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memorandum 

date July 21, 2020  

to Mindy Wilcox, City of Inglewood 

cc Christopher Jackson, City of Inglewood 
Royce Jones, City of Inglewood 

from Heidi Rous, CPP, ESA 
Brian D. Boxer, AICP, ESA 

subject Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 in the Environmental Impact Report for the 
Proposed Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center (IBEC) Project 

1. Introduction
The following analysis is provided in order to help inform the City of Inglewood's evaluation of, and 
recommended response to, an issue raised in a comment letter submitted on June 15, 2020 from David Pettit, 
Senior Attorney at the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) relating to the City's Draft EIR (Draft EIR) 
and Final EIR for the Proposed Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center (IBEC) Project (Proposed 
Project). 

Specifically, the June 15 NRDC letter referred to the Fourth District Court of Appeal decision in Golden Door 
Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego (Cal. Ct. App., June 12, 2020, No. D075328) 2020 WL 3119041. While 
the June 15, 2020 letter did not identify any specific concerns about the greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation 
measures included in the Proposed Project Draft EIR or Final EIR, the letter indicated that the County of San 
Diego’s use of “standardless GHG offset protocols" was rejected by the Fourth District Court of Appeal. The 
comment then urged the City of Inglewood (City) to ensure that the Proposed Project GHG mitigation measures 
are "additional and enforceable – which San Diego's were not." 

2. Background on the Challenged San Diego County Mitigation Measure
The rejected component of the GHG mitigation at issue in Golden Door Properties, namely GHG-1 (referred to 
below as the San Diego Mitigation Measure) allowed carbon offset credits to be used as mitigation for a project's 
GHG emissions if the offset credits were:  

purchased through any of the following: (i) a CARB-approved registry, such as the Climate Action 
Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, and the Verified Carbon Standard, (ii) any registry approved by 
CARB to act as a registry under the state's cap and trade program, (iii) through the CAPCOA GHG Rx 
and the SDAPCD, or (iv) if no registry is in existence as identified in options (i), (ii), or (iii) above, then 
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any other reputable registry or entity that issues carbon offsets consistent with Cal Health & Safety Code 
section 38562(d)(1)), to the satisfaction of the Director of PDS. 

(Id., at *56) 

The San Diego Mitigation Measure thus allowed project applicants to purchase credits from one of three 
categories of carbon registries or, if those registries were not available, any other registry approved by the 
County's Planning Director. The San Diego Mitigation Measure placed no limitation on which protocols or 
standards issued by those registries could be selected by a project applicant. Additionally, the only criteria for 
approving a different (that is, a non-California Air Resources Board (CARB)-approved registry) was that the 
different registry must sell carbon offsets that were "consistent with Section 38562(d)(1)" of the California Health 
and Safety Code.1 Of note, the San Diego Mitigation Measure omitted the requirement set forth in Health and 
Safety Code §38562(d)(2), namely that GHG emission "reduction is in addition to any GHG emission reduction 
otherwise required by law or regulation, and any other GHG emission reduction that otherwise would occur." 

In other words, the San Diego Mitigation Measure would have allowed an applicant for a general plan 
amendment in San Diego County to mitigate 100 percent of its GHG impacts by utilizing carbon offset credits 
from a non-CARB-approved registry, using an unidentified offset credit with unknown and unidentified 
standards, including from projects located outside the United States, so long as the measure satisfied some- but 
not all-of the basic "environmental integrity" standards established by the State Legislature for CARB Cap-and-
Trade credits. Additionally, the San Diego Mitigation Measure provided no objective criteria for determining that 
the GHG emission reduction goals were met. 

On these facts, the Court of Appeal held that the San Diego Mitigation Measure did not comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because it contained unenforceable performance standards and 
improperly deferred and delegated mitigation. (Id., at *1.) At the same time, the opinion indicated that the 
holdings were "limited to the facts of [that] case" and were "not intended to be, and should not be construed as a 
blanket prohibition on using carbon offsets-even those originating outside of California- to mitigate greenhouse 
gas emissions under CEQA." (Id., at *2.) 

While refinements to the Draft EIR mitigation measure may not be legally necessary, in view of the Golden Door 
Properties decision, and the City's receipt of the June 15 letter referencing this decision, the following analysis 
reviews the GHG mitigation measure recommended in the Draft EIR, and identifies ways that it can be refined or 
clarified to further ensure that the mitigation measure will provide the City with clear standards to enforce the 
requirement that the Proposed Project achieve no net additional GHG emissions, and thereby reduce the Proposed 
Project's GHG impact to a less-than-significant level.2 Although issued in light of the specific holding of Golden 
Door Properties, we wish to emphasize that this memorandum does not indicate (and should not be construed to 
indicate) that GHG mitigation measures used to satisfy CEQA requirements must meet all CARB statutory or 
regulatory requirements. ESA is aware of no statutory or regulatory requirement that would indicate such a 
conclusion. Equally important, it is ESA's professional opinion that CARB Offset Credits (as defined in Section 

1  California Health and Safety Code §38562(d)(1) requires that GHG emission reductions achieved in CARB's Cap-and-Trade program
are "real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by the state board." A full discussion of the applicable statutory and 
regulatory scheme establishing the CARB Cap-and-Trade program is included in Section 3.7.3 of the Draft EIR. 

2  The "no net additional" standard is at times referred to in the EIR as "no net new," or "net zero." In all cases, the applicable threshold
is defined on page 3.7-30 of the Draft EIR to mean "that if the Proposed Project would not emit any additional greenhouse gas 
emissions beyond the baseline over its estimated 30-year life, the impact would be less than significant.” 
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3, below) offer no automatic scientific or technical advantages beyond properly developed registry offset credits,3 
and that carbon offset credits issued by qualified registries through projects that comply with properly developed 
protocols and standards achieve the degree of reliability and enforceability required under CEQA. 

3. Background on the State’s Cap-and-Trade Program
Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) requires statewide emissions of GHGs to return to 1990 levels of by 2020. Senate Bill 
32 (SB 32) mandates that the State achieve GHG levels of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels no later than 
December 31, 2030. A key element of California’s climate plan is the Cap-and-Trade Program, which, according 
to CARB which oversees the program, “sets a statewide limit on sources responsible for 85 percent of 
California’s greenhouse gas emissions…”.4 There are approximately 450 covered entities, including electricity 
importers and large industrial facilities emitting 25,000 MTCO2e or more annually in specified sectors including 
but not limited to manufacturers of cement, iron, glass, or pulp and paper, petroleum refiners, electrical 
generators, and distributors of transportation, natural gas, and other fuels. Each covered entity was granted a 
starting allocation, essentially an annual allowable GHG emission level, tied to their 2012 levels and these 
emission limits (caps) decrease 3 percent annually through 2020. Covered entities are to achieve emission 
reductions through technology, engineering, and process improvements, and are able to purchase CARB Offset 
Credits for no more than 8 percent of a facility’s compliance obligation. These CARB Offset Credits are limited 
to emissions-reduction projects generated in the United States, and verified in accordance with one of six CARB-
approved protocols. 

CARB allowed for an entity which is not a covered entity to voluntarily participate in the Cap-and-Trade 
Program. There are three manners in which non-covered entities may participate: 

(1) Opt-in covered entities,

(2) Voluntarily Associated Entities, and

(3) Other registered participants.

Opt-in covered entities are limited by CARB5 to entities within a sector subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program, 
with annual GHG emissions below the inclusion threshold, for example, a glass manufacturer with emissions less 
than 25,000 MTCO2e. Other registered participants are those which do not intend to hold allowances or CARB 
Offset Credits, such as third party verifiers. Voluntarily Associated Entities (VAEs) are those entities or 
individuals not classified as a covered entity or an opt-in covered entity, which, according to CARB6 “intends to 
purchase, hold, sell, retire or clear allowances or CARB offset credits”. Examples of VAEs given by CARB 
include registered offset project operators and derivatives clearing organizations. 

How Trades are Conducted under the Cap-and-Trade Program 
The Compliance Instrument Tracking System Service (CITSS) was created to implement market transactions 
under California’s Cap-and-Trade program. Market participants must hold specified accounts to hold and retire 

3 Although not proposed for the IBEC Project for reasons identified below, it is also possible, and indeed likely, that other GHG 
reduction offset credits generated outside of CARB-approved registries could satisfy the requirements for enforceability and 
environmental integrity for adequate mitigation under CEQA. 

4 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//cc/capandtrade/guidance/cap_trade_overview.pdf; Accessed July 11, 2020. 
5 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter4.pdf; Accessed July 11, 2020. 
6 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter4.pdf; Accessed July 11, 2020. 

https://www.wci-citss.org/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/capandtrade/guidance/cap_trade_overview.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter4.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter4.pdf
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compliance instruments (i.e. credits) and to participate in transactions of compliance instruments with other 
account holders.7 While CARB’s September 2012 guidance8 and the California Code of Regulations (CCR 
§95814)9 may suggest that a VAE may procure and voluntarily retire CARB Offset Credits through the State’s
Cap-and-Trade Program, to retire CARB Offset Credits, an entity must have, in addition to a General Account, a
Compliance Account within CITSS10. Further, CCR §95830 states clearly that “[a]n entity cannot hold a
compliance instrument until the Executive Officer approves the entity's registration with CARB and the accounts
administrator creates an account in the tracking system.”11 VAEs are not allowed to register Compliance
Accounts; only Covered and Opt-In Entities are allowed to register Compliance Accounts. ESA made inquiries to
CARB staff,12 who confirmed that VAEs are not allowed to retire CARB Offset Credits at this time. Thus, at this
time it is infeasible for a entity to become a VAE and retire CARB Offset Credits for purposes outside the Cap-
and-Trade Program.

4. IBEC Project Mitigation Measure
The component of the Proposed Project GHG mitigation requirement that addresses the use of carbon offset 
credits is Measure 3.7-1, paragraph (a)(2)(B)(b)(i). As recommended in the Draft EIR, this measure requires as 
follows: 

Carbon offset credits. The project applicant may purchase carbon offset credits that meet the 
requirements of this paragraph. Carbon offset credits must be verified by an approved registry. An 
approved registry is an entity approved by CARB to act as an "offset project registry " to help administer 
parts of the Compliance Offset Program under CARB 's Cap and Trade Regulation. Carbon offset credits 
shall be permanent, additional, quantifiable, and enforceable.13 

The Proposed Project GHG mitigation measure is substantially different than the San Diego Mitigation Measure. 
Though a full description of the differences between the measures is beyond the scope of this analysis, there are 
several key distinctions between the Draft EIR mitigation measure and the San Diego measure, which provide the 
IBEC Project mitigation measure with materially greater certainty and enforceability. 

First, the Proposed Project cannot utilize carbon offset credits to mitigate all of the project's GHG emissions. 
Instead, the Proposed Project must first utilize a set of specifically enumerated local / onsite measures intended to 
reduce the Project's GHG emissions by minimizing energy demand, including both electricity and natural gas, 
through implementation of LEED Gold certification. (MM-3.7-1(2)(A)(a)) No analogous provision is provided in 
the San Diego Mitigation Measure. 

7  When CARB Offset Credits are used to meet any portion of an entity’s compliance obligation, the credits are transferred to the ARB 
Retirement Account, which ensures the credits are permanently retired from the Cap and Trade Program, and cannot be retrieved, 
transferred, or otherwise returned to the market or used for other purposes.  

8  California Air Resources Board, Cap and Trade Guidance, September 2012; 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter4.pdf ; Accessed July 08, 2020 

9  17 CCR § 95814. Voluntarily Associated Entities and Other Registered Participants. 
10  https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic//cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter5.pdf; page 42; Accessed July 17, 2020. 
11  17 CCR § 95830. Registration with ARB. 
12  Personal communication between Heidi Rous, Director at ESA, and Virginia Odom, Air Pollution Specialist, CARB; July 8, 2020. 
13  The text of this paragraph from the Draft EIR mitigation measure reflects the commitment by the IBEC project applicant to purchase 

offset credits as part of its obligations to meet the requirements of AB 987 (codified at California Public Resources Code §21168.6.8), 
which was developed in consultation with the CARB and determined by the CARB to meet the no net new greenhouse gas emissions 
requirement set forth in AB 987 as calculated pursuant to the methodology approved by the CARB. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter4.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/capandtrade/guidance/chapter5.pdf
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Second, the Proposed Project must implement a detailed set of transportation demand management measures, 
which will be refined during the life of the project. These include, in brief summary, measures which (1) 
encourage alternative modes of transportation (such as rail, public transit, and vanpool); (2) provide event-day 
dedicated shuttle service that meets specific quantitative and qualitative criteria; (3) encourage the use of carpools 
and zero-emission vehicles by providing parking and pricing incentives for such vehicles, as well as a minimum 
of 330 electric vehicle charging stations; (4) encourage active transportation; (5) provide an employee vanpool 
program; (6) provide a "Park-n-Ride" Program; and (7) establish a public information/education program to 
promote the use of transit and other means of reducing transportation sources of GHG emissions. (MM-3.7-
(a)1(2)(A)(b)). No analogous provision is provided in the San Diego Mitigation Measure.

Third, the Proposed Project must utilize and quantify project design features that result in localized reductions of 
NOx and PM2.5 emissions, to the extent those features result in quantifiable GHG emission reduction co-benefits. 
(MM-3.7- l(a)(2)). No such localized requirements were applicable in the San Diego Mitigation Measure. 

Fourth, the Proposed Project is subject to the specific commitments (not applicable to San Diego) that the 
Proposed Project has made pursuant to AB 987, which include local direct GHG reduction measures that, as 
required by AB 987, would be made binding conditions of project approval by the City. The determination by 
CARB, dated November 27, 2019, that these commitments meet the requirements of AB 987 is included in the 
Administrative Record for the Proposed Project. 

Fifth, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3. 7-l(a), paragraph (2)(B)(b)(i) expressly includes the requirement (missing 
from the San Diego Mitigation Measure) set forth in California Health and Safety Code §38562(d)(2) that GHG 
reduction measures must be '"additional" (that is, that emission reductions provided by the project must be in 
addition to those otherwise required by law or regulation, and that otherwise would occur in the absence of that 
measure). 

Finally, unlike the San Diego Mitigation Measure, the emissions reductions in Proposed Project Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-1 must be verified pursuant to Mitigation Measure 3. 7-1 (b) through an Annual GHG Verification 
Report prepared by the project operator, which shall be submitted to the City, with a copy provided to CARB, 
each year following the commencement of project operations. The GHG Verification Report would be reviewed 
by a qualified expert retained by the City (at the project applicant's expense). 

ln short, there are important distinctions between the San Diego Mitigation Measure and Proposed Project 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1, which help ensure materially greater enforceability and verification of the Proposed 
Project measure. 

Nevertheless, to further enhance the measure's verification and enforceability, ESA recommends for the City's 
consideration the following refinements to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.7- l(a), paragraph (2)(B)(b)(i): 

• Carbon offset credits used to meet this provision of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a) should be expressly required
to substantively satisfy all six of the statutory "environmental integrity" requirements applicable to the CARB
Cap-and-Trade Program, generally as set forth in both subdivisions (d)(1) and (d)(2) of California Health and
Safety Code §38562. Accordingly, the measure should require all offset credits to be permanent, additional,
quantifiable, verifiable, real, and enforceable. The applicability of these environmental integrity standards to
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the Proposed Project is discussed in detail below in section 6 of this memorandum.14 In the Draft EIR, the 
requirement that offset credits be verifiable and real was not explicitly included in the mitigation measure. 

• The project applicant should be limited to utilizing only carbon offset credits generated by projects that have
been implemented, independently verified, and enforced in accordance with objective criteria set forth in any
one of  the following nine sets of adopted protocols/standards issued by an offset project  registry approved
by the CARB (including specific methodologies that comply with these standards, and allowing for
substitution of demonstrated equivalent standards and protocols over time as technology changes): (1) U.S.
Forestry (Climate Action Reserve (CAR) Version 5.0; American Climate Registry (ACR Version 6.0 and all
Methodologies authorized thereby), (2) Urban Tree Planting (CAR Version 2.0), (3) Livestock Digesters
(CAR Version 4.0), (4) Ozone Depleting Substances (CAR Version 2.0), (5) Mine Methane Capture (CAR
Version 1.1), (6) Rice Cultivation (CAR Version 1.1), (7) U.S. Landfill (CAR Version 5.0; Verified Carbon
Standard/Verra (VCS) Version 4 and Methodologies authorized thereby), (8) Grasslands (CAR Version 2.1;
ACR Version 6.0 and Methodologies authorized thereby), and (9) Green Energy (ACR Version 6.0 and VCS
Version 4, and Methodologies authorized thereby). Copies of each Protocol and Standard are enclosed as
Exhibit A to this memorandum, together with copies of the CAR Reserve Offset Program Manual and the
CAR Verification Program Manual.

• Express provisions should be made to ensure that, in the unlikely event that an approved registry becomes no
longer approved by the CARB and the offset credits cannot be transferred to another approved registry, the
project applicant shall comply with the rules and procedures for retiring and/or replacing offset credits in the
manner specified by the applicable Protocol, Standard or Methodology, including (to the extent required) by
purchasing an equivalent number of credits to recoup the loss.

• The project applicant should be limited to utilizing only carbon offset credits generated by projects within the
United States or its territories.15

Finally, in order to further verify that the emission reduction measures (including but not limited to offset credits) 
are achieved and enforced, ESA recommends in Mitigation Measure 3.7- l(b) that the City ensure the availability 
of an expert who meets or exceeds the following level of experience and qualifications to assist with the City's 
annual review of the GHG Verification Report: an expert GHG emissions verifier accredited by the ANSI 
National Accreditation Board (ANAB) Accreditation Program for Greenhouse Gas Validation/Verification 
Bodies or a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Lead Verifier accredited by CARB. 

These refinements would not materially alter the pre-existing requirements of Measure 3.7- l(a) and (b), nor 
would these refinements alter the GHG emissions analysis included as part of the EIR. Instead, these refinements 
would enhance the City's ability to clearly enforce objective, quasi-regulatory standards issued by the approved 
registry for all carbon offset credits acquired by the project applicant in satisfaction of Measure 3.7-1 (a), 
paragraph (2)(B)(b)(i) by constraining the project applicant's options for the use of carbon offsets within the 
somewhat broader range of options previously provided by the Draft EIR version of Measure 3.7- 1. As such, 
these refinements would not cause any new or greater significant environmental impacts, and thus no 
recirculation of the EIR would be required under CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. Further, it is possible – and indeed 
likely – that other, equally enforceable and reliable Protocols and Standards exist. However, by limiting the 

14  This and all further references to these environmental integrity standards in this memorandum should be understood consistent with
this paragraph. 

15  While consistency with regulations implementing the CARB Cap-and-Trade requirement is not required for CEQA-compliance GHG
mitigation offset credits, this provision would ensure consistency with the requirements applied to CARB Offset Protocols set forth in 
CCR, Title 17, §95972(c). 
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universe of Protocols and Standards, the City would be able to ensure that all of the Standards and Protocols that 
could be used by the project applicant under this provision of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 have been specifically 
reviewed and approved prior to the City's consideration of certification of the EIR and approval of the Proposed 
Project; and, with this proposed refinement, the project applicant would be prevented from selecting a 
"standardless" or otherwise less enforceable means of securing carbon offset credits. 

5. Discussion of Recommended Mitigation Measure Refinements
As authorized by CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(c)(3)-(4), mitigation measures for a project's GHG emissions may 
include the use of offsite measures, "including offsets that are not otherwise required," as well as measures that 
sequester GHGs. 

CARB administers CARB Offset Credits for use in California's Cap-and-Trade Program. Initially authorized by 
the California legislature in 2006 (AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), California's Cap-and-
Trade Program applies only to specified "covered entities" in certain industries. For these specified sectors of the 
economy, CARB establishes an overall limit on GHG emissions, which cap declines over time. Entities subject to 
the Cap-and-Trade Program are issued allowances for GHG emissions by CARB. If an entity produces GHG 
emissions in excess of its allowances, it may elect to meet its compliance obligations under the Cap-and-Trade 
Program through emissions credits known as CARB Offset Credits. 

As noted above, CARB Offset Credits are highly regulated by the CARB, and must meet six statutory 
environmental "integrity standards" (that is, credits must be real, verifiable, quantifiable, enforceable, permanent, 
and additional) set forth in California Health and Safety Code §38652(d)(1) and (d)(2). These integrity standards 
are further interpreted by California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 17, §95802. To ensure these integrity 
standards are achieved, detailed measures for monitoring, reporting, and verifying CARB Offset Credits are 
specified in CCR §§95976-95988. 

The Cap-and-Trade Program is implemented by CARB in partnership with each of three specifically accredited 
Offset Project Registries (the Climate Action Reserve, American Carbon Registry, and Verra) that have been 
approved by the CARB Executive Officer as satisfying the requirements set forth in CCR, Title 17, §95986(a)-(j). 
The approved Registries list and review projects, and issue registry offset credits, which may later be submitted to 
CARB for final evaluation and issuance of CARB Offset Credits. 

CARB Offset Credits are considered highly reliable, and were credited by the Golden Door Properties court as 
such, because they must: 

1. use defined, previously approved protocols (i.e., standards) that have been determined to satisfy the
environmental integrity standards of Health and Safety Code §38562(d)(1),(2);

2. be verified by independent, non-profit registries approved by CARB; and

3. be subject to further review by CARB staff.

However as discussed above in section 3 of this memorandum, CARB Offset Credits are utilized only by a 
selected set of capped sectors and only for their participation in the California Cap-and-Trade program. The 
Proposed Project does not qualify as a Covered Entity or Opt-In Entity. Accordingly, it would not be feasible 
under the current regulatory scheme to equate the CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(c)(3) authorization for a project 
such as the Proposed Project to use "offsets" as a means of mitigating its GHG emissions under CEQA with the 
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use of CARB Offset Credits. Accordingly, the gold standard in the context of carbon offset credits used to 
mitigate GHG emissions under CEQA are credits that substantively meet the environmental integrity standards 
set forth in California Health and Safety Code §38562(d)(1)-(2) (i.e., real, verifiable, quantifiable, enforceable, 
permanent, and additional), without reference to those requirements that apply only to facilitate CARB's statutory 
obligations to implement and enforce California's Cap-and-Trade Program. 

To that end, ESA's recommended refinements to Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 achieve a substantially equivalent 
degree of enforceability and environmental integrity by requiring that any carbon offset credits used by the 
project applicant must: 

1. use defined, previously approved protocols / standards that have been determined to substantively satisfy the
environmental integrity standards of California Health and Safety Code §38562(d)(1),(2);

2. be verified by independent, non-profit registries approved by CARB; and

3. be subject to further review by independent verifiers employed by a government agency (here, the City) who
meet stringent levels of professional qualification (i.e., ANAB Accreditation Program for Greenhouse Gas
Validation/Verification Bodies or a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Lead Verifier accredited by CARB) as part of
the required review of GHG Annual Verification Report to be submitted to the City and provided to CARB.

This would represent a highly enforceable and clearly defined mitigation measure because the project applicant 
would now be limited to the use of offset credits issued pursuant to a defined set of protocols (using the 
terminology of CAR) or standards (using the terminology of Verra or ACS), if it elects to purchase and retire 
offset credits pursuant to Proposed Project EIR Mitigation Measure 3.7- l(a), paragraph (2)(B)(b)(i). As 
summarized below, and set forth with in each of the expressly listed Protocols and Standards (and Methodologies 
developed pursuant to those Standards), each of these Protocols and Standards substantively satisfy the six 
environmental integrity standards enumerated in California Health and Safety Code §38562(d)(1),(2). They do so 
by setting forth comprehensive, detailed, and objective standards that ensure offset credits meet the detailed 
regulatory requirements of each Protocol and Standard. 

ln addition, feasibility of this mitigation measure would be assured by including a range of Protocols and 
Standards across a diversity of sectors for which there is a well-developed carbon market. Thus, even if credits 
are not readily available within any one of the approved Standards or Protocols, the project applicant would have 
a sufficient degree of flexibility to ensure that enforceable credits can be obtained through another of the 
expressly listed and evaluated Standards and Protocols. 

6. Summary Regarding Each Approved Standard’s / Protocol's Method of
Achieving the AB32 Environmental Integrity Standards

As enunciated by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), the environmental value 
of a carbon offset credit is its assurance that an emission reduction has occurred. Different than "evaluating 
produce at the farmer's market, it is not possible to examine the [GHG offset] product to determine its value. Not 
only are emission reductions invisible, they actually didn't happen. So to have confidence in their value, we need 
a reliable and accurate picture of what would have happened, as well as what actually happened." (CAPCOA, 
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (2010), p. 22 (CAPCOA Quantifying), italics in original.) 

The overarching standards for reliably and accurately quantifying the inherently intangible nature of a carbon 
offset is codified in the AB 32 environmental integrity measures enunciated in Health and Safety Code 
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§38562(d)(1) and (d)(2), which provide that offset credits be "real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, 
enforceable, and additional." These terms have been further implemented through protocols and standards 
developed by the CARB-approved registries in accordance with the standards set forth in CCR, Title 17, §§95802 
and 95972. 

The following evaluation is intended to summarize ESA's professional opinion that the recommended set of 
approved Registry Protocols and Standards would substantively achieve the equivalent standards of CARB Offset 
Credits. To focus analysis on this point, where necessary, the definitions below have been slightly modified in 
order to substantively address the environmental integrity standards of §38562(d)(1) and (d)(2), as further 
informed by CCR §§95802 and 95972, while omitting procedural requirements or assumptions unique to the 
CARB-implemented Cap-and-Trade Program.16 

1. "Real" means that GHG reductions result from a demonstrable action or set of actions, and are quantified 
using appropriate, accurate, and conservative methodologies that account for all GHG emissions sources, 
GHG sinks, and GHG reservoirs within the offset project boundary and account for uncertainty and the 
potential for activity-shifting leakage and market-shifting leakage. 

Each of the approved standards and protocols contains provisions to ensure that offset measures result in real 
GHG reductions that result from a demonstrated set of actions. For example: 

– ACR implements this requirement, in part, through the ACR Standard Version 6.017 requirement that no 
ex-ante credits will be issued; instead all ACR credits issued must be based on emission mitigation 
activities that have actually occurred, and are quantifiable and verifiable. (ACR Standard, p. 15). This 
requirement is further implemented through Section 2.A of the ACR Standard which requires that the 
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14064 Part 2 (2006) GHG accounting specifications 
are followed, which include provisions for ensuring that conservative assumptions, values and procedures 
are utilized to ensure that GHG emissions reductions or removals are not overestimated. Similarly, 
Chapter 10 of the ACR Standard details requirements for ensuring that emissions credits are not double-
counted (ACR Standard, p. 59.) 

– Similar to the ACR Standard summarized above, Section 2.2.1 of Verra Standard 418 expressly requires 
that Verra offset projects approved under the Verra Standard must utilize conservative assumptions, 
values and procedures to ensure that net GHG emission reductions or removals are not overestimated, 
consistent with the principles set forth in ISO 14064 Part 2 (2006). ESA agrees that this standard provides 
assurance that GHG emissions are "real" within the meaning of Health and Safety Code §38562(d)(1) and 
implementing regulations thereto. 

– The Climate Action Reserve (CAR) Reserve Offset Program Manual enunciates that its procedures are 
intended to ensure that its programs are not an "artifact of incomplete or inaccurate emissions accounting." 
Methods for quantifying emission reductions should be conservative to avoid overstating a project's effects. 
The effects of a project on GHG emissions must be comprehensively accounted for, including unintended 
effects (often referred to as "leakage").19 Among other factors, the CAR ensures that all offset credit issues 

                                                      
16  Separate from the statutory environmental integrity criteria, the requirement contained in CCR, Title 17, §95972(b) of the Regulations 

that a crediting period be established for each protocol approved by CARB has similarly been achieved by each of the protocols 
recommended for inclusion in Mitigation Measure 3.7-l(a) (for example, Verra Standard 4, Section 2.3.2(1), p. 5). 

17  All further references the ACR Standard are to Version 6, unless otherwise noted. 
18  All further references the Verra Standard are to Version 4, unless otherwise noted. 
19  The Climate Action Reserve provides general policies, applicable to each of the individual protocols approved under Mitigation 

Measure 3.7•1, through its Reserve Offset Program Manual and Verification Manual. For purposes of brevity, this summary focuses 
on these general provisions as these are sufficient to illustrate the clear standards utilized by the Climate Action Reserve to ensure the 
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are "real" by requiring that all material sources, sinks, and reservoirs – regardless of where they are 
physically located – are accounted for in CAR protocols (for a source to be immaterial, it must account for 
less than 5 percent of GHG reductions). Where such exclusions are used, formulae must be adjusted to 
conservatively ensure that there is no overestimation of GHG reductions. A general discussion of the 
quantitative methods required by this measure are set forth in Section 2.5.1 of the CAR Reserve Offset 
Program Manual, and detailed requirements are contained in applicable Protocols. 

2. “Permanent” means that GHG reductions are not reversible, or when GHG reductions may be reversible,
that mechanisms are in place to replace any reversed GHG emission reductions to ensure that all credited
reductions endure for at least 100 years.

Each of the approved standards and protocols contains provisions to ensure permanence of offset measures.
For example:

– The ACR Standard ensures permanence by using quantified methods for assessing the risk of reversal
(i.e., the risk that avoided GHG emissions do not meet longevity requirements due to intentional or
unintentional acts of the project proponent). To address this risk, project proponents must enter into
legally binding Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreements with ACR that detail the risk mitigation option
selected, and the requirement for reporting and compensating reversals.

– The Verra Standard requires application of a quantification mechanism for applicable protocols (that it
has termed the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool) that multiplies the applicable non-permanence risk
rating identified in a particular Methodology authorized by the Standard as determined by the AFOLU
Non-Performance Risk Tool, by the change in carbon stocks. The detailed requirements for ensuring the
provision of buffer credits by project applicants to address the risk of reversal are detailed in Section
3.19.4 (p. 45) of the Verra Standard.

– Consistent with the principles set forth for ACS and Verra, the CAR similarly requires that GHG
emissions reductions to be "effectively permanent," using the CARB standard of being the equivalence of
removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere for 100 years. As explained generally in Section 2.8 of the
Reserve Offset Program Manual and detailed in applicable Protocols (including Forest and Grassland
Protocols) where there is a risk that that carbon may be re-emitted, the CAR requires that reversals be
compensated to ensure the integrity of credits issued, and to ensure their effectiveness at offsetting GHG
emissions

3. "Quantifiable" means the ability to accurately measure and calculate GHG reductions relative to a project
baseline in a reliable and replicable manner for all GHG emission sources.

Each of the approved standards and protocols contains provisions for accurate quantification and objective
calculation of offset measures, which account for all of the factors indicated above. For example:

– ACR implements the quantifiable requirements through myriad procedures. These are summarized in
Appendix C to the ACR Standard, which expressly builds on the ISO technical specifications for GHG
accounting set forth in ISO 14064 Parts 1-3:2006 and ISO 14065:2013. (ACR Standard, p. 102.)

– The ISO 140604 Part 2 standard, in addition to the World Resources Institute/World Business Council for
Sustainable Development (WRI/WBCSD) Greenhouse Gas Protocol for Project Accounting guidance, is
used by the CAR (see, e.g., CAR Reserve Offset Program Manual, p. 4 which is required by the listed
CAR Protocols.)

six environmental integrity standards are required. Detailed quantification calculations, methodologies, and additional rules are further 
provided within each approved Protocol. 
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– Verra specifies the standards and requirements for quantifying an accurate baseline and project
accounting in Sections 3.12 and 3.14 for its Standard 4 (Verra Standard, pp. 33, 34.)

4. "Verifiable" means that reports prepared by project operators or their designees are well documented and
transparent such that the reports lend themselves to an objective review by a qualified verification body.

Each or the approved standards and protocols contains provisions for transparent and well-documented
verification of emissions credits, which account for all of the factors indicated above. For example:

– ACR details its validation and verification requirements in Chapter 9.C, using objective measures that
ensure clear documentation and transparency, and allow for objective third-party review of
documentation. (ACR Standard, pp. 54-58.)

– Verification requirements are addressed throughout the Verra Standard, including without limitation, in
Section 4.1.24, which provides that projects shall document and explain the sampling methods employed
by the validation/verification body for the verification of GHG emission reductions or removals
generated by the project. Such verification methods are required to be statistically sound. Any subsequent
changes to the sampling method(s) required as a result of the verification findings must be documented in
accordance with Verra requirements. (Verra Standard, p. 54.)

– As more fully set forth in Section 2 of the CAR Reserve Offset Program Manual, the CAR protocols
detail the steps and formulae to estimate, monitor, and verify GHG reductions achieved by specific types
of projects. While each project protocol contains guidance specific to individual project types, all CAR
protocols also adhere to general project accounting principles, including the ISO 14064 Part 2
requirement utilized by ACR and Verra. The CAR Reserve Offset Program Manual details
implementation of the general accounting principles set forth therein, including without limitation the
requirements of (a) relevance; (b) completeness; (c) consistency; (d) transparency; (e) accuracy; and (f)
conservativeness. In all cases, trained verifiers are utilized by the CAR, to provide further assurance that
promised project activities have occurred pursuant to CAR requirements.

5. "Enforceable" means the authority to hold a particular party liable and to take appropriate action if any of
the requirements of the applicable protocol or standard are violated. Each of the approved standards and
protocols contains provisions for contractual enforcement of offset measures.20

For example:

– The ACR implements this requirement, in part, through Section 8.B of the Standard, which provides that
ACR has the right to refuse to list or issue credits for violations of ACR requirements. Additionally,
where applicable (e.g., for forest or grassland protocols where ownership and/or control of land is critical
to maintaining reliable GHG sinks), a project proponent must provide evidence that the applicable land is
eligible, that the project proponent holds clear land title and title to the GHG offsets, and that the offsets
contract is enforceable. (ACR Standard, p. 82.)

– Verra implements this requirement through Section 3.6. 1 of the Verra Standard, which requires that all
projects provide one or more of seven enumerated types of evidence demonstrating that the project
proponent maintains the legal right to control and operate project and program activities.

20  In addition to enforceability contemplated by the Health and Safety Code environmental integrity standards, the City maintains
ultimate enforcement authority over the project applicant through the use of the annual submittal of the GHG Verification Report, 
qualified review by the City, and obligation for the project applicant to pursue additional or replacement measures in the event of a 
shortfall of GHG emissions reductions in a prior year. 
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– Similar to the principles enunciated in the ACR Standard, where applicable (e.g., for forest or grassland
protocols where ownership and/or control of land is critical to maintaining reliable GHG sinks), a CAR
project proponent must provide evidence that the applicable land is eligible for the project, that the
project proponent holds clear land title and title to the GHG offsets, and that the offsets contract is
enforceable. This is further assured through the CAR's verification that an account holder can only hold
or retire offset credits in its account for which it is the sole holder of legal or equitable title. Additional
assurance is provided by requiring attestation of title, and ensuring that a legally binding and enforceable
contract (typically referred to as Project Implementation Agreement) is entered into between project
proponents and the CAR.

6. “Additional" means that GHG emission reductions or removals exceed any GHG reduction or removals
otherwise required by law, regulation or legally binding mandate, and exceed any GHG reductions or
removals that would otherwise occur in a conservative business-as-usual scenario.

Each of the approved standards and protocols contains provisions for additionality. For example:

– ACR ensures that the additionality standard is satisfied by verifying that credited offsets exceed the GHG
reductions and removals that would have occurred under current laws and regulations, current industry
practices, and without carbon market incentives. Project proponents must demonstrate that the GHG
emission reductions and removals from an offset project are above and beyond the "business as usual"
scenario, using conservative assumptions set forth in ISO 14064 Part 2 (2006). (ACR Standard 6,
pp. 28-32.)

– Verra ensures additionality through, among others, the provisions and requirements of Section 3.13 of the
Verra Standard. Consistent with statutory and regulatory requirements, in order to qualify for offsets, a
carbon offset project must demonstrate that the activity results in emissions reductions or removals that are
in excess of what would be achieved under a business as usual scenario, and the activity would not have
occurred in the absence of the incentive provided by the program activity. Detailed other requirements
apply depending on the type and sector of the offset project utilized. (Verra Standard, p. 33.)

– To ensure additionality, the CAR employs objective criteria designed to distinguish additional projects
from those that would have happened anyway (i.e., in the absence of an offset market). These criteria fall
into two categories: (1) a legal requirement test, and (2) a performance standard test. These tests are
explained and described in detail in Section 2.4 of the CAR Reserve Offset Program Manual and are
further detailed within each approved Protocol.

7. Conclusion
ESA has reviewed each of the specific Protocols and Standards enumerated above, which have been 
recommended for express inclusion in Proposed Project EIR Mitigation Measure 3.7- 1. Based on this review, 
and particularly with inclusion of the refinements suggested above, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 would constitute a 
clear, feasible, verifiable and enforceable mitigation measure to offset Proposed Project GHG emissions. 
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ACRONYMS 
ACR  American Carbon Registry® 

AEZ agroecological zone 

AFOLU  Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use 

CCBA  Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance 

CDM Clean Development Mechanism 

CER certified emission reduction 

CO2e  carbon dioxide-equivalent 

CORSIA Carbon Offset Reduction Scheme for International Aviation 

DNA  Designated National Authority 

ERT  Emission Reduction Ton 

GIS Geographic Information System 

GHG  greenhouse gas 

GWP global warming potential 

HFC hydrofluorocarbon 

IPCC  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

ISO  International Organization for Standardization 

NDC nationally determined contributions 

ODS ozone-depleting substance 

OPR Offset Project Registry 

PDA Programmatic Development Approach 

QA/QC  quality assurance/quality control 

REC  Renewable Energy Credit or Renewable Energy Certificate 

RPS Renewable Portfolio Standard 
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SOC soil organic carbon 

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

VVB Validation/Verification Body 
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INTRODUCTION 
The American Carbon Registry® (ACR) is a leading carbon offset program with two decades of 
unparalleled carbon market experience in the development of rigorous, science-based offset 
standards and methodologies as well as operational experience in the oversight of offset project 
verification, registration, offset issuance, and retirement reporting through ACR’s online registry 
system. ACR is a nonprofit enterprise of Winrock International. Winrock works with people in the 
United States and around the world to empower the disadvantaged, increase economic oppor-
tunity, and sustain natural resources. Key to this mission is building capacity for climate change 
mitigation and adaptation and leveraging the power of environmental markets. Since the 1990s, 
Winrock has been a leader in developing science-based greenhouse gas (GHG) measurement 
and monitoring methods and protocols.  

ACR was founded in 1996 as the GHG Registry by the Environmental Resources Trust, and 
joined Winrock in 2007. As the first private GHG registry in the world, ACR has set the bar for 
offset quality that is the market standard today and continues to lead carbon market innovation. 

In 2012, ACR was approved by the California Air Resources Board to serve as an Offset Project 
Registry (OPR) and Early Action Offset Program for the California cap-and-trade market. ACR’s 
work as a California OPR is governed by the California cap-and-trade regulation and compli-
ance offset protocols approved by the Air Resources Board.0F

1 The ACR Standard governs only 
the registration of projects under ACR-approved methodologies. 

ACR GOVERNANCE 
The ACR program is built on principles of accountability, transparency, responsiveness, and 
participatory processes. As an enterprise of Winrock, ACR benefits from the support and guid-
ance of an established, reputable, global nonprofit organization. Winrock’s management, execu-
tive team, and board of directors provide direct oversight of all ACR operations.  

