to ensure reversals are 

compensated for, should they occur. Thus, REDD.plus does not meet 

the EUC on permanence.  

Question 4.6 Assess and 

mitigate 

against 

potential 

increase in 

emissions 

elsewhere 

The applicant states that “none” of the sectors supported by the program 

present a potential risk of material emissions leakage. This is primarily 

due to the national scale of REDD+ programs, which eliminates the issue 

of inter-country leakage.  
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Question 4.8 Do no net harm While high-integrity REDD+ programs can provide assurance that they will 

do no net harm, REDD.plus itself does not have mechanisms in place 

to ensure that programs do no net harm.  

American Carbon 

Registry 

Material 

Changes 

Form 

Are only 

counted once 

towards a 

mitigation 

obligation 

After completing a 60-day stakeholder consultation process to update the 

standard (version 7.0 in effect as  of January 1, 2021), ACR updated 

details related to attestation timing to enhance reporting efficiencies as 

well as added Requirements for Avoiding Double Counting with ICAO’s 

CORSIA, including detailed requirements for host country letters of 

authorization, reporting of corresponding adjustments to the UNFCCC and 

compensation for or replacement of units used under CORSIA and also 

claimed by the Host Country towards meetings its NDC (the 

“compensation mechanism”). These material changes are in line with 

the TAB’s recommendations on avoiding double claiming for post-

2020 units.  

Verified Carbon 

Standard 

Material 

Changes 

Form 

Do no net harm In submitting material updates, Verra clarified the pathways for projects to 

fulfill sustainable development contributions, in line with the TAB’s 

recommendations and “further actions” requested by the ICAO Council in 

March 2020. Verra has established a pathway for projects that have not 

applied the CCB Standards or SD VISta to still report on their 

contributions to the Sustainable Development Goals and targets through a 

template. This material change directly addresses the “further 

actions” requested by the ICAO Council on this topic. 
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https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202021/ACR%20ICAO%20Notification%20of%20Material%20Changes%20December%205%202020%20with%20attachments.pdf
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https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202021/Material%20Change%20Form%20Verra%205%20December%202020.pdf
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/CORSIA/Documents/TAB/TAB%202021/Material%20Change%20Form%20Verra%205%20December%202020.pdf


Material 

Changes 

Form 

Expanding list 

of approved 

methodologies 

Verra also requested that two recently-approved methodologies in the 

AFOLU sector be added to the list of approved Verra methodologies. Both 

methodologies produce units outside REDD+ programs that are similar to 

those already approved for use as standalone activities. These activities 

may take place in REDD+ countries but target agricultural, not forestry 

activities. The approval of these methodologies is in line with 

previous TAB decisions and the EUCs.  
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