THE ACR STANDARD 
The ACR Standard details ACR’s requirements and specifications for the quantification, moni-
toring, and reporting of project-based GHG emissions reductions and removals, verification, pro-
ject registration, and issuance of offsets. The Standard establishes the quality level that every 
project must meet in order for ACR to register its GHG emissions reductions and removals as 
tradable environmental assets.  

                                                 
1 The California cap-and-trade regulation (Subchapter 10 Climate Change, Article 5, Sections 95801 to 

96022, Title 17, California Code of Regulations) and currently approved compliance offset protocols are 
available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade.htm.   
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ACR aims to maximize flexibility and usability for Project Proponents while maintaining the envi-
ronmental integrity and scientific rigor necessary to ensure that projects developed against its 
standards and methodologies are recognized as being of the highest quality, whether used for 
voluntary or pre-compliance early action purposes. 

Adherence to the ACR Standard and associated methodologies will ensure that project-based 
offsets represent emissions reductions and removals that are real, measurable, permanent, in 
excess of regulatory requirements and common practice, additional to business-as-usual, net of 
leakage, verified by a competent independent third party, and used only once. 

APPLICABILITY  
Project Proponents wishing to develop a project for registration on ACR shall follow this Stand-
ard and must apply an ACR-approved methodology (as defined below). 

The ACR Standard v6.0 supersedes the ACR Standard v5.1 (May 2018). Any project listed sub-
sequent to August 1, 2019, must follow all requirements of and be validated against the ACR 
Standard v6.0. New projects listed prior to August 1, 2019, may be validated according to a pre-
vious version of the ACR Standard, as applicable at the time of listing. All Projects shall be veri-
fied to the version of the ACR Standard against which they were validated through the end of 
their Crediting Period. 

Project Proponents and other interested parties should refer to www.americancarbonregistry.org 
for the latest version of the ACR Standard, methodologies, tools, document templates, and 
other guidance.  

CHAPTER GUIDE 
Chapter 1 Basics on ACR 

Chapter 2 ACR’s general accounting and data quality principles for offset projects 

Chapter 3 ACR project eligibility requirements 

Chapter 4 ACR tests to ensure that offset projects are additional to business-as-usual 

Chapter 5 ACR’s approach to ensuring permanence of GHG reductions and removals 

Chapter 6 Process for Project Proponents to develop and register a project 

Chapter 7 Processes for ACR approval of new methodologies and methodology 
modifications 

Chapter 8 ACR requirements for Assessing Environmental and Community Impactss 
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Chapter 9 ACR requirements for validation and verification of all projects by a competent 
independent third-party verifier, which are addressed in greater detail in the ACR 
Validation and Verification Standard for GHG Projects 

Chapter 10 ACR linkages to other GHG programs and registries, emission trading systems, 
and national or sectoral GHG emissions reduction targets 

Chapter 11 ACR’s appeals and complaints procedure 

Appendix A ACR Requirements for Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use (AFOLU)- 
based carbon projects 

Appendix B ACR Buffer Pool Terms and Conditions, which details requirements for AFOLU 
projects that utilize the Buffer Pool for reversal risk mitigation 

Appendix C Normative references on which the ACR Standard is based 

Appendix D References on which the ACR Standard is based 

 

The ACR Standard does not detail legal responsibilities of ACR and ACR members with regard 
to the use of the registry, which are provided for in the legally binding ACR Member Terms of 
Use Agreement and referenced operative documents such as the ACR Operating Procedures. 
A project-specific legal contract between ACR and Project Proponents governs use of ACR-ap-
proved risk mitigation mechanisms, including the ACR Buffer Pool, to mitigate the risk of rever-
sals in certain types of projects.  

CITATION 
The appropriate citation for this document is American Carbon Registry (2019). The American 
Carbon Registry Standard, version 6.0., Winrock International, Little Rock, Arkansas.  
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CHAPTER 1: ACR BASICS 

1.A DESCRIPTION OF THE ACR 
The American Carbon Registry®, a nonprofit enterprise of Winrock International, is a leading 
carbon offset program that operates in both the voluntary and the regulated carbon markets. 
Founded in 1996 as the first private voluntary GHG registry in the world, ACR has two decades 
of unparalleled carbon market experience in the development of rigorous, science-based offset 
standards and methodologies as well as operational experience in the oversight of offset project 
verification, registration, offset issuance, and retirement reporting. 

ACR operates a transparent online registry system for members to register projects and record 
the issuance, transfer, and retirement of serialized, project-based, and independently verified 
offsets. ACR’s registry system records transactions directly negotiated between buyers and 
sellers; it is not an exchange. Offset transactions take place outside of ACR, over-the-counter or 
on exchanges, and are tracked on ACR through the unique serial numbers assigned to every 
offset.   

1.B OBJECTIVES 
ACR’s objectives are to:  

 Encourage action to manage GHG emissions; 

 Provide guidance, transparent infrastructure, and science-based standards to foster high-
quality reductions in GHG emissions; 

 Support best practices in project-level GHG accounting;  

 Commercialize innovative new methodologies; 

 Encourage broad adoption of practices that mitigate climate change with significant 
community, economic, and environmental benefits; 

 Enhance public confidence in market-based action for GHG reduction; and 

 Support convergence of international and U.S. carbon markets.  

1.C GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE 
ACR accepts projects from worldwide locations, provided they conform to an ACR-approved 
methodology. Certain sectors and methodologies prescribe a narrower geographic scope (e.g., 
United States only). 
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1.D SCOPE: GREENHOUSE GASES AND 
PARTICULATE MATTER 

ACR registers emission reductions and/or removal enhancements of carbon dioxide (CO2), me-
thane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons, sulfur hexafluo-
ride (SF6), and black carbon. ACR’s scope also includes destruction of Ozone-Depleting Sub-
stances (ODS) listed in Annexes A, B, C, and E of the Montreal Protocol.2  

1.E SCOPE: PROJECT TYPES 
ACR accepts all projects validated and verified against an ACR-approved methodology, pro-
vided they comply with the current version of the ACR Standard. ACR-approved methodologies 
include: 

 Methodologies developed by ACR and approved through the public consultation and 
scientific peer review process; 

 Methodologies approved by the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) Executive Board, 
provided that, at the request of the Project Proponent, it has been reviewed and approved by 
ACR per the requirements found in Chapter 7; 

 Modifications of existing ACR methodologies, provided such modifications have been 
approved by ACR per requirements found in Chapter 7; and 

 New methodologies developed by external authors and approved by ACR through ACR’s 
methodology development process described in Chapter 7. 

1.E.1 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Projects 

ACR will register GHG reductions from renewable energy and energy efficiency projects if all of 
the following criteria are met:  

 The project displaces direct emissions by reducing the consumption of fossil fuels at a facility 
that the Project Proponent owns or controls, or for which the facility owner has assigned the 
Project Proponent clear and uncontested offsets title. Examples are biomass co-firing with 
coal, biogas used to displace natural gas, and energy efficiency projects that reduce natural 
gas use; 

 The project meets additionality and other requirements of the ACR Standard; 

 The GHG reductions have not been used to meet a regulatory compliance obligation under a 
binding limit;  

 Under jurisdictional (i.e. federal, lstate, provincial, etc.) regulations, the project does not take 
place at a regulated source; and 

                                                 
2 See http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook. 
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 The project has not been counted toward a mandatory renewable energy obligation (such as 
a renewable portfolio standard) obligation or claimed any other voluntary renewable energy 
incentive (such as renewable energy credits). 

1.E.2 Scope Exclusions 

The following scope exclusions apply under the ACR program: 

 Projects that do not meet all ACR eligibility criteria, including projects that convert and/or 
clear native ecosystems to generate carbon offsets; 

 Renewable energy and energy efficiency projects unless meeting all criteria above;  

 International project-level REDD (Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation) 
from REDD+ countries.  The growing international implementation of land-based sectoral 
GHG accounting and crediting and/or results-based finance (REDD+) greatly increases the 
risk of double claiming project-based offset credits within a sectoral crediting scheme; and  

 Projects quantifying energy or life-cycle GHG accounting-based indirect emissions 
reductions and removals.  

1.F LANGUAGE 
English is the operating language of ACR. All GHG Project Plans, methodologies, tools, verifica-
tion statements, and other documents required by ACR shall be in English. 

1.G UNIT OF MEASURE  
Project Proponents shall calculate, quantify, and report all GHG reductions and removal en-
hancements in metric tons, converting each metric ton to its CO2 equivalent (CO2e) using calcu-
lations based on the 100-year Global Warming Potential factors listed in the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report (AR4), Working Group 1, Chapter 
2, Table 2.14.3  

1.H UNIT OF EXCHANGE  
The ACR unit of exchange is a verified emissions reduction, serialized and registered as an 
Emission Reduction Ton (ERT), denominated in metric tons of CO2e. ERTs, also referred to as 
offsets, carbon offsets, and carbon offset credits, include emission reductions and removal en-
hancements (i.e., enhanced sequestration).  

                                                 
3 See http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/ch2s2-10-2.html. 
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1.I NO EX-ANTE CREDITING 
A project-based offset is the result of a defined and eligible project action that yields quantifiable 
and verifiable GHG emissions reductions/removals. ACR will not issue ERTs for GHG emis-
sions reductions or removals when an emission mitigation activity has not occurred or is not yet 
verified. ACR will not credit a projected stream of offsets on an ex-ante basis.  

1.J ADOPTION OF AND REVISIONS TO 
ACR STANDARDS 

All ACR Standards will be posted for public comment for at least 60 days prior to adoption. ACR 
will prepare responses to all submitted comments and post the comments and responses along 
with the new version of the standard. 

ACR will review and revise the ACR Standard, as necessary, at a minimum of every 3 years.  

Such updates occur when significant changes to GHG accounting best practices or the legisla-
tive and/or regulatory context justify an update; when new provisions or requirements originating 
in methodologies make ACR aware of higher-level requirements or clarifications that should be 
made at the ACR Standard; upon an update to ACR’s internal policy and/or process require-
ments; or for other reasons. 

On a project level and in certain circumstances, ACR may require all projects, including those 
validated under a previous version of the ACR Standard, to immediately implement a policy or 
process revision (e.g., updated administrative reporting procedures) detailed in a subsequent 
version of the ACR Standard. 

1.K CONFLICT OF INTEREST POLICY 
As a nonprofit organization that values its reputation for integrity, Winrock requires that all man-
agement and staff adhere to its Code of Professional Conduct, which includes a strict and com-
prehensive policy against engaging in activities that present a conflict of interest. Accordingly, 
each Winrock director, officer, and staff member, including ACR staff, are required to regularly 
affirm that they are in compliance with this policy, that they avoid all conflicts of interest and take 
reasonable action to avoid circumstances that create the appearance of a conflict of interest. 
Winrock and ACR staff are required to notify management immediately if any conflict of interest 
situations arise or come to their attention so the conflict can be appropriately mitigated.   

In addition to its internal conflict of interest policy, ACR requires that its third-party registry ser-
vice provider maintain and adhere to a strict conflict of interest policy and that all ACR-approved 
Validation and Verification Bodies (VVBs) execute an Attestation of Validation/Verification Body, 
which defines the VVB role and responsibilities and ensures technical capabilities of all staff and 
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no conflicts of interest. ACR-approved VVBs must also execute a project-specific conflict of in-
terest form for each project validated and/or reporting period verified, which ACR reviews and 
approves.   
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CHAPTER 2: ACCOUNTING AND 
DATA QUALITY PRINCIPLES 
The accounting and data quality principles summarized here are designed to ensure that the as-
sumptions, values, and procedures used by Project Proponents and VVBs result in a fair and 
true accounting of GHG emission reductions and removals.  

2.A GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR GHG 
ACCOUNTING 

ACR affirms a set of guiding principles, based on the International Organization for Standardiza-
tion (ISO) 14064 Part 2 (2006) specifications from which all other ACR principles and eligibility 
criteria follow, as summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1: Core GHG Accounting Principles 

RELEVANCE 
Select the GHG sources, GHG sinks, GHG reservoirs, data, and 
methodologies appropriate to the needs of the intended user.  

COMPLETENESS 
Include all relevant GHG emissions and removals. Include all rel-
evant information to support criteria and procedures.  

CONSISTENCY 

Enable meaningful comparisons in GHG-related information. Use 
consistent methodologies for meaningful comparisons of emis-
sions over time. Transparently document any changes to the 
data, boundary, methods, or any other relevant factors.  

ACCURACY Reduce bias and uncertainties as far as is practical.  

TRANSPARENCY 

Disclose sufficient and appropriate GHG-related information to 
allow intended users to make decisions with reasonable confi-
dence. Disclose any relevant assumptions and make appropriate 
references to the accounting and calculation methodologies and 
data sources used.  

CONSERVATIVENESS 
Use conservative assumptions, values, and procedures to en-
sure that GHG emission reductions or removal enhancements 
are not overestimated.  
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2.B METHODOLOGICAL SPECIFICATIONS FOR 
ADHERENCE TO GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

2.B.1 Boundary Selection 

GHG project boundaries include a project’s physical boundary or implementation area, the GHG 
sources, sinks and reservoirs (or pools) considered, and the project duration. 

Approved methodologies establish criteria for the selection of relevant GHG sources, sinks, and 
reservoirs for regular monitoring or estimation. The Project Proponent shall justify in the GHG 
Project Plan the exclusion from regular monitoring of any relevant GHG source, sink, or reser-
voir.  

In accordance with ISO 14064-2:2006, approved methodologies establish criteria and proce-
dures for quantifying GHG emissions and/or removals for selected GHG sources, sinks, and/or 
reservoirs. The Project Proponent shall quantify GHG emissions and/or removals separately for 
each relevant GHG for each GHG source, sink, and/or reservoir identified in the methodology as 
being relevant for the project and for the baseline scenario.  

The Project Proponent shall provide a detailed description of the geographic boundary of Pro-
ject Activities. A Project Activity may contain more than one facility or discrete area of land, but 
each facility or land area must have a unique geographical identification, and each land area 
must meet the sector-specific land eligibility requirements, if applicable. For AFOLU projects, 
the Project Proponent shall provide maps, Geographic Information System (GIS) shapefiles, 
and other relevant information to delineate the project boundary. 

Sector-specific requirements found in Appendix A specify the required Minimum Project Term 
for particular project types. 

2.B.2 Relevance and Completeness  

Consistent with ISO 14064 Part 2, Project Proponents shall consider all relevant information that 
may affect the accounting and quantification of GHG reductions and removals, including esti-
mating and accounting for any decreases in carbon pools and/or increases in GHG emission 
sources. 

2.B.3 Uncertainty, Accuracy, and Precision 

The Project Proponent shall reduce, as far as is practical, uncertainties related to the quantifica-
tion of GHG emission reductions or removal enhancements.  
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For methodologies based on statistical sampling (e.g., methodologies in the forestry or working 
land use sectors), ACR requires that the sampling error associated with the mean of the esti-
mated emission reduction/removal not exceed ±10% of the mean at the 90% confidence interval 
to report the mean of the estimated emission reduction/removal. If the Project Proponent cannot 
meet this target, then the reportable amount shall be the mean minus the lower bound of the 
90% confidence interval, applied to the final calculation of emission reductions/removal en-
hancements. If the sampling error is equal to or greater than 20%, the confidence deduction for 
the monitoring period must be 100%. Project-specific methodologies provide guidance how to 
calculate this uncertainty deduction. Methodologies submitted for ACR approval shall include 
methods for estimating uncertainty relevant to the project and baseline scenario. 

Project Proponent are responsible for deciding if potential additional revenues from reporting the 
mean without an uncertainty deduction justify the additional costs of more intensive sampling to 
achieve precision of ±10% of the mean at 90% confidence, if sampling is required. 

The use of biogeochemical or process models must also include an estimate of structural uncer-
tainty related to the inadequacy of the model, model bias, and model discrepancy. This should 
be quantified using the best available science, and can include Monte Carlo analyses, uncer-
tainty estimates from peer reviewed literature, and/or consulting model experts who have either 
developed or worked directly with the model in an academic setting.  

2.B.4 Conservativeness 

The methodology shall define assumptions and specify quantification methods and monitoring 
requirements to ensure that GHG emission reductions and removals are not overestimated, par-
ticularly in cases where estimation methods, not direct measurement, are used to populate pa-
rameters.  

The following rules shall be applied when reporting emissions data to ACR for offset issuance: 

 Claimed emissions reductions shall be rounded down to the nearest whole number; and 

 Calculated Buffer Pool contributions shall be rounded up to the nearest whole number. 

2.B.5 Emissions Factors 

Where needed to estimate GHG emission reductions or removal enhancements in the project or 
baseline scenario, the methodology shall specify GHG emissions or removal factors that: 

 Derive from a scientific peer-reviewed origin; 

 Are appropriate for the GHG source or sink concerned; and 

 Take account of the quantification uncertainty. 
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2.B.6 Managing Data Quality 

The Project Proponent shall establish and apply quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC) 
procedures to manage data and information, including the assessment of uncertainty in the pro-
ject and baseline scenarios. QA/QC procedures shall be outlined in the GHG Project Plan.  

2.B.7 Participation in Other Asset Programs 

In general, ACR allows carbon offset projects with multiple environmental and/or social attrib-
utes to participate in and benefit from programs that quantify achieved benefits beyond those of 
GHGs. However, participation in such programs is not always consistent with the ACR Standard 
and principles of carbon offsetting. Proposals for simultaneous reporting of non-carbon attrib-
utes will be subject to evaluation upon the ACR project listing review or, for carbon offset pro-
jects that have completed this step, upon submission of the proposal. The following require-
ments must be met for consideration:4 

 Any project that seeks to register non-carbon environmental attributes alongside offsets must 
disclose to ACR the intent and details of the program prior to validation, if known;    

 The attributes quantified for the non-carbon benefits must be distinct from the GHG benefits 
such that they have separately defined accounting units (e.g., pounds of nutrients in the case 
of water quality credits versus metric tons of CO2e);  

 The attributes quantified for the non-carbon benefits must represent a well-defined and 
distinct ecosystem service that can be “stacked” with offsets, such that they could be 
financially incentivized separately from the carbon benefit4F

5 

 The project action must not be required by regulation to achieve the quantified non-carbon 
benefit; and 

 The project action must not compensate for an activity outside the project’s geographic 
boundary that results in release of GHGs or loss of a carbon sink (e.g., wetlands mitigation 
banking).   

 

                                                 
4 This section is not relevant to RECs, which are discussed in Chapter 1, Section E. 
5 Any project using an ACR-approved GHG quantification methodology for issuance of offsets may 

choose to quantify alternate environmental and/or social benefits. However, these benefits may not al-
ways be creditable in a non-carbon environmental market at the same time as the GHG emissions re-
ductions and removals benefits represented by offsets.  
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CHAPTER 3: PROJECT 
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 
Table 2 details ACR eligibility criteria for all projects, defines each criterion, and articulates ACR 
requirements. Eligibility requirements for specific project types are summarized in the relevant 
ACR sector standard and/or methodology. Project Proponents shall address, in their GHG Pro-
ject Plan, each of the criteria below. 

Table 2: Eligibility Requirements for Offset Projects 

CRITERION DEFINITION ACR REQUIREMENT 

Start Date6,7 ACR defines the Start 
Date for all projects other 
than AFOLU as the date 
on which the project be-
gan to reduce GHG 
emissions against its 
baseline. 

ACR defines the eligible 
Start Date(s) for AFOLU 
project types in Annex A, 
“ACR Requirements for 
AFOLU-Based Carbon 
Projects.”  

Non-AFOLU Projects must be validated 
within 2 years of the project Start Date. 
AFOLU Projects must be validated within 3 
years of the project Start Date. 

One exception applies to these timeframes: 
Projects using a newly approved methodol-
ogy7F

8 or a newly approved modification that 
expands the eligibility of a previously pub-
lished methodology8F

9 may submit it for listing 
with ACR within 10 years of the project Start 
Date. However, the date of listing submittal 
must be within 6 months of the methodology 
publication date, and the project must then 
be validated within 2 years of the listing.  

The Start Date and the start of the Minimum 
Project Term shall be the same. The Start 
Date and the start of the first Crediting Period 

                                                 
6 The Start Date requirements do not apply to existing ACR projects that renew a Crediting Period. In 

these instances, the initial project Start Date, as previously validated, shall apply and shall be accepted 
in the Crediting Period renewal validation process on a de facto basis.  

7 Projects transferring to ACR from another GHG program and that have reached the end of a Crediting 
Period may apply for an initial Crediting Period at ACR per ACR Standard requirements. The project 
must have been successfully validated and/or verified at the previous GHG program, and must have a 
validated/verified Start Date of January 1, 2000, or after.  

8 A methodology is considered “newly approved” if ACR has published it no more than 6 months prior to 
the project’s listing or registration with ACR. See Chapter 6 for guidance on ACR listing and registration 
requirements.  

9 The project must demonstrate that it was not eligible under the previously published version of the rele-
vant methodology, without the newly approved modification. 
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CRITERION DEFINITION ACR REQUIREMENT 

are generally the same, unless otherwise al-
lowable in the relevant methodology.  

Minimum 
Project Term 

The minimum length of 
time for which a Project 
Proponent commits to 
project continuance, 
monitoring, and verifica-
tion. 

The Minimum Project Term for specific pro-
ject types is defined in the relevant ACR sec-
tor requirements and/or methodology. Project 
types with no risk of reversal after crediting 
have no required Minimum Project Term. 
Project Proponents of AFOLU projects with a 
risk of reversal shall commit to a Minimum 
Project Term of 40 years. The minimum term 
begins on the Start Date, not the first or last 
year of crediting. 

The Minimum Project Term is a requirement 
of the Project Proponent, not necessarily of 
the landowner (unless the landowner is the 
Project Proponent). ACR enters into legal 
agreements only with the Project Proponent. 
Agreements between Project Proponent and 
landowner may have a shorter term and/or a 
“buy-out” option, provided the Project Propo-
nent commits to replace issued ERTs in the 
event a landowner opts to discontinue Project 
Activities. See Chapter 4 and Chapter 6. 

Project Proponents and landowners may 
continue AFOLU carbon activities beyond the 
Minimum Project Term, but ACR does not re-
quire monitoring or verification unless the 
Crediting Period is renewed. At the end of the 
Minimum Project Term, if the Project Propo-
nent does not renew for another Crediting 
Period and continue monitoring and verifica-
tion, ACR conservatively assumes that its ac-
tivities have ceased and retains and may re-
tire any remaining buffer contributions (if ap-
plicable). 

Crediting 
Period 

Crediting Period is the fi-
nite length of time for 
which a GHG Project 
Plan is valid, and during 

The Crediting Period for non-AFOLU projects 
shall be 10 years. AFOLU projects may have 
different Crediting Periods, as specified in the 
relevant ACR sector requirements or method-
ology. 
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CRITERION DEFINITION ACR REQUIREMENT 

which a project can gen-
erate offsets against its 
baseline scenario.  

Crediting Periods are lim-
ited in order to require 
Project Proponents to re-
confirm, at intervals ap-
propriate to the project 
type, that the baseline 
scenario remains realistic 
and credible, the Project 
Activity remains addi-
tional, and GHG account-
ing best practice is being 
used. This is important 
because once a project 
has demonstrated its ad-
ditionality, it is not re-
quired to do so again un-
til applying to renew the 
Crediting Period. 

A Project Proponent may apply to renew the 
Crediting Period by complying with all then-
current ACR requirements, re-evaluating the 
baseline scenario, reconfirming additionality, 
and using emission factors, tools, and meth-
odologies in effect at the time of renewal. Ex-
cept where specified in a methodology, ACR 
does not limit the number of renewals. 

Projects that are deemed to meet all ACR ad-
ditionality criteria are considered additional 
for the duration of their Crediting Period. If 
regulations or common practice change dur-
ing the Crediting Period, this may make the 
project non-additional and thus ineligible for 
renewal but does not affect its additionality 
during the current Crediting Period, unless 
otherwise specified in the project-specific 
methodology. 

Real A real offset is the result 
of a project action that 
yields quantifiable and 
verifiable GHG emissions 
reductions and/or remov-
als.  

GHG reductions and/or removals shall result 
from an emission mitigation activity that has 
been conducted in accordance with an ap-
proved ACR Methodology and is verifiable. 
ACR will not credit a projected stream of off-
sets on an ex-ante basis. 

Emission or 
Removal 
Origin 

An emission or removal 
is direct if it originates 
from sources or sinks 
over which the Project 
Proponent has control. 

An emission or removal is 
indirect if it originates at 
sources or sinks over 
which the Project Propo-
nent does not have con-
trol.  

For projects reducing or removing direct 
emissions, the following requirement applies:  

The Project Proponent shall own, have con-
trol over, or document effective control over 
the GHG sources/sinks from which the emis-
sions reductions or removals originate. If the 
Project Proponent does not own or control 
the GHG sources or sinks, it shall document 
that effective control exists over the GHG 
sources and/or sinks from which the reduc-
tions/removals originate. 
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CRITERION DEFINITION ACR REQUIREMENT 

For projects reducing or removing non-
energy indirect emissions, 9F

10 the following 
requirement applies:  

The Project Proponent shall document that 
no other entity may claim GHG emission re-
ductions or removals from the Project Activity 
(i.e., that no other entity may make an owner-
ship claim to the emission reductions or re-
movals for which credits are sought).  

Offset Title Offset title is a legal term 
representing rights and 
interests in an offset, a 
future stream of offsets, 
or a project delivering off-
sets. 

The Project Proponent shall provide docu-
mentation and attestation of undisputed title 
to all offsets prior to registration. Title to off-
sets shall be clear, unique, and uncontested.  

ACR will issue offsets into the account of a 
Project Proponent only if there is clear, unen-
cumbered, and uncontested offset title. 

Additional GHG emission reduc-
tions and removal en-
hancements are addi-
tional if they exceed 
those that would have 
occurred in the absence 
of the Project Activity and 
under a business-as-
usual scenario. 

Every project shall use either an ACR-ap-
proved performance standard and pass a 
regulatory surplus test, or pass a three-
pronged test of additionality in which the pro-
ject must:  

1. Exceed regulatory/legal requirements;  

2. Go beyond common practice; and  

3. Overcome at least one of three implemen-
tation barriers: institutional, financial, or 
technical. 

Regulatory 
Compliance 

Adherence to all laws, 
regulations, and other le-
gally binding mandates 
directly related to Project 
Activities.  

Projects must maintain material regulatory 
compliance. To do this, a regulatory 
body/bodies must deem that a project is not 
out of compliance at any point during a re-
porting period. Projects deemed to be out of 
compliance with regulatory requirements are 
not eligible to earn ERTs during the period of 
non-compliance. Regulatory compliance vio-
lations related to administrative processes 

                                                 
10 ACR will not consider projects or methodologies for indirect emissions reductions/removals based on 

life-cycle GHG accounting methods.  
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CRITERION DEFINITION ACR REQUIREMENT 

(e.g., missed application or reporting dead-
lines) or for issues unrelated to integrity of 
the GHG emissions reductions shall be 
treated on a case-by-case basis and may not 
disqualify a project from ERT issuance. Pro-
ject Proponents are required to provide a reg-
ulatory compliance attestation to a verifica-
tion body at each verification. This attestation 
must disclose all violations or other instances 
of non-compliance with laws, regulations, or 
other legally binding mandates directly re-
lated to Project Activities.  

Permanent Permanence refers to the 
longevity of removal en-
hancements and the risk 
of reversal (i.e., the risk 
that atmospheric benefit 
will not be permanent).  

Reversals may be unin-
tentional or intentional. 

For projects with a risk of reversal of GHG re-
moval enhancements or avoided conversion 
projects, Project Proponents shall assess 
and mitigate risk, and monitor, report, and 
compensate for reversals.  

AFOLU Project Proponents shall assess re-
versal risk using ACR’s Tool for Risk Analysis 
and Buffer Determination, and shall enter into 
a legally binding Reversal Risk Mitigation 
Agreement with ACR/Winrock that details the 
risk mitigation option selected and the re-
quirements for reporting and compensating 
reversals.  

Proponents of terrestrial sequestration or 
avoided conversion projects shall mitigate re-
versal risk by contributing ERTs to the ACR 
Buffer Pool or using another ACR-approved 
insurance or risk mitigation mechanism. Pro-
ponents of geologic sequestration projects 
shall mitigate reversal risk during the project 
term by contributing ERTs to the ACR Re-
serve Account and post-project term by filing 
a Risk Mitigation Covenant, which prohibits 
any intentional reversal unless there is ad-
vance compensation to ACR, or by using an-
other ACR-approved insurance or risk mitiga-
tion mechanism.   
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CRITERION DEFINITION ACR REQUIREMENT 

All projects must adhere to ongoing monitor-
ing, reversal reporting, and compensation re-
quirements as detailed in relevant methodol-
ogies and legally binding agreements (e.g., 
the ACR Reversal Risk Mitigation Agree-
ment).  

Net of 
Leakage 

Leakage is an increase in 
GHG emissions or de-
crease in sequestration 
outside the project 
boundaries that occurs 
because of the project 
action.  

ACR requires Project Proponents to address, 
account for, and mitigate certain types of 
leakage, according to the relevant sector re-
quirements and methodology conditions. Pro-
ject Proponents must deduct leakage that re-
duces the GHG emissions reduction and/or 
removal benefit of a project in excess of any 
applicable threshold specified in the method-
ology.  

Independently 
Validated 

Validation is the system-
atic, independent, and 
documented process for 
the evaluation of a GHG 
Project Plan against ap-
plicable requirements of 
the ACR Standard and 
approved methodology. 

 

ACR requires third-party validation of the 
GHG Project Plan by an accredited, ACR-ap-
proved VVB once during each Crediting Pe-
riod and prior to issuance of ERTs.  

Validation can be conducted at the same 
time and by the same VVB as a full verifica-
tion; however, the deadline for validation is 
determined by the methodology being imple-
mented and the project Start Date (see 
above). Governing documents for validation 
are the ACR Standard, including sector-spe-
cific requirements, the relevant methodology, 
and the ACR Validation and Verification 
Standard.  

Independently 
Verified 

Verification is the sys-
tematic, independent, 
and documented assess-
ment by a qualified and 
impartial third party of the 
GHG assertion for a spe-
cific reporting period. 

Verification must be conducted by an accred-
ited, ACR-approved VVB prior to any issu-
ance of ERTs and at minimum specified in-
tervals.  

ACR requires verifiers to provide a reasona-
ble, not limited, level of assurance that the 
GHG assertion is without material discrep-
ancy. ACR’s materiality threshold is ±5%. 
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CRITERION DEFINITION ACR REQUIREMENT 

Environmen-
tal and 
Community  
Assessments 

Projects have the poten-
tial to generate positive 
and negative community 
and environmental im-
pacts. Appropriate safe-
guard procedures can 
identify, evaluate, and 
manage potential nega-
tive impacts. Positive im-
pacts can contribute to 
sustainable development 
objectives.  

ACR requires that all projects develop and 
disclose an impact assessment to ensure 
compliance with environmental and commu-
nity safeguards best practices. Environmental 
and community impacts should be net posi-
tive, and projects must “do no harm” in terms 
of violating local, national, or international 
laws or regulations.   

Project Proponents must identify in the GHG 
Project Plan community and environmental 
impacts of their project(s). Projects shall also 
disclose and describe positive contributions 
as aligned with applicable sustainable devel-
opment goals. Projects must describe the 
safeguard measures in place to avoid, miti-
gate, or compensate for potential negative 
impacts, and how such measures will be 
monitored, managed, and enforced.  

ACR does not require that a particular pro-
cess or tool be used for the impact assess-
ment as long as basic requirements defined 
by ACR are addressed. (See Chapter 8) ACR 
projects can follow internationally recognized 
approaches such as The World Bank Safe-
guard Policies, or can be combined with the 
Climate Community and Biodiversity Alliance 
(CCBA) Standard or the Social Carbon 
Standard for the assessment, monitoring, 
and reporting of environmental and commu-
nity impacts.  

Project Proponents shall disclose in their An-
nual Attestations any negative environmental 
or community impacts or claims thereof and 
the appropriate mitigation measure. 

ACR reserves the right to refuse to list or is-
sue credits to a project based on community 
or environmental impacts that have not or 
cannot be mitigated, or that present a signifi-
cant risk of future negative environmental or 
community impacts.   
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CHAPTER 4: ADDITIONALITY 
ACR’s additionality requirements are intended to ensure that credited offsets exceed the GHG 
reductions and removals that would have occurred under current laws and regulations, current 
industry practices, and without carbon market incentives. Project Proponents must demonstrate 
that the GHG emission reductions and removals from an offset project are above and beyond 
the “business as usual” scenario. To qualify as additional, ACR requires every project: 

 Either to exceed an approved performance standard, as defined in the applicable 
methodology, and a regulatory additionality test; or 

 To pass a three-prong test of additionality.  

4.A THREE-PRONG ADDITIONALITY TEST 
This approach combines three tests that help determine whether GHG emission reductions and 
removals from an offset project are above and beyond the “business as usual” scenario. This 
does not mean the Project Activity delivers no financial or other benefits other than GHG reduc-
tion; it simply attempts to ascertain whether GHG reduction was a significant factor. 

The three-prong test requires projects to demonstrate that they exceed currently effective and 
enforced laws and regulations; exceed common practice in the relevant industry sector and geo-
graphic region; and face at least one of three implementation barriers (financial, technological, 
or institutional). The three-prong test is described in Table 3 on the next page. The GHG Project 
Plan must present a credible demonstration, acceptable to ACR and the VVB, that the project 
passes these tests. 

Some ACR-approved methodologies require application of an additionality tool to assist Project 
Proponents in demonstrating additionality. ACR does not require all methodologies to mandate 
application of an additionality tool; however, if the relevant methodology requires one, its use is 
mandatory, unless otherwise indicated by the ACR-approved conditions for use of the methodol-
ogy. 10F

11  

  

                                                 
11 An example is some CDM methodologies approved by ACR. 
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Table 3: Three-Prong Additionality Test 

TEST KEY QUESTIONS 

REGULATORY 
SURPLUS 

Is there an existing law, regulation, statute, legal ruling, or other reg-
ulatory framework in effect as of the project Start Date that mandates 
the Project Activity or effectively requires the GHG emissions reduc-
tions?  

YES = FAIL     NO = PASS 

COMMON 
PRACTICE 

In the field or industry/sector, is there widespread deployment of this 
project, technology, or practice within the relevant geographic area?  

YES = FAIL     NO = PASS 

IMPLEMENTATION 
BARRIERS 

Financial 

 

 

 

 

Technological 

 

 

 

 

Institutional 

CHOOSE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING THREE 
 

Does the project face capital constraints that carbon revenues could 
address; or is carbon funding reasonably expected to incentivize the 
project’s implementation; or are carbon revenues a key element to 
maintaining the project action’s ongoing economic viability after its 
implementation?  

YES = PASS     NO = FAIL 

Does the project face significant technological barriers such as R&D 
deployment risk, uncorrected market failures, lack of trained person-
nel and supporting infrastructure for technology implementation, or 
lack of knowledge on practice/activity, and are carbon market incen-
tives a key element in overcoming these barriers? 

YES = PASS     NO = FAIL 

Does the project face significant organizational, cultural, or social 
barriers to implementation, and are carbon market incentives a key 
element in overcoming these barriers? 

YES = PASS     NO = FAIL 

If the project passes the Regulatory Surplus and Common Practice tests and at least one 
Implementation Barrier test, ACR considers the project additional. 

4.A.1 Regulatory Surplus Test 

The regulatory surplus test requires the Project Proponent to evaluate existing laws, regulations, 
statutes, legal rulings, or other regulatory frameworks that directly or indirectly affect GHG emis-
sions associated with a project action or its baseline candidates, and which require technical, 
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performance, or management actions. These legal requirements may require the use of a spe-
cific technology, meeting a certain standard of performance (e.g., new source performance 
standards), or managing operations according to a certain set of criteria or practices (e.g., forest 
practice rules). In determining whether an action is surplus to regulations, the Project Proponent 
does not need to consider voluntary agreements without an enforcement mechanism, proposed 
laws or regulations, optional guidelines, or general government policies.  

Projects that are deemed regulatory surplus are considered surplus for the duration of their 
Crediting Period. If regulations change during the Crediting Period, this may make the project 
non-additional and thus ineligible for renewal, but does not affect its additionality during the cur-
rent Crediting Period, unless otherwise specified in the project-specific methodology. AFOLU 
projects with easements need to consider the legally binding requirements of the easement if 
the recordation date is within 1 year of the project Start Date. (The constraints outlined in the 
easement would also need to be included in the baseline scenario within this time frame.) 

4.A.2 Common Practice Test 

The common practice test requires the Project Proponent to evaluate the predominant technolo-
gies or practices in use in a particular industry, sector, and/or geographic region, as determined 
by the degree to which those technologies or practices have penetrated the market, and demon-
strate that the proposed Project Activity is not common practice and will reduce GHG emissions 
below levels produced by common technologies or practices within a comparable environment 
(e.g., geographic area, regulatory framework, investment climate, access to technology/financ-
ing).  

The level of penetration that represents common practice may differ between sectors and geo-
graphic areas, depending on the diversity of baseline candidates. The common practice pene-
tration rate or market share for a technology or practice may be quite low if there are many alter-
native technologies and practices. Conversely, the common practice penetration rate or market 
share may be quite high if there are few alternative technologies or practices. Projects that are 
“first of its kind” are not common practice.  

Projects that are deemed to go beyond common practice are considered as such for the dura-
tion of their Crediting Period. If common practice adoption rates of a particular technology or 
practice change during the Crediting Period, this may make the project non-additional and thus 
ineligible for renewal; however, this does not affect its additionality during the current Crediting 
Period. 

Note that the common practice test, a component of the three-prong test, is distinct from a per-
formance standard. For some activities, the data used to define common practice in a particular 
industry, sector, or region may be functionally equivalent to the data required to establish an ac-
ceptable practice-based performance standard. In such cases, Project Proponents may elect 
the option to demonstrate additionality by defining a practice-based performance standard and 
demonstrating that the Project Activity both exceeds this standard and is surplus to regulations.  
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4.A.3 Implementation Barriers Test 

An implementation barrier represents any factor that would prevent the adoption of the Project 
Activity the Project Proponent proposes. Generally, there are no barriers to the continuation of 
current activities, exceptions being regulatory or market changes that force a shift in a Project 
Activity or the end of equipment’s useful lifetime. 

Under the implementation barriers test, Project Proponents shall choose at least one of three 
barrier assessments (financial, technological, or institutional). Project Proponents may demon-
strate that the Project Activity faces more than one implementation barrier, but are not required 
to address more than one barrier.  

 FINANCIAL BARRIERS include high costs, limited access to capital, or an internal rate of 
return in the absence of carbon revenues that is lower than the Project Proponent’s 
established and documentable minimum acceptable rate. Financial barriers can also include 
high risks such as unproven technologies or business models, poor credit rating of project 
partners, and project failure risk. If electing the financial implementation barrier test, Project 
Proponents shall include solid quantitative evidence such as net present value and internal 
rate of return calculations. 

 TECHNOLOGICAL BARRIERS include R&D deployment risk, uncorrected market failures, 
lack of trained personnel and supporting infrastructure for technology implementation, and 
lack of knowledge on practice/activity.  

 INSTITUTIONAL BARRIERS include institutional opposition to technology implementation, 
limited capacity for technology implementation, lack of management consensus, aversion to 
upfront costs, and lack of awareness of benefits.  

4.B PERFORMANCE STANDARD APPROACHES 
In lieu of the three-prong test, ACR also recognizes the “performance standard” approach, in 
which additionality is demonstrated by showing that a proposed Project Activity is (1) surplus to 
regulations, and (2) exceeds a performance standard as defined in an approved methodology. 

Project Proponents must first establish regulatory additionality per the requirements in section 
A.1 of this chapter. 

Second, under the performance standard approach, projects are required to achieve a level of 
performance that, with respect to emission reductions or removals, or technologies or practices, 
is significantly better than average compared with similar recently undertaken practices or activi-
ties in a relevant geographic area.11F

12 The performance threshold may be: 

 PRACTICE-BASED, developed by evaluating the adoption rates or penetration levels of a 
particular practice in a relevant industry, sector, or sub-sector. If these levels are sufficiently 
low that it is determined the Project Activity is not common practice, then the activity is 

                                                 
12 Adapted from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Climate Leaders offset methodologies at 

http://www.epa.gov/stateply/resources/optional-module.html.   
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considered additional. Specific thresholds may vary by industry, sector, geography, and 
practice, and are specified in the relevant methodology. 

 TECHNOLOGY STANDARD: Installation of a particular GHG-reducing technology may be 
determined to be sufficiently uncommon that simply installing the technology is considered 
additional.  

 EMISSIONS RATE OR BENCHMARK (e.g., tons of CO2e emission per unit of output) with 
examination of sufficient data to assign an emission rate that characterizes the industry, 
sector, subsector, or typical land management regime, the net GHG emissions/removals 
associated with the Project Activity, in excess of this benchmark, may be considered 
additional and credited.  

 

Performance standard baselines specific to particular project types, activities, and regions will 
be detailed in the relevant ACR-approved methodologies. 
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CHAPTER 5: PERMANENCE  
In GHG accounting, permanence refers to the perpetual nature of GHG removal enhancements 
(or avoided emissions from conversion) and the risk that a project’s atmospheric benefit will not 
be permanent. GHG emissions reductions from terrestrial sources and sinks may not be perma-
nent if a project has exposure to risk factors such as intentional or unintentional events that re-
sult in emissions into the atmosphere of stored or sequestered CO2e for which offset credits 
were issued (termed a Reversal). Impermanence is not an issue for some project types for 
which the GHG reductions or avoidance are not reversible once they occur. However, terrestrial 
and geologic sequestration and avoided conversion projects have the potential for GHG reduc-
tions and removals to be reversed upon exposure to risk factors, including unintentional rever-
sals (e.g., fire, flood, and insect infestation for terrestrial projects, and unanticipated releases of 
CO2 for geologic projects) and intentional reversals (e.g., landowners or Project Proponents 
choosing to discontinue AFOLU Project Activities and/or participate in an activity that reverses 
the sequestration previously achieved by a carbon sink, and for geologic sequestration, the re-
lease of stored CO2 that is intentional or that is a collateral effect of any planned activities affect-
ing the storage volume).   

ACR AFOLU projects must commit to maintain, monitor, and verify Project Activity for a Mini-
mum Project Term of 40 years. The Minimum Project Term is not equated with the assurance of 
permanence, because no length of time, short of perpetual, is truly permanent, nor is there a 
sound scientific basis or accepted international standard around any number of years that 
equates to an emission reduction/removal being permanent. Only well-designed reversal risk 
mitigation mechanisms can make sequestration-based offsets effectively permanent and fungi-
ble with permanent offsets. Assessment and mitigation of reversal risk ensures that any losses 
of sequestration (i.e., increases in atmospheric GHG concentrations), whether occurring from an 
unforeseen natural disturbance or from an intentional discontinuation of sequestration activities, 
are effectively compensated and the atmosphere “made whole.”  

ACR requires that projects with a risk of reversals shall assess and mitigate risk, and monitor, 
report, and compensate for reversals.  

5.A ASSESSMENT OF RISK 
Project Proponents of terrestrial sequestration and avoided conversion projects with a risk of re-
versal must conduct a reversal risk assessment using an ACR-approved tool that addresses 
both general and project-specific risk factors. General risk factors include financial failure, tech-
nical failure, management failure, rising land opportunity costs, regulatory and social instability, 
and natural disturbances. Project-specific risk factors vary by project type. 

AFOLU Project Proponents shall conduct their risk assessment using the ACR Tool for Risk 
Analysis and Buffer Determination. The output of the tool is an overall risk-rating percentage for 
the project, translating into a number of offsets that must be deposited in the ACR Buffer Pool 
Account to mitigate the risk of reversal, the Minimum Buffer Percentage.  
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The risk assessment, overall risk category, Minimum Buffer Percentage, and calculated Buffer 
Contribution amount shall be included in the GHG Project Plan and Monitoring Report. ACR 
evaluates the proposed overall risk category and corresponding buffer contribution, and the 
VVB evaluates whether the risk assessment has been conducted correctly. Concurrent with 
each issuance of offsets to the project, the Project Proponent shall contribute offsets to the 
Buffer Account equal to the sum of the Minimum Buffer Percentage multiplied by each of the an-
nual volumes of offsets being issued. 

If no reversals occur, the project’s risk category and Minimum Buffer Percentage may remain 
unchanged for 5 years. The risk analysis must be re-evaluated at least every 5 years, or coinci-
dent with site visit verification. An exception is in the event of a reversal, in which case the pro-
ject baseline, risk category, and Minimum Buffer Contribution shall be immediately re-assessed 
and re-verified. 

5.B REVERSAL MITIGATION, REPORTING, AND 
COMPENSATION  

Project Proponents of AFOLU projects with risk of reversal shall enter into a legally binding Re-
versal Risk Mitigation Agreement with ACR/Winrock that allows them to select a reversal risk 
mitigation mechanism and details the requirements for reporting and compensating reversals. 
Should reversals occur the requirements and liabilities associated with replacing lost ERTs rest 
with the Project Proponent, and not necessarily with the individual land owner(s) per the Risk 
Mitigation Agreement. 

5.B.1 Primary AFOLU Risk Mitigation Mechanism: 
The ACR Buffer Pool   

Project Proponents choosing the ACR Buffer Pool as the risk mitigation mechanism agree to the 
ACR Buffer Pool Terms and Conditions (Exhibit 1), which detail the operation of the Buffer Pool 
and requirements of the Project Proponent. Generally, the project contributes to the Buffer Pool 
account the number of offsets as determined by the project-specific risk assessment in order to 
replace unforeseen losses. ACR has sole management and operational control over the offsets 
in the Buffer Pool.  

5.B.2 Geologic Sequestration Risk Mitigation Mechanisms 

For geologic sequestration projects, Project Proponents must contribute 10% of the project’s off-
set credits to a Reserve Account, managed by ACR, from which offsets will be retired in the 
event of a reversal during the Project Term. The reversed quantity shall be measured and re-
ported, verified, and compensated by retiring an equivalent volume of offset credits from the Re-
serve Account. Reversals post-Project Term are compensated as outlined in the legally binding 
Risk Mitigation Covenant, filed in the real property records of each county, parish, and other 
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governmental subdivision that maintains real property records, which prohibits any intentional 
reversal unless there is advance compensation to ACR. 

5.B.3 Alternate Risk Mitigation Mechanisms 

In lieu of making a Buffer Pool Contribution or Reserve Account Contribution, Project Propo-
nents may propose an insurance product for ACR approval as a risk mitigation mechanism. In-
surance may be a financial product based on an actuarial analysis of project risk that considers 
circumstances such as the region, threats, and mitigating factors. This is similar to the assess-
ment done for property insurance.  

The Project Proponent may provide insurance, bonds, letters of credit, or other financial assur-
ances to ACR in amounts, and in form and substance, satisfactory to ACR in its sole and abso-
lute discretion. Such financial products must assure provision of sufficient funds to ACR, in the 
event a project suffers an unintentional or intentional reversal of sequestered carbon, to pur-
chase and retire a number of ERTs sufficient to offset such reversal. There may be no hidden 
costs, exclusions, or unanticipated liabilities. ACR must approve the proposed alternative after it 
conducts due diligence, which will be at the Project Proponent’s or insurance provider’s ex-
pense.  

5.C MONITORING FOR REVERSALS 
All projects must adhere to ongoing monitoring requirements as detailed in relevant methodolo-
gies, including ongoing verification during the Minimum Project Term.  

For Geologic Sequestration, Project Proponents are required to demonstrate that the CO2 cap-
tured and stored is permanently sequestered underground through detailed post-injection moni-
toring, required until it can be verified that no migration of injected CO2 is detected across the 
boundaries of the storage volume and the modeled failure scenarios indicate that the CO2 will 
remain contained within the storage volume. The Risk Mitigation Agreement details ongoing 
monitoring requirements. 

5.D REVERSAL REPORTING AND 
COMPENSATION 

AFOLU reversals must be reported and compensated following requirements detailed in the 
ACR AFOLU Carbon Project Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement and the Buffer Pool Terms 
and Conditions. Geologic sequestration reversals must be reported and compensated following 
requirements as detailed in applicable methodology. In the event of reversals during the project 
term, the quantity shall be measured and reported, verified, and compensated by retiring offset 
credits from the Reserve Account. Reversals post-Project Term are compensated as outlined in 
the Risk Mitigation Covenant, which prohibits any intentional reversal unless there is advance 
compensation to ACR.   
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CHAPTER 6: PROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT TRAJECTORY 
Every project submitted for registration must use an ACR-approved methodology. This chapter 
focuses on the project development steps that occur after the methodology has been approved:  
Project listing, validation and verification, and issuance of ERTs.   

 

6.A PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
A Project Proponent using an ACR-approved methodology shall proceed per the following se-
quence of steps:  

1. Project Proponent submits a GHG Project Listing Form using the template found at 
www.americancarbonregistry.org.  

2. ACR reviews the GHG Project Listing Form for completeness, and a compatibility 
check with the ACR Standard, at fees per the currently published ACR fee schedule. 12F

13 
This screening results in (a) Project Listing with approval to proceed to Validation/Veri-
fication Body (VVB) selection, (b) requests for clarifications or corrections, or (c) rejec-
tion because the project is ineligible or does not meet requirements of the ACR Stand-
ard. If the ACR screening includes requests for clarifications or corrections, the Project 
Proponent may re-submit the GHG Project Listing Form for further review. ACR re-
serves the right to accept or reject a GHG Project Listing at any time and for any rea-
son during the review. A project is considered to be listed once the GHG Project List-
ing Form is approved.  The project listing information and form will then be made pub-
lic on ACR.  

3. Having received listing approval to proceed to VVB selection, the Project Proponent 
selects an ACR-approved independent third-party VVB to validate the GHG Project 
Plan and verify the Project’s GHG assertions for the first reporting period as presented 
in the monitoring report. The VVB shall submit to ACR a Conflict of Interest self-evalu-
ation form for review. ACR must approve the VVB selection prior to the start of valida-
tion and verification services based on proper accreditation, conflict of interest review, 
and VVB rotation requirements.  

4. Validation and the first verification may occur simultaneously and must occur prior to 
issuance of ERTs. Fees for validation and verification are as agreed between the Pro-
ject Proponent and verifier. This results in submission to ACR of a validated GHG Pro-
ject Plan, verified monitoring report, validation report, verification report, and verifica-
tion statement. 

                                                 
13 The ACR fee schedule is posted at www.americancarbonregistry.org. 
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5. ACR reviews the project, validation and verification documents. This results in (a) ac-
ceptance, (b) acceptance contingent on requested corrections or clarifications, or (c) 
rejection. See ACR Validation and Verification Standard for further details. 

6. Upon acceptance of the submitted documents, ACR registers the project and makes 
the final validated GHG Project Plan, verified monitoring report, validation report, and 
verification report and statement public on its registry. 

7. ACR issues to the Project Proponent’s account serialized ERTs for the relevant report-
ing period, in the amount listed in the verification statement. The vintage year of the 
ERTs correspond to the year the emissions reductions or removals occurred. In the 
case of a terrestrial or geologic sequestration project, ACR simultaneously deposits 
the appropriate number of ERTs into the ACR Buffer Pool, if this is the risk manage-
ment option the Project Proponent has chosen.   

8. Next steps are at the Project Proponent’s discretion—offset transfer, retirement, etc. 
—with activation, transaction, cancellation, and retirement fees per the currently pub-
lished ACR fee schedule.  

9. Subsequent reporting periods qualifying within the originally validated crediting period 
can be verified per ACR’s Validation and Verification Standard, and be tied to the 
same GHG Project Plan.   

6.B INFORMATION IN A GHG PROJECT PLAN 
A GHG Project Plan is a document that describes the Project Activity; addresses ACR eligibility 
requirements; identifies sources and sinks of GHG emissions; establishes project boundaries; 
describes the baseline scenario; defines how GHG quantification will be done and what method-
ologies, assumptions, and data will be used; and provides details on the project’s monitoring, 
reporting, and verification procedures. The GHG Project Plan shall use the ACR template and 
include the following information:  

 Project title, purpose(s), and objective(s); 

 Type of GHG project; 

 Project location, including geographic and physical information allowing for the unique 
identification and delineation of the specific extent of the project. Projects implementing a 
Programmatic Design Approach shall include location information for all sites known at the 
time of the GHG Project Plan validation; 

 Physical conditions prior to project initiation; 

 Description of how the project will achieve GHG emission reductions and/or removal 
enhancements; 

 Project technologies, products, services, and expected level of activity; 

 Ex ante projection of estimated GHG emission reductions and removal enhancements, 
stated in metric tons of CO2e; 

 Identification of risks that may substantially affect the project’s GHG emission reductions or 
removal enhancements; 
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 Roles and responsibilities, including contact information of the Project Proponent, other 
project participants, relevant regulator(s) and/or administrators of any GHG program(s) in 
which the GHG project is already enrolled, and the entities holding offset title and land title; 

 Information relevant to the eligibility of a GHG project and quantification of GHG emission 
reductions or removal enhancements, including legislative, technical, economic, sectoral, 
socio-cultural, environmental, geographic, site-specific, and temporal information; 

 Relevant outcomes from any stakeholder consultations and mechanisms for ongoing 
communication, as applicable;  

 Chronological plan for initiating Project Activities, project term, frequency of monitoring, 
reporting, and verification, including relevant Project Activities in each step of the GHG 
project cycle;  

 Notification of relevant local laws and regulations related to the project and a demonstration 
of compliance with them; 

 Statement whether the project has applied for and been listed, registered, and/or been 
issued GHG emission reduction or removal credits through any other GHG emissions 
program, including detailed information on any credit issuance (volume, vintage, status), and 
information on any rejections of the project application, as applicable (see 6.C below); 

 An environmental and community impact assessment, following ACR requirements, to 
ensure compliance with best practices and that safeguard measures are in place to avoid, 
mitigate, or compensate potential negative impacts, and how such measures will be 
monitored, managed, and enforced; and  

 Identification and description of the Sustainable Development Goals to which the project 
impacts are aligned and positively contribute. 

 

Project Proponents shall use the GHG Project Plan template available at www.americancarbon-
registry.org. 

6.C PREVIOUS REJECTION BY A GHG SYSTEM 
ACR may consider a project rejected by other voluntary or compliance GHG programs, due to 
procedural or eligibility requirements, if the project complies with all aspects of the ACR Stand-
ard and any relevant sector standard. The Project Proponent for such a project shall: 

1. Include a statement in the GHG Project Plan that lists all other programs to which the 
Project Proponent has applied for registration, was rejected, and the reason(s) for the 
rejection. Such information shall not be considered Commercially Sensitive Infor-
mation. 

2. Provide the actual rejection document(s), including any additional explanation, to ACR 
and its verifier.  
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6.D PROJECT DEVIATIONS 
ACR will permit project-specific deviations to an existing approved methodology where they do 
not negatively affect the conservativeness of an approved methodology’s approach to the quan-
tification of GHG emissions reductions and removal enhancements. For instance, where alter-
nate monitoring or measurement regimes are proposed, ACR may permit these changes pro-
vided they are conservative. ACR will not permit, on a project-specific basis, changes to require-
ments related to additionality assessment or baseline establishment.  

Project Proponents shall submit any proposed project-specific methodology deviation to ACR 
for review and approval. Deviations apply for that specific project but are not published as modi-
fications to the methodology. Project Proponents must provide evidence that the proposed devi-
ation, such as a substitute calculation method for missing data, is conservative (i.e., likely to un-
derestimate net GHG reductions or removal enhancements). 

Project Proponents shall request a project-specific deviation by using the Methodology Devia-
tion template available at www.americancarbonregistry.org. 

6.E PROJECT MONITORING REPORTS  
Project monitoring reports shall be completed for each verified reporting period using the tem-
plate for Project Monitoring Report available at www.americancarbonregistry.org. The monitor-
ing report shall be submitted to the approved VVB during verification and submitted to ACR 
upon completion of the verification, including any corrections/revisions identified by the VVB. 
The report shall describe the current status of project operation, and include the data monitored 
and monitoring plan, and the calculated emission reductions for the reporting period. Addition-
ally, project monitoring reports shall describe any project-specific deviations that may have oc-
curred during the reporting period, as described below.  

Changes to validated GHG Project Plans are not permitted. Instead, project-specific deviations 
from methodology requirements or other changes from the validated GHG Project Plan (e.g., 
new GHG sources, sinks, or reservoirs) must be described in a Project Monitoring Report—as 
well as all subsequent Project Monitoring Reports—and submitted during the project’s subse-
quent verification. As described in Section 6.D above, ACR must pre-approve any project-spe-
cific deviation from methodology requirements. Where changes to GHG Project Plans require 
revisions to baseline or additionality assessments, these changes must be validated at the time 
of the subsequent verification.  
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6.F AGGREGATION AND PROGRAMMATIC 
DEVELOPMENT APPROACH 

ACR has established procedures for projects to include multiple facilities, fields, or parcels 
(hereafter referred to collectively as “sites”) as an Aggregated Project or as a Programmatic De-
velopment Approach (PDA) so that they may achieve efficiencies of-scale and other potential 
project administrative benefits while preserving the accounting principles of the ACR Standard 
and its approved methodologies, and the integrity of the monitoring, reporting and verification 
processes. Streamlined processes associated with documentation, registration and verification 
of multiple project sites may be available to projects applying these approaches. 

6.F.1 Aggregation 

A Project Proponent proposing an Aggregated Project shall submit a GHG Project Plan encom-
passing all project sites, and applying project boundaries, baseline definition, additionality 
demonstration, and all other requirements at the level of the Aggregate. No new sites can be 
added after the initial validation. An Aggregated Project shall:  

 Be under the management of a single Project Proponent and registered under a single ACR 
account.  

 Implement a single ACR-approved methodology (or pair of ACR-approved methodologies 
when relevant 13F

14). 

 Adhere to a single overarching project Start Date, which corresponds to the earliest 
Implementation Date among the sites. 

 If an environmental impact analysis is required by the methodology, provide confirmation of 
compliance with any applicable analysis requirements, unless the analysis was undertaken 
for the whole Aggregated Project and applies equally to each site. 

 If public consultation from stakeholders is required by the methodology, provide information 
on how comments by local stakeholders were invited, a summary of any comments received 
and how due account was taken of any comments received, unless the comments were 
sought for the whole Aggregated Project and apply equally to each site. 

 Where relevant, the Project Proponent should pursue the ACR Standard requirements for 
precision (±10% of the mean at a 90% confidence level) at the Aggregated Project level for 
the purposes of monitoring and verification.  

 Assess general and project-specific risk factors for an Aggregated Project as for any other 
project. The risk rating is applied at the overall Aggregate;  

 Adhere to the Crediting Period requirements of the chosen methodology with each site able 
to report and verify GHG emissions reductions for the duration of its individual Crediting 

                                                 
14 Some ACR-approved methodologies may be paired to be used simultaneously on the same project 

area. This allowance will be specified in the methodologies themselves. 
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Period. However; upon any request for a renewed Crediting Period all sites must be included 
in an updated GHG Project Plan and be re-validated at the same time.  

 

If the Project Proponent anticipates adding more project sites after the initial validation, they 
should instead register using the Programmatic Development Approach (PDA), described on 
the next page.   

6.F.2 Programmatic Development Approach 

The PDA provides for organization of project participants around basic similarity criteria and a 
common project Start Date but with flexibility for sites to enter the project at different times. The 
PDA is intended for projects where the participation of all project participants or sites is impracti-
cal at the time of initial validation. Although this approach allows for new project participants and 
sites to enter over time, it does require more complex project management and verification con-
siderations than an Aggregated Project approach, in which all project participants and sites are 
included in the project’s initial validation.  

6.F.2.1 GENERAL PDA REQUIREMENTS: 

 A PDA project will be under the management of a single Project Proponent and listed under 
a single ACR account.  

 A PDA project will implement a single ACR-approved methodology (or pair of ACR-approved 
methodologies, when relevant 14F

15). 

 The Project Proponent shall assess general and project-specific risk factors for a PDA 
project as for any other project. The risk rating is applied at the overall PDA level. 

 A PDA project will adhere to a single overarching project Start Date, which corresponds to 
the earliest Implementation Date among the sites included in the first validation. All sites 
participating in the PDA project must have a site-specific Implementation Date that is the 
same or after the established project Start Date.  

 A site or group of sites will be considered “participating” in the PDA project upon its 
successful validation by an ACR-approved VVB; 

 A group of sites undergoing validation and entering the project at the same time is 
considered a “cohort.” Multiple cohorts may enter the project during the same validation, and 
may be organized along various site characteristics (e.g., location, quantification approach) 
to try to facilitate verification efficiencies.  

 Sites within a cohort must be on the same validation and verification schedule. 

 The Crediting Period requirements of the chosen methodology can be applied at the site 
level where the project may report and verify GHG emissions reductions for the duration of 
each site’s individual Crediting Period; however, upon request for a renewed Crediting Period 

                                                 
15 Some ACR-approved methodologies may be paired to be used simultaneously on the same project 

area. This allowance will be specified in the methodologies themselves. 



THE AMERICAN CARBON REGISTRY STANDARD 
Version 6.0 
 
 
 

 

July 2019 americancarbonregistry.org 42 

at any site, an updated GHG Project Plan must be submitted and the project re-validated for 
all participating sites at the same time. 

 If the chosen methodology is no longer approved for use by ACR, new sites cannot be added 
to the PDA project. Existing sites can continue report and verify for the duration of their own 
Crediting Periods.   

 If a new version of the chosen methodology has been published, new sites may continue to 
be added to the same PDA project only after an updated GHG Project Plan is submitted and 
the project is re-validated using the most recent version of the methodology. 

 The GHG Project Plan shall specify the programmatic boundaries (geographic, temporal, and 
GHG assessment boundary), a baseline scenario, and a monitoring/verification plan for the 
entire PDA (i.e., for the initial and future participating sites), to include a proposed 
recruitment schedule for future sites to be enrolled in the project. It must also include the site-
specific details for at least one enrolled project site upon listing.  

 The Project Proponent must describe in the GHG Project Plan a management system that 
includes the following: 

 The reason why all expected project participants and sites cannot be included upon initial 
validation;  

 A clear definition of the roles and responsibilities of personnel involved in the process of 
inclusion of new sites; 

 A description of the principles that will be applied to recruit new sites to the program; 

 Procedures to avoid double counting that no site or group of sites has been or will be 
registered on ACR as part of another project; and 

 A records and documentation control process for each site, made available to the VVB at 
the time of validation. 

 Each site must undergo validation by an ACR-approved VVB before ERTs can be issued 
against its associated Project Activities. This may be conducted at the same time as a full 
verification for the whole project, and in addition to desk-based review for each new site, 
must include site visits to a selection of the new sites, to the extent required by the chosen 
methodology and as determined by the VVB’s sampling proceedures. 

6.F.2.2 EACH SITE PARTICIPATING IN A PDA PROJECT MUST: 

 Meet all project eligibility criteria as determined by the ACR Standard and chosen 
methodology. 

 Be enrolled by the Project Proponent no later than 5 years after the site’s Implementation 
Date. The enrollment date is the date upon which the project participant and Project 
Proponent agree to enter the site into the PDA project. Dated documentation of the 
agreement must be provided to the VVB for validation. 

 Be available for a site visit during the validation and any subsequent verification where site 
visits are required. VVBs may use equal probabilities among sites to select which will receive 
validation and verification site visits, or a risk- or sensitivity-based analysis to identify those 
sites with the strongest influence over a project’s overall carbon reduction estimates. (Not all 
sites must undergo a site visit at each required interval.) VVBs must use their own discretion 
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to determine if a cohort  lends itself to sub-sampling. All project sites are subject to desk-
based review at minimum. 

 Be described in a single, consolidated PDA Project Design Document, which shall be 
considered an addendum to the GHG Project Plan. The PDA Project Desgin Document shall 
outline the unique attributes of the site(s) enrolled at project listing, and be updated as new 
sites are added, to include the following: 

 A clearly defined geographic boundary to uniquely identify the site, including maps and 
spatial files as required by the chosen methodology;  

 A description of the Project Activities carried out on the site; 

 Name/contact details of the entity/individual responsible for the operation of each site;  

 The site-specific Implementation Date and confirmation that the Implementation Date of 
any site is not, or will not be, prior to the project’s Start Date;  

 Information on how the site fulfills the eligibility criteria of the ACR Standard and chosen 
methodology, is within the project boundaries, and demonstration of additionality as 
specified in the GHG Project Plan; 

 Calculations of baseline emissions and estimated net emission reductions or removal 
enhancements; and 

 Confirmation of the date of enrollment as demonstrated by agreement between the project 
participant and the Project Proponent. 

 Provide the information required in the monitoring report during each verification. This 
information can be consolidated into a single summary report to facilitate easier review 
across all participating sites. 

 If the methodology requires an environmental impact analysis, provide confirmation of 
compliance with any applicable analysis requirements, unless the analysis was undertaken 
for the whole PDA project and applies equally to each site. 

 If the methodology requires public consultation from stakeholders, provide information on 
how local stakeholders’ comments were invited, a summary of any comments received, and 
how due account was taken of any comments received, unless the comments were sought 
for the whole PDA project and apply equally to each site; and  

 If defined by the chosen methodology, meet the required inventory statistical precision (±10% 
at 90% confidence interval) for the CO2e estimate reported in the monitoring report. 

6.F.3 Design Considerations for Aggregates and PDA 
Cohorts 

Project Proponents may be able to increase the efficiencies around reporting and verification by 
strategically designing the groups of sites participating in an Aggregated Project or PDA. To 
maximize such potential efficiencies, sites should be grouped so their defining characteristics 
are as homogeneous as possible. VVBs may use equal probabilities among sites to select 
which will receive verification site visits, or a risk- or sensitivity-based analysis to identify sites 
with the strongest influence over a project’s overall carbon reduction estimates. VVBs must use 
their own discretion to determine if a cohort or Aggregate lends itself to sub-sampling. All project 
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sites are subject to desk-based review at minimum. Below are some examples of how variation 
in site characteristics may be minimized in an aggregate or cohort.  

 Homogenous project practices or technologies are implemented, to the extent there are 
multiple options within the chosen methodology. 

 Use of a single quantification approach for the baseline and project conditions (models, 
equations, measurements, default factors) as outlined in the methodology. These methods 
shall be documented in the GHG Project Plan. Any subsequent changes to these methods 
following the initial validation of the GHG Project Plan must be applied across all sites in the 
cohort to maintain any achieved efficiencies, tracked, and made available for review at 
succeeding third-party verification events to ensure the quality and conservativeness of 
carbon accounting principles originally validated for the project are maintained. 

 For AFOLU projects only: Sites are located within a pre-defined geographic region, such that 
all fall within a maximum of three ecoregions, defined by the World Wildlife Foundation 
(2014) as “A large unit of land or water containing a geographically distinct assemblage of 
species, natural communities, and environmental conditions. The boundaries of an ecoregion 
are not fixed and sharp, but rather encompass an area within which important ecological and 
evolutionary processes most strongly interact.”15F

16
17 

 To determine the ecoregion of each participating site located in the United States, please 
refer to U.S. Forest Service maps at http://www.fs.fed.us/land/ecosysmgmt/index.html. 

 To determine the ecoregion of each international participating site outside the United 
States, please refer to the World Wildlife Federation delineation of ecoregions at 
http://www.worldwildlife.org/biomes. 

 For AFOLU projects only: Sites encompass relatively similar forest land or soil types. 

 Sites share a similar baseline scenario in which there are the same legal constraints (i.e., the 
without-project scenario is comparable). 

 For methodologies that require direct measurements, stratification and organizing projects 
along some of the characteristics above will help make the precision target (±10% of the 
mean at a 90% confidence level), which shall be applied at the Aggregate or cohort level for 
the purposes of monitoring and verification, achievable at reasonable sampling costs.  

6.G COMMERCIALLY SENSITIVE INFORMATION 
Project Proponents may designate certain parts of the GHG Project Plan or other project docu-
mentation as Commercially Sensitive Information. This information must be available for review 
by ACR and the VVB (with non-disclosure agreements, as necessary), but will be excised from 
the project documentation posted publicly on the ACR registry. 

For the sake of transparency, ACR shall presume project information to be available for public 
scrutiny, and demonstration to the contrary shall be incumbent on the Project Proponent. At a 

                                                 
16 WWF, 2014. http://wwf.panda.org/about_our_earth/ecoregions/about/what_is_an_ecoregion/.  
17 Note: The geographic boundaries may be further constrained for projects where the chosen methodol-
ogy requires regional-specific factors in the establishment of the baseline.  
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minimum, ACR shall disclose publicly the project baseline scenario, calculations, monitoring re-
port, and additionality assertion. The VVB shall check that any information requested as “com-
mercially sensitive” meets the ACR definition of Commercially Sensitive Information. 

6.H ADDITIONAL PROJECT DOCUMENTATION 
FOR REGISTRATION 

ACR may require the following documentation as part of the project review prior to registration:  

 Title documents or sample landowner agreements; 

 Chain of custody documentation, if applicable; and 

 ACR-Proponent agreement governing Buffer Pool obligations, if applicable. 

 

To support the GHG Project Plan’s declaration of title, ACR may require one or more of the fol-
lowing: a legislative right; a right under local common law; ownership of the plant, land, equip-
ment and/or process generating the reductions/removals; or a contractual arrangement with the 
owner of the plant, land, equipment, or process that grants offset title to the Project Proponent. 

6.I CREDITING PERIOD RENEWAL  
All projects have a limited Crediting Period (i.e., the finite length of time for which a GHG Project 
Plan is valid, and during which a project can generate offsets against its baseline scenario). 

In general, the Crediting Period for non-AFOLU projects is 10 years, unless otherwise specified 
in the relevant ACR sector requirements or approved methodology. Crediting periods for 
AFOLU projects vary and are specified in the relevant sector requirements and/or methodology. 

A Project Proponent may apply to renew the Crediting Period by: 

 Re-submitting the GHG Project Plan in compliance with then-current ACR standards and 
criteria; 

 Re-evaluating the project baseline, as required by the methodology; 

 Demonstrating additionality against then-current regulations, common practice, and 
implementation barriers (or against an approved performance standard and then-current 
regulations), as required by the methodology;  

 Using ACR-approved baseline methods, emission factors, tools, and methodologies in effect 
at the time of Crediting Period renewal; and, 
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 Completing validation of the new GHG Project Plan within one year from the end of the 
previous crediting period.18   

 

ACR does not limit the allowed number of renewals, since at each Crediting Period renewal the 
Project Proponent must demonstrate that the project is additional and meets all ACR require-
ments. An acceptable validation report is necessary for ACR to renew the Crediting Period and 
continue issuing offsets generated by the project. Upon acceptance by ACR of the validation 
and verification documents, ACR will issue new ERTs each year (or more or less frequently, at 
the Project Proponent’s request) for the duration of the new Crediting Period, provided the Pro-
ject Proponent continues to meet the current ACR reporting and verification requirements. 

On a project level, when a project seeks renewal of a Crediting Period (i.e., the previous was 
validated under a prior version of the ACR Standard or under a different GHG program and the 
project’s Crediting Period has expired), the project is required to meet the requirements of the 
most recent version of the ACR Standard.  

                                                 
18 ACR suggests that the Project Proponent conduct the validation of the re-submitted GHG Project Plan 
for the new Crediting Period concurrently with the last verification of the previous, expiring Crediting Pe-
riod. ACR may on a case-by-case basis consider applications for crediting period renewal submitted be-
yond the one-year deadline for validation of the new GHG Project plan. 
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CHAPTER 7: METHODOLOGIES 
AND TOOLS 
If ACR has not yet published a methodology for a particular project type, the Project Proponent 
has two options: request approval of a methodology developed under another GHG program or 
submit a new or modified methodology to ACR for approval. Any project proposing to use an 
ACR-approved methodology from another GHG program must comply with the ACR Standard.  

7.A GHG MEASUREMENT TOOLS AND 
METHODOLOGIES 

7.A.1 ACR-Published and CDM-Approved Methodologies  

Current versions of methodologies published by ACR via the public consultation and peer re-
view process are approved without qualification. Current versions of methodologies approved by 
the CDM Executive Board are generally approved for use; however, Project Proponents imple-
menting projects under CDM methodologies must first have ACR’s review, clarifications, and 
approval as described in 7.B.1 below to ensure compliance with ACR requirements at fees per 
the currently published ACR fee schedule. 

7.A.2 Modifications to Existing Approved Methodologies 

ACR may permit modifications to an existing ACR-approved methodology where they do not 
negatively affect the conservativeness of the methodology’s approach to determining additional-
ity and quantification of GHG emissions reductions and removal enhancements. Methodology 
modifications may be submitted for review by ACR, at fees per the currently published ACR fee 
schedule. ACR will review the extent of the modification and determine whether the internal re-
view, public consultation, and peer review process, as described in Section B of this chapter, 
must be implemented. In general, if the extent of the proposed modification(s) necessitates the 
process described in Section B, a new version number for the methodology will be issued (e.g., 
Version 3.0 to Version 4.0). Modifications to eligibility, applicability, Project Activities, and/or 
baseline assumptions are likely to trigger the full process stipulated in Section B; minor modifi-
cations to correct quantification errors or provide clarification on monitoring requirements may 
not require the full process.  
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7.A.3 New Methodologies 

New methodologies proposed to ACR for approval always require internal screening, public 
consultation, and blind scientific peer review as described in section B. 

7.B ACR’S INTERNAL REVIEW, PUBLIC 
CONSULTATION, AND SCIENTIFIC PEER 
REVIEW PROCESS  

The following process is applied to new methodologies developed internally by Winrock/ACR, 
methodologies drafted by external authors, and certain methodology modifications, per Section 
A.2 of this chapter. In such cases, ACR coordinates a process of internal review, public stake-
holder consultation, and a blind scientific peer review. ACR administers this process, with fees 
charged to the methodology author.  

1. The methodology developer(s) submits to ACR for review the following information: 1) 
Market analysis demonstrating technical potential for emissions reductions of the pro-
posed activity and ability and timing to scale impact given geographic, regulatory or 
other market considerations; 2) Sample project using the proposed methodology in-
cluding an economic analysis demonstrating that the proposed activity is viable under 
current market conditions; and 3) Indication of intent for near-term project develop-
ment. Based on review of this information, ACR will determine whether to move for-
ward with the methodology review.  

2. The Project Proponent submits the proposed new or modified methodology to ACR. 
ACR has templates posted at www.americancarbonregistry.org for some proposed 
methodologies. Project Proponents must submit their proposed methodology using the 
available templates to reduce the time and cost of the approval process for both Pro-
ject Proponent and ACR. 

3. ACR screens the methodology against its requirements, communicates any correc-
tions or clarifications that are immediately needed, and informs the methodology au-
thor of its judgment as to whether the methodology is ready for public consultation and 
peer review. ACR conducts this internal review at currently published fees. 18F

19 If the 
methodology author elects to proceed, they address any corrections and clarifications 
identified in the ACR review and resubmit the methodology. ACR’s agreement to pro-
ceed with the methodology approval process does not guarantee that the methodol-
ogy will be approved.  

4. ACR coordinates a public consultation process. The methodology is posted publicly on 
the ACR website for a minimum of 30 days, and ACR sends out a public notice inviting 
comments. During this period, the methodology authors may also elect to conduct a 
webinar with ACR to present the draft methodology and solicit additional comments. 

                                                 
19 The ACR Methodology screening fee includes two rounds of ACR review. The fee will be charged 

again for any necessary additional reviews prior to the initiation of the public consultation process.   
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At the conclusion of the public comment period, ACR compiles all comments by meth-
odology section and forwards a complied report to the methodology author, who then 
incorporates revisions and/or documents responses to each comment, which are 
posted on ACR’s website. 

5. The revised methodology is provided to a team of independent subject matter experts 
for a blind scientific peer review process. ACR may consult the relevant ACR Tech-
nical Committee in the selection of reviewers. The lead reviewer compiles comments 
and recommendations from the peer review team, and prepares a summary report. 
ACR delivers to the methodology author a peer review report, organized by section of 
the methodology, to which the author must respond by incorporating revisions and/or 
documenting justifications for the proposed approach. Generally, several rounds of 
peer review are necessary. Timing and cost of peer review depends on the complex-
ity, scope, and quality of the methodology and the availability of peer reviewers. The 
cost of peer review is borne by the methodology author. 

6. Once all required corrections have been made, ACR approves the new methodology 
and publishes it on its website. An approved methodology may be used by any Project 
Proponent, including the methodology author, in preparing GHG Project Plans and 
registering projects on ACR. 

7. ACR posts process documentation—including all public comments and documented 
responses, and all peer review comments and documented responses—along with the 
public comment version of the methodology, and the final approved methodology. 

 

Scientific peer review teams are selected from a pool of potential reviewers with applicable sub-
ject matter expertise. ACR actively identifies and qualifies candidates for inclusion in this pool, 
and publicly solicits applications from interested parties. Applications are reviewed for sector ex-
pertise, GHG quantification experience, and impartiality. Throughout and after the peer review 
process, the experts selected for each review team remain unknown to the methodology author 
and the public.  

7.C UPDATES TO ACR-APPROVED 
METHODOLOGIES AND TOOLS 

ACR may periodically update (or decide to retire) its approved methodologies and tools. Such 
updates occur when significant changes to GHG accounting best practice or the legislative 
and/or regulatory context justify an update; when sufficient new data is available to revise eligi-
bility and/or additionality requirements; when ACR becomes aware of clarifications that should 
be made; or for other reasons. 

For methodologies that employ a performance standard for additionality assessment, ACR shall 
review the validity and underlying assumptions of the performance standard for all non-forestry 
projects every 5 years, at minimum. The period for forestry projects is every 10 years, at mini-
mum. 
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7.D ROLES OF THE ACR TECHNICAL 
COMMITTEE(S) 

ACR may periodically establish Technical Committees for particular sectors (e.g., AFOLU), to 
provide independent advice on methodology acceptance, methodology modifications and pro-
ject deviations, selection of peer reviewers, and related issues. The responsibilities of the Tech-
nical Committees include the following: 

 Review proposed new methodologies and tools submitted to ACR for approval; 

 Advise ACR on the selection of appropriate peer reviewers for a proposed new methodology 
or methodology revision; 

 Make final determinations in the event consensus on a particular methodological issue is not 
reached by the peer review team or between the peer reviewers and the methodology 
author; 

 Advise ACR on continuous improvements to its AFOLU standards, including issuance of new 
versions at appropriate intervals; and 

 Advise ACR on decisions to commission new methodologies and tools using internal 
resources. 

 

ACR Technical Committees are constituted via calls for applications to select the most relevant 
experts. 

 



THE AMERICAN CARBON REGISTRY STANDARD 
Version 6.0 
 
 
 

 

July 2019 americancarbonregistry.org 51 

CHAPTER 8: ENVIRONMENTAL 
AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS 
ACR supports a diverse set of offset Project Activities, each with its own potential to generate 
both positive and negative environmental and social impacts. Positive impacts can contribute to 
sustainable development objectives; negative risks and impacts can be identified, evaluated, 
and managed through appropriate safeguard procedures.  

ACR requires that projects adhere to environmental and community safeguards best practices 
to: 

 Ensure that projects “do no harm” by maintaining compliance with local, national, and 
international laws and regulations; 

 Identify environmental and community risks and impacts and contributions to sustainable 
development;  

 Detail how negative environmental and community impacts will be avoided, reduced, 
mitigated, or compensated, and how mechanisms will be monitored, managed, and enforced; 

 Ensure that the rights of affected communities and other stakeholders are recognized, and 
that they have been fully and effectively engaged and consulted; and 

 Ensure that ongoing communications and grievance redress mechanisms are in place, and 
that affected communities will share in the project benefits.   

8.A ENVIRONMENTAL AND COMMUNITY IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT REQUIREMENTS 

As part of the GHG Plan, ACR requires all projects to prepare and disclose an environmental 
and community impact assessment. ACR does not require that a particular process or tool be 
used for the impact assessments as long as basic requirements are addressed, as detailed be-
low. ACR projects can follow internationally recognized approaches, such as The World Bank 
Safeguard Policies, or can be combined with the Climate Community and Biodiversity Alliance 
(CCBA) Standard or the Social Carbon Standard for the assessment, monitoring and reporting 
of environmental and community impacts. Projects’ environmental and community impacts 
should be net positive. Project Proponents shall include in their GHG Project Plan a description 
of project impacts on communities and the environment in the immediate project area. This shall 
include changes in community well-being due to the Project Activity and an evaluation of any 
negative impacts on community groups. Project Proponents shall base these estimates on de-
fined and defensible assumptions about how the Project Activity will alter social and economic 
well-being, including potential impacts of changes in natural resources and ecosystem services 
identified as important by the communities, for the project duration. In the GHG Project Plan 
Project Proponents shall also identify and describe the Sustainable Development Goals to 
which those impacts are aligned and positively contribute. 
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The assessment should include the following: 

1. An overview of the Project Activity and geographic location. 

2. Applicable laws, regulations, rules, and procedures and the associated oversight insti-
tutions. 

3. A description of the process to identify community(ies) 19F

20 and other stakeholders 20F

21 af-
fected by the project and, as applicable, the community consultation and communica-
tions plan.  

4. An assessment of the project’s environmental risks and impacts, including factors 
such as climate change mitigation and adaptation, biodiversity, air quality, water qual-
ity, soil quality, and ozone quality, as well as the protection, conservation, or restora-
tion of natural habitats such as forests, grasslands, and wetlands. The assessment 
shall: 1) identify each risk/impact; 2) categorize the risk/impact as positive, negative, 
or neutral and substantiate the risk category; 3) describe how any negative impacts 
will be avoided, reduced, mitigated, or compensated; 4) detail how risks and impacts 
will be monitored, and how often and by whom; and 5) describe how positive impacts 
contribute to sustainable development goals.    

5. For community-based projects, an assessment of the project’s community risks and 
impacts, including factors such as land and natural resource tenure, land use and ac-
cess arrangements, natural resource access (e.g., water, fuelwood), food security, 
land conflicts, economic development and jobs, cultural heritage, and relocation. The 
assessment shall: 1) briefly describe the process to identify community risks/impacts; 
2) identify each risk/impact; 3) categorize the risk/impact as positive, negative, or neu-
tral, and substantiate the risk category; 4) provide detailed information regarding the 
community stakeholder consultation process (e.g., meeting minutes, attendees), in-
cluding documentation of stakeholder comments and concerns and how those are ad-
dressed; 5) provide evidence of Free, Prior and Informed Consent for the Project Ac-
tivity, as applicable; 6) provide evidence of no relocation or resettlement (voluntary or 
involuntary), as applicable; 7) describe how any negative project impacts will be 
avoided, reduced, mitigated, or compensated; 8) detail how risks/impacts will be moni-
tored, and how often and by whom; 9) describe the mechanism for ongoing communi-
cations with the community and grievance mechanisms, as applicable; and 10) de-
scribe how positive impacts contribute to sustainable development goals.     

                                                 
20 As defined by CCBA, a community includes all groups of people, including indigenous peoples, mobile 

peoples, and other local communities, who live within or adjacent to the project area, as well as any 
groups that regularly visit the area and derive income, livelihood, or cultural values from the area. This 
may include one or more groups that possess characteristics of a community, such as shared history, 
shared culture, shared livelihood systems, shared relationships with one or more natural resources 
(e.g., forests, water, rangeland, wildlife), and shared customary institutions and rules governing the use 
of resources. 

21 Other stakeholders are defined as groups other than communities that can potentially affect or be af-
fected by the Project Activities and who may live within or outside the Project Zone.  
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8.B ONGOING DISCLOSURE AND 
ENFORCEMENT 

In their Annual Attestations to ACR, Project Proponents shall disclose any negative environmen-
tal or community impacts or claims of negative environmental and community impacts and the 
appropriate mitigation measure. 

ACR reserves the right to refuse to list or issue credits to a project based on community or envi-
ronmental impacts that have not or cannot be mitigated, or that present a significant risk of fu-
ture negative environmental or community impacts.   
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CHAPTER 9: VALIDATION AND 
VERIFICATION  
This chapter provides a general overview of ACR requirements for validation of GHG Project 
Plans, and ex post verification of GHG assertions, by a competent and independent third-party 
VVB approved by ACR. Further detail on ACR verification requirements is included in the ACR 
Validation and Verification Standard, available at www.americancarbonregistry.org.  

9.A DEFINITIONS 
ACR conducts a preliminary listing review of every project. ACR may request clarifications and 
corrections regarding a proposed project’s listing documentation before allowing a project to 
commence validation.  

Validation is the systematic, independent, and documented process for the evaluation of a GHG 
Project Plan against applicable requirements of the ACR Standard and approved methodology. 

Verification is the systematic, independent, and documented assessment by a qualified and im-
partial third party of the GHG assertion for a specific reporting period. 

Validation and verification must be conducted by an ACR-approved independent third-party 
VVB. Validation and verification may be conducted by the same entity, and may occur simulta-
neously.  

9.B MATERIALITY THRESHOLD 
A material misstatement is an inaccurate assertion of an offset project’s GHG emission reduc-
tions/removals, which may reasonably be expected to influence decisions or actions taken by 
the users of the GHG project information. To accept a verification statement, ACR requires that 
discrepancies between the emission reductions/removal enhancements claimed by the Project 
Proponent and estimated by the VVB be immaterial (i.e. less than ACR’s materiality threshold of 
±5%). Individual or aggregation of errors or omissions greater than the ACR materiality thresh-
old require re-stating before a verification statement will be accepted.  

ACR’s materiality threshold also applies in the event that an overstated GHG emission reduc-
tion/removal assertion is discovered during a subsequent verification after it has been credited. 
If the misstatement exceeds the materiality threshold, the amount of over issuance shall be de-
ducted from the net verified emissions reductions upon the next completed verification, can-
celled from the project’s ACR account, or be deducted from the project’s contribution to the ACR 
Buffer Pool, to be replenished by the project account holder, as applicable. 



THE AMERICAN CARBON REGISTRY STANDARD 
Version 6.0 
 
 
 

 

July 2019 americancarbonregistry.org 55 

The following equation is to be used to calculate the percent error in an emission reduction as-
sertion:  

Equation 1 

%	
	 	 	

9.C VALIDATION AND VERIFICATION INTERVAL 
Validation of the GHG Project Plan occurs once per Crediting Period. Renewal of the Crediting 
Period requires a new validation within one year from the end of the previous, expiring crediting 
period. Per Section 6.E, if project-specific changes that require revision to baseline or addition-
ality assessments occur after the initial validation, these changes must be disclosed in the Pro-
ject Monitoring Report and validated at the project’s subsequent verification.   

ACR requires verification of GHG assertions at specified intervals in order to issue new ERTs. 21F

22 
ERTs may be created and issued annually, or at the Project Proponent’s request, more or less 
frequently. At each request for issuance of new ERTs, the Project Proponent must submit a ver-
ification statement from an approved verifier. No less than once every 5 years of reporting, and 
upon the first verification conducted by a new VVB (per ACR’s VVB rotation requirements in 
Section 9.G), Project Proponents must submit a verification statement based on a full verifica-
tion including a field visit to the project site.22F

23 This 5-year verification requirement begins on the 
date that the project is listed in the ACR. In the case of sequestration projects, the scope of this 
verification should include an updated assessment of risk of reversal and an updated buffer de-
termination, as applicable.  

9.D VALIDATION AND VERIFICATION BODY 
REQUIREMENTS 

Verification is a risk-based process carried out in conformance with ISO 14064-3:2006 and ISO 
14065:2013.23F

24 VVBs shall be accredited for project validation and verification in the sector of the 
applicable methodology, and shall meet the competence requirements as set out in ISO 
14065:2013.  

All VVBs must be approved by ACR and be accredited under ISO 14065 by an accreditation 
body that is a member of the International Accreditation Forum (IAF) and with which ACR has a 

                                                 
22 Verification activities may begin only after the completion of the project’s reporting period being verified.  
23 A field visit is required for validation and the first verification for the project. PDA projects are subject to 

risk-based sampling by the VVB to determine the number of site visits to be visited during a full verifica-
tion. More information can be found in Chapter 10 of the ACR Validation and Verification Standard.  

24 ISO 14065:2013 references to “GHG programme” shall mean the ACR. 
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Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in place, as detailed in the ACR Validation and Verifica-
tion Standard. 

A list of currently approved VVBs and the sectors for which they are approved to conduct valida-
tion and/or verification is provided at http://americancarbonregistry.org/carbon-accounting/verifi-
cation.  

Prior to commencing validation or verification work on ACR, all VVBs must be in good standing; 
have completed the application process described at http://americancarbonregistry.org/carbon-
accounting/verification, including submitting an application form and Attestation of Valida-
tion/Verification Body, which details requirements for conflicts of interest and makeup of the ver-
ification teams; document technical capabilities for each of the sectoral scopes in which the veri-
fier seeks to conduct validation or verification; established their VVB account on ACR; and have 
submitted a project-specific Conflict of Interest Form for ACR’s approval. 

9.E VERIFICATION REPORT AND STATEMENT 
On completion of verification, the Project Proponent shall submit a verification report and verifi-
cation statement to ACR. Verification documents shall be in English, and describe the verifica-
tion process, any issues raised during the verification and their resolutions, and the conclusions 
reached by the VVB. The verification report shall:  

 Describe the level of assurance of the verification statement; 

 Describe the objectives, scope, and criteria of the verification against the ACR Standard and 
relevant sector standards; 

 Describe whether the data and information supporting the GHG assertion were hypothetical, 
projected, and/or historical in nature; 

 State the actual number of ERTs associated with the project-specific monitoring report that 
the verifier has verified; 

 Include the GHG assertion, signed by the lead verifier;  

 Include the verifier’s conclusion on the GHG assertion, with any qualifications or limitations; 
and 

 For projects requiring Project Proponents to assess risk of reversal and apply an ACR-
approved risk reversal mitigation option, include the verifier’s opinion on the risk assessment 
and adequate risk reversal mitigation. 

 

More detail on contents of the verification report and statement is provided in the ACR Valida-
tion and Verification Standard. 

The VVB shall keep all documents and records in a secure and retrievable manner for at least 2 
years after the end of the relevant project Crediting Period, even if it does not carry out verifica-
tion throughout the project Crediting Period. 
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9.F VERIFICATION ACCEPTANCE 
ACR will review the verification report and statement and accept them, request corrections 
and/or clarifications, or reject them. If ACR requests corrections or clarifications, the Project Pro-
ponent and verifier shall make all necessary corrections and clarifications and resubmit the veri-
fication statement for subsequent review.  

If ACR accepts a verification statement, and the project has already completed all other required 
steps, then ACR will post the validation and verification reports, verification statement, and other 
public documentation to the ACR website (if applicable), and issue ERTs to the Project Propo-
nent’s account. 

Projects must be verified without reservation, with Project Proponents having addressed all clar-
ifications and corrections required by the verifier. ACR reserves the right to accept or reject veri-
fication from an approved VVB. 

9.G ROTATION OF VERIFICATION BODIES 
ACR requires that Project Proponents utilize a different VVB at a minimum of every 5 years 24F

25 of 
reporting or five verifications (including both full and desk reviews), whichever comes first. The 
first verification conducted by a new VVB must be a full verification. 

9.H VALIDATION AND VERIFICATION BODY 
OVERSIGHT 

In addition to the accreditation processes to which all ACR VVB’s must adhere, ACR reserves 
the right to conduct oversight activities during validation and/or verification performance by the 
VVB’s operating under the ACR program. Oversight activities are conducted to ensure an ade-
quate level of quality control and are intended to supplement accreditation body oversight and 
audit processes. Oversight activities conducted by ACR representatives include the following:  

 Review of information and supplementary documentation submitted by VVBs regarding 
project-specific conflict of interest determinations;  

 Review of VVB documentation, such as verification and sampling plans and calculation 
spreadsheets;  

 Review of Project Proponent documentation, such as data sources, quantification 
methodologies, and calculation spreadsheets or databases;Review of validation and 
verification reports and verification statements; and 

 Project-level audits.  

 

                                                 
25 In this context, a year is defined as a 12-month period.  
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Should ACR select a project for a project-level audit, the VVB must include ACR on communica-
tions with the Project Proponent and in substantive meetings with the Project Proponent, and 
make project-level data and information subject to validation and/or verification available to ACR 
for review. During a project-level audit, ACR may choose to send, at its own expense, a repre-
sentative to the validation and/or verification site visit to observe on-site verification activities. At 
the conclusion of a project-level audit, ACR will communicate its observations in a written report 
directly to the VVB. The report will document, as applicable, any items of concern noted during 
validation and/or verification performance, including areas for improvement and non-conformi-
ties with ACR validation and verification procedures. 
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CHAPTER 10: AVOIDING DOUBLE 
COUNTING WITH OTHER GHG 
PROGRAMS & REGISTRIES, 
EMISSION TRADING SYSTEMS, 
AND NATIONAL OR SECTORAL 
GHG EMISSIONS REDUCTION 
TARGETS 
In the context of climate change mitigation, double counting refers to situations where a single 
GHG emission reduction, removal, avoidance, or other mitigation outcome is used more than 
once to demonstrate achievement of mitigation targets or pledges. Double counting can occur in 
different ways, including double issuance, double use, and double claiming. ACR has program 
rules and operational processes, tracking systems, and oversight to mitigate these double 
counting risks and incorporates by reference the procedures to avoid double counting as de-
tailed in “Guidelines on Avoiding Double Counting for the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction 
Scheme for International Aviation” version 1.0 of June 201926 and any future updates to this 
document in which ACR participates as a workgroup member. ACR will adhere to any future re-
quirements established by the UNFCCC and International Civil Aviation Organization to prevent 
double counting and to ensure the environmental integrity of emissions reductions. 

10.A POLICIES TO PREVENT DOUBLE ISSUANCE 
AND DOUBLE USE OF OFFSETS 

Double issuance occurs when more than one unique unit is issued for the same emissions re-
duction or removal, within the same program/registry or involving concurrent issuance under 
more than one program(s)/registry(ies). ACR has rules and procedures in place to mitigate the 
risk of double issuance, including checks of duplicate registration under other programs and re-
quirements for disclosure of other registrations, as well as for cancelation of the units on one 
registry prior to re-issuance on another.  

                                                 
26 https://americancarbonregistry.org/carbon-accounting/guidance-tools-templates/guidelines-for-adc-
with-corsia-june-2019.pdf 
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Double use refers to either 1) an instance in which a single GHG reduction or removal is sold to 
more than one entity at a given time (also referred to as double selling) due to double issuance 
or fraudulent sales practices, which may or may not be detectable, or 2) an instance in which an 
issued unit is used by the same buyer toward more than one target (e.g., under systems that 
are not linked, do not coordinate, or may have inconsistent rules for reporting and/or retirement). 
To prevent double use, ACR requires execution of ACR’s legal Terms of Use (ToU) Agreement 
by authorized account representatives, clear proof of ownership upon registration, tracking of 
ownership of credits within the registry by serial number and account, and an annual attestation 
of unique, uncontested ownership and legal rights to the emissions reductions as well as that no 
emissions reductions issued by and registered on ACR have been serialized, registered, retired 
or otherwise transacted on another registry and/or by another standard nor have they been 
transferred, retired or otherwise used or disposed of other than as duly recorded on the ACR 
registry. 

10.A.1 Projects Registered on ACR and Other Voluntary 
or Compliance GHG Programs  

ACR allows for offset project registration simultaneously on ACR and other voluntary or compli-
ance GHG programs or registries in only two circumstances: 1) the simultaneous registration is 
disclosed and approved by both programs/registries, including explicitly through regulation, and 
2) offsets issued for the same unique emissions reductions (project boundary and vintage) do 
not reside concurrently on more than one registry.  

To prevent double issuance and double use of offsets for projects registered simultaneously on 
ACR and another GHG program, 1) offsets representing the same emissions reduction must be 
publicly canceled from one registry before they can be converted and re-issued on another reg-
istry or 2) offsets can be issued to a project by both programs as long as the registration of the 
project under more than one program is disclosed in writing to the GHG program and the veri-
fier, and the offset represents unique emissions reductions in terms of location (project bound-
ary) and vintage.  

10.A.2 Transferred Projects Previously Registered on 
ACR and Other Voluntary or Compliance GHG 
Programs or Registries 

For projects transferring from another GHG program to ACR, the project must be validated and 
verified by an ACR-approved VVB to comply with the ACR Standard and relevant methodology. 
To avoid double issuance and double use of the same GHG reduction or removal, any offsets 
that had been issued that were not transferred, sold, or retired must be canceled from the other 
program’s registry before conversion and re-issuance by ACR. 
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For projects transferring from ACR to another GHG program, Project Proponents must cancel 
from ACR all offsets that have not been transferred, sold, or retired to allow for conversion and 
re-issuance of offsets by the other GHG program on its registry. 

10.B POLICIES TO PREVENT DOUBLE CLAIMING 
OF EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS 

Double claiming occurs when two or more parties claim the same GHG reduction, removal, or 
other mitigation outcome toward their regional, national, or sector-wide emissions reduction cap, 
target(s) / pledge(s) / contributions / commitments (collectively “target”). 

In the pre-2020 carbon market context, double claiming occurs if emissions reductions that re-
duce or remove emissions from activities that are part of a binding GHG emissions trading pro-
gram, or that take place in a jurisdiction or sector in which there is a binding limit/cap estab-
lished on GHG emissions, are being issued as offsets for use outside of those programs. This 
would include, for example, emissions reductions in Annex I countries that ratified the Kyoto 
Protocol, in the EU Emissions Trading System, in the California cap-and-trade program, and in 
the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative. In these instances, offset Project Proponents shall pro-
vide evidence that the reductions and removals the project generated have not and will not be 
used in the emissions trading program or for the purpose of demonstrating compliance with 
binding limits that are in place in that program or jurisdiction.  

If Project Activities take place in such a program or jurisdiction, the Project Proponent shall in-
clude in its GHG Project Plan a written statement from the GHG emissions program operator, as 
well as other documentation in a form acceptable to ACR, that it has canceled from the program 
or national or regional cap (as applicable) a number of emissions allowances, offsets or other 
(acceptable) GHG credits equivalent to the reductions and removals generated by the project so 
that they can no longer be used within the operator’s GHG program. Alternately, the Project 
Proponent may provide evidence of purchase and cancelation of GHG allowances equivalent to 
the GHG emissions reductions or removals the project generated related to the program or na-
tional cap. 

In order to prevent double-counting of GHG emission reductions or removal enhancements for 
offset projects in non-Annex I countries under the UNFCCC, Project Proponents shall provide 
documentation that they have notified the relevant project host country Designated National Au-
thority (DNA) of their project registration in the voluntary market, including the project’s expected 
GHG reductions/removals. 
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10.B.1 The Paris Agreement and the International Civil 
Aviation Organization Carbon Offset Reduction 
Scheme for International Aviation 

In the post-2020 carbon market context, in which all signatories to the Paris Agreement have 
emissions reduction target(s) / pledge(s) / contributions / commitments (collectively “targets”) as 
formulated in the nationally determined contributions (NDCs) and air carriers have an offsetting 
obligation under the International Civil Aviation Organization Carbon Offset Reduction Scheme 
for International Aviation (CORSIA), double claiming occurs when two or more Parties claim the 
same emission reduction to comply with their mitigation targets/pledges/commitments/obliga-
tions. Transparent reporting and accounting procedures at both the national and international 
level will be developed to track emissions reductions transferred to / from other Parties to meet 
targets. In these instances, as required by the UNFCCC, a corresponding adjustment may be 
made by the host country of the emissions reduction activity to account for the transfer of the 
emissions reduction for use by another Party towards its NDC or by airlines towards their COR-
SIA obligation. The adjustment will be applied, as determined by the UNFCCC, to the host 
country national GHG inventory or NDC, and will also be reported by the receiving Party.   

To mitigate the risk of double claiming in these instances, ACR will require notification by the 
owner of the emissions reductions of the export of any emissions reductions for these purposes 
as well as a formal host country letter of assurance and authorization of the use of the emis-
sions reductions by another Party, including for the CORSIA. ACR will report to the project host 
country’s national UNFCCC focal point and the transferee country’s UNFCCC focal point the de-
tails of any ACR units transferred / retired for use by another Party toward fulfillment of its Paris 
Agreement targets / pledges / contributions / commitments and/or canceled by/for an airline for 
use toward its CORSIA obligation.    

ACR will post publicly on the registry the national UNFCCC focal point letter of assurance and 
authorization of transfers / cancelations of emissions reductions towards a mitigation target / ob-
ligation.  ACR will make public on the registry all retirements / cancelation of units toward a 
CORSIA offsetting obligation. In addition, ACR will report such information to ICAO and to host 
countries as required to confirm that the units are included in national emissions reporting to fa-
cilitate GHG accounting reconciliation via corresponding adjustments, as determined by the UN-
FCCC and the CORSIA. 
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CHAPTER 11: COMPLAINTS AND 
APPEALS PROCEDURE 

11.A COMPLAINTS PROCEDURE  
When a Project Proponent or ACR stakeholder objects to a decision made by ACR representa-
tives or the application of the ACR program requirements, the following confidential complaint 
procedure shall be followed:  

1. Project Proponent or ACR stakeholder sends a written complaint via email to 
ACR@winrock.org. The complaint must detail the following:  

 Description of the complaint with specific reference to ACR Standard and/or ACR 
Methodology requirements, as applicable;  

 Supporting documentation provided for consideration by ACR in the complaint 
resolution process; and     

 Complainant name, contact details, and organization. 

2. ACR Senior Management shall assign an ACR representative to research and further 
investigate the complaint. The representative assigned to handle the complaint shall 
not have been involved with the issue that is the subject of the formal complaint. 

3. ACR Senior Management will provide a written response, via email, to the complain-
ant detailing ACR’s decision on the matter. 

11.B APPEALS PROCEDURE  
In the event that a complaint remains unresolved after the conclusion of the complaints proce-
dure, an ACR Project Proponent or stakeholder may appeal any such decision or outcome 
reached. The following confidential appeals procedure shall be followed: 

1. Project Proponent or ACR stakeholder sends a written appeal via email to   
ACR@winrock.org. The appeal must detail the following:  

 Description of the appeal, with specific reference to ACR Standard and/or ACR 
Methodology requirements, as applicable;  

 Supporting documentation provided for consideration in the appeal process, 
including previous communication on the complaint and all relevant details of the 
previously implemented complaint procedure; and     

 Appellant name, contact details, and organization. 

2. ACR Senior Management shall forward the appeal to the appropriate Winrock Senior 
Director, who will convene a committee of representatives to review and discuss the 
matter. The committee will include a member of the Winrock Board of Directors, a 
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member of the Winrock Senior Management team, and an ACR staff member unre-
lated to the complaint, all of whom will have equal votes. The committee may also in-
clude a technical and/or subject matter expert or experts as necessary, who will not be 
able to vote. The committee members selected will depend on the subject matter and 
nature of the appeal. 

3. The decision reached by the committee shall be communicated, via written response, 
to the ACR Project Proponent or stakeholder. Any decision reached by the committee 
shall be final.  
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DEFINITIONS 
Additionality ACR’s additionality requirements are intended to ensure that project offsets 

are in addition to reductions and/or removals that would have occurred in the 
absence of the Project Activity and without carbon market incentives. A 
Project Proponent must demonstrate that the GHG emission reductions and 
removals associated with an offset project are above and beyond the 
“business as usual” scenario. ACR requires that every project either pass an 
approved performance standard and a regulatory additionality test, or pass a 
three-pronged test to demonstrate that the Project Activity is beyond 
regulatory requirements, beyond common practice, and faces at least one of 
three implementation barriers (institutional, financial, or technical). 

Afforestation/ 
Reforestation 

Activities to increase carbon stocks by establishing, increasing, and restoring 
vegetative cover through the planting, sowing, or human-assisted natural 
regeneration of woody vegetation. These activities must target the eventual 
establishment of “forest” per the applicable definition. In general, the term 
“afforestation” is applied to activities to establish forest on lands that have 
been in another land use for some relatively long period, and “reforestation” is 
applied to activities to reestablish forest on lands that were relatively recently 
in forest cover. ACR does not make a specific distinction between 
afforestation and reforestation, because both are eligible. Project Proponents 
shall document that afforestation/reforestation project lands were not cleared 
of trees during the 10 years preceding the project Start Date in order to 
implement an afforestation/reforestation project. This exclusion does not apply 
to natural disturbances or to removal of non-tree vegetation (e.g., heavy 
brush) to prepare the site for planting. Project lands that already meet the 
applicable “forest” definition due to the percentage tree cover or other factors, 
and on which a Project Proponent wishes to implement activities to increase 
carbon stocks by increasing and restoring vegetative cover through the 
planting, sowing, or human-assisted natural regeneration of woody vegetation, 
qualify under the Improved Forest Management (IFM) category. 

Aggregate The grouping of multiple project instances, fields, producers, or facilities into a 
single project registered on ACR. An Aggregate must be coordinated by a 
Project Proponent (public or private entity) serving as the aggregator. The 
GHG Project Plan will define the overall project boundary and baseline 
conditions encompassing all project instances, fields, producers, or facilities. 
An Aggregate will have a single Start Date and Crediting Period. 

Agriculture, 
Forestry, and 
Other Land Use 
(AFOLU) 
 

A broad category of ACR-eligible project activities that reduce GHG emissions 
and/or enhance GHG removals through changes in agriculture, forestry, and 
land-use practices. 
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Agricultural 
Land 

Any ecosystem modified or created specifically to grow or raise biological 
products for human consumption or use. This includes cropland, pasture, 
rangeland, orchards, groves, vineyards, nurseries, ornamental horticultural 
areas, and confined feeding areas. It is generally synonymous with farmland. 

American 
Carbon 
Registry® 
(ACR) 

A leading carbon offset program founded in 1996 as the first private voluntary 
GHG registry in the world, ACR operates in the voluntary and regulated 
carbon markets. ACR has two decades of experience in the development of 
environmentally rigorous, science-based offset methodologies, as well as 
operational experience in the oversight of offset project verification, 
registration, offset issuance, and retirement reporting through its online 
registry system.  

ACR-Approved 
Methodology 

GHG quantification, monitoring, reporting, and verification published by ACR 
after public consultation and scientific peer review, and methodologies 
approved for use by the CDM Executive Board, provided they are approved 
for use by ACR. 

Annual 
Attestation 
Statement 

The statement that a Project Proponent provides annually to ACR relating to 
the continuance, ownership, and community and environmental impacts of a 
project. The Attestation is required to continue crediting. 

Avoided 
Conversion of 
Forest  

Activities that prevent the conversion of forests to development, agriculture or 
other land uses.  

Avoided 
Conversion of 
Non-Forest  

Activities that prevent the conversion of non-forest native lands to 
anthropogenically productive uses (e.g., cropland, settlement, or 
development). Eligible project activities include avoided conversion of 
grasslands and shrublands to crop production. 

Baseline 
Scenario 

A counterfactual scenario that forecasts the likely stream of emissions or 
removals to occur if the Project Proponent does not implement the project 
(i.e., the “business as usual” case). It also reflects the sum of the changes in 
carbon stocks (and, where significant, nitrous oxide and methane emissions) 
in the carbon pools within the project boundary that would occur in the 
absence of the Project Activity.  

Buffer 
Contribution 

The number of offsets contributed to the Buffer Pool for AFOLU projects with a 
risk of reversal. 

Buffer Pool An account managed by ACR as a reversal risk mitigation mechanism for 
AFOLU projects into which Project Proponents contribute a determined 
quantify of ERTs to replace unforeseen losses in carbon stocks. The Buffer 
Contribution is a percentage of the project’s reported offsets, the Minimum 
Buffer Percentage, determined through a project-specific assessment of the 
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risk of reversal. The buffer contribution may be made in ERTs of any type  
and vintage. 

Cancel or 
Cancelation 

The permanent removal of an offset credit from the Registry so that it cannot 
be transferred, transacted, retired or applied towards any emissions reduction 
targets as an ACR offset credit unit.  The exception to this is for airplane 
operators who cancel units to surrender them towards their CORSIA 
compliance obligations. If the offset credit has been canceled so that the 
equivalent can be reissued on another offset program, ACR no longer tracks 
the credit ownership and permanence (if applicable).  

Carbon Dioxide-
Equivalent 
(CO2e) 

A metric to compare GHGs based on their global warming potential (GWP) 
relative to CO2 over the same timeframe. The Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change publishes GWP values for converting all GHGs to a CO2e 
basis. 

Carbon Offset A reduction, removal, or avoidance of GHG emissions that is used to 
compensate for GHG emissions that occur elsewhere. In a regulated market, 
offsets are GHG reductions from projects undertaken outside the coverage of 
a mandatory emissions reduction system for which the ownership of verifiable 
GHG emission reductions can be transferred and used by a regulated source 
to meet its emission reduction obligations.” 25F

27 The ACR registers both 
voluntary market and compliance-eligible offsets. Also referred to as a verified 
emission reduction (VER), a carbon credit, or offset credit. 

Carbon Pool A reservoir of carbon that has the potential to accumulate or lose carbon over 
time. Common fores t carbon pools are aboveground biomass, belowground 
biomass, litter, dead wood, soil organic carbon (SOC), and wood products.  

Carbon Stocks The measured, estimated or modeled quantity of carbon held in a particular 
carbon pool. Quantifying GHG emissions and removals for terrestrial carbon 
offset projects involves estimating, for the baseline vs. project scenario, 
changes over time in carbon stocks in relevant pools.  

Cohort A new group of Project Participants, meeting all eligibility, project boundary, 
baseline, and additionality criteria of an already established Programmatic 
Development Approach (PDA). 

Clean 
Development 
Mechanism 
(CDM) 

A mechanism that allows GHG emission reduction and removal projects in 
non-Annex 1 parties to the UNFCCC to earn certified emission reduction 
(CER) credits, each equivalent to one metric ton of CO2, which can be sold 
and used by Annex 1 countries to a meet a part of their emission reduction 
targets under the Kyoto Protocol. The CDM is intended to stimulate 

                                                 
27 Adapted from Pew Center on Global Climate Change. Climate Change 101: Cap and Trade. 

http://www.pewclimate.org/docUploads/Cap&Trade.pdf.  
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sustainable development and emission reductions while giving industrialized 
countries flexibility in how they meet their emission reduction targets.26F

28  

Commercially 
Sensitive 
Information 

Trade secrets, financial, commercial, scientific, technical, or other information 
whose disclosure could result in a material financial loss or gain, prejudice the 
outcome of contractual or other negotiations, or otherwise damage or enrich 
the person or entity to which the information relates. 

Community All groups of people who live within or adjacent to a project area, including 
indigenous peoples, mobile peoples, and other local communities, as well as 
any groups that regularly visit the area and derive income, livelihood, or 
cultural values from it. This may include one or more groups that possess 
characteristics of a community, such as shared history, shared culture, shared 
livelihood systems, shared relationships with one or more natural resources 
(e.g., forests, water, rangeland, wildlife), and shared customary institutions 
and rules governing the use of resources.27F

29 

Community and 
Environmental 
Impacts 

The effects, positive and negative, that a Project Activity may have on the 
socioeconomic well-being of affected communities or environmental quality in 
the project area. ACR requires that the Project Activity provide net benefits to 
affected communities and the environment, and that negative impacts be 
mitigated or compensated and monitored throughout the project. 

Crediting 
Period 

The finite length of time for which a GHG Project Plan is valid, and during 
which a project can generate offsets against its baseline scenario. The 
baseline must be re-evaluated to renew the Crediting Period. ACR sector 
standards and methodologies specify the Crediting Period for particular 
project types. 

Cropping 
Cycle 

The period between the first day after harvest of the last crop in a field and the 
last day of harvest of the current crop. A single cropping cycle does not have 
to be 12 months, and multiple cropping cycles may occur within a cultivation 
year. 

Cultivation 
Year 

The annual cycle of activities related to the growth and harvest of crops within 
an approximate 12-month period. A single cultivation year may contain a 
single cropping cycle or several cropping cycles. 

De Minimis So minor as to merit disregard. ACR sets a de minimis threshold of 3% of the 
final calculation of emission reductions or removals. For the purpose of 
completeness, any decreases in carbon pools and/or increases in GHG 
emission sources that exceed the de minimis threshold must be included. Any 
exclusions using the de minimis principle shall be justified using fully 

                                                 
28 http://cdm.unfccc.int/about/index.html.  
29 Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards – Project Design Standards. Second Edition (2008). 

Climate, Community & Biodiversity Alliance. 
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documented ex ante calculations, and within the specifications of the chosen 
methodology. 

Do no harm Offset projects must be in compliance with applicable local, national, and 
international laws and regulations. 

Double 
Counting 

In the context of climate change mitigation, situations where a single GHG 
emission reduction, removal, avoidance, or other mitigation outcome is used 
more than once to demonstrate achievement of mitigation targets or pledges. 
Double counting can occur in different ways, including double issuance, 
double use, and double claiming.  

Double 
Claiming 

Whereby two or more parties claim the same GHG reduction, removal, or 
other mitigation outcome toward their national or sector-wide emissions 
reduction cap or target (e.g., mitigation targets/pledges under the Paris 
Agreement as formulated in the NDCs and/or air carriers offsetting obligation 
under the CORSIA). Transparent accounting and reporting procedures at both 
the national and international level must be in place to track emissions 
reductions transferred to other Parties toward meeting their targets. In these 
instances, a corresponding adjustment should be made by the host country, 
adding the emissions back to its national GHG inventory (or NDC), as well as 
by the receiving party. 

Double  
Issuance 

Whereby more than one unique unit is issued for the same emissions 
reduction or removal, within the same program/registry or involving concurrent 
issuance under more than one program(s)/registry(ies). This can lead to 
double use/selling and double claiming, in that more tons are being created 
and supplied than were actually mitigated. The risk of double issuance can be 
avoided by having preventative program rules and oversight processes in 
place, such as cancelation of units by one program prior to re-issuance by 
another. 

Double Use When a single GHG reduction or removal is sold to more than one entity at a 
given time, or when an issued unit is used by the same buyer toward more 
than one target (e.g., under systems that do not “talk” to each other or may 
have inconsistent rules for reporting and/or retirement). Double use can be 
avoided by having operational processes, program rules, tracking systems, 
and oversight processes in place. Also referred to as double selling due to, for 
example, double issuance (registry/program/verification issue) or fraudulent 
sales practices, which may or may not be detectable by registry/program/ 
verifier. 

Emission 
Reduction Ton 
(ERT) 

The ACR unit of exchange for tradable, project-based carbon offsets. ERTs 
refer to both emission reductions and enhancements in sequestration. ACR 
issues one ERT for each metric ton of CO2e emission reductions or removals 
verified against an ACR Standard and methodology.  
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Emission 
Factor 

A coefficient that relates an activity datum to the quantity of GHG emissions 
released to the atmosphere. Emission factors are often based on a sample of 
measured emissions data that are averaged to develop a representative rate 
of GHG emissions for a given activity level under a given set of operating 
conditions. 

Farm The entire operations, which may include multiple fields or parcels of land, and 
is under the management of a single owner or entity. 

Field A contiguous tract of land with a homogenous management strategy and a 
common owner separated by permanent boundaries such as fences, 
waterways, woodlands, or other similar features. 

Forest Forest projects shall use a nationally approved “forest” definition for the 
country where the activity occurs. For projects in the United States, Project 
Proponents shall use the U.S. definition in Appendix A, which is based on the 
U.S. Forest Service Forest Inventory & Analysis Program definition. For 
projects outside of the United States, Project Proponents may use the Kyoto 
Protocol definition in Appendix A, with the relevant Designated National 
Authority (DNA) selections for minimum land area, crown cover, and tree 
height. If the project is in a country that no longer has a designated DNA or 
whose DNA has not made these selections, the Project Proponent may 
propose another nationally approved forest definition. The definition of forest 
shall apply in each eligible forest project category. For example, afforestation/ 
reforestation activities must target the eventual establishment of a forest; IFM 
activities must be implemented in a forest remaining as forest; and Avoided 
Conversion activities must be implemented in a forest and prevent its 
conversion to non-forest or its degradation remaining forest. 

Geologic 
Sequestration 

The process of capturing carbon dioxide from a stationary source and injecting
it deep underground through a well, with or without enhanced oil recovery. 
Also called carbon capture and storage. 

Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG) 

Any gaseous compound that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere and 
contributes to the warming of the atmosphere. The primary GHGs regulated 
under the Kyoto Protocol are carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), 
methane (CH4), HFCs, perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride 
(SF6). The IPCC lists and periodically updates GHGs in its assessment 
reports. ACR’s scope includes all GHGs (including ODS) listed in the IPCC 
Fourth Assessment Report, Working Group 1, Chapter 2, Table 2.14.28F

30  

GHG Emission 
Reductions and 
Removals 

A GHG emission reduction is the measured decrease of GHG emissions over 
a specified period relative to an approved baseline. A GHG removal is the 
mass of GHGs removed from the atmosphere over a specified period relative 
to an approved baseline. 

                                                 
30 See http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/ch2s2-10-2.html. 
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GHG Emission 
System/Trading 
Program 

A voluntary or regulated program that allows for trading in project-based GHG 
emission reductions or removals, government-issued credits, and/or 
allowances. 

GHG Project 
Plan 

A document that describes the Project Activity, satisfies eligibility 
requirements, identifies sources and sinks of GHG emissions, establishes 
project boundaries, describes the baseline scenario, defines how GHG 
quantification will be done and what methodologies, assumptions, and data 
will be used, and provides details on the project’s monitoring, reporting, and 
verification procedures. ACR requires every project to submit GHG Project 
Plan using an ACR-approved methodology. 

Global 
Warming 
Potential 
(GWP) 

A relative scale translating the global warming impact of any GHG into its 
CO2e over the same timeframe. The IPCC periodically updates the list of 
GHGs and their GWP factors, based on the most recent science. ACR 
requires Project Proponents to calculate GHG reductions and removals based 
on the 100-year GWPs in the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, Working 
Group 1, Chapter 2, Table 2.14.  

Grassland and 
Shrubland 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Implementation 
Date  

A land‐use category on which the plant cover is composed principally of 
grasses, grass‐like plants (e.g., sedges and rushes), forbs, or shrubs. 
Savannas, some wetlands, deserts, and tundra are considered grassland; 
they are often suitable for grazing and browsing, and include pastures and 
native rangelands. Practices such as clearing, burning, chaining, and/or 
chemicals may be applied to maintain the grass vegetation. Woody plant 
communities of low forbs and shrubs (e.g., mesquite, chaparral, mountain 
shrub, and pinyon‐juniper) are also classified as grassland and shrubland if 
they do not meet the criteria for forest land. Grassland includes land managed 
with agroforestry practices such as silvopasture and windbreaks, assuming 
the stand or woodlot does not meet the criteria for forest land. 

The site-specific date corresponding to the start of project activities (as they 
are defined by the relevant methodology) on a single site within a project 
implementing an Aggregate or Programmatic Design Approach. 

Improved Forest 
Management 
(IFM) 

Activities to reduce GHG emissions and/or enhance GHG removals, 
implemented on lands designated, sanctioned, or approved for forest 
management (e.g., production of sawtimber, pulpwood, and fuelwood). 
Eligible IFM project activities include conversion from conventional logging to 
reduced-impact logging; conversion of managed forests to protected forests 
(“stop logging”); extending rotation lengths in managed forest; conversion of 
low-productive forests to high-productive forests; increasing forest productivity 
by thinning diseased or suppressed trees; managing competing brush and 
short-lived forest species; increasing the stocking of trees on understocked 
areas (including lands not historically managed as forest but meeting the 
applicable “forest” definition due to percent tree cover or other factors); 
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increasing carbon stocks in harvested wood products; improving harvest or 
production efficiency; and shifting from shorter- to longer-term wood products.

Indirect GHG 
Emissions 

GHG emissions caused by a Project Proponent’s activities but that are not 
directly released into the atmosphere from sources owned or controlled by the 
Project Proponent. Indirect emissions can occur upstream or downstream 
from activities directly controlled by the Project Proponent. 

Intentional 
Reversal  

The decrease of average carbon stocks within a project area below levels 
associated with previously issued ERTs as a result of intentional, willful 
activity (e.g., harvesting, forest conversion) on the part of the Project 
Proponent or project owner(s). When carbon stocks decline in this way (i.e., 
negative stocks, relative to previous reporting), it is assumed that the carbon 
is released back into the atmosphere. Willful withdrawal of a parcel or parcels 
from a PDA or aggregated project such that monitoring and verification will no 
longer be conducted for the minimum project term is automatically considered 
an intentional reversal and must be compensated per the provisions in the 
Project Proponent’s Risk Mitigation Agreement with ACR. 

Intergovernment-
tal Panel on 
Climate Change 
(IPCC) 

The IPCC is “the leading body for the assessment of climate change, 
established by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the 
World Meteorological Organization (WMO) to provide the world with a clear 
scientific view on the current state of climate change and its potential 
environmental and socioeconomic consequences.” 29F

31 

Leakage A decrease in sequestration or increase in emissions outside project 
boundaries resulting from project implementation. Leakage may be caused by 
shifting of the activities of people present in the project area or by market 
effects whereby emission reductions are countered by emissions created by 
shifts in supply of and demand for the products and services affected by the 
project. 

Listing The process by which a Project Proponent submits a draft GHG Project Plan 
to ACR for review, the successful outcome of which results in the project 
being approved for listing as a project on the ACR platform. ACR’s review and 
subsequent approval of a project listing is not a project certification, nor does it
take the place of a successful validation and verification. 

Methodology A systematic approach that establishes requirements for a Project Proponent 
to develop the project baseline scenario(s) and to quantify, monitor, report, 
and verify emissions reductions or removals by following scientific good 
practice. Good practice entails that a methodology be conservative, 
transparent, and thorough. 

                                                 
31 http://www.ipcc.ch/organization/organization.htm.  
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Methodology 
Deviations and 
Revisions 

A project-specific change to an existing approved methodology due to a 
change in the conditions, circumstances, or nature of a project. A deviation 
may be accepted for a specific project but does not result in an approved 
modification to the methodology. A methodology revision is a fundamental 
change in an existing approved methodology due to a change in conditions, 
circumstances, or general developments in knowledge. ACR approval of 
methodology deviations and modifications is determined by the relevant ACR 
Technical Committee. Approval of revisions requires public consultation and 
peer review. 

Methodological 
Tools 

An approved component of a methodology (e.g., a stand-alone 
methodological module to perform a specific task) or a calculation tool (e.g., 
spreadsheets or software that perform calculation tasks) that a Project 
Proponent uses to quantify net GHG reductions/removals or meet other  
ACR requirements. 

Minimum Buffer 
Percentage 

An overall reversal risk rating for an AFOLU project based on the ACR Tool 
for Risk Analysis and Buffer Determination, which translates into the number 
of offsets that will be deposited in the ACR Buffer Pool at each issuance to 
mitigate the risk of reversals.  

Minimum 
Project Term 

The minimum period for which a Project Proponent commits to project 
continuance, monitoring, and verification. 

Monitoring Continuous or periodic direct measurements and/or indirect assessment of 
GHG emissions, reductions, or other GHG data that is typically specified in the 
ACR-approved methodology. 

Native vs. 
Non-native 
Vegetation 

Native vegetation is a part of the balance of nature that has developed over 
hundreds or thousands of years in a particular region or ecosystem. Non-
native vegetation does not need human help to reproduce and maintain itself 
over time in an area where it is not native. 

Naturalized 
Plants 

Refers to non-native vegetation that does not need human help to reproduce 
and maintain itself over time in an area where it is not native. Even though 
their offspring reproduce and spread naturally (i.e., without human help), 
naturalized plants do not become native members of the local plant 
community. 

Net Emissions 
Reductions 

GHG emission reductions or removals created by a Project Activity, minus the 
baseline scenario and any deductions for uncertainty and leakage.  

Ozone- 
Depleting 
Substances 
(ODS) 

Controlled substances under Annexes A, B, C, and E of the Montreal 
Protocol,30F

32 many of which are also potent GHGs. The Montreal Protocol 
controls the consumption, production, and international trade of ODS, but not 

                                                 
32 See http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook.  
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emissions; therefore, the destruction of ODS in existing facilities and 
equipment worldwide has the potential to prevent significant GHG emissions. 

Pasture Grassland that has been seeded, usually to introduced species, and 
intensively managed for livestock using agronomy practices and control  
of livestock.  

Permanence In GHG accounting, a reference to the perpetual nature of GHG removal 
enhancements and the risk that a project’s atmospheric benefit will not be 
permanent. GHG removals may not be permanent if a project has exposure to 
risk factors such as intentional or unintentional events (e.g., fire, flood, insect 
infestation) that results in the emissions into the atmosphere of  
stored or sequestered CO2e for which offset credits were issued (i.e., a 
reversal). 

Permanence 
Risk Analysis 

To account for and mitigate against the risk of reversal in some AFOLU 
projects, ACR requires Project Proponents to conduct a risk analysis to 
determine the number of offsets that must be deposited in the ACR Buffer 
Pool. The risk analysis evaluates several types of risk—project, economic, 
regulatory, and social and environmental/natural disturbance—and must be 
conducted using the ACR-approved tool. 

Programmatic 
Development 
Approach 
(PDA) 

A project in which successive cohorts of sites are added incrementally to a 
project over time. A PDA must be coordinated by a Project Proponent (public 
or private entity) that must use an approved baseline and monitoring 
methodology that defines the appropriate boundary, avoids double counting, 
accounts for leakage, and ensures that the emission reductions are real, 
measurable, verifiable, and additional to any that would occur in the absence 
of the project. 31F

33 

Project 
Boundaries 

A GHG project’s physical boundary or implementation area, the GHG sources, 
sinks and reservoirs (or pools) considered, and the project duration. 

Project 
Proponent  

An individual or entity that undertakes, develops, and/or owns a project. This 
may include the project investor, designer, and/or owner of the lands/facilities 
on which project activities are conducted. The Project Proponent and 
landowner/facility owner may be different entities. The Project Proponent is 
the ACR account holder. 

Rangeland  
 
 
 

A land use category generally synonymous with grazed grassland. 
Rangelands support native vegetation and include areas that have been 
seeded to introduced species but are managed as native range.  

                                                 
33 Adapted from Clean Development Mechanism Rulebook at http://cdmrulebook.org/452. 



THE AMERICAN CARBON REGISTRY STANDARD 
Version 6.0 
 
 
 

 

July 2019 americancarbonregistry.org 75 

Registration 
 

Projects are considered registered and eligible for ERT issuance into a Project 
Proponent’s account upon acceptance of the validation report and a positive 
verification opinion. 

Reporting  
Period 

The period of time covering a GHG assertion that is submitted for a single 
verification and subsequent request for ERT issuance. 

Sustainable 
Biomass 

Biomass which meets one of the following conditions: 
a) The biomass is a biomass residue and the use of that biomass residue in 
an ACR project activity does not involve a decrease of carbon pools, in 
particular dead wood, litter or soil organic carbon, on the land areas from 
which the biomass residues originate;  
(b) The biomass is the non-fossil fraction of industrial or municipal waste.  
Such sources can include: Agricultural residues, animal wastes, forestry 
residues, wood wastes, industrial wastes such as black liquor and food 
processing. 

Retire or 
Retirement 

The permanent removal of an offset credit from circulation as a transactable 
unit so that it represents a permanent reduction or removal of CO2e from the 
atmosphere.  A retired credit may be applied toward the emissions reduction 
target of the ACR account holder that retired the credit, or on behalf of a third 
party. 

Reversal An intentional or unintentional event that results in the emissions into the 
atmosphere of stored or sequestered CO2e for which carbon offsets (ERTs) 
were issued. 

Site A physical location at which GHG emissions are generated and/or GHG 
emissions reductions are achieved. Project sites may consist of forest, fields, 
parcels of land, or industrial facilities located within the project boundary. 

Standard A standard is an established norm or requirement in a formal document that 
establishes uniform engineering or technical criteria, methods, processes, and 
practices. Standards may provide general guidance across all project types, 
such as this document, or be sector-specific. ACR registers only projects that 
meet the ACR Standard. 

Start Date For non-AFOLU projects, the date on which the project began to reduce GHG 
emissions against its baseline. For AFOLU projects, the date on which the 
Project Proponent began the activity on project lands, with more specific 
guidance in the relevant ACR sector-specific requirements. 

Terrestrial 
Sequestration 

The process of increasing the carbon stock of terrestrial carbon pools by 
changing the management of forests, rangelands, agricultural lands, and 
wetlands, resulting in increased removals of CO2 from the atmosphere and 
sequestration of carbon through biological processes. 
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Unintentional 
Reversal 

The decrease of average carbon stocks within a project area below levels 
associated with previously issued ERTs as a result of natural disturbances. 
Examples include fire, disease, and insect infestations. 

Validation The systematic, independent, and documented process for the evaluation of a 
GHG Project Plan against applicable requirements of the ACR Standard, 
sector standard, and approved methodology. 

Validation/ 
Verification  
Body (VVB) 

A competent and independent person, persons, or firm responsible for 
performing the validation and/or verification process. A VVB must be ACR-
approved to conduct verification. 

Verification The systematic, independent, and documented assessment by a qualified and 
impartial third party of the GHG assertion for a specific reporting period. The 
verification process is intended to assess the degree to which a project 
complies with ACR-approved methodologies, tools, eligibility criteria, 
requirements, and specifications, and has correctly quantified net GHG 
reductions or removals. Verification must be conducted by an independent 
third-party verifier. 

Verification 
Statement 

A statement issued by a verification body that provides assurance, through 
examination of objective evidence by a competent and independent third 
party, that a GHG assertion is in conformity with applicable requirements.  

Wetlands Areas inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support (and that under normal circumstances do 
support) a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar 
areas. 
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This annex details ACR’s overarching requirements for the quantification, monitoring, and re-
porting, verification, registration, and issuance of carbon emissions reductions and removals 
from AFOLU project activities. All AFOLU projects must also meet all relevant requirements of 
the main body of this ACR Standard.  

The ACR Requirements for AFOLU-Based Carbon Projects supersedes the ACR Forest Carbon 
Project Standard version 2.1 and includes updates, clarifications for consistency, and removal of 
redundancies with the ACR Standard and approved methodologies. Details around non-forest 
project types have also been added to include agriculture and other land use-specific require-
ments. All essential requirements remain unchanged. 

The ACR Requirements for AFOLU-Based Carbon Projects cover the project types specified in 
Section A.1 below. Other eligible AFOLU carbon project types may be added in the future.  

 

 
The following broad categories of AFOLU project types are eligible for registration on ACR. 
Within each category, the GHG Project Plan will outline specific activities undertaken to reduce 
GHG emissions and/or enhance removals.  

 IMPROVED FOREST MANAGEMENT (IFM) Activities to reduce GHG emissions and/or 
enhance GHG removals, implemented on lands designated, sanctioned, or approved for 
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forest management (e.g., production of sawtimber, pulpwood, and fuelwood). Eligible IFM 
project activities include conversion from conventional logging to reduced impact logging; 
conversion of managed forests to protected forests (“stop logging”); extending rotation 
lengths in managed forest; conversion of low-productive forests to high-productive forests; 
increasing forest productivity by thinning diseased or suppressed trees; managing competing 
brush and short-lived forest species; increasing the stocking of trees on understocked areas 
(including lands not historically managed as forest but meeting the applicable “forest” 
definition due to percent tree cover or other factors); increasing carbon stocks in harvested 
wood products; improving harvest or production efficiency; and shifting from shorter- to 
longer-term wood products and activities to avoid emissions from wildfire by improving fuels 
and fire management. 

 AFFORESTATION/REFORESTATION (AR) Activities to increase carbon stocks by establishing, 
increasing, and restoring vegetative cover through the planting, sowing, or human-assisted 
natural regeneration of woody vegetation. AR activities must target the eventual 
establishment of “forest” per the applicable definition. In general, the term “afforestation” is 
applied to activities to establish forest on lands that have been in another land use for some 
relatively long period, and “reforestation” is applied to activities to reestablish forest on lands 
that were in forest cover relatively recently. ACR does not make a specific distinction 
between afforestation and reforestation, because both are eligible.  

Project Proponents shall document that afforestation/reforestation project lands were not 
cleared of trees during the 10 years preceding the project Start Date in order to implement an 
afforestation/reforestation project. This exclusion does not apply to natural disturbances or to 
removal of non-tree vegetation (e.g., heavy brush) to prepare the site for planting. Project 
lands that already meet the applicable “forest” definition due to the percentage tree cover or 
other factors, and on which a Project Proponent wishes to implement activities to increase 
carbon stocks by increasing and restoring vegetative cover through the planting, sowing, or 
human-assisted natural regeneration of woody vegetation, qualify under the Improved Forest 
Management (IFM) category.  

 AVOIDED CONVERSION OF FOREST (AC-F) The reduction in GHG emissions from the 
avoided conversion of forest to non-forest use (e.g., to cropland, grassland, settlement, or 
development) or avoided degradation of forests remaining as forests. 

 AGRICULTURE-SOIL CARBON ENHANCEMENT Activities that increase soil carbon 
sequestration on agricultural land through the application of soil amendments, the 
improvement of primary productivity, and/or less disruptive management practices. Eligible 
project activities include compost addition to grasslands and changes in tillage practices.  

 AGRICULTURE-AVOIDED EMISSIONS Activities that reduce emissions of GHGs by improving 
efficiency of inputs or the application of a lower GHG practice practice/technology. Eligible 
project activities include changes to fertilizer rate and application, and changes in rice 
management systems.  

 WETLAND RESTORATION OR REVEGETATION Activities that increase carbon sequestration 
and/or prevent soil oxidation on degraded wetlands. Eligible project activities include tidal 
wetland creation, deltaic wetland creation, and rewetting previously drained wetlands, 
including pocosins. Quantification frameworks and baseline definitions need to be developed 
for each location where this project type is applied due to unique, location-specific wetland 
dynamics, pressures, and restoration techniques. 
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 AVOIDED CONVERSION OF NON-FOREST The reduction in GHG emissions from the avoided 
conversion of lands with non-forest, native vegetation to anthropogenically productive uses 
(e.g., to cropland, settlement, or development). Eligible project activities include avoided 
conversion of grasslands and shrublands to crop production.  

 

Project Proponents uncertain about eligibility of a planned activity may consult with ACR. 

 

AFOLU carbon activities may include a biomass energy component if they provide biomass fuel 
for Scope One, direct electricity generation, heating, or transportation fuels. Such projects oc-
cupy a unique GHG accounting niche with potential impacts on GHG emissions and removals in 
terrestrial ecosystems, as well as the ability to displace GHG emissions from fossil fuels. Pro-
jects that combine an eligible forest carbon Project Activity with biomass production shall ac-
count for changes in GHG reductions and removals in forest carbon pools using the require-
ments outlined in this document and appropriate AFOLU methodologies. Displacement of fossil 
fuel GHG emissions, if eligible, shall be accounted for by using appropriate energy sector meth-
odologies and tools. Please refer to Chapter 1, Section E, of the ACR Standard for requirements 
related to renewable energy. 

 

 

Project Proponents should refer to Chapter 2 of the ACR Standard for general accounting and 
data quality principles. Additional guidance is provided here for forest AFOLU projects. In gen-
eral, the basis for ACR’s accounting principles is ISO 14064 Part 2:2006, Specification, with 
guidance at the project level for quantification, monitoring, and reporting of GHG emission re-
ductions or removal enhancements. 

Project Proponents shall apply the guidance in ISO 14064-2:2006 and consider all relevant in-
formation that may affect the accounting and quantification of GHG reductions/removals, includ-
ing estimating and accounting for any decreases in carbon pools, avoided emissions, and/or in-
creases in GHG emission sources. 

ACR methodologies dictate which GHG sources, sinks and pools must be accounted for in the 
GHG boundary for each project. However, the Project Proponent may elect to exclude from ac-
counting a GHG source, sink, or pool if any of the following is demonstrated: 

 The source, sink, or pool is a priori optional per the guidance below or has been explicitly 
excluded from the project boundary in the applied methodology.  

 The source, sink, or pool is demonstrated to be de minimis per the ACR definition. A pool or 
source not initially considered de minimis in ex ante calculations, but found to be de minimis 
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in monitoring, may be omitted from subsequent monitoring and verification if the Project 
Proponent presents evidence that the pool or source is likely to remain indefinitely below the 
de minimis threshold (i.e., that the monitoring activities in which an individual pool or source 
was de minimis was not merely a temporary condition). 

 All combined sources, sinks, and pools thus excluded must represent less than 3% of the ex-
ante calculation of emission reductions/removal enhancements. 

 

Sources, sinks, and pools that could be excluded may still be accounted; but any source, sink, 
or pool selected for accounting in the baseline scenario must also be accounted in the project 
scenario. 

The following pools and sources are considered insignificant a priori for AFOLU carbon projects. 

Emissions sources: 

 Fertilizer application in forest projects.  

 Removal of herbaceous vegetation in forest projects. 

 Transportation emissions from vehicles used in project visits, monitoring, verification, etc. 
This does not include emissions of harvest, processing, or transport equipment, which may 
be insignificant but are not insignificant a priori; the Project Proponent shall justify exclusion 
of such emissions. 

 Collection of wood from non-renewable sources to be used for fencing of the project area. 

 Nitrous oxide (N2O) emissions from decomposition of litter and fine roots from nitrogen-fixing 
trees. 

 

Carbon pools: 

 Litter 

 

 

1. Forest projects shall use a nationally approved “forest” definition for the country where 
the activity occurs. For projects in the United States, Project Proponents shall use the 
U.S. definition below, which is based on the U.S. Forest Service Forest Inventory & 
Analysis Program definition. For projects outside of the United States, Project Propo-
nents may use the Kyoto Protocol definition below, with the relevant Designated Na-
tional Authority (DNA) selections for minimum land area, crown cover, and tree height. 
If the project is in a country that no longer has a designated DNA or whose DNA has 
not made these selections, the Project Proponent may propose another nationally ap-
proved forest definition.  
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Forest (for projects in U.S.; based on U.S. Forest Service Forest Inventory & Analysis 
Program definition)34  

Land with at least 10% cover (or equivalent stocking) by live trees of any size, includ-
ing land that formerly had such tree cover and that will be naturally or artificially regen-
erated. To qualify, the area must be at least 1 acre in size. Forest land includes transi-
tion zones, such as areas between forest and non-forest lands that have at least 10% 
cover (or equivalent stocking) with live trees and forest areas adjacent to urban and 
built-up lands.  

Forest (for projects in Kyoto Protocol signatory countries)  

The Kyoto Protocol defines forest as follows but allows each country’s DNA to define 
minimum land area, crown cover, and tree height within the bracketed ranges: A mini-
mum area of land of (0.05–1.0 hectares) with a minimum tree crown cover (or equiva-
lent stocking level) of (10–30%) with trees, and with the potential to reach a minimum 
height of (2–5 meters) at maturity in situ. A forest may consist either of closed forest 
formations, where trees of various heights and undergrowth cover a large portion of 
the ground, or open forest. The definition includes young natural stands and all planta-
tions that have yet to reach a crown density of (10–30%) or tree height of (2–5 me-
ters), as well as areas that usually form part of the forest area but that are temporarily 
unstocked because of human intervention (e.g., harvesting) or natural causes, but 
likely will revert to forest.35   

The definition of forest shall apply in each eligible forest project category. For exam-
ple, afforestation/ reforestation activities must target the eventual establishment of a 
forest; IFM activities must be implemented in a forest remaining as forest; and 
Avoided Conversion activities must be implemented in a forest and prevent its conver-
sion to non-forest or its degradation remaining forest. 

2. Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support (and that under normal circumstances do 
support) a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil condi-
tions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. Method-
ologies specific to different types of wetlands must define the specific regional geo-
graphic applicability.  

3. Agricultural Land is defined as any ecosystem modified or created specifically to grow 
or raise biological products for human consumption or use. This includes cropland, 
pasture, rangeland, orchards, groves, vineyards, nurseries, ornamental horticultural 
areas, and confined feeding areas. It is generally synonymous with farmland. 

                                                 
34 See http://fia.fs.fed.us/library/database-documentation/current/ver4/draft%20FIADB_user%20man-
ual_v4-0_p2_12_22_2009.pdf at page 51. ACR does not exclude urban forestry activities, or forested ar-
eas less than 120 feet wide, from potentially meeting the definition of forest.  
 
35 DNA selections for minimum land area, crown cover, and tree height are at http://cdm.un-
fccc.int/DNA/allCountriesARInfos.html. If the project is in a country that has not yet designated a DNA or 
whose DNA has not yet made selections, the Proponent may propose another nationally approved forest 
definition.  
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4. Grassland and shrubland is a land‐use category on which the plant cover is composed 
principally of grasses, grass‐like plants (e.g., sedges and rushes), forbs, or shrubs. 
Savannas, some wetlands, deserts, and tundra are considered grassland. They are 
often suitable for grazing and browsing, and include both pastures and native range-
lands. Practices such as clearing, burning, chaining, and/or chemicals may be applied 
to maintain the grass vegetation. Woody plant communities of low forbs and shrubs 
(e.g., mesquite, chaparral, mountain shrub, and pinyon‐juniper) are also classified as 
grassland and shrubland if they do not meet the criteria for forest land. Grassland in-
cludes land managed with agroforestry practices such as silvopasture and wind-
breaks, assuming the stand or woodlot does not meet the criteria for forest land.33F

36 

 

ACR accepts projects on all land ownership types—private, public (municipal, county, state, fed-
eral, or other), and tribal—provided the Project Proponent demonstrates that the land is eligible, 
documents clear land title and offsets title, the offsets contract is enforceable, and the Project 
Activity is additional and meets all other requirements of the ACR Standard. Projects on public 
lands, like any other project, shall demonstrate that the activity is not required by regulations 
and meets other additionality criteria. Agriculture and land use projects that generate ERTs with 
no risk of reversal need not demonstrate land title. 

 

Table 4 details unique eligibility criteria for AFOLU carbon projects, provides a definition of each 
criterion, and articulates ACR requirements specific to AFOLU project types. Project Proponents 
must also refer to Chapter 3 of the ACR Standard for additional requirements that apply to all 
project types. GHG Project Plans shall address each of these criteria.34F

37  

Table 4: Eligibility Criteria for AFOLU-Based Carbon Offset Projects 

CRITERION DEFINITION REQUIREMENT 

Start Date For AR or Wetland restoration/re-
vegetation projects, the Start Date 
is when the Project Proponent be-
gan planting or site preparation.  

For IFM, the Start Date may be de-
noted by one of the following:  

AFOLU Projects must be validated 
within 3 years of the project Start 
Date.  

One exception applies to these 
timeframes: Projects using a newly 
approved methodol-ogy7F7 or a newly 
approved modification that expands 
the eligibility of a previously pub-

                                                 
36 http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/Downloads/ghgemissions/US--‐GHG--‐Inventory--‐2011--‐Chapter--‐

7--‐LULUCF.pdf. 
37 A template for GHG Project Plans is available at http://www.americancarbonregistry.org/carbon-ac-

counting/tools-templates.  
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CRITERION DEFINITION REQUIREMENT 

1. The date that the Project Propo-
nent began to apply the land 
management regime to increase 
carbon stocks and/or reduce 
emissions relative to the base-
line.  

2. The date that the Project Propo-
nent initiated a forest carbon in-
ventory. 

3. The date that the Project Propo-
nent entered into a contractual 
relationship to implement a car-
bon project.  

4. The date the project was sub-
mitted to ACR for listing review. 
Other dates may be approved 
by ACR on a case by case ba-
sis.  

For Avoided Conversion of non-for-
est, the Start Date is when the Pro-
ject Proponent implemented the 
project action physically and/or le-
gally, such as securing a conces-
sion or placing a land conservation 
agreement on the project land. 

For other Agricultural Land-based 
projects, the Start Date is the date 
by which the Project Proponent be-
gan the Project Activity on project 
lands, or the start of the cultivation 
year during which the Project Activ-
ity began. 

lished methodology8F8 may submit it 
for listing with ACR within 10 years 
of the project Start Date. However, 
the date of listing submittal must be 
within 6 months of the methodology 
publication date, and the project 
must then be validated within 2 
years of the listing.  

 

The Start Date and the start of the 
Minimum Project Term shall be the 
same. The Start Date and the start 
of the first Crediting Period  

 

Minimum 
Project Term 

The minimum period for which a 
Project Proponent commits to pro-
ject monitoring and verification. 
This requirement applies only to 
AFOLU projects that have had 
ERTs issued that are associated 
with GHG removals (sequestra-
tion). AFOLU projects that have 

Project Proponents of AFOLU pro-
jects with a risk of reversal shall 
commit to a Minimum Project Term 
of 40 years. The minimum term be-
gins on the Start Date, not the first 
or last year of crediting.  

The Minimum Project Term is a re-
quirement of the Project Proponent, 
not necessarily of the landowner 
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CRITERION DEFINITION REQUIREMENT 

claimed only avoided emissions are 
not subject to this requirement. 

(unless the landowner is the Pro-
ject Proponent). ACR enters into le-
gal agreements only with the Pro-
ject Proponent. Agreements be-
tween Project Proponent and land-
owner may have a shorter term 
and/or a “buy-out” option, provided 
the Project Proponent commits to 
replace issued ERTs in the event a 
landowner opts to discontinue Pro-
ject Activities. See Chapter 4 and 
Chapter 6.  

Project Proponents and landown-
ers may continue AFOLU carbon 
activities beyond the Minimum Pro-
ject Term, but ACR does not re-
quire monitoring or verification un-
less the Crediting Period is re-
newed. At the end of the Minimum 
Project Term, if the Project Propo-
nent does not renew for another 
Crediting Period and continue mon-
itoring and verification, ACR con-
servatively assumes that its activi-
ties have ceased and retains and 
may re-tire any remaining buffer 
contributions (if applicable)  

Crediting 
Period 

Crediting Period is the finite length 
of time for which a GHG Project 
Plan is valid, and during which a 
project can generate offsets 
against its baseline scenario.  

Crediting Periods are limited in or-
der to require Project Proponents 
to reconfirm, at intervals appropri-
ate to the project type, that the 
baseline scenario remains realistic 
and credible, the Project Activity re-

All AR projects shall have a Credit-
ing Period of 40 years.  

All IFM projects shall have a Credit-
ing Period of 20 years.  

Avoided Conversion projects on 
both forest and non-forest land with 
land conservation agreements in 
place35F

38 shall have a Crediting Pe-
riod of 40 years, unless otherwise 
specified in chosen methodologies.  

                                                 
38 All land conservation agreements must be employed with a specified duration longer than a project’s 

minimum project term. 
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CRITERION DEFINITION REQUIREMENT 

mains additional, and GHG ac-
counting best practice is being 
used. This is important because 
once a project has demonstrated 
its additionality, it is not required to 
do so again until applying to renew 
the Crediting Period. 

Wetland Restoration/Revegetation 
projects shall have a Crediting Pe-
riod of 40 years.  

The Crediting Periods for agricul-
ture projects that avoid emissions 
by changing to lower GHG prac-
tices and those that include a soil 
sequestration component will be 
specified in the applicable method-
ology.  

Unless otherwise specified in the 
methodology, a Project Proponent 
may apply to renew the Crediting 
Period by complying with all then-
current ACR requirements, re-eval-
uating the baseline scenario, re-
confirming additionality, and using 
emission factors, tools, and meth-
odologies in effect at the time of 
Crediting Period renewal. ACR 
does not limit the allowed number 
of renewals.  

Projects that are deemed to meet 
ACR additionality criteria are con-
sidered additional for the duration 
of their Crediting Period. If regula-
tions or common practice change 
during the Crediting Period, this 
may make the project non-addi-
tional and thus ineligible for re-
newal, but does not affect its addi-
tionality during the current Crediting 
Period. 

If a project chooses not to renew its 
Crediting Period, it must continue 
monitoring and verification activities 
for the duration of the Minimum 
Project Term.  
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CRITERION DEFINITION REQUIREMENT 

Land 
Eligibility 

Land eligibility restrictions may ap-
ply to certain types of offset pro-
jects.  

For AR projects, Project Propo-
nents shall provide documented ev-
idence in the GHG Project Plan 
that no project areas have been 
cleared of trees within the 10 years 
prior to the project Start Date in or-
der to establish an AR project; or if 
project lands have experienced 
loss of forest cover within the last 
10 years, this loss was caused by 
fire or natural disturbance. Loss of 
forest cover due to fire or natural 
disturbance does not disqualify an 
AR project. 

Some reforestation projects require 
removal of non-tree vegetation to 
prepare the site and establish 
trees. An example is the removal of 
brush from areas where it has in-
vaded after fire and prevented or 
significantly slowed the return of 
trees due to factors such as com-
petition, water limitations, and lack 
of a nearby seed source. Brush re-
moval for site preparation does not 
disqualify a reforestation project. 
Emissions from brush removal 
must be accounted for in the GHG 
Project Plan if they exceed the de 
minimis threshold.  

Land Title Land title is a legal term represent-
ing rights and interests in project 
lands.  

For U.S. projects with GHG emis-
sions reductions resulting from ter-
restrial sequestration, Project Pro-
ponents shall provide documenta-
tion of clear, unique, and uncon-
tested land title. For international 
projects, Project Proponents shall 
provide documentation and/or at-
testation of land title; ACR may re-
quire a legal review by an expert in 
local law.  
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CRITERION DEFINITION REQUIREMENT 

Land title may be held by a person 
or entity other than the Project Pro-
ponent, provided the Project Propo-
nent can show clear, unique, and 
uncontested offsets title. 

AFOLU projects that result only in 
the crediting of avoided emissions 
with no risk of reversal may not re-
quire demonstration of land title. 

Natural 
Management 
Requirements 

New plantations of forests and re-
vegetation of wetlands will be car-
bon sinks regardless of the species 
planted. However, ACR requires 
that project plantations are de-
signed within a minimum threshold 
for facilitating regrowth of species 
that contribute to an ecosystem 
with broad environmental benefits 
and avoid potential negative im-
pacts. 

For AR and Wetland Restora-
tion/Revegetation projects, Project 
Proponents shall ensure that plant-
ing/regeneration of vegetation com-
prises at least 95% native species. 
Agricultural tree plantations shall 
be limited to small-scale agrofor-
estry (under 1,000 ha, with demon-
strable livelihood benefits).   

Exceptions to the native species re-
quirement may be granted if the fol-
lowing can be demonstrated: 

 The non-native species can be 
considered naturalized or; 

 The non-native species does not 
negatively affect the local 
ecosystem (in terms of input use 
(including water, fertilizer, 
pesticides), invasiveness, 
competition, etc. 

Permanent Permanence refers to the longevity 
of removal enhancements and the 
risk of reversal (i.e., the risk that at-
mospheric benefit will not be per-
manent).  

Reversals may be unintentional or 
intentional. All AFOLU projects with 
emissions reductions derived from 
sequestration have a risk of rever-
sal. 

AFOLU Project Proponents shall 
assess reversal risk using ACR’s 
Tool for Risk Analysis and Buffer 
Determination, and shall enter into 
a legally binding Reversal Risk Miti-
gation Agreement with ACR/Win-
rock that details the risk mitigation 
option selected and the require-
ments for reporting and compen-
sating reversals.  
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CRITERION DEFINITION REQUIREMENT 

Proponents of terrestrial sequestra-
tion projects shall mitigate reversal 
risk by contributing ERTs to the 
ACR Buffer Pool or using another 
ACR-approved insurance or risk 
mitigation mechanism.  

All projects must adhere to ongoing 
monitoring, reversal reporting, and 
compensation requirements as de-
tailed in relevant methodologies 
and legally binding agreements 
(e.g., the ACR Reversal Risk Miti-
gation Agreement).  

 
This chapter provides requirements on baselines and leakage for the broad categories of eligi-
ble AFOLU carbon project activities. Exceptions to these requirements may occur in specific 
methodologies.  

 

The AR baseline scenario is the carbon stock present immediately prior to site preparation, or 
the most likely carbon stock in the absence of project implementation. If trees are present within 
the project boundary at the project start, Project Proponents may only count sequestration in 
pre-existing trees as offsets if growth of the trees is also projected in the baseline. If the Project 
Proponent does not intend to project growth of pre-existing trees in the baseline scenario, they 
should be excluded from the project boundary.  

If natural forest regeneration is occurring or is likely to occur absent the project action, but the 
project action (planting, seeding, and/or the human-induced promotion of natural regeneration) 
accelerates the return to forest, then Project Proponents shall include the estimated natural re-
generation in the without-project scenario in the baseline scenario. 

Removals of any standing biomass as part of site preparation should be included in project ac-
counting if these exceed the de minimis threshold. 
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The IFM baseline scenario shall quantify and justify harvest and forest growth in the absence of 
a carbon project. Wood products must be accounted for in an IFM baseline scenario. Each 
methodology shall specify the approach to calculating carbon in long-lived and landfilled wood 
products. 

For project-specific baselines, Project Proponents shall determine the baseline scenario by 
identifying credible alternative forest management scenarios to the proposed Project Activity, 
including historical and common practice forest management in the region, using the approach 
in an approved methodology. All forest management practices that are modeled in the baseline 
must be demonstrably legally and financially feasible. IFM baseline modeling must include all 
relevant legal constraints, including Safe Harbor Agreements, legally binding Best Management 
Practices, restrictions related to endangered or threatened species, and any conservation ease-
ments (in place more than 1 year prior to the Start Date).  

Performance standard baseline approaches are allowed for IFM projects, and shall be approved 
on a case-by-case basis. 
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The baseline for AC-F projects is the conversion of forest to non-forest over time. Baseline sce-
narios for planned deforestation and U.S. AC-F to non-forest can be directly calculated. Un-
planned deforestation must be modeled. 

Avoiding deforestation displaces some use of the forest, often clearing of land for agriculture, or 
for developed uses such as buildings and roads. Therefore, activity-shifting leakage must al-
ways be considered for AC-F projects. Calculation of leakage must be specified in each meth-
odology.   

For unplanned deforestation, to determine the appropriate scale for setting a baseline, Project 
Proponents shall consider the cause of deforestation that the project will address, then consider 
the geographic range over which that activity is occurring. The goal is to determine potential 
leakage emissions from deforestation that have occurred across the entire area in which the 
project might have an effect.  

For planned deforestation and AC-F to non-forest, Project Proponents shall consider the proba-
bility of conversion as well as the carbon stock of the post-deforestation/conversion land use. 
The baseline agent of deforestation/conversion (or at a minimum a class of agent) must be iden-
tified, and the methodology must address activity-shifting leakage emissions. 

 

The baseline scenario for agriculture-soil carbon enhancement projects is quantified by estimat-
ing soil carbon stocks within the project area in the absence of project activities. The specific re-
quirements for determining the baseline scenario will be specified in the chosen methodology. 
Selecting baseline stock changes can be based on common practice, historical trends, and sci-
entific literature. Models may be used provided they are approved for use by the chosen meth-
odology and/or ACR. 

 

The baseline for Agriculture-Avoided Emissions projects is quantified by estimating the avoided 
emissions that result in a change from a high GHG practice to a low GHG practice. The baseline 
scenario shall represent the quantified emissions associated with higher GHG emitting prac-
tices. Baseline estimates shall be based on common practice, and emissions can be quantified 
using models, regional datasets, scientific literature, or other ACR-approved approaches. Each 
methodology will specify requirements for establishing baselines.  
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The baseline for Wetland Restoration and Revegetation projects is quantified by estimating the 
emissions from a degrading or subsiding wetland or salinization. Baseline could also be agricul-
tural practices, open water, or seasonal wetlands. In each methodology, baseline and project 
activities shall be summarized per currently eligible geographies. 

 

The full project area must currently be under a single land use classification and have qualified 
as that classification for at least 10 years prior to the Start Date (or Implementation Date in the 
case of aggregated/PDA projects). It will remain as that classification throughout the Project 
Term, and is legally able to be converted and would be converted to alternate use in the ab-
sence of the Project Activity. 

 

If an AFOLU project displaces activities, the Project Proponent shall account for the activity 
shifting, either by quantifying actual emissions that result for leakage or by applying a verifiable 
default. The geographic scope of activity-shifting leakage assessments should be constrained to 
the area in which the Project Activity can reasonably be expected to have resulted in activity 
shifting. 

Similarly, if an AFOLU project causes market effects leakage, it must be accounted. If AFOLU 
Project Activities cause a quantifiable, statistically significant decrease in supply of goods, then 
the methodology must provide an approach for addressing this (via peer-reviewed studies on 
market leakage rates or similar).  

If AR Project Activities cause an increase in supply of emitting goods, ACR does not require 
Project Proponents to assess market leakage.  

Projects that involve changes in hydrologic management practices (e.g., wetland restoration) 
must address the potential for ecological leakage (impacts outside the project boundary) caused 
by changes to the hydrologic regime as a result of project development.  

More detailed leakage specifications in approved AR methodologies must be followed. 
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The Project Proponent shall assess general and project-specific risk factors for an aggregated 
or PDA project as for any other project. The risk rating is applied at the overall aggregate or 
PDA level. The risk of unintentional reversals may be lower for aggregated or PDA projects, be-
cause risk is diversified across a group of geographically dispersed project participants. The risk 
of intentional reversals could also be lower; in a large Aggregated Project, the probability is 
great that at least one project participant will choose to discontinue participation, but this proba-
bility is spread across multiple project participants and many acres so that the probability of in-
tentional reversals significantly affecting the project as a whole is lower. 

 

AFOLU projects with direct measurement of emissions removals resulting from sequestration in 
an aggregated or PDA project must meet the same accuracy and precision targets as non-
grouped projects in order not to avoid a confidence deduction.  

As noted in Chapter 2, ACR requires a 90% statistical confidence interval of sampling of no 
more than ±10% of the mean. If the Project Proponent cannot meet this target, then the reporta-
ble amount shall be the mean minus the lower bound of the 90% confidence interval, applied to 
the final calculation of emission reductions/removal enhancements.  

For aggregated or PDA projects, the ±10% at 90% confidence precision target is applied at the 
level of the project overall. Project Proponents may use stratification to reduce inventory sam-
pling intensity and cost to achieve this target. ACR advises Project Proponents to design pro-
jects within a single geographic region and relatively similar forest, land types, or crops, which 
combined with careful stratification as an initial inventory design step will help make the target 
achievable at reasonable costs spread across the overall project.  

ACR does not require any minimum number of inventory plots per participating landholding (un-
less otherwise specified in the methodology) as long as the target is achieved for the project 
overall. ACR does not require individual landowner baseline inventories, as long as the Project 
Proponent has a stratified inventory meeting ACR requirements for the (aggregated) project 
overall. Arrangements with individual project participants regarding inventories, entry and exit, 
crediting, buffer contributions, and other factors are left to the discretion of the Project Propo-
nent. 
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As with initial carbon stock inventories and soil sampling, standards for monitoring and verifica-
tion are applied at the level of the overall project, whether it is a single large landholding or an 
aggregated or PDA project.  

 
Process-based biogeochemical models and empirical models may be approved for use under 
ACR-approved AFOLU methodologies to quantify emissions. The correct application of any 
such models shall be specified in the approved methodology. To be applicable, any model shall: 

 Have the potential to model emissions from the relevant practice change(s) with 
consideration of relevent factors; 

 Have been accepted in a peer reviewed scientific publication and/or been published by a 
government agency39; and  

 Allow for the calculation of uncertainty in predicted emissions (as the root mean squared 
error (RMSE) for empirical models), meeting the relevant requirements for uncertainty 
assessments as stated in Section 2.B.3. 

 

 

Process-based biogeochemical models must consider the following factors, where relevant:  

 Atmospheric factors (e.g., atmospheric background concentrations of ammonia and CO2, and 
nitrogen concentration in rainfall);  

 Daily meteorology;  

 Edaphic factors (e.g., clay content; bulk density; soil pH; SOC at surface soil36F

40; soil texture; 
slope; depth of water retention layer; field capacity; wilting point);  

 Cropping factors (e.g. crop type; planting date; harvest date; carbon-to-nitrogen ratio of the 
grain, leaf + stem tissue and root tissue; fraction of leaves and stem left in field after harvest; 
maximum yield);  

 Tillage factors (e.g., number of tillage events, date and depth of tillage events);  

 Fertilizer application factors (e.g., number of fertilizer applications; date of each  
fertilizer application; application method; type of fertilizer; fertilizer application rate;  
number of organic applications per year; date, type, carbon-to-nitrogen ratio and rate of 
organic amendment application); and  

 Irrigation factors (e.g., number of irrigation events; date, type, and rate of irrigation event). 

 

                                                 
39 ACR may also approve other models on a case-by-case basis via an ACR-lead peer review process. 
40 Depth as required by the process model. 
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For application of the selected model to the project area, the following criteria must be met: 
There must be a study or studies (e.g., scientific journals, university theses, local research 
studies, or work carried out by the Project Proponent) that demonstrate that the use of the 
selected model is appropriate for the IPCC climatic regions of 2006 IPCC AFOLU Guidelines 37F

41 
or the agroecological zone (AEZ) in which the project is situated using one of the following 
options:42  

 

Option 1 The studies used in support of the project should meet the guidance on model 
applicability as outlined in IPCC AFOLU 2006 guidelines in order to show that the 
model is applicable for the relevant IPCC climatic region. The guidance notes that 
an appropriate model should be capable of representing the relevant management 
practices and that the model inputs (i.e., driving variables) are validated from 
country- or region-specific locations that are representative of the variability of 
climate, soil, and management systems in the country. 

Option 2 Where available, the use of national-, regional-, or global-level AEZ classification is 
appropriate to show that the model has been validated for similar AEZs. It is 
recognized that national-level AEZ classifications are not readily available; 
therefore, this methodology allows the use of the global and regional classification. 

Where a project area consists of multiple sites, it is recognized that studies demonstrating 
model validity using either Option 1 or Option 2 may not be available for each of the sites in the 
project area. In such cases, the study used should be capable of demonstrating that the follow-
ing two conditions are met:  

1. The model is validated for at least 50% of the total project area relevant to the practice 
change where the project area covers up to 50,000 ha; or at least 75% of the total pro-
ject area where the project area relevant to the practice change covers more than 
50,000 ha; and  

2. The area for which the model is validated generates at least two-thirds of the total pro-
ject emission reductions.  

 

 

ACR definitions and requirements for independent validation and verification are provided in 
Chapter 9 and in the separate ACR Validation and Verification Standard.   

                                                 
41 http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/pdf/4_Volume4/V4_03_Ch3_Representation.pdf. 
42 IPCC. 2006, 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Volume 4: Agriculture, 

Forestry, and Other Land Use. Prepared by the National Greenhouse Gas Inventories Programme, Eg-
gleston H.S., Buendia L., Miwa K., Ngara T. and Tanabe K. (eds). Published: IGES, Japan. 
http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/index.html.  
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At each interval that the Project Proponent requests issuance of ERTs (usually annually, but 
may be more or less frequent), the Project Proponent shall submit a verification statement that 
is the product of a desk-based audit by an ACR-approved verifier. If applicable, this audit may 
use satellite or other aerial imagery, or other means acceptable to the verifier, to verify project 
continuance and boundaries.   
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ACR requires a full verification for all projects, including a field visit to the project site, no less 
frequently than every 5 years. In AR and wetlands restoration projects, several years may 
elapse between the project Start Date and significant carbon accrual in vegetation. These pro-
ject types may defer their first verification up to 10 years after project validation. The scope of 
this verification should include such carbon stock measurements as the verifier requires to pro-
vide a reasonable level of assurance that the GHG assertion is without material discrepancy 
(per ACR’s materiality threshold of ±5%). It should also include an updated assessment of the 
risk of reversal and an updated buffer contribution (if applicable).  

Contingent upon Annual Attestations and desk-based audits, projects continue to be credited 
until the end of the fifth calendar year following the year in which the field verification was per-
formed. For example, if there is a measurement event in June 2010, a calculation of carbon 
stocks in August 2010, and an initial verification in September 2010, ACR will continue crediting 
through the end of December 2015, provided the Project Proponent supplies its Annual Attesta-
tions and desk-based verification statements at the required intervals. The full verification with 
updated risk assessment also offers Project Proponents the opportunity to demonstrate that the 
risk of reversal has decreased, and thus decrease its contribution to the ACR Buffer Pool, as 
described in Chapter 5.  
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THESE BUFFER POOL TERMS AND CONDITIONS (the “Buffer Pool Terms”) govern the use of the 
American Carbon Registry® Buffer Pool (the “ACR Buffer Pool”) by a Project Proponent and ap-
ply to the ACR AFOLU Carbon Project Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement. 

To use the ACR Buffer Pool in connection with a project, a Project Proponent must first satisfy 
the following conditions: 

I. The Project Proponent must have entered into the American Carbon Registry® AFOLU 
Carbon Project Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement for the project (as amended from time 
to time, the “Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement”). 

II. There must be a GHG Project Plan for the project which, among other things, includes a 
risk assessment conducted in accordance with the ACR Tool for Risk Analysis and Buffer 
Determination, a risk category and an approved buffer contribution amount equal to a min-
imum percentage of the offsets issued by ACR in connection with the project (as 
amended from time to time due to updated ACR-approved risk assessments, the “Mini-
mum Buffer Percentage”). 

Terms capitalized in these Buffer Pool Terms but not defined herein shall have the meanings 
given such terms in the Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement or, if not defined therein, shall have 
the meanings given such terms in the Definitions section of this ACR Standard (as in effect as of 
the execution date of the Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement, the “ACR Standard”). 

ACR will establish an American Carbon Registry® Buffer Pool Account (the “Buffer Pool”), over 
which it has sole operational and management control, to hold the Buffer Contribution from the 
Project (as defined below). ACR shall have the right to hold buffer contributions from all agricul-
ture, forest and other land use (AFOLU) carbon projects registered with ACR in one or more co-
mingled accounts. As long as offsets deposited by a Project Proponent are retained in the 
Buffer Pool Account, the Project Proponent may not transfer, sell, pledge, retire, or otherwise 
dispose of such offsets.  
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In the event that ACR is no longer operational or able to manage the Buffer Pool Account, the 
account will be managed by ACR’s parent organization, Winrock International (“Winrock”) or a 
comparable, qualified organization of Winrock’s election.  

I. ASSESSMENT OF RISK. For AFOLU projects that have risk of Reversal, Project Proponent 
shall conduct a risk assessment addressing both general and project-specific risk factors 
using the ACR Tool for Risk Analysis and Buffer Determination. The output of the tool is 
an overall risk rating percentage for the project, translating into a number of offsets that 
will be deposited in the ACR Buffer Pool Account to mitigate the risk of reversals at the 
time of each issuance, the Minimum Buffer Percentage. The risk assessment, overall risk 
category and Minimum Buffer Percentage, and calculated buffer contribution amount shall 
be included in the GHG Project Plan and Monitoring Report. ACR evaluates the overall 
risk category and corresponding buffer contribution, and the VVB evaluates whether the 
risk assessment has been conducted correctly. If no Reversals occur, the project’s risk 
category and Minimum Buffer Percentage can remain unchanged for five years. The risk 
analysis must be re-evaluated at least every five years, or coincident with the interval of 
required site visit verification except in the event of a Reversal, in which case the risk cat-
egory and Minimum Buffer Contribution shall be re-assessed and re-verified immediately. 

II. BUFFER CONTRIBUTION REQUIREMENT AND TIMING. As set forth herein and in the ACR 
Standard, concurrent with each issuance of offsets to the project, Project Proponent shall 
contribute offsets to the Buffer Pool Account equal to the respective annual volumes of  
offsets being issued within the relevant reporting period multiplied by the Minimum Buffer 
Percentage. Project Proponent may, at its option, contribute a number of offsets greater 
than the number required by application of the Minimum Buffer Percentage. The number 
of offsets contributed to the Buffer Pool Account shall be referred to as the “Buffer Contri-
bution.” In the event of an increase in the Minimum Buffer Percentage due to an updated 
risk assessment, Project Proponent shall make the required additional Buffer Contribution 
within ten (10) days following ACR’s approval of the updated risk assessment.  

III. COMPOSITION OF BUFFER CONTRIBUTION. The Buffer Contribution shall consist of off-
sets generated by the Project, offsets of any other type or vintage held in an ACR registry 
account by the Project Proponent, or any combination thereof. 

I. NOTICE OF REVERSAL. Project Proponent shall provide written notice to ACR immediately 
upon becoming aware of any Unintentional or Intentional Reversal or Early Project Termi-
nation decision. Such notice shall include the number of offsets affected by the Reversal 
(the “Estimated Lost Offset Amount”), a description of how the Estimated Lost Offset 
Amount was determined, a description of the nature and cause of the Reversal and all 
other relevant facts. Project Proponent shall, at its expense, promptly and fully comply 
with all ACR requests for additional information or analyses relating to the Reversal. ACR 
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requires the quantification of carbon stocks after the Reversal as verified by a VVB, at the 
Project Proponent’s expense, to be reported to and confirmed by ACR (the “Verified Lost 
Offset Amount”) within six months of the Reversal.  

II. LOSS MITIGATION FOR AN UNINTENTIONAL REVERSAL. ACR mitigates the loss from an 
Unintentional Reversal by retiring from the Buffer Pool the Estimated Loss Amount at Pro-
ject Proponent’s expense (including payment of then-applicable offset retirement fees). If 
the Lost Offset Amount is less than the Project Proponent’s net Buffer Contributions up to 
that time, then the Buffer Contributions cover the Reversal. If the Lost Offset Amount from 
the Reversal exceeds the Proponent’s Buffer Contributions to date, the Project Proponent 
shall pay a “deductible” of 10% of the Lost Offset Amount, depositing this additional offset 
amount in the ACR Buffer Pool within thirty (30) days of the retirement, and the Buffer 
Pool covers the remainder. The deductible contribution may be of ACR offsets of any type 
and vintage. Following unintentional reversals, the Proponent is not required to replenish 
the buffer unless the Minimum Buffer Percentage increases based on the risk assessment 
update. If the Verified Lost Amount is greater than the Estimated Lost Amount, ACR will 
retire from the Buffer Pool the difference. 

III. LOSS MITIGATION FOR AN INTENTIONAL REVERSAL. ACR mitigates the loss from an In-
tentional Reversal, which is assumed as all affected carbon stocks, by canceling the asso-
ciated volume of credits from the Project Proponent’s account and/or canceling or retiring 
from the Buffer Pool the Estimated Loss Amount (as applicable) at Project Proponent’s 
expense (including payment of then-applicable offset activation, retirement and cancela-
tion fees) upon notification by the Project Proponent. Cancelation of all non-transacted off-
sets will occur for a project that has terminated early and retirement will occur equivalent 
to any volume that has been transferred. The Project Proponent shall, at the Project Pro-
ponent’s expense, contribute the Estimated Lost Offset Amount to the Buffer Pool Ac-
count within thirty (30) days of the Reversal. This Buffer Contribution may be made using 
ACR offsets of any type or vintage. If the Project Proponent does not make this Buffer 
Contribution within thirty (30) days, ACR retains the right to freeze the account and use 
any existing offsets to compensate for the Reversal.  

The Verified Offset Amount must be submitted to ACR within six months of Reversal un-
less additional time is granted by ACR in writing. If the Verified Lost Amount is greater 
than the Estimated Lost Amount, Project Proponent shall contribute an additional amount 
for the difference, which will be retired by ACR.   

IV. EARLY PROJECT TERMINATION DUE TO REVERSAL. Sequestration projects will terminate 
automatically if a Reversal, Intentional or Unintentional, causes project stocks to decrease 
below baseline levels prior to the end of the Minimum Project Term. In cases where this 
decrease is caused by intentional reductions to stocks (e.g., forest conversion or over-har-
vesting), which is considered an Intentional Reversal, the Project Proponent shall com-
pensate for all issued offsets to that project following the process in III above.  

V. EARLY PROJECT TERMINATION. If a Project Proponent opts to terminate the project at 
any time prior to the end of the Minimum Project Term by discontinuing project monitoring, 
verification and reporting activities for the Project (or subset of the project in an aggre-
gated or PDA project) or leaves the carbon program, ACR conservatively considers the 
cumulative sequestration and/or emissions reductions from avoided conversion of the pro-
ject to be lost (i.e., all offsets issued to the project). Project Proponents must compensate 
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for the full amount of all offsets issued cumulatively to the project upon termination. If only 
a portion of the project land owners (i.e., in the case of an aggregated or POA project) 
chooses to terminate, the remaining land owners may continue project activities if the 
area which was terminated is compensated. The Project Proponent shall have the respon-
sibility to compensate for project termination following the process in III above.  

In the case of Early Project Termination in order to re-enroll the project in another volun-
tary, state or federal program, the Project Proponent must compensate for all offsets is-
sued to the Project following the process in III above. This is because ACR does not have 
the ability to enforce the actions of a Project Proponent on a project that is no longer reg-
istered on ACR.  

VI. RISK ASSESSMENT UPDATE. Project Proponent shall comply with the risk assessment 
update requirements pursuant to the Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement upon occur-
rence of a Reversal. Frequent recurring reversals will lead to a higher assessed risk and 
accordingly increased Minimum Buffer Percentage. 

To the extent required under the ACR Standard, ACR shall, following the termination of the Pro-
ject Term, decide to continue to hold or to retire any remaining offsets contributed to the Buffer 
Pool Account with respect to the Project. For purposes hereof, “Project Term” shall mean the 
period ending at the termination of the later of (i) the Minimum Project Term (including any re-
newals or extensions) and (ii) any additional period in which, pursuant to the ACR Standard, 
Project Proponent has agreed to document project continuance. 

The following events and circumstances shall constitute an Event of Default under these Buffer 
Pool Terms: (i) Project Proponent’s failure to notify ACR within ten (10) days after becoming 
aware of a reversal or Early Project Termination decision; (ii) Project Proponent’s failure to cure 
a breach of these Buffer Pool Terms within ten (10) days following notice of such breach by 
ACR to Project Proponent; (iii) the occurrence of an Event of Default under the Reversal Risk 
Mitigation Agreement; and (iv) a bankruptcy, receivership or other insolvency proceeding by or 
against Project Proponent and not dismissed within sixty (60) days of the making of a general 
assignment for the benefit of creditors, insolvency, or the institution of bankruptcy, reorganiza-
tion, liquidation or receivership proceedings, by or against Project Proponent. 

Upon the occurrence of an Event of Default, ACR may, in its sole discretion and without limita-
tion of ACR’s right to pursue other available legal or equitable remedies, pursue any of the rem-
edies set forth in the Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement. 
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I. LIMITATION OF LIABILITY. In no event shall ACR, its owners, affiliates or subsidiaries, and 
their respective officers, directors, independent contractors, employees, agents, or donors 
(the “ACR Parties”) be liable for damages arising out of or in connection with these Buffer 
Pool Terms, except to the extent caused by the ACR’s negligence or willful misconduct. 

UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES SHALL ANY ACR PARTY BE LIABLE FOR LOST PROFITS OR 
ANY SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN 
CONNECTION WITH THESE BUFFER POOL TERMS. NOTWITHSTANDING ANYTHING TO 
THE CONTRARY IN THIS AGREEMENT, IN NO EVENT SHALL THE AGGREGATE LIABILITY 
OF THE ACR PARTIES TO PROJECT PROPONENT OR ANY THIRD PARTIES UNDER OR IN 
CONNECTION WITH THESE BUFFER POOL TERMS EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF FEES PAID 
BY PROJECT PROPONENT TO THE REGISTRY UNDER THE ACR MEMBER AGREEMENT. 

Project Proponent acknowledges and agrees that the foregoing limitations are independ-
ent of any remedy and will remain in full force and effect notwithstanding the failure of the 
essential purposes of any such remedy. The provisions of this section shall apply regard-
less of the form of action, damage, claim, liability, cost, expense, or loss, whether in con-
tract, statute, tort (including, without limitation, negligence), or otherwise. 

II. INDEMNIFICATION. Project Proponent agrees to indemnify and hold the ACR Parties 
harmless from any losses, damages, liabilities, judgments, settlements, fines, taxes, liens, 
impositions, encumbrances, penalties, claims, suits, costs and expenses, including rea-
sonable attorneys’ fees, arising out of or related to: (i) Project Proponent’s breach of these 
Buffer Pool Terms; or (ii) violation by Project Proponent of any law or regulation, or the 
rights of a third party. 

ACR reserves the right, in its sole discretion, to augment, segment, reformat, reconfigure, delete 
elements of, or otherwise modify at any time these Buffer Pool Terms or create new types or 
versions thereof. ACR shall provide Project Proponent with at least thirty (30) days’ prior notice 
of material modifications to the Buffer Pool Terms. Such modifications shall be effective upon 
the date set forth in the notice. Continued use of the American Carbon Registry® by Project  
Proponent after the effective date set forth in the notice shall constitute acceptance of  
such modifications. 

All notices and other communications required, made or permitted hereunder shall be made in 
the manner set forth in the Reversal Risk Mitigation Agreement. ACR also may provide notices 
of changes to the ACR Standard, the Buffer Pool Terms or other matters by displaying notices 
or links to notices to Project Proponents generally on the American Carbon Registry® website. 
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The ACR Standard is based on the foundation laid by the normative reference standards and 
documents listed in Table 5 below. These documents assisted ACR to articulate its own require-
ments and specifications for the quantification, monitoring, and reporting of GHG project-based 
emissions reductions and removals, verification, project registration, and issuance of project-
based offsets. 

In particular, the ACR Standard builds on the ISO technical specifications for GHG accounting, 
GHG assertions and verification, and verifier accreditation as set forth in the ISO 14064 Parts 1-
3:2006 and ISO 14065:2013, Specifications. To the ISO specifications, ACR adds its own man-
datory requirements as detailed in the ACR eligibility criteria, additionality determination pro-
cess, sector standards, and approved methodologies and tools. In the event of conflicts be-
tween the ACR Standard and the ISO technical specifications or other normative references, the 
ACR Standard shall take precedence.  

Table 5: Normative References for the ACR Standard 

AUTHORING BODY DOCUMENT OR STANDARD RELATIONSHIP TO ACR 

International 
Standardization 
Organization (ISO) 

 ISO 14064:2006 Parts 1-
3: A set of international 
standards that address 
the quantification, 
reporting, and verification 
of GHG emissions and 
project reductions  

 ISO 14065:2013: Verifier 
accreditation 
requirements 

ISO 14064:2006 provides a 
foundation for the ACR 
Standard with technical 
specifications for GHG ac-
counting and reporting for 
projects and verification as-
sertions. ISO 14065: 2007 
specifies requirements for 
verifier accreditation.  

Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change (IPCC) 

 Guidelines for National 
GHG Inventories  

 Good Practice Guidance 

 Fourth Assessment 
Report 

Identification of best prac-
tices and options for GHG 
emission inventory develop-
ment; methodological guid-
ance and primary seed doc-
ument for more specific 
guidance materials and 
standards 
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AUTHORING BODY DOCUMENT OR STANDARD RELATIONSHIP TO ACR 

Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM) 

 Project-level baseline and 
monitoring tools and 
methodologies 

 Tool for the 
Demonstration and 
Assessment of 
Additionality 

 GHG sources and sinks 
significance test 

ACR generally accepts ap-
proved CDM methodologies 
for baselines and monitor-
ing. The CDM additionality 
tool informs ACR additional-
ity tests and may assist Pro-
ject Proponents in formulat-
ing additionality arguments. 
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Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). List of Accepted Baseline and Monitoring Tools and 
Methodologies. http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/PAmethodologies/approved.html. 

Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). Tool for the demonstration and assessment of addition-
ality. http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/PAmethodologies/tools/am-tool-01-v5.2.pdf.  

Climate, Community & Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA). Climate, Community and Biodiversity 
Standards, Project Design Standards, Second Edition (2008). http://www.climate-stand-
ards.org/standards/pdf/ccb_standards_second_edition_december_2008.pdf.  

Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry (especially Chapter 4.3 
on LULUCF projects). IPCC. http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/gpglulucf/gpglulucf_con-
tents.htm.  

International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14064-1:2006(E) - Greenhouse gases. Part 
1: Specification with guidance at the organization level for quantification, monitoring, and re-
porting of greenhouse gas emission reductions or removal. 

International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14064-2:2006(E) - Greenhouse gases. Part 
2: Specification with guidance at the project level for quantification, monitoring and reporting 
of greenhouse gas emission reductions or removal enhancements. 

International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14064-3:2006(E) - Greenhouse gases. Part 
3: Specification with guidance for the validation and verification of greenhouse gas asser-
tions. 

International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14065:2013(E) - Greenhouse gases. Re-
quirements for greenhouse gas validation and verification bodies for use in accreditation or 
other forms of recognition. 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2006. Guidelines for National Greenhouse 
Gas Inventories Volume 4 Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use. http://www.ipccng-
gip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/vol4.html.  

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 2007. Fourth Assessment Report. 
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/syr/ar4_syr.pdf. 

Pearson, T., S. Walker and S. Brown. 2006. Afforestation and Reforestation under the Clean 
Development Mechanism: Project Formulation Manual. ITTO and Winrock International. 
http://www.winrock.org/ecosystems/tools.asp?BU=9086. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Climate Leaders Program, GHG In-
ventory Protocol (May 2005). http://www.epa.gov/climateleaders/resources/inventory-guid-
ance.html. 
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World Bank. 2012. Safeguard Policies. http://go.worldbank.org/WTA1ODE7T0.  

World Resources Institute and World Business Council for Sustainable Development. The Land 
Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry (LULUCF) Guidance for GHG Project Accounting (LU-
LUCF Guidance). http://www.ghgprotocol.org/files/lulucf-final.pdf. 
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1 

1  Introduction 
The voluntary carbon market has the potential to significantly facilitate efforts to reduce 
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere and to help mitigate climate change. At the same time, 
there has been a great need for increased environmental integrity, transparency, rigor, and 
accuracy in this market. The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) was created to meet this need 
by providing a rigorous set of protocols, guidelines, and tools to support the voluntary carbon 
market. The Reserve is intended to increase certainty and build confidence in the greenhouse 
gas (GHG) reduction market on the part of investors, project developers, the environmental 
community, and the public.  
 
The Reserve Offset Program Manual summarizes the Reserve’s overarching principles, its 
general project accounting guidelines, and its rules and procedures for registering projects and 
creating offset credits for the voluntary market. It also describes the process used by the 
Reserve to develop protocols for determining the eligibility of, and quantifying reductions from, 
carbon offset projects.  
 
Detailed information on the Reserve’s general operating procedures and verification program 
can be found in the following documents: 
 

▪ Climate Action Reserve User Guide 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/open-an-account/ 

▪ Climate Action Reserve Terms of Use  
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/open-an-account/ 

▪ Climate Action Reserve Verification Program Manual 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/  
 

Guidance in this Reserve Offset Program Manual is limited to the Reserve’s program serving 
the voluntary carbon market. For information on the Reserve’s role as an Early Action Offset 
Program and Offset Project Registry for the California Compliance Offset Program, please see 
the following resources: 
 

▪ Climate Action Reserve California Compliance Offset Program website 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/california-compliance-projects/  

▪ California Air Resources Board Compliance Offset Program website 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/offsets/offsets.htm  

1.1 The Climate Action Reserve 
The Climate Action Reserve is an offsets program working to ensure integrity, transparency, 
and financial value in the North American carbon market. It does this by establishing regulatory-
quality standards for the development, quantification, and verification of GHG emission 
reduction projects in North America; issuing carbon offset credits known as Climate Reserve 
Tonnes (CRTs) generated from such projects; and tracking the transaction of credits over time 
in a transparent, publicly-accessible system. Adherence to the Reserve’s high standards 
ensures that emission reductions associated with projects are real, permanent, and additional, 
thereby instilling confidence in the environmental benefit, credibility, and efficiency of the U.S. 
carbon market. 
 
At the heart of the Reserve is a publicly accessible web-based system where owners and 
developers of carbon offset projects can register project information along with verification 
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reports demonstrating GHG emission reductions. Emission reductions are verified as CRTs, 
which provide title assurance and unique serial number identifiers to assure that each metric ton 
is counted and retired only once. 
 
The Reserve uses a rigorous, open, and comprehensive process for developing all of its 
protocols. The Reserve’s primary focus is on accurate and conservative GHG accounting to 
ensure that the emission reductions it certifies are real, permanent, additional, verifiable, and 
enforceable.  

1.2 Reserve Program Principles 
The Reserve’s program rules and procedures, eligibility criteria, and quantification and 
verification protocols are designed to ensure that GHG emission reductions certified by the 
Reserve are: 
 

▪ Real: Estimated GHG reductions should not be an artifact of incomplete or inaccurate 
emissions accounting. Methods for quantifying emission reductions should be 
conservative to avoid overstating a project’s effects. The effects of a project on GHG 
emissions must be comprehensively accounted for, including unintended effects (often 
referred to as “leakage”). 

▪ Additional: GHG reductions must be additional to any that would have occurred in the 
absence of the Climate Action Reserve, or of a market for GHG reductions generally. 
“Business as usual” reductions – i.e., those that would occur in the absence of a GHG-
reduction market – should not be eligible for registration. 

▪ Permanent: In order to function as offsets to GHG emissions, GHG reductions must 
effectively be “permanent.” This means, in general, that any net reversal in GHG 
reductions used to offset emissions must be fully accounted for and compensated 
through the achievement of additional reductions. 

▪ Verified: GHG reductions must result from activities that have been verified on an ex 
post basis. Verification requires third-party review of monitoring data for a project to 
ensure the data are complete and accurate. 

▪ Owned Unambiguously: No parties other than the registered project developer must be 
able to reasonably claim ownership of the GHG reductions. 

 
In addition, the Reserve strives to ensure that the offset projects it registers are not harmful. 
Project activities should not cause or contribute to negative social, economic or environmental 
outcomes and ideally should result in benefits beyond climate change mitigation. Projects are 
encouraged to identify, measure, and report on any non-GHG benefits of the project activities, 
such as alignment with the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals or other identified 
co-benefits.1 
 
Finally, the Reserve strives for practicality, by integrating rigorous requirements with time- and 
cost-minimizing steps for project developers. Practicality involves alleviating potential barriers to 
GHG project implementation without compromising credibility.  

                                                
 
1 More information on the UN Sustainable Development Goals may be found at: 
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdgs.  
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2  Program Level GHG Reduction Accounting Guidelines 
The Reserve develops protocols specifying eligibility criteria and detailing steps to estimate, 
monitor, and verify GHG reductions achieved by specific types of projects. While each project 
protocol contains guidance specific to individual project types, Reserve protocols also adhere to 
general project accounting principles. This section describes the Reserve’s standardized project 
accounting guidelines that are the foundation for all project protocols.  

2.1 General Approach, Principles, and References 
The Reserve strives to develop protocols that are “standardized” in nature, meaning they apply 
standardized factors and eligibility rules to the extent possible while maintaining sufficient rigor 
and accuracy. In addition, the form and content of Reserve protocols follow internationally 
established accounting principles and standards. 

2.1.1 Standardized Offset Crediting 

A core objective of the Climate Action Reserve is to adopt “standardized” approaches to offset 
crediting. Standardized offset crediting has two main elements:2  
 

1. Determining the eligibility and additionality of projects using standard criteria, rather 
than project-specific assessments. 

2. Quantifying GHG emission reductions using standard baseline assumptions, 
emission factors, and monitoring methods. 

 
The main goal of standardized offset crediting is to minimize the subjective judgment required in 
evaluating whether a project should receive credit for emission reductions, and in determining 
how much credit it should receive. Compared to project-specific assessment and analysis, 
standardized crediting reduces transaction costs for project developers, alleviates uncertainties 
for investors, and increases the transparency of project approval and verification decisions. 
Furthermore, the Reserve believes that appropriately designed standardized protocols can be 
as rigorous as project-specific approaches in ensuring additionality and environmental integrity 
(see Section 2.4.1 below for further discussion of standardized additionality tests).  
 
Three challenges with standardized crediting are worth noting. First, developing standardized 
methods for determining additionality and estimating baselines requires significant upfront 
research and analysis. In order to avoid the need for extensive data collection and analysis on a 
project-by-project basis, the Reserve invests significant time and resources to establish credible 
benchmarks and emission factors that can be applied to similar projects throughout an entire 
industry or sector. The Reserve may frequently build off existing project-specific methodologies, 
but in general will augment these methodologies with further analysis to establish standardized 
tests and metrics.  
 
Second, because “business as usual” activities can vary significantly across different 
geographic areas, standardized benchmarks and factors for one region will not necessarily be 
appropriate for other regions. Therefore, standardized protocols will almost always apply to a 
specific, limited geographic area. Every Reserve protocol specifies the geographic region(s) to 

                                                
 
2 For further reference, see Broekhoff, D., 2007. Expanding Global Emissions Trading: Prospects for Standardized 
Carbon Offset Crediting. International Emissions Trading Association, Geneva. 
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which it applies. In adapting protocols for other geographic regions, the Reserve engages in a 
full stakeholder process designed to assess and incorporate region-specific benchmarks and 
factors.  
 
Third, not all possible offset project types are equally amenable to standardized crediting.3 For 
some types of projects, determining additionality and estimating baseline emissions cannot be 
done credibly and accurately on a standardized basis. In general, the Reserve will avoid 
developing protocols for these project types. Alternatively, the Reserve may incorporate project-
specific methods or variables into standardized protocols as appropriate, or limit the scope of 
protocols to address only activities and conditions for which standardized approaches are 
feasible. 

2.1.2 Reference Standards 

The Reserve’s offset project protocols are designed to be consistent with the principles, 
requirements, and guidance of two overarching standards for project-based GHG accounting:4 

 
▪ International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14064, Part 2 
▪ The World Resources Institute/World Business Council for Sustainable Development 

(WRI/WBCSD) Greenhouse Gas Protocol for Project Accounting 
 
Both standards contain consistent general requirements for quantifying reductions in GHG 
emissions (or increases in carbon sequestration) that result from project-based activities, 
including requirements for: 
 

1. Establishing GHG accounting boundaries 
2. Estimating baseline emissions 
3. Determining project-case emissions 
4. Monitoring project activities 

 
Although the ISO and WRI/WBCSD standards are largely consistent in their basic requirements, 
they have different terminologies and structures. Reserve protocols may utilize terminology from 
either or both standards depending on circumstances. The structure and general content of 
Reserve protocols are presented in the remainder of this section. 

2.2 GHG Accounting Principles 
There is now strong international consensus around a core standard set of overarching 
principles to guide decisions about the accounting, quantification, and reporting of project-based 
GHG reductions. These consensus principles are listed and defined in both the ISO and 
WRI/WBCSD standard referenced above. Definitions of these principles differ slightly between 
the two standards; the Reserve interprets the principles as follows in developing its protocols: 
 

                                                
 
3 Ibid. 
4 International Organization for Standardization, 2019. ISO 14064, Part 2: “Specification with guidance at the project 
level for quantification, monitoring, and reporting of greenhouse gas emission reductions or removal enhancements.” 
International Organization for Standardization, Geneva, Switzerland; World Resources Institute and World Business 
Council for Sustainable Development, 2005. The GHG Protocol for Project Accounting, World Resources Institute, 
Washington, DC. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/


Reserve Offset Program Manual  November 2019 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Reserve Offset Program Manual at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/  

5 

▪ Relevance: Data, methods, criteria, assumptions, and accounting boundaries should be 
chosen based on their “intended use.” For the Reserve, this means protocols are 
designed around standardized, practical approaches to GHG accounting while still 
adhering to other core accounting principles. 

▪ Completeness: All relevant information should be considered when developing criteria 
and procedures, and all relevant GHG emissions and removals should be accounted for. 
Reserve protocols comprehensively identify the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs 
affected by project activities and require accounting for all significant changes in GHG 
emissions or removals that may result from a project. Where there are multiple baseline 
possibilities, protocols must thoroughly address identification and quantification methods 
for each possibility. 

▪ Consistency: Data, methods, criteria, and assumptions should allow meaningful and 
valid comparisons of the GHG reductions achieved by different projects. Reserve 
protocols are standardized to apply consistent GHG accounting and monitoring methods 
to all projects of the same type. Reserve protocols are also designed to reflect similarly 
rigorous and conservative accounting methods and assumptions for all project types. 

▪ Transparency: Sufficient information should be disclosed to allow reviewers and 
stakeholders to make decisions about the credibility and reliability of GHG reduction 
claims with reasonable confidence. Access to sufficient and appropriate GHG-related 
information is critical for assuring users of the Reserve that a project’s GHG reduction 
claims are credible. To this end, the Reserve uses an open, consultative process for 
developing protocols; makes protocols publicly available; requires regular, rigorous, and 
complete reporting from registered projects; and provides a publicly accessible database 
detailing all relevant information used to quantify GHG reductions for each registered 
project. In addition, the Reserve’s standardized protocols reduce ambiguities associated 
with how project-related information is interpreted. 

▪ Accuracy: Uncertainties and bias should be reduced as far as is practical. Greater 
accuracy in estimating GHG emissions and reductions will help ensure credibility of 
GHG reduction claims. Reserve protocols require that quantification of GHG reductions 
and monitoring of GHG emissions and other variables be conducted within acceptable 
levels of uncertainty. All GHG reduction estimates must pass rigorous review by an 
independent verification body. Where accuracy is difficult to achieve, Reserve protocols 
will err on the side of being conservative with GHG reduction estimates. 

▪ Conservativeness: Conservative assumptions, values, and procedures should be used 
to ensure that GHG reductions are not over-estimated. Reserve protocols employ 
conservative estimation methods whenever data and assumptions are uncertain and 
measures to reduce uncertainty would be impractical.  

2.3 Project Definition  
A GHG project is a specific activity or set of activities intended to reduce GHG emissions, 
increase the storage of carbon or enhance GHG removals from the atmosphere.5 A GHG 
project is considered to be a “carbon offset” project if the GHG reductions or removals it 
generates are used to compensate for GHG emissions occurring elsewhere.6 Projects that meet 

                                                
 
5 World Resources Institute (WRI), World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD), 2005. The GHG 
Protocol for Project Accounting. World Resources Institute, Washington, D.C. 
6 Offset Quality Initiative, 2008. Ensuring Offset Quality: Integrating High Quality Greenhouse Gas Offsets Into North 
American Cap-and-Trade Policy. Available at: http://www.offsetqualityinitiative.org/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
http://www.offsetqualityinitiative.org/


Reserve Offset Program Manual  November 2019 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Reserve Offset Program Manual at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/  

6 

the Reserve’s standards are issued emission reduction or removal credits, and those credits act 
as offsets when they are certified and retired in the Reserve’s online registry. The Reserve’s 
primary purpose is to certify GHG reductions as carbon offsets.  
 
Every Reserve protocol clearly defines the type of activity (or activities) that constitute a GHG 
reduction project. A clear project definition ensures that GHG quantification methods prescribed 
by the protocol are applied only where they are relevant and appropriate. The “project definition” 
section of each protocol specifies the kinds of activities that must be undertaken to reduce GHG 
emissions (or increase removals), the required conditions that must be met for these activities, 
and the necessary elements of project design and implementation.  

2.3.1 Project Types 

The Reserve only registers GHG projects that follow project protocols that have been developed 
by the Reserve. In other words, only projects meeting the requirements of project protocols that 
have been approved and adopted by the Reserve’s Board are eligible for registration on the 
Reserve. The Reserve may establish linkages with additional programs in the future to allow 
other projects to be registered. 
 
Approved project protocols and information on additional project protocols in development are 
available for download at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/.  

2.4 Project Eligibility Criteria 
Eligibility criteria specify essential characteristics a project must have in order to register with 
the Reserve, as well as the conditions under which the Reserve will issue CRTs to a project. In 
Reserve protocols, eligibility criteria serve three main purposes: 
 

1. To ensure that baseline estimation methods and emission factors prescribed by the 
protocol are relevant and appropriate. Reserve protocols use standardized baseline 
estimation methods that are calibrated to specific geographic regions; to be eligible, 
projects must be located in an appropriate geographic region. 

2. To ensure that projects are “additional.” To test for additionality, the Reserve employs 
objective criteria designed to distinguish additional projects from those that would have 
happened anyway (i.e., in the absence of an offset market). These criteria fall into two 
categories: (1) a legal requirement test, and (2) a performance standard test. These 
tests are explained and described further below. 

3. To ensure that projects adhere to all applicable laws and do not cause adverse 
environmental, social or economic impacts. 

 
Generally, the Reserve seeks to specify eligibility criteria that are as standardized and objective 
as possible. This means that criteria will be designed to require a minimum amount of subjective 
judgment in determining whether a project is eligible.  

2.4.1 Additionality Determinations 

Within existing carbon offset programs, there are two basic approaches to determining 
“additionality”: project-specific and standardized. The Reserve applies a standardized approach 
to determining additionality, where performance standards and other conditions or criteria that 
projects must meet in order to be considered additional are determined by the Reserve. These 
standards and criteria are established separately for each project type and are designed to 
exclude non-additional (or “business as usual”) projects from eligibility. In all cases, projects that 
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are required by law or regulation are excluded. Other criteria and conditions are specified in 
each project protocol. 
 
This approach differs from some other offset programs, where additionality is assessed using 
information and analysis specific to each project (see Box 1). It avoids the need to subjectively 
interpret individual project developers’ assertions about additionality and sends a clear signal to 
market participants about which projects will be eligible and which ones will not. Like any testing 
method, however, it is potentially subject to error. The Reserve strives to establish rigorous 
standards for additionality that serve to exclude the vast majority of non-additional projects. At 
the same time, the Reserve acknowledges that no system of testing for additionality is perfect, 
and it reserves the right to update and modify additionality criteria over time in light of new data 
and information. 
 

Box 1. Project-Specific vs. Standardized Additionality Tests 
 
Project-specific approaches to determining additionality seek to assess, by weighing certain kinds of 
evidence, whether a project in fact differs from a hypothetical baseline scenario in which there is no 
carbon offset market. Generally, a project and its possible alternatives are subjected to a comparative 
analysis of their implementation barriers and/or expected benefits (e.g., financial returns). If an option 
other than the project itself is identified as the most likely alternative for the “business as usual” (or 
“baseline”) scenario, the project is considered additional. The Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM), a global carbon offset program for projects in developing countries, requires 
project-specific additionality tests. 
 
Standardized, or performance-based, approaches to additionality evaluate projects against a consistent 
set of criteria designed to exclude non-additional projects and include additional ones on a sector-wide 
basis. For example, standardized tests could involve determinations that a project:  
 

▪ Is not mandated by law 
▪ Exceeds common practice 
▪ Involves a particular type of high-performing technology 
▪ Has an emission rate lower than most others in its class (e.g., relative to a performance 

standard) 
 
From a regulatory perspective, standardized performance-based additionality tests are advantageous 
in that they are less subjective and administratively easier to implement than project-specific tests. 
Additionally, they can reduce transaction costs for project developers, alleviate uncertainties for 
investors, and increase the transparency and consistency of regulatory decisions. For further 
discussion of these two approaches, see Broekhoff, D., 2007. Expanding Global Emissions Trading: 
Prospects for Standardized Carbon Offset Crediting. International Emissions Trading Association, 
Geneva.  

 
The Reserve incorporates standardized additionality tests in all of its protocols. These tests 
generally have two components: a legal requirement test and a performance standard test.  

2.4.1.1 Legal Requirement Test 

Projects are very likely to be non-additional if their implementation is required by law. A legal 
requirement test ensures that eligible projects (and/or the GHG reductions they achieve) would 
not have occurred anyway in order to comply with federal, state or local regulations, or other 
legally binding mandates. A project passes the legal requirement test when there are no laws, 
statutes, regulations, court orders, environmental mitigation agreements, permitting conditions 
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or other legally binding mandates requiring its implementation, or requiring the implementation 
of similar measures that would achieve equivalent levels of GHG emission reductions.  
 
In Reserve protocols, the specific provisions of the legal requirement test may differ depending 
on the project type. During protocol development, the Reserve performs a review of existing and 
pending regulations to identify any specific regulatory requirements that would mandate the 
implementation of project activities covered by the protocol. If such requirements are identified, 
then project activities in relevant jurisdictions may be categorically excluded from eligibility.  
 
In addition, Reserve protocols require project developers to review and determine whether 
federal, state or local regulations and other legal requirements (including local agency 
ordinances or rulings) require the implementation of their project. This review is always required 
at the time a project is registered and may be required each verification period thereafter 
depending on the protocol. Generally, Reserve protocols will stipulate the following: 
 

▪ Project monitoring plans must include procedures that the project developer will follow to 
periodically ascertain and demonstrate that the project passes the legal requirement 
test.  

▪ Project developers must submit a signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
stipulating that the project is not required by law. 

2.4.1.2 Performance Standard Test 

Projects that are not legally required may still be non-additional if they would have been 
implemented for other reasons, e.g., because they are attractive investments irrespective of 
carbon offset revenues. Performance standard tests are intended to screen out this potential set 
of projects. In developing performance standards, the Reserve considers financial, economic, 
social, and technological drivers that may affect decisions to undertake a particular project 
activity. Standards are specified such that the large majority of projects that meet the standard 
are unlikely to have been implemented due to these other drivers. In other words, incentives 
created by the carbon market are likely to have played a critical role in decisions to implement 
projects that meet the performance standard.  
 
Although performance standard tests do not require individual project assessments of financial 
returns and implementation barriers, they are designed to reflect these factors in determining 
which projects are additional. Projects that pass a performance standard test should be those 
that – in the absence of a carbon offset market – would have insufficient financial returns or 
would face other types of insurmountable implementation barriers. 
 
In Reserve protocols, performance standards may be specified in several ways: 
 

▪ Emission rate thresholds. For some project types, a performance standard may be 
specified in terms of a rate of GHG emissions (usually per unit of production of some 
product or service, e.g., tonnes of CO2 per megawatt-hour). Generally, the threshold rate 
would be based on a level of performance that is significantly better than average for the 
industry or sector. Projects that have lower emission rates than the threshold, for 
example, would be considered additional.  

▪ Practice- or technology-based thresholds. Performance standards may also be specified 
in terms of a specific practice or technology that is rarely or never implemented in the 
absence of a carbon offset market. Such standards are generally based on surveys of 
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the market penetration rates of candidate practices or technologies. Projects employing 
a qualifying technology or practice are automatically considered additional. 

▪ Other qualifying conditions or criteria. Performance standards may also incorporate, or 
be based on, other specific qualifying conditions that a project must meet in order to be 
considered eligible. Conditions may include characteristics related to the project site, 
specifications for a particular eligible technology or practice, or other contextual factors. 
Projects meeting the conditions would be considered additional. 

 
Several specifications may be combined in a single performance standard test. For example, a 
protocol may define a performance standard in terms of a specific type of technology that has 
an emission rate below a certain threshold and is implemented at an eligible project location. 
 
Performance standard tests are developed through extensive analysis of standard practices and 
technology deployment in industry sectors related to a project type. They may also be based on 
an assessment of “typical” financial, implementation, and operating conditions facing a certain 
type of project. Most Reserve protocols contain an appendix explaining and summarizing the 
analyses undertaken to establish the protocol’s performance standard. 
 
The Reserve has no predefined threshold for determining an acceptable performance standard. 
Rather, establishing performance standards involves balancing the need to restrict eligibility for 
non-additional projects with the goal of allowing additional (and otherwise eligible) projects to 
participate. Setting a threshold always involves making tradeoffs between these two goals and 
may also involve considerations about the size of the market for carbon credits and the potential 
supply of reductions available from certain project types.7 See Box 2 for further discussion and a 
hypothetical example. 
 

                                                
 
7 For further discussion of setting thresholds and establishing the parameters for additionality tests, see Trexler, M., 
D. Broekhoff, and L. Kosloff, 2006. “A Statistically-Driven Approach to Offset-Based GHG Additionality. 
Determinations: What Can We Learn?” in Sustainable Development Law & Policy, Volume VI, Issue 2, Winter 2006. 
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Box 2. Determining Acceptable Performance Standard Thresholds 
 
A common rule of thumb for establishing performance standards is that they should make eligible only 
technologies or practices that are not “common practice.” However, “common practice” is often difficult to 
define. Instead of adopting a simple rule for defining “common practice” (as a threshold market 
penetration rate, for example) the Reserve requires setting performance standards based on an overall 
assessment of the market for GHG reductions and the risk of crediting too many non-additional 
reductions.  
 
For example, suppose a particular emission-reducing technology has a market penetration rate of five 
percent. Colloquially, such a technology would not be considered “common practice.” However, if a 
threshold were established allowing all instances of this technology to be eligible for offset crediting, we 
could expect existing users of the technology to apply for credit despite the fact that they were employing 
it already, without any incentives from the carbon market. This will have consequences for the integrity of 
the carbon market. Whether such consequences are serious depends on the potential supply of 
reductions from this technology compared to overall demand for reductions. If five percent of the market 
would result in hundreds of millions of tonnes of GHG reductions, for example, then a simple technology-
based threshold would be too lenient, and the Reserve would explore using additional criteria that could 
further exclude “business as usual” instances of the technology despite its relative rarity. If five percent of 
the market would result in only a few thousand tonnes of GHG reductions, then the Reserve may 
consider a simple technology-based threshold acceptable. 

2.4.2 Project Location 

Projects throughout the United States are eligible to be registered with the Reserve. Some 
project types are also eligible in Mexico. Project developers should check the project location 
eligibility requirements specified in each project protocol. 

2.4.3 Project Start Date 

In general, the start date for a project will correspond to the start of the activity that generates 
GHG reductions (sometimes referred to as “start of operations”). Specific requirements for 
determining the start date of a project are contained in each protocol. 
 
The Reserve limits the eligibility of projects according to their start dates. Start date restrictions 
are intended to accommodate “early actors” for a period of time following the adoption of new 
protocols, but to otherwise restrict eligibility to new projects. The Reserve’s general policy is as 
follows: 
 

1. For qualifying projects that have not previously been listed or registered on a 
greenhouse gas registry or program: 

 
a. For a period of 12 months following the adoption by the Reserve Board of any 

new protocol, the Reserve will accept projects for listing with start dates (as 
defined in the protocol) that are no more than 24 months earlier than the date of 
the Reserve protocol’s adoption. These are considered pre-existing projects. 

 
b. After the 12-month period following the date of the Reserve protocol’s adoption, 

the Reserve will accept projects for listing with start dates (as defined in the 
protocol) that are no more than six months prior to the date on which they are 
submitted. A project submitted within six months of its start date is considered a 
“new” project. 
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2. For qualifying projects that have previously been listed or registered on a greenhouse 
gas registry or program: 

 
a. Projects with start dates (as defined in a relevant Reserve protocol) on or after 

January 1, 2001 but more than 24 months earlier than the date of adoption of a 
relevant new Reserve protocol – and which were listed or registered with another 
registry or program at least 24 months earlier than the date of adoption of the 
new Reserve protocol – may apply for transfer to the Reserve. These are 
considered pre-existing projects. 

 
b. Projects with start dates (as defined in a relevant Reserve protocol) that are no 

more than 24 months before and no more than 12 months after the date of 
adoption of a relevant new Reserve protocol – and that were listed or registered 
with another registry or program no more than 12 months after the date of 
adoption of the new Reserve protocol – may apply for transfer to the Reserve. 

 
c. Projects with start dates (as defined in a relevant Reserve protocol) that are more 

than 12 months after the date of adoption of a relevant new Reserve protocol, 
and that were listed or registered with another registry or program within six 
months of the project start date, may apply for transfer to the Reserve. 

 
The Reserve considers a protocol to be “new” if it: 
 

▪ Covers an entirely new project type not covered by any of the Reserve’s existing 
protocols; 

▪ Creates a wholly new category of eligible projects under an existing protocol (in which 
case only the new project category would qualify for a 12-month period of “early actor” 
eligibility); or 

▪ Significantly expands the geographic coverage of the protocol (in which case only 
projects in newly covered geographic areas would qualify for a 12-month period of “early 
actor” eligibility). 

 
If a new version of a protocol is adopted (e.g., updating from Version 1.0 to Version 2.0), this 
does not necessarily mean it will be considered a “new” protocol. 

2.4.4 Project Crediting Period 

The project “crediting period” defines the period of time over which a project’s GHG reductions 
are eligible to be verified as CRTs. In general, the start of a project’s crediting period will 
correspond to its start date.  
 
The length of a project’s crediting period is defined in each project protocol. For most non-
sequestration projects registered with the Reserve, there is a 10-year crediting period that may 
be renewed one time for a maximum of two 10-year crediting periods. For sequestration 
projects, the crediting period may be up to 100 years. Refer to each project protocol for specific 
details on allowable crediting periods. A non-forest project may end its crediting period at any 
time prior to the limit specified in the protocol, but must abide by any monitoring requirements 
necessary to ensure permanence, if applicable. 
 
If a project wishes to apply for eligibility under a renewed crediting period, it must do so by re-
submitting project submittal forms no sooner than six months before the end of the project’s 
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ongoing crediting period and paying the project submittal fee. The project must meet all of the 
eligibility requirements of the most current version of the applicable protocol at the time of re-
submittal to be eligible for a renewed crediting period.  
 
Note that projects registered under early protocol versions that do not have provisions for a 
second crediting period can apply for one under the most current version of the protocol, if the 
most current version allows for a second crediting period. 
 
Notwithstanding any pre-defined crediting period, projects that become required by law will not 
be eligible to receive CRTs for the reductions they generate, unless otherwise specified in the 
protocol. Thus, in most cases, if a project becomes subject to a regulation, ordinance or 
permitting condition that effectively requires its implementation, the project can no longer be 
considered additional and its crediting period will be terminated. The crediting period will 
likewise be terminated if the emission sources affected by a project are included under an 
emissions cap (e.g., under a state or federal cap-and-trade program) or GHG emissions from 
the project/project site are directly regulated by a local, state or federal agency. As specified in 
each protocol, emission reductions may be reported to the Reserve until the date that a 
regulation or emissions cap takes effect. 
 
Details on the allowable crediting period as well as crediting period renewals for each type of 
project recognized by the Reserve are contained in each protocol. 
 
Once a project has reached the end of its crediting period(s) and is no longer being issued 
CRTs, the project is considered “completed.” Although the project is completed, project 
information remains publicly available through the Reserve software indefinitely. 

2.4.5 Bundling of Projects 

Only certain types of Reserve-recognized GHG projects may be bundled for registration and 
reporting purposes. Generally, each GHG project, as defined by the project definition and/or 
project boundary (described in each protocol), must register separately with the Reserve. 
However, protocols for certain project types may allow project boundaries to span multiple 
activities or locations. For example, the Livestock Project Protocol covers centralized manure 
digesters by allowing the project boundary to include all individual livestock operations that 
contribute manure to the centralized processing facility, as well as the centralized facility itself. 
The Reserve has also developed aggregation guidelines for U.S. and Mexico forest projects, 
which allow forest inventory and verification requirements to be streamlined for individual 
projects. Grassland projects may go through joint verification and reporting by participating in 
the cooperative option described in that protocol. 
 
Project developers should check specific project protocols and associated guidance documents 
for direction on whether and how joint reporting and verification is allowed. 

2.4.6 Regulatory Compliance and Environmental and Social Safeguards  

The Reserve requires project developers to demonstrate that their GHG projects will not 
undermine progress on other environmental issues such as air and water quality, endangered 
species and natural resource protection, and environmental justice. When registering a project, 
the project developer must attest that the project was in material compliance with all applicable 
laws, including environmental regulations, during the verification period. The project developer 
is also required to disclose any and all instances of non-compliance – material or otherwise – of 
the project with any law to the Reserve and the verification body.  
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If a project or project activities have caused a material violation, then CRTs will not be issued for 
GHG reductions that occurred during the period(s) when the violation occurred. Individual 
violations due to “acts of nature” or due to administrative or reporting issues (such as an expired 
permit without any other associated violations or tardiness in filing documentation) are not 
considered material and will not affect CRT crediting. If it is determined that a project was out of 
compliance after CRTs have been issued, CRTs may be cancelled for the time period of non-
compliance. 
 
A violation is considered to be “caused” by a project or project activities if it can be reasonably 
argued that the violation would not have occurred in the absence of the project activities. If there 
is any question of causality, the project developer shall disclose the violation to the verifier.  
 
In addition, individual protocols may contain requirements designed specifically to ensure 
environmental and social safeguards. Individual protocols may allow for project developers to 
report measures taken to avoid negative impacts. Individual protocols may also encourage 
project developers to report on the potential environmental co-benefits of their projects, such as 
reductions in other air pollutants, improvements in water quality, enhancement of wildlife habitat, 
etc. 
 
In developing environmental and social safeguard criteria and requirements for specific 
protocols, the Reserve applies the following general principles: 
 

Common Agency 

Environmental and social harms will only be considered in determining project eligibility8 to the 
extent that they can be attributed to the same agents (e.g., project developers, implementers or 
operators) in charge of implementing the project. Harms that may occur concurrently with a 
project, but are caused by other actors, will not be a factor in determining eligibility. The agents 
responsible, individually or collectively, for implementing projects will be determined during the 
protocol development process in consultation with stakeholders.  
 
Proximity 

Only environmental and social harms directly associated with a project activity (i.e., either 
physically or causally proximate) will be considered: 
 

▪ Harms directly caused by project activities, regardless of where the harms physically 
occur, will be a factor in determining eligibility.  

▪ Harms physically proximate to project activities but not directly caused by those 
activities may also be considered in determining eligibility if they are caused by agents 
responsible for project implementation. Such harms will be considered only if the agents 
are required by the relevant protocol to be involved in project implementation. Required 
agents will be specified in the Reserve’s protocols, e.g., as part of the project definition 
or definition of eligible “project developers.” If an agent is allowed, but not required, to 
be involved in project implementation, then physically proximate harms caused by that 
agent will not be considered (even if such an agent is directly involved with a particular 
project). 

                                                
 
8 Either initial eligibility or eligibility to receive credits. 
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▪ Harms caused by agents in charge of implementing a project that occur at sites or 
facilities not linked or co-located with the project will not be a factor in determining 
eligibility. 

 
Both agency and proximity of effects will be considered in the protocol screening and 
development processes to identify and set clear standards for the application of this policy. 
 
In determining whether environmental and social harms are occurring, the Reserve will use the 
following criteria: 
 
Legal Obligation 

The Reserve will rely first and foremost on legal requirements within the jurisdiction(s) where the 
project is implemented. Project agents that are found to be out of material compliance with 
applicable laws, regulations or other legal mandates that apply to the project itself or activities 
proximate to the project will be penalized.  
 
“Do No Harm” Beyond Legal Requirements 

In some cases, the Reserve may determine, in consultation with stakeholders, that existing legal 
requirements are insufficient to guarantee protection against important environmental and social 
harms. In these cases, the Reserve may include additional criteria in protocols to ensure that 
projects will not give rise to these harms, or may screen out certain project types or activities 
from eligibility under a protocol altogether. 
 
The Reserve coordinates with government agencies and environmental representatives to 
ensure that its climate-oriented projects complement other environmental policies and 
programs. 

2.5 Defining the GHG Assessment Boundary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary delineates the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs)9 
that must be assessed in order to determine the total net change in GHG emissions caused by 
a GHG reduction project.10 GHG Assessment Boundaries are defined for each type of project 
activity addressed in a Reserve protocol.  
 
The GHG Assessment Boundary is not a boundary related to a project’s physical location. 
Instead, it encompasses all SSRs that could be significantly affected by a project activity, 
regardless of where such SSRs are located or who owns or controls them. A comprehensive 
and clearly defined GHG Assessment Boundary is required in order to provide a complete 
accounting of the net GHG reductions achieved by a project. All SSRs within the GHG 
Assessment Boundary are included in the calculation of GHG reductions.  
 
SSRs are only included in the GHG Assessment Boundary if a project activity will have a 
significant effect on their associated GHG emissions or removals. The Reserve determines 
significance based on an assessment of the range of possible outcomes for a relevant SSR. 

                                                
 
9 Terminology is from International Organization for Standardization, 2005. ISO 14064, Part 2: “Specification with 
guidance at the project level for quantification, monitoring, and reporting of greenhouse gas emission reductions or 
removal enhancements.” International Organization for Standardization, Geneva, Switzerland. 
10 See World Resources Institute and World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 2005. The GHG Protocol 
for Project Accounting, World Resources Institute, Washington, DC.  
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There is no numerical threshold for significance. Inclusion or exclusion of SSRs is determined 
for each protocol based on the principles of completeness, accuracy, and conservativeness, 
and the need for practicality (e.g., related to measurement and monitoring costs). In general, 
relevant SSRs will only be excluded from the GHG Assessment Boundary if: 
 

1. Projects are likely to reduce GHG emissions (or increase removals) at a SSR, so that 
excluding the SSR would be conservative (i.e., doing so would result in an 
underestimation of total net GHG reductions for the project); or 

2. The total increase in GHG emissions from all excluded SSRs is likely to be less than 
five percent of the total GHG reductions achieved by a project.11 

 
For each included SSR, the protocols: 
 

▪ Identify whether the SSR is present in the baseline, project case or both 
▪ Identify whether and how GHG emissions, removals or storage from the SSR will be 

measured, calculated or estimated 
▪ If GHG emissions, removals or storage will be estimated, justify why values will be 

estimated rather than measured (or calculated from other measurements 
 
Each protocol contains a table that: 
 

▪ Lists all SSRs potentially affected by a project 
▪ Explains or describes the SSR  
▪ Indicates whether each SSR is included in the GHG Assessment Boundary 
▪ Justifies instances where an SSR is excluded from the GHG Assessment Boundary 
▪ Briefly describes how GHG emission values for the SSR will be determined, and justifies 

instances where such values will be estimated 
 
Most protocols also contain a schematic diagram showing how different SSRs are related to 
each other and indicating which SSRs are included in or excluded from the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. 
 
The Reserve does not restrict the GHGs that may be considered within the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. Any gas that has been determined by the IPCC to have a radiative forcing effect on 
the atmosphere may be considered for inclusion in a protocol. Reserve protocols may address 
gases other than the six GHGs regulated under the Kyoto Protocol (i.e., CO2, CH4, N2O, SF6, 
HFCs, and PFCs). 

2.5.1 Physical Project Boundaries 

For some types of projects, it is necessary to define a physical boundary for a project in addition 
to a GHG Assessment Boundary. Physical boundaries are defined in terms of the physical area 
affected by a project activity and possibly specific equipment or facilities involved. Protocols will 
only require identification of a physical boundary where a physical boundary is necessary to 
quantify the magnitude of GHG emissions, removals or storage associated with one or more 
SSRs included in the GHG Assessment Boundary. The primary example would be forest 

                                                
 
11 If excluding SSRs is unavoidable for practical reasons, then calculation and estimation methods related to included 
SSRs must be made suitably conservative in order to avoid overestimating total net GHG reductions. 
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projects, where the amount of carbon stored by a project depends on the area of land on which 
the project activity takes place. 

2.5.2 Leakage Accounting 

The term “leakage” is often used to refer to unintended increases in GHG emissions that may 
result from a GHG reduction project. Generally, leakage occurs at SSRs that are physically 
distant from the project itself or otherwise outside the project’s physical boundaries. Because 
the Reserve requires the definition of a comprehensive GHG Assessment Boundary – which 
must include any and all SSRs associated with significant GHG emissions, regardless of their 
physical location – Reserve protocols generally do not require an explicit and separate 
accounting for “leakage” effects. Instead, all effects of a GHG reduction project – both positive 
and negative – are accounted for without distinguishing one kind of effect from another. This 
does not mean that Reserve protocols neglect or ignore what other methodologies or protocols 
identify as “leakage.”  
 
Where helpful for conceptual understanding, Reserve protocols may organize SSRs according 
to whether they are associated with a project’s “primary” or “secondary” effects. A project’s 
primary effect is its intended effect on GHG emissions (i.e., intended GHG reductions). 
Secondary effects are unintended effects on GHG emissions, often associated with leakage.12  

2.6 Quantifying GHG Reductions 
GHG emission reductions are quantified by comparing actual project GHG emissions to 
baseline GHG emissions. Baseline emissions are an estimate of the GHG emissions from 
sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary that would have occurred in the absence of the 
project (assuming the project is additional and would not have happened anyway). Project 
emissions are actual GHG emissions that occur at sources within the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. Project emissions must be subtracted from the baseline emissions to quantify the 
project’s total net GHG emission reductions. For sequestration projects, the formula is reversed: 
the baseline carbon sequestration rate is subtracted from the project carbon sequestration rate.  
 
For most protocols, GHG emission reductions must be quantified and verified on at least an 
annual basis. Project developers may choose to quantify and verify GHG emission reductions 
on a more frequent basis if they desire and if the protocol allows it. The length of time over 
which GHG emission reductions are quantified is called a “reporting period.” The length of time 
over which GHG emission reductions are verified is called a “verification period.” Under some 
protocols, a verification period may cover multiple reporting periods (see Section 3.4.2). 

2.6.1 Global Warming Potentials for Quantifying GHG Reductions 

Under the Climate Action Reserve’s offset project protocols, projects convert quantities of non-
CO2 greenhouse gases (GHGs) into a quantity of CO2-equivalent (CO2e) using the 100-year 
global warming potential (GWP) values from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC).13 Reserve project protocols currently reference the Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) of 
the IPCC, released in 2007. At the time that the Reserve was launched, the AR2 was the most 

                                                
 
12 The terms “primary effect” and “secondary effect” are from the World Resources Institute and World Business 
Council for Sustainable Development, 2005. The GHG Protocol for Project Accounting, World Resources Institute, 
Washington, DC. 
13 Assessment Reports of the IPCC may be accessed at: https://www.ipcc.ch/reports/  
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widely-used source for GWP values, underpinning activities under the Kyoto Protocol, as well as 
the U.S. EPA’s GHG reporting and inventory efforts. At this time, the IPCC AR4 has become the 
industry standard for most applications relevant to the Reserve’s voluntary offset protocols. All 
projects using Reserve protocols – regardless of version – shall use AR4 GWP values. While it 
is the Reserve’s policy for protocols to take precedence over the Reserve Offset Program 
Manual in instances where the standards conflict, this policy is an exception to that rule. In 
future protocol updates, the Reserve will make clear that GWP values are not fixed and may be 
updated at a later date. Note that this policy may be superseded by a future policy memo as 
GHG accounting practices progress. It is anticipated that the program will move to application of 
the GWP values from the Fifth Assessment Report (AR5) in the near future, in accordance with 
industry best practice. 

2.6.2 Estimating Baseline Emissions 

Baseline emissions are always subject to uncertainty because they are counterfactual, i.e., they 
are an estimate of GHG emissions or removals that would have occurred in the absence of the 
project. Depending on the project type and SSRs involved, many methods can be used to try to 
estimate baseline emissions. The Reserve uses standardized baselines in its protocols to the 
extent possible, meaning that the same conservative assumptions, emission factors, and 
calculation methods are applied to all projects. Standardized baseline approaches seek to avoid 
case-by-case analysis of individual projects while maintaining overall levels of quantification 
accuracy and environmental integrity. Within Reserve protocols, however, project-specific 
calculations and emission factors may be used wherever necessary to ensure accuracy, or 
where standardized methods would result in estimates that are overly conservative in a large 
number of cases.  
 
Standardized baselines are developed by considering broad trends (economic, technological, 
regulatory, and policy) in the industry or sector relevant to a project type and determining what 
future “business as usual” alternative activities are likely to be. To develop standardized 
baselines, the Reserve works with stakeholders to determine the most likely alternative 
technologies or practices. In many cases, a single practice, activity or technology is assumed to 
be the common baseline alternative for a class of project activities. In some cases, the 
performance threshold developed for additionality may also be used as an emissions baseline. 
After establishing a standard baseline alternative, the Reserve develops specific quantification 
steps, calculation methods, and formulas to estimate baseline emissions, incorporating site-
specific data where appropriate. Depending on the project type, baseline emission estimates 
may either be fixed at the outset of a project, or they may be regularly updated using actual data 
collected during the project’s operation (used to infer baseline conditions). 

2.6.3 Quantifying Project Emissions 

Project GHG emissions are quantified based as much as possible on actual measurements of 
project activity performance. GHG emissions for each SSR may be measured directly, or 
calculated from measurements of parameters from which GHG emissions can be derived. For 
SSRs where direct or indirect measurements are too costly or infeasible, project GHG 
emissions may be estimated using standard assumptions or models.  

2.6.4 Quantification Methods 

The Reserve develops methods to calculate baseline and project emissions that meet an 
acceptable level of accuracy. As a general rule, methods should ensure 95% confidence that 
actual emissions are within +/- 5% of measured or calculated values, although required levels of 
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accuracy will often depend on the specific magnitudes involved and their materiality. Methods 
may employ one or more of the following approaches:  
 

▪ Emission factor approaches use input data multiplied by specific emission factors that 
approximate emissions per unit of the input. The factors are derived from research or 
model simulations and they are typically categorized by variables such as geographic 
location, local climate data, tree species, equipment standards, etc. 

▪ Dynamic models estimate processes that cause GHG emissions (or biological carbon 
sequestration). Model users input specific parameters and the model generates 
emission or removal estimates. Research studies identify the parameters as important 
drivers of emissions or removals. Sometimes the parameter may be chosen from data 
provided by the Reserve or they may need to be measured at the project location. 

▪ Direct emission measurement uses special instruments that monitor the flow of GHGs 
from the source into the atmosphere. This involves instrumentation and monitoring of 
GHG emission sources onsite. 

2.6.4.1 Quantification Uncertainty and Conservativeness 

Where cost-effective methods for quantifying GHG emissions or carbon storage yield uncertain 
estimates (e.g., greater than a five percent range), it may not be possible to accurately quantify 
baseline or project emissions. In these cases, Reserve protocols must use conservative 
assumptions and/or parameter values that will tend to underestimate, rather than overestimate, 
total GHG reductions and removals. 

2.6.5 Calculating GHG Reductions or Removals 

GHG reductions are calculated by periodically comparing the baseline to the project over a 
certain time period, usually one year.  
 
The general formula for calculating GHG reductions is: 

 
GHG Reductions = Baseline Emissions – Project Emissions 
 

Positive GHG reductions are achieved when the project results in lower GHG emissions to the 
atmosphere over a certain time period compared to what would have happened absent the 
project activity. 
 
For biological carbon sequestration projects, the general formula for calculating GHG removals 
is: 

 
GHG Removals = (Incremental Project Sequestration – Incremental Baseline Sequestration) 
+ (Baseline Emissions – Project Emissions) 
 

Positive GHG removals are achieved when the project results in more carbon sequestered in 
biological carbon stocks over a certain time period than would have been in the absence of the 
project activity. 
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2.6.6  Immediate Crediting for Future Avoided Emissions 

In accordance with recognized principles for carbon offset quality, the Reserve has upheld a 
general policy against “forward crediting” of GHG emission reductions. Forward crediting occurs 
when credits are issued for GHG reductions before such reductions have occurred and before 
the activities that caused such reductions have been verified.14

 Subject to certain conditions, 
however, the Reserve does credit reductions upfront when a verified action results in the 
immediate avoidance of a future stream of GHG emissions. Please see the Reserve’s policy 
memo on this subject, available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-
manual/. 
 
Separate from its ex post offset crediting program, the Reserve has developed a program, 
Climate Forward, for the purpose of recognizing and crediting anticipated future streams of 
emission reductions. This program specifically issues GHG emission reduction credits (not 
offsets) on an ex ante basis. Climate Forward provides a practical solution to companies and 
organizations seeking cost-effective mitigation of anticipated (i.e., future) operational and/or 
project-related GHG emissions. Climate Forward facilitates investments in GHG reduction 
activities that are practical, scientifically-sound, transparent, and aligned with forward-looking 
mitigation needs. For more information, please visit the Climate Forward website at 
https://climateforward.org/. 

2.7 Project Monitoring 
Monitoring of GHG projects is required in order to determine project performance, quantify 
actual GHG emissions, and in some cases, calibrate baseline emissions estimates. Under all 
Reserve protocols, GHG reductions are quantified only based on actual project monitoring data. 
Monitoring requirements are specified in each protocol and include provisions for: 
 

▪ Monitoring GHG emissions or removals associated with SSRs within the GHG 
Assessment Boundary 

▪ Monitoring other data related to assumptions underlying GHG emissions and/or carbon 
stock estimates  

▪ Documenting data storage and quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) measures 
▪ Ensuring all project components are operated in a manner consistent with the 

manufacturer’s recommendations  
▪ Ensuring all monitoring instruments are calibrated and maintained as specified by the 

manufacturer 
 
The Reserve requires a monitoring plan to be established for all monitoring and reporting 
activities associated with a project. The monitoring plan serves as the basis for verification 
bodies to confirm that the monitoring and reporting requirements in each protocol have been 
met and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record-keeping is ongoing at the project site. 
Monitoring plans must cover all aspects of monitoring and reporting contained in a protocol and 
must specify how data for all relevant parameters will be collected and recorded. Each protocol 
specifies in a table the parameters that must be monitored and how data for each parameter 
must be acquired (e.g., from measurement, calculation, approved references or operating 
records). 

                                                
 
14 Offset Quality Initiative, 2008. Ensuring Offset Quality: Integrating High Quality Greenhouse Gas Offsets Into North 
American Cap-and-Trade Policy, p. 10. Available at: http://www.offsetqualityinitiative.org/.  
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At a minimum, a monitoring plan must stipulate the frequency of data acquisition; a record 
keeping plan; the frequency of instrument field check and calibration activities; and the role of 
individuals performing each specific monitoring activity. Monitoring plans should include QA/QC 
provisions to ensure that data acquisition and meter calibration are carried out consistently and 
with precision. 
 
Finally, monitoring plans for most protocols must include procedures that project developers will 
follow to ascertain and demonstrate that the project passes the legal requirement test for 
additionality. 

2.8 Ensuring Permanence of GHG Reductions 
Because CO2 and other GHG emissions remain in the atmosphere for very long periods of time, 
offsetting reductions in GHG emissions must effectively be permanent. The Reserve defines 
“permanence” as being equivalent to the radiative forcing benefits of removing CO2 from the 
atmosphere for 100 years. Some types of offset projects, however, cause GHG reductions by 
removing CO2 from the atmosphere and storing it in a reservoir (e.g., in trees or other organic 
materials, or in geologic formations). In these cases, there is a risk that CO2 may be re-emitted 
to the atmosphere, leading to a “reversal” of GHG reductions. A reversal occurs when the total 
amount of CO2 stored by a project becomes less than the total number of CRTs issued to the 
project. This can happen, for example, if some or all of the trees associated with a forest project 
are destroyed by fire, disease or intentional harvesting.  
 
The Reserve requires that reversals be compensated for in order to ensure the integrity of CRTs 
and to maintain their effectiveness at offsetting GHG emissions. Specific rules and conditions 
for reversal compensation are detailed in individual protocols. Generally, the Reserve requires 
that CRTs be retired in proportion to any reversals, such that the total number of issued CRTs 
does not exceed the total quantity of CO2 stored by a project over a sufficiently long period of 
time. 
 
In some individual protocols, the Reserve may offer the option of “Tonne-Year Accounting” as 
an alternative mechanism to ensure the permanence of CRTs related to reversible emission 
reductions. In those cases, the protocol will specify when a project is subject to reversal risk, 
and how any reversal is to be quantified and compensated. 

2.8.1 Maintenance and Disposition of the Buffer Pool 

The Reserve maintains a buffer pool composed of credits from project types with identified risk 
of unavoidable reversal. Credits within the buffer pool from different project types are 
functionally distinct, despite the buffer pool being administered in one comprehensive account in 
the Reserve registry. For example, grassland credits in the buffer pool will be used to 
compensate for reversals of grassland projects, while forest credits in the buffer pool will be 
used to compensate for reversals of forest projects. Similarly, credits that have been granted 
eligible status for use in programs outside of the Reserve, but for which the Reserve follows a 
formal eligibility or qualification process, will be used to compensate for reversals of credits with 
the same status. The Reserve will retire credits out of the buffer pool to compensate for 
reversals on a First In First Out (FIFO) basis, after identifying which credits meet the 
aforementioned criteria for reversal compensation. 
 
Buffer pool contributions are established by each protocol, in accordance with the best available 
literature. In the highly unlikely event that the buffer pool does not contain sufficient supply of 
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credits for a certain project type or program eligibility qualification to compensate for identified, 
unavoidable reversals for that same project type or program eligibility qualification, the Reserve 
may opt to retire buffer pool credits of another type. If the aggregate buffer pool still is not 
sufficient for addressing any identified unavoidable reversals, a situation the Reserve believes 
to be close to impossible (or indicative of an environmental catastrophe hard to imagine), the 
Reserve will assess the situation and pursue one or more of the following options depending on 
what is most suitable: 
 

▪ Require an increased buffer pool contribution from existing projects 
▪ Revise reversal risk ratings within relevant protocols upwards for future reporting to 

compensate for the unavoidable reversals 
▪ Purchase and retire an adequate amount of similar credits through the Reserve’s Blind 

Trust  
▪ Consult with affected project developers to determine an appropriate course of action 

2.9 Avoiding Double Counting of Emission Reductions 
Double counting is “a situation in which a single greenhouse gas emission reduction or removal 
is counted more than once towards achieving climate change mitigation. Double counting can 
occur through double issuance, double use, and double claiming.”15 The Reserve program 
guards against each form of possible double counting in different ways. The combination of 
these safeguards should mitigate the risk of double counting in all its forms. 
 
The first layer of safeguards to avoid double counting is applied at the level of project protocols. 
The initial safeguard is through the process for screening project protocols for development and 
adoption by the Reserve. Section 4.1 provides details regarding the selection of project types 
with low risk of double counting. The next safeguard to avoid double counting is via the act of 
protocol development. During this process, decisions are made regarding the determination of 
additionality and the defining of the GHG Assessment Boundary. Both of these processes can 
reduce the risk of double counting where project activities or GHG sources are covered by other 
programs. 
 
The next layer of safeguards is implemented at the program level. When a project is submitted 
for listing with the Reserve, staff conduct a review of other carbon project registries to ensure 
that the project is not seeking GHG credits for a concurrent period of time. There are specific 
circumstances under which a project may be listed in multiple registries at the same time 
without risk of double counting. For example, a project may have transferred to the Reserve 
from another registry without any temporal overlap in crediting. When a project is submitted for 
registration, following review of the verification report, Reserve staff will once again conduct a 
review of other carbon project registries. Project developers also sign a legal Attestation of Title 
prior to each registration. Through this form they attest, and thus accept liability, that the 
relevant emission reductions are not registered in any other program, or in the Reserve under 
another project. 
 
The registry itself is designed to mitigate the risk of double counting through transparency. Each 
CRT has a unique serial number, identifying, among other things, the location of the project, the 
relevant protocol, and the vintage year of the GHG reductions. All issuances and retirements 

                                                
 
15 Guidelines on Avoiding Double Counting for the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International 
Aviation. June 2019. Available online at: https://www.adc-wg.org/. 
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are immediately public. Cancellations for other programs are made public. Any user may review 
all CRT retirements and view the serial numbers, as well as the reason for retirement. In 
addition, verification reports are made public, providing an additional source of detailed 
information regarding the generation of the GHG reductions. 
 
Additional guidance will be added to this document at a later date to address the risk of double 
claiming between international reporting mechanisms under the Paris Agreement and the 
Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA), once the 
international community provides more details on how these commitments will be implemented. 
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3  Program Rules and Procedures 

3.1 Reserve Offset Program Manual  
This manual contains details on the Reserve’s program, policies, and requirements. Users of 
the Reserve program, including verification bodies, are subject to the requirements and 
guidance specified in the most recent version of the Reserve Offset Program Manual. The 
Reserve Offset Program Manual is considered effective as of the date it is posted on the 
Reserve website. All account holders and verification bodies are notified when an update to the 
Reserve Offset Program Manual is released, and the manual is available on the Reserve’s 
Program Manuals and Policies webpage at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/. 

3.1.1 Revisions to the Reserve Offset Program Manual 

Between updates, the Reserve may release policy memos that update or replace guidance in 
the Reserve Offset Program Manual or protocols. These memos are considered effective on the 
date they are posted on the Reserve website; users of the Reserve program and verification 
bodies must follow the guidance specified in the memo from that date forward. All account 
holders and verification bodies are notified when a policy memo is released, and memos are 
posted on the Reserve’s Program Manuals and Policies webpage at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/.  
 
In most cases, the contents of the memos are incorporated into the next update of the Reserve 
Offset Program Manual. 

3.2 Start Date 
In general, the start date for a project corresponds to the start of activity that generates GHG 
reductions or removals. Specific requirements for determining the start date of a project are 
contained in each protocol. Project start date is used in determining project eligibility and 
initiates a project’s crediting period. 
 
Although the project start date is defined by each protocol, the date that begins the project’s 
initial verification period is not. A project must begin its initial verification period on the project 
start date. This ensures that all project emissions within the GHG Assessment Boundary are 
accounted for from the project start date until the end of its crediting period.  
 
It is possible that a project developer may not have implemented the appropriate monitoring or 
QA/QC procedures per the protocol on the project start date. Regardless, the project developer 
must still begin the initial verification period on the project start date. The project developer shall 
claim no emission reductions for any time period that the project cannot meet the data, 
monitoring or QA/QC requirements of the protocol. The verification body must confirm with 
reasonable assurance that project emissions were not greater than baseline emissions during a 
verification period, including the time period from the project start date until the protocol 
requirements were met. Verification bodies shall perform a review of project documentation and 
calculations for such a time period and may use professional judgment when assessing 
available project documentation. 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/


Reserve Offset Program Manual  November 2019 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Reserve Offset Program Manual at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/  

24 

If the verifier cannot confirm with reasonable assurance that project emissions were less than or 
equal to baseline emissions for the verification period, the Reserve will make a determination of 
action on a case-by-case basis. 

3.3 Project Registration 
This section summarizes the administrative steps a project developer must follow to register a 
project with the Climate Action Reserve. The timing of project registration may be independent 
of its start date. In other words, projects may be submitted after they begin operation (subject to 
the eligibility restrictions on the project start date described above) or before they begin 
operation. However, the steps outlined in this section must be followed in order for the Reserve 
to issue CRTs to a project. 
 
Detailed information on the Reserve’s software operating procedures, including step-by-step 
instructions for creating accounts, entering information, receiving CRTs, and transferring CRTs 
among accounts can be found in the Reserve’s User Guide: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

3.3.1 Fee Structure Summary 

The Reserve imposes required fees that are charged to account holders during the project 
registration process (Sections 3.3.2 to 3.3.13). A summary of those fees is below: 
 

Reserve Account Fees (Effective July 1, 2017) 16 

Account Setup Fee $500 

Account Maintenance Fee (annual per project) $500 

Account Re-activation Fee $500 

Project Owner Account Setup Fee (for aggregated projects/cooperatives only) $200 

Project Owner Account Maintenance Fee (annual, for aggregated projects/cooperatives only) $80 

Project Submittal Fee under a Reserve Project Protocol (per project) $500 

Project Variance Review Fee (per request) $1350 

Project Transfer Fee  
(per project transferred between account holders, paid by the transferee) 

$500 

Project Registration Extension (per request) $200 

CRT Issuance Fee (per CRT issued) $0.19 

CRT Transfer Fee  
(per CRT transferred between account holders, paid by the transferor) 

$0.03 

Retirement (per CRT retired) no charge 

3.3.2 Account Registration 

As a first step, an account must be set up with the Reserve. Account registration only needs to 
occur once; any number of projects can be registered under the same account.  
 

                                                
 
16 All fees in this table are limited to the Reserve’s voluntary offset program. Fees related to the Reserve’s work as an 
Offset Project Registry (OPR) under the California Cap-and-Trade system can be found at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-fees/  
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Any person or organization may apply for a Reserve account regardless of location or affiliation. 
Account applications are completed through the Reserve software. Along with completing an 
online application, each user must also agree to the legal Terms of Use for the Reserve. The 
Terms of Use binds users of both the Reserve software and the program itself to the terms laid 
out in the protocols, the Reserve Offset Program and Verification Manuals, and the Operating 
Procedures as modified from time to time. The Terms of Use document can be downloaded at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  
 
When a new account is approved by the Reserve, the account holder will receive an invoice for 
the account maintenance fee. Payment is due within 30 days of approval to avoid cancellation 
of the new account. 
 
Account management can be shared between the account owner and another party provided a 
Designation of Authority form has been completed (see Section 3.3.2.2). 

3.3.2.1 Types of Accounts 

There are six types of accounts in the Reserve:  
 

1. Project Developer. An account type for organizations that wish to register projects that 
generate GHG reductions or removals. This account type can also be used to transfer 
and manage CRTs. Users of this account type are also able to function as project 
aggregators or cooperative developers, enabling the management of CRTs on behalf of 
multiple projects formally registered as part of an aggregation or cooperative, as allowed 
under certain protocols. 

2. Trader/Broker/Retailer. This type of account allows the transfer and management of 
CRTs, but not registration of projects. 

3. Verifier. An account type for verification bodies that have been trained and authorized 
by the Reserve to verify projects. There is no annual account fee for verification bodies. 

4. Reviewer. This account type is only for those who have been asked by the Reserve to 
serve as a project reviewer. There is no annual account fee for reviewers. 

5. Client. This type of account is for any individual or entity that wishes to retire CRTs but 
not develop its own projects. 

6. Project Owner (limited). This account type is designated for use by project participants 
participating in a cooperative or aggregate according to protocol-specific rules and 
procedures. This account type allows the registration of projects that are formally part of 
a cooperative or an aggregation. It is intended for use when the owner of the GHG 
reduction rights (the Project Owner) is not the entity carrying out project development 
activities in the registry system. This account type may also be used for limited transfers 
of CRTs under the terms and restrictions imposed by the relevant project protocol and/or 
aggregation guidance and does not include privileges for retiring CRTs. 

 
The public also has the ability to view information on the Reserve, but an account is not needed 
to view publicly available information. 

3.3.2.2 Designation of Authority 

A project developer and trader/broker/retailer account holder may designate an agent to access 
the Reserve software on their behalf. 
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Account holders must complete the Designation of Authority form to specify agents besides 
themselves who will have access to all information contained in their account. An example of an 
account holder agent would be a technical consultant hired by the project developer to manage 
a project on their behalf. 
 
An account holder agent will have all the rights and responsibilities of the account holder and 
will also be bound by the Reserve Terms of Use. The Designation of Authority form can be 
downloaded at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  

3.3.3 Project Submittal 

Project developers must complete and upload the appropriate project submittal forms for the 
project type and pay a project submittal fee to the Reserve. Submittal forms are specific to the 
project type and include project descriptions and preliminary information used to assess 
eligibility. The submittal forms for each type of project are available for download at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. A project is considered 
“submitted” when all of the appropriate forms have been completed, uploaded and submitted 
through the Reserve software.  

3.3.4 Requests for Variances from Protocol Requirements 

The Reserve will allow variances from protocol requirements only where Reserve staff 
determines that such variances are acceptable. Variances are only granted for deviations from 
requirements related to monitoring or measuring of GHG reductions or removals. The Reserve 
will not consider variances related to project eligibility criteria, or to the general methodological 
approaches for quantifying GHG reductions or removals specified in a protocol. 
 
Reserve protocols are standardized documents developed through a transparent, stakeholder-
driven process during which public input is solicited and considered thoroughly. Through this 
process, a single set of requirements and methodologies is established for all projects. If a 
requested variance diverges significantly from the approved methodology in a protocol, in that it 
requires extensive analysis of site-specific features and/or employs concepts not fully vetted 
through public consultation, the variance will be denied. 
 
Variance requests that affect eligibility rules or methodological approaches cannot be granted, 
but if a request appears to have merit and may have application beyond a single project, it may 
be a candidate for future work and inclusion in future protocol revisions. Therefore, while a 
variance may not be approved at the time of submittal, the Reserve may elect to initiate work to 
explore the issue further if the resolution may be extrapolated, standardized, and used to inform 
future protocol revisions. If a future version of a protocol addresses the request for variance in 
such a way that the project would meet the requirements of the revised protocol, the project 
may be re-submitted and will not be deemed ineligible because of start date requirements (i.e., 
that the project must be submitted within six months of the project start date – see Section 
2.4.3). 
 
To submit a variance request, the project developer must complete and submit a Request for 
Project Variance form and pay the associated fee. No variance request will be considered until 
the project in question has been formally submitted to the Reserve. Each variance request is 
only applicable to a single project. A project developer seeking a similar variance on multiple 
projects must still submit a variance request for each project.  
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Upon receipt of the appropriate documentation and payment of the invoice, the Reserve will 
review the variance and will provide explicit, written acceptance to the project developer if the 
variance is approved. Decisions on variances are considered sui generis and are not precedent-
setting. The Reserve retains the right to reject a variance, request further documentation or 
impose additional constraints and/or discount factors on the proposed monitoring or measuring 
methods. There is no process to appeal the denial of a variance; the decision to approve or 
deny a variance request lies solely with the Reserve. If the Reserve approves a variance 
request, a letter describing the variance granted will be sent to the project developer and will be 
made publicly available.  
 
The Reserve also maintains a publicly-accessible Variance Tracking Log, which provides a 
summary list of all variance requests approved by the Reserve. The variance log can be 
downloaded at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 
 
The Request for Project Variance form can be downloaded at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

3.3.5 Project Listing 

Once the project submittal fee has been received, the Reserve reviews the forms to determine 
whether they are complete and conducts a preliminary assessment of the project’s eligibility 
according to the eligibility criteria set forth within the appropriate project protocol. Once this 
review is satisfactorily completed, the project is “listed” and made publicly available on the 
Reserve. Project verification activities cannot begin until a project is listed. Review of submitted 
forms will generally take no more than 10 business days. 
 
Note that a project may be verified against the protocol version in place at the time of project 
submittal as long as the project is verified by its verification deadline (see Section 3.4.2). As 
long as a project meets it verification deadline, a project developer is not required to verify 
against a new protocol version, even if one becomes effective in between the time a project is 
submitted and registered. Project developers always have the option, however, of voluntarily 
choosing to verify against the most recent version of a protocol at any time. 
 
Listing a project does not constitute a validation or verification of the project or its eligibility; it is 
a preliminary review of project information provided to the Reserve by the project developer. It is 
not a final determination of the eligibility of the project, nor does it guarantee CRT issuance or 
CRT ownership. Project registration and CRT issuance is contingent upon the submission and 
approval of all required forms and documents for a particular project type, including, but not 
limited to: 
 

▪ Attestation of Title (see Section 3.3.6) 
▪ Attestation of Voluntary Implementation (see Section 3.3.7) 
▪ Attestation of Regulatory Compliance (see Section 3.3.8) 
▪ NOVA/COI form (see Section 3.3.9) 
▪ Verification Report, Verification Statement, and List of Findings 

 
The required forms and documents for registration under each project type can be found at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/


Reserve Offset Program Manual  November 2019 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Reserve Offset Program Manual at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/  

28 

3.3.6 Attestation of Title 

All project developers must submit a signed Attestation of Title form indicating that they have 
exclusive ownership rights to the GHG reductions or removals associated with the project and 
for which the Reserve will issue CRTs. In addition, the project developer agrees that ownership 
of the GHG reductions or removals will not be sold or transferred except through the transfer of 
CRTs in accordance with the Reserve Terms of Use policies.  
 
This form shall be signed and submitted after the conclusion of each verification period for a 
project, as specified in each protocol. Note that the entity/individual signing the Attestation of 
Title (and the other attestation forms) must be the account holder who submitted the project. 
Projects will not be registered unless the account holder and signatory to the attestation forms 
match.  
 
The Attestation of Title form can be downloaded at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

3.3.7 Attestation of Voluntary Implementation 

All project developers must submit a signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form that 
confirms the project was implemented and established voluntarily and continues to operate as 
such. The project developer attests that at no time was the project required to be enacted by 
any law, statute, rule, regulation or other legally binding mandate by any federal, state, local or 
foreign governmental or regulatory agency having jurisdiction over the project.  
 
This form is signed and submitted after the conclusion of each verification period (unless 
otherwise exempted by the protocol under which the project is registered). The Attestation of 
Voluntary Implementation, along with activities detailed in the project’s monitoring plan, are the 
primary mechanisms by which the project passes the legal requirement test, as specified in 
each protocol. 
 
The Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form can be downloaded at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

3.3.8 Attestation of Regulatory Compliance 

All project developers must sign and submit an Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form after 
the conclusion of each verification period, as specified in each protocol. By signing this form, the 
project developer attests to the project’s compliance status throughout the project verification 
period. The form identifies specific dates during the verification period over which the project 
was in material compliance with all laws. In addition, the form confirms that the project 
developer has disclosed to its verification body in writing any and all instances of non-
compliance of the project with any law. The Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form and the 
accompanying disclosure to the verification body of non-compliance events are the primary 
mechanisms by which the project passes the regulatory compliance eligibility criterion, as 
specified in each protocol. 
 
The Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form can be downloaded at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

3.3.9 Conflict of Interest Evaluation and Initiation of Project Verification 

As described in Section 3.4, the Reserve requires third-party verification of all GHG reductions 
by an ISO-accredited and Reserve-approved verification body. Once the project developer has 
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selected a verification body, the verification body must submit a Notice of Verification Activities 
and Conflict of Interest (NOVA/COI) evaluation form to the Reserve at least 10 business days 
prior to the commencement of verification activities. This form includes the scope of proposed 
verification activities and other required information used to assess the potential for conflict of 
interest between the verification body and the project developer. In order for verification 
activities to begin, the Reserve must determine that the potential for conflict of interest between 
the project developer and the verification body is low or can be mitigated. The conflict of interest 
evaluation must be completed before verification activities can begin. The NOVA/COI form is 
available for download at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 
  
Once the conflict of interest evaluation is complete, the project developer must upload the 
required attestations and enter project data into the Reserve software, and then submit the 
project for verification. Required data is described in each protocol, and can include project 
information, monitored GHG emissions data, estimated GHG emission reductions, and other 
data required by the project monitoring guidelines. Once the project has been submitted by the 
project developer, the Reserve software automatically notifies the verification body that the 
project is ready for verification. 
 
The verification body then reviews the project data in the Reserve software, performs 
verification activities, conducts site visits as needed, and verifies that the listed project has fully 
complied with the appropriate project protocol and that the GHG reductions or removals have 
been appropriately quantified. The verification body then submits a Verification Report, 
Verification Statement, and List of Findings through the Reserve software. 

3.3.10 Approval of Verification and Project Registration 

Once the verification body completes the Verification Statement, Verification Report, and List of 
Findings, the project developer reviews the verification body’s documents and then formally 
submits the project to the Reserve for final approval of the verification. The Reserve reviews the 
submission for completeness, reviews the Verification Statement, Verification Report, and List of 
Findings, and either approves the verification or requests a re-submittal of one or more 
components. Upon approval, the project developer receives an invoice for the issuance of CRTs 
generated by the project. 
 
A project becomes “registered” the first time it is verified and accepted by the Reserve. The 
status of the project then changes from listed to registered in the Reserve software. See Section 
3.4 below and the Reserve Verification Program Manual for further information about the project 
verification cycle. 

3.3.11 Project Completion 

A project is considered “completed” when it is no longer reporting to the Reserve. A project may 
be considered completed because it reaches the end of its crediting period(s), becomes 
ineligible or the project developer voluntarily chooses not to continue reporting. The reason for 
the completed status is noted in the Reserve system. Once a project is completed, project 
information remains publicly available indefinitely. 

3.3.12 Record Keeping 

According to the Terms of Use, the Reserve has the right to examine, audit, and obtain copies 
of users’ records from the most recent 12-month period. The Reserve does not anticipate this 
being a routine need, but rather a rare event to verify the accuracy of any attestation, transfer or 
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statement, or to review account holders’ performance of obligations under the protocols, the 
Terms of Use or the Reserve’s Operating Procedures.  
 
Project developer account holders on the Reserve must also maintain copies of all relevant 
records related to their projects and associated account usage for the time period specified in 
each protocol.  

3.3.13 Publicly Available Information 

The Reserve is intended to serve both account holders and the interested public. To this end, 
information about each project registered with the Reserve is accessible to the public. This 
openness and transparency provides interested parties with valuable information and helps 
instill confidence in the Reserve and enhance the credibility of the offset credits it certifies. 
 
The public and all account holders can access the following information online: 
 

▪ Participating companies. Organizations that have an active Reserve account (address 
or contact information is not disclosed).  

▪ Projects. Projects that are listed or registered with the Reserve. Rejected project 
submittals and projects that are de-listed prior to registration and/or CRT issuance are 
not displayed; however, information will be made publicly available indefinitely for any 
project to which CRTs have been issued, regardless of whether the project is completed, 
terminated or transferred to another program.  

▪ Project CRTs issued. Projects for which CRTs have been issued along with the 
quantity of CRTs issued to each project. Current CRT balances in individual accounts 
are not automatically displayed.  

▪ Search of CRT serial numbers. The Reserve software allows searching for a CRT 
serial number by batch number or block start or end numbers. This search feature is 
designed for someone who wants to see details about a given CRT batch (for example, 
a CRT buyer). It cannot be used to search every CRT issued for a company or project. 
Search results include whether the CRTs are active or retired and, if retired, the time and 
date of retirement.  

▪ Accounts disclosed to public. Active or retired CRT balances that account holders 
have chosen to be shown to the general public. 

▪ Retired CRTs. Displays the CRTs that have been retired by account holders. 
 
Information that is never shared with the public includes: 
 

▪ Company street addresses 
▪ Company phone, fax or email addresses 
▪ Internal company information, like billing addresses 
▪ Any person’s contact information 

 
Account holders’ contact information is not used by the Reserve except to notify users of 
important system occurrences and policy updates and is not shared with other parties. 

3.4 Project Verification 
The Reserve requires periodic third-party verification of all GHG projects, as specified in each 
project protocol. This provides an independent review of data and information used to register 
CRTs. For every project, a third-party verification body reviews documentation, monitoring data, 
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and procedures used to estimate GHG reductions or removals. The verification body submits a 
Verification Statement and Verification Report that provide the basis for determining the quantity 
of CRTs that can be issued to the project. The Reserve makes these documents publicly 
available. Verifiers conducting verification activities for projects listed or registered on the 
Reserve must be trained by the Reserve or its approved designees and employed by or 
subcontracted to an accredited verification body. A list of accredited verification bodies is 
available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/connect-with-a-verification-
body/. 
 
Verification bodies follow guidelines set forth in the Reserve Offset Program Manual and 
Verification Program Manual, as well as rules and procedures described in the specific 
verification guidance that is included in each project protocol. 

3.4.1 Validation 

Validation involves determining the project methodology and a project’s eligibility to generate 
GHG reductions or removals. Unlike some other offset programs, the Reserve does not require 
that validation be conducted. Eligibility criteria and methodologies for emission reduction 
calculations are built into the Reserve protocols. Because the Reserve’s eligibility criteria are 
mostly standardized, determination of eligibility is usually straightforward and requires minimal 
interpretative judgment by verification bodies. The first time a project is verified, verification 
bodies are required to affirm the project’s eligibility according to the rules defined in the relevant 
project protocol. Project developers may choose to have a project verified without verifying 
CRTs for issuance in order to establish its eligibility for registration and provide more certainty to 
potential CRT buyers or sellers. However, when a project developer is seeking to register CRTs, 
a full verification must be conducted. See the Verification Program Manual for more information. 

3.4.2 Reporting Period and Verification Period 

GHG emission reductions are generally quantified and verified on an annual basis. Some 
protocols allow project developers to verify GHG emission reductions on a more frequent or less 
frequent basis if they desire. The length of time over which GHG emission reductions are 
quantified and reported to the Reserve is called a “reporting period.” The length of time over 
which GHG reductions are verified is called a “verification period.” Under some protocols, the 
reporting period and the verification period are identical, and no distinction is made between 
these terms (the protocol may refer only to a “reporting period”). Other protocols distinguish 
between the two and the maximum period for each is specified. Note that some protocols may 
allow the verification period to cover multiple reporting periods. However, the end date of a 
verification period must always correspond to the end date of a reporting period. 
 
CRTs are issued according to the quantity of verified reductions achieved during a verification 
period, regardless of the period’s length. 
 
Reporting periods must be contiguous; there can be no time gaps in reporting during the 
crediting period of a project once the initial reporting period has commenced.17 Gaps in 
monitoring data or activity must be included in reporting periods and verified accordingly. The 
verification body must confirm that no reductions are claimed for any period for which a gap in 
monitoring data exists or for which a project was non-operational. 

                                                
 
17 There is an exception to this requirement for projects under the U.S., Article 5, and Mexico Ozone Depleting 
Substances Project Protocols. Under those protocols, reporting periods need not be contiguous.  
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3.4.3 Initial Verification and Registration 

A project must complete verification within 12 months of the end of its initial reporting period. To 
satisfy this verification deadline, the project developer must submit a completed Verification 
Report and signed Verification Statement to the Reserve. 
 
For project types that require annual verification at a minimum, the Verification Statement and 
Report may cover a maximum of 12 months of project activity, with the following exceptions. A 
pre-existing project (see Section 2.4.3) undergoing its initial verification and registration with the 
Reserve may submit a Verification Statement and Report that cover multiple years, back to the 
project’s start date. This data is considered “historic data.” Historic data may only be registered 
during a pre-existing project’s initial verification with the Reserve. The Reserve also allows 
project developers to register more than 12 months of data during a project’s initial verification 
period while still meeting the 12-month verification deadline (based on the maximum initial 
reporting period specified by each protocol), or register a project’s initial verification period as a 
zero-credit reporting period (see Section 3.4.5).18 
 
A project is considered “registered” when the project has been successfully verified by an 
approved third-party verification body, submitted by the project developer to the Reserve for 
final approval, and accepted by the Reserve. 
 
A project that fails to meet its initial verification deadline must re-submit under the latest version 
of the applicable protocol. Projects that do so are not subject to the start date requirements in 
Section 2.4.3, provided that the project met all applicable requirements at the time of initial 
submittal.  
 
If a project misses its initial verification deadline, the project is “de-listed”19 in the Reserve 
software and is no longer viewable by the public. The Reserve will contact the project developer 
to inform them they must re-submit under the latest version of the protocol within 60 calendar 
days of notification. 
 
If the project developer re-submits the project within 60 calendar days, the project is “re-listed”20 
under the same project ID and the project maintains its original start date. The project is given a 
new listing date. 
 
If the project developer fails to re-submit within 60 calendar days, the project is cancelled. The 
project developer could still re-submit the same project at a later date, but it would be assigned 
a new project ID and would have to meet all the requirements of the applicable protocol, 
including start date requirements. 
 
Projects that successfully re-list must submit either 1) a Verification Statement and Verification 
Report or 2) a Zero-Credit Reporting Period Acknowledgment and Election form within 12 
months of re-submittal, with the following exceptions. Forest, urban forest, and nitrogen 

                                                
 
18 Forest and urban forest projects are not eligible for zero-credit reporting periods.  
19 “De-list” is not a phase in the Reserve software. De-listed projects will no longer appear to the public in the 
software. 
20 “Re-list” is not a phase in the Reserve software. Projects will be identified as “listed” in the software with the same 
project ID. 
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management projects are not eligible for zero-credit reporting periods and therefore must 
complete initial verification within 12 months of re-submittal. 
 
If a re-listed project misses the deadline above, the project is cancelled. Again, the project 
developer could still re-submit the same project at a later date, but it would be assigned a new 
project ID and would have to meet all the requirements of the applicable protocol, including start 
date requirements. 

3.4.4 Subsequent Verification  

After a project is registered, a Verification Statement and Verification Report must be submitted 
within 12 months of the end of each subsequent verification period. The maximum allowed 
length of a verification period is specified in each protocol. For example, a Verification 
Statement and Report for GHG reductions achieved between January 1, 2015 and December 
31, 2015 would have to be submitted by December 31, 2016. The only exception to the 
verification deadline is if the project developer has successfully applied for an extension or is 
taking a zero-credit reporting period (see Section 3.4.5 below). 
 
The Reserve makes account holders aware of upcoming verification deadlines for projects in 
their account. Project developers that miss this verification deadline are notified and given the 
choice to: 
 

A) cancel the project; or 
B) continue the project by initiating verification using the latest version of the relevant 

protocol. 
 
Once notified that the verification deadline has passed, a project developer has six months to 
choose one of the options above. If no choice is communicated to the Reserve within six 
months, the project is cancelled.  
 
If a project developer chooses Option B, they are required to submit a Zero-Credit Reporting 
Period Acknowledgment and Election form and a monitoring report to retroactively cover the 
time period since the end date of the last successful verification period (see Section 3.4.5). 
Thus, the project developer acknowledges that CRTs will not be issued for any GHG reductions 
or removals achieved by the project since its last successful verification. They are also required 
to verify the project to the latest version of the relevant protocol. 
 
A project utilizing Option B maintains its original project start date, and thus maintains the 
crediting period defined by that start date. This option may be used across two crediting periods 
should the project protocol allow for that. 
 
If a verification period spans two crediting periods and there is a more recent version of the 
protocol that must be used for the renewed crediting period (see Section 2.4.4), the project 
developer can either be issued CRTs for two verification periods by completing separate 
verifications for each crediting period, or can be issued CRTs for one verification period that 
spans two crediting periods if they choose to verify the entire verification period to the more 
current protocol version.  
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3.4.4.1 Subsequent Verification for Forest, Urban Forest, and Nitrogen Management 
Projects 

The only exceptions to the options regarding a missed verification deadline detailed above are 
for forest, urban forest, and nitrogen management projects, as these project types are not 
eligible for a zero-credit reporting period. If a registered forest, urban forest, or nitrogen 
management project misses a subsequent verification deadline, project account activities will be 
suspended until the verification is complete. The project developer has 36 months from the end 
of the reporting period(s) being verified to complete verification. Otherwise, the project will be 
terminated.  

3.4.5 Zero-Credit Reporting Period (ZCRP) 

To provide flexibility for project developers in instances where verification is not practical or 
economical for a specific reporting period/verification period, developers of projects other than 
forest, urban forest, and nitrogen management projects may choose to delay verification on the 
condition that they acknowledge no CRTs will be issued for any period of time that falls outside 
the standard window for completing verification of project information and monitoring data. Such 
a period is referred to as a “zero-credit reporting period.” In such cases, zero-credit reporting 
periods can be used to cover any time that falls between reporting periods that undergo 
verification. For most eligible project types, the maximum length of a verification period is 12 
months, allowing CRTs to be issued only for GHG reductions achieved up to 24 months prior to 
submission of a Verification Report. See Figure 1 below for an example of a project using a 
ZCRP to cover time that falls between reporting periods, in order to extend the deadline for 
submission of a Verification Report. 
 
Figure 1: Zero-Credit Reporting Period for a Project with a 12 Month Maximum 
Verification Period  
 
 

 
 
For any zero-credit reporting period, the project developer must sign a Zero-Credit Reporting 
Period Acknowledgment and Election form (Acknowledgment and Election form) acknowledging 
that CRTs will not be issued for any GHG emission reductions or removals achieved by the 
project during the zero-credit reporting period. Along with the Acknowledgment and Election 
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form, the project developer must also submit a monitoring report to the Reserve that covers data 
for the zero-credit reporting period.  
 
The Acknowledgment and Election form and monitoring documents shall be submitted via the 
Reserve software within 12 months of the end date allowed for a verification period (i.e., by the 
verification deadline). The monitoring report is not a publicly available document. The 
Acknowledgment and Election form is made public. The Acknowledgment and Election form and 
monitoring report are required in order to meet the regular documentation requirements of the 
Reserve program and ensure the continuation of a project’s crediting period. CRTs for 
subsequent verification periods will not be issued until these documentation requirements are 
met. The submission of the monitoring report for a zero-credit reporting period will satisfy the 
requirement for contiguous reporting in Section 3.4.2. 
 
If neither a Verification Report nor an Acknowledgment and Election form is submitted within 12 
months of the end date allowed for a verification period, the project is either de-listed or 
cancelled (see Section 3.4.3, 3.4.2, and 3.4.4). Under certain circumstances, after a project has 
been de-listed or cancelled, it may re-enter the program, using zero-credit reporting periods to 
cover the time period when the project was not actively reporting. This is also possible in cases 
where the failure to maintain contiguous reporting has extended through the end of the crediting 
period if allowed by the relevant project protocol. In these cases, the zero-credit reporting period 
may cover a period of time spanning two crediting periods, and the second crediting period will 
be considered to have begun on the day following the end date of the initial crediting period. 
There is no limit to the amount of time a zero-credit reporting period may cover, and a project 
may have contiguous zero-credit reporting periods. Project developers may also declare a 
project’s initial verification period as a zero-credit reporting period. 
 
The Acknowledgment and Election form and project-specific monitoring report templates can be 
downloaded at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

3.4.6 Zero-Credit Reporting Period Verification  

To ensure that project emissions were not greater than baseline emissions during a zero-credit 
reporting period, monitoring data collected during the zero-credit reporting period must be 
verified the next time the project undergoes verification. While the project is not required to 
conform to the protocol’s monitoring and QA/QC procedures during a zero-credit reporting 
period, the verification body must be able to confirm with reasonable assurance that project 
emissions were less than baseline emissions during the zero-credit reporting period. Project 
developers shall provide project documentation and calculations for zero-credit reporting period 
emissions to the verifiers.  
 
More information on the verification of zero-credit reporting periods can be found in the 
Verification Program Manual and the relevant project protocols. If the verifier cannot confirm 
with reasonable assurance that project emissions were less than or equal to baseline 
emissions, the Reserve will make a determination of action on a case by-case basis. 
 
The Reserve views a zero-credit reporting period as a separate reporting period from the one 
undergoing verification for CRT issuance; to that end, the zero-credit reporting period should not 
be represented as part of the verification period that will be issued CRTs. For example, the 
dates of the verification period being issued CRTs shall not include the dates of the zero-credit 
reporting period. Similarly, for attestations that specify a beginning and end date, the time period 
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should not include the zero-credit reporting period (i.e., Attestation of Regulatory Compliance, 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation). 

3.4.7 Verification Deadline Extension Request 

The Reserve allows project developers to request a project verification deadline extension. No 
extension requests are granted unless the project has commenced verification and has 
undergone the site visit for the current verification period (if applicable)21 and all outstanding 
invoices for the project and account holder have been paid. The following extensions may be 
granted: 
 

▪ Forest (U.S. and Mexico), grassland (U.S. and Canada), and urban forest projects may 
be granted a 12-month extension.  

▪ Livestock (U.S. and Mexico), landfill (U.S. and Mexico), and nitrogen management 
projects may be granted a six-month extension. 

▪ All other project types may be granted a 30-day extension if the account holder can 
demonstrate to the Reserve’s satisfaction that they will miss the deadline due to 
extraordinary circumstances. The Reserve holds the right to determine what rises to the 
level of an extraordinary circumstance. 
 

To submit a request, account holders must submit a completed Request for Verification 
Deadline Extension form and requested documentation to the Reserve and pay a $200 review 
fee. The form must be received by the verification deadline. 
 
The Request for Verification Deadline Extension form can be downloaded at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

3.5 Stakeholder Input for Individual Projects 
Direct and indirect stakeholder interaction is an integral part of the process for developing offset 
project protocols (see Sections 4.2 and 4.4). This includes comment periods that are open to 
the general public. At the project level, interactions generally involve those stakeholders with a 
commercial interest in the projects (e.g., facility owners, project developers, verifiers, 
consultants, CRT buyers, regulators, etc.). This section details avenues for non-commercial 
stakeholders to interact with the Reserve in relation to individual projects (rather than project 
protocols). 

3.5.1 Local Stakeholder Consultations 

Every Reserve protocol includes requirements to ensure that credits are only issued for 
emission reductions at projects that are in compliance with applicable regulations, and do no net 
environmental harm. In some cases, offset projects may have the potential to create social 
impacts on the local community, either positive or negative, which may not be appropriately 
handled by other, existing government structures. In those cases, the individual protocol may 
include additional requirements for local stakeholder consultations. In addition, every protocol 
development process, as well as every major protocol update, involves at least one public 

                                                
 
21 If the registration extension is being requested for a non-site visit year, evidence must be provided to show that the 
project developer has provided requested documentation to the verification team to allow them to commence the 
desk review. 
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comment period, with a public webinar. Local stakeholders are welcome to participate in any of 
these public events. 
 
For example, the Mexico Forest Protocol provides social safeguards through prescriptive 
guidance about obtaining free, prior, and informed consent; meeting notification, participation, 
and documentation; and project governance. This ensures that the local community is able to 
participate in the offset project. 

3.5.2 Feedback and Grievance Process 

For any project type, it is possible that a stakeholder may want to contact the Reserve to 
provide feedback, either positive or negative. For general feedback or inquiries, stakeholders 
may contact the Reserve at reserve@climateactionreserve.org, or call the Reserve office at 
(213) 891-1444. For questions or comments related to a specific protocol, current points of 
contact are listed on our website at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/contact-us/.  
 
The Reserve strives to avoid adopting protocols for activities that present a risk of negative 
environmental or social impacts. However, if a stakeholder has a grievance about a specific 
project, the initial point of contact would be the same as described above. The staff member 
receiving this initial contact will collect as much information as possible from the stakeholder 
about the specific project and grievance. This will then be communicated to the senior 
management at the Reserve, including the President. The specific action taken will depend on 
the nature of the grievance. 
 

▪ For cases of a potential over-issuance, Reserve staff will conduct a thorough review and 
analysis, then ensure that the system is “made whole,” according to the process detailed 
in Section 3.6.2 below. 

▪ For disputes related to ownership of the GHG emission reductions, the Reserve senior 
management and legal counsel will review the positions and documentation of the 
parties involved and determine the appropriate owner (based on existing Reserve 
guidance related to ownership of GHG emission reductions), as well as whether any 
additional action against the project or the project developer is warranted. The Reserve 
will not be party to any disputes where the involved parties pursue actions beyond the 
Reserve issuing a determination as previously described. 

▪ For grievances related to potential negative social or environmental impacts related to a 
Reserve project, which are not in violation of existing regulations (and thus handled by 
the relevant government agency), the Reserve senior management will conduct a finding 
of facts and consider the stakeholder’s position. Such instances may be referred to the 
Board of Directors for a decision on project eligibility. 

3.6 Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs) 
In the Reserve, GHG reductions and removals are recognized as Climate Reserve Tonnes or 
CRTs, which are equal to one metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) reduced or 
sequestered. After projects are registered, CRTs are issued based on the GHG reduction or 
removal amount reported by the project developer and confirmed by an approved verification 
body. CRTs are issued only on an ex post basis (i.e., after verification that reduction activities 
have actually occurred) and only for GHG reductions or removals that occur within the project 
crediting period. For transparency, each CRT has a unique serial number with embedded 
information that identifies the project type, location, developer, and vintage. The unique serial 
number persists as CRTs are transferred between accounts or are retired and become offsets. 
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3.6.1 Issuance of CRTs 

CRTs are issued by the Reserve for actual GHG reductions or removals achieved by a project, 
as determined in approved Verification Reports. Once a project is registered and the project’s 
account holder pays the appropriate CRT Issuance Fee, CRTs for verified GHG reductions or 
removals are released into the account holder’s primary CRT account. CRTs will not be issued 
until the CRT Issuance Fee is received by the Reserve. CRTs can then be transferred to 
another Reserve account holder’s account, moved into one of the project account holder’s other 
accounts or retired.  
 
An account holder can only hold or retire CRTs in its account for which it is the sole holder of 
legal title and Beneficial Ownership Rights, except as permitted under Section 9 of the Terms of 
Use.  

3.6.2 Over-Issuance of CRTs 

In the event that the Reserve determines that GHG reductions or removals for a project were 
incorrectly quantified or reported, such that the number of CRTs issued to the project account 
holder was in excess of the correct number according to the requirements of the applicable 
protocol, it is primarily the project account holder’s responsibility to compensate for the over-
issuance of CRTs.  
 
The Reserve will notify the project account holder of the over-issuance, including the basis for 
its determination, and the number of CRTs to be surrendered for cancellation or authorized to 
be withheld from issuance as further described below. The Reserve shall determine, at its sole 
discretion, which option or combination of options a project account holder may use; this will be 
determined on a case-by-case basis and detailed in the over-issuance notification. 
 
Within 30 days, the project account holder must: 
  

1. Surrender CRTs for cancellation; and/or 
2. Provide written authorization to the Reserve to withhold CRTs from future issuances to 

the project. 
 
If the project account holder fails to satisfy its obligations within 30 days, the Reserve may: 
 

1. Cancel CRTs held by the project account holder; 
2. Withhold from issuance CRTs otherwise issuable to the project account holder; and/or 
3. Purchase CRTs from third parties at the project account holder’s expense and cancel 

them. 
 

The project account holder may dispute the over-issuance determination using the dispute 
resolution provisions set forth in Section 11(c) of the Climate Action Reserve Terms of Use. 

3.6.3 Transfer of CRTs 

In order to transfer CRTs to another party, that party must have an approved account with the 
Reserve. There is a transfer fee to transfer CRTs from one account holder to another ($0.03 per 
CRT charged to the transferor). The transfer is conducted via the software between the two 
account holders; the Reserve does not play a role in the transfer. 
 
Note that the Reserve does not function as a trading system or commodity exchange. The sale 
or purchase of CRTs takes place outside of the Reserve. Account holders may record sales by 
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using the Reserve to move CRTs from one account to another. However, the Reserve makes 
no warranties concerning, and has no control over, the legal ownership of CRTs that may be 
held in individual accounts. 

3.6.4 Retirement of CRTs 

CRTs may be “retired” to indicate that the emission reductions or removals they represent have 
been used to satisfy a voluntary GHG emission reduction claim or to offset other emissions. To 
support such claims, CRTs are taken out of circulation so that they cannot be used to support 
any further claims. The Reserve retires CRTs by transferring them to a locked retirement 
account where they remain permanently and in perpetuity, precluding further use or transfer to 
other parties. Each account holder has its own associated retirement account. Information about 
retired CRTs is publicly available and includes details like project type, location, serial number, 
date issued, reason for retirement, etc. to support the transparency of the offsets within the 
Reserve. There is no charge to retire CRTs. 
 
For the greatest level of transparency, Account Holders are encouraged to provide complete 
details of the purpose of the CRT retirement in the “Retirement Reason Details” field.  

3.6.5 Holding and Retirement of CRTs on Behalf of Other Parties 

In some circumstances, an account holder may hold and retire CRTs on behalf of one or more 
third parties. See Section 9 of the Reserve Terms of Use for related requirements.  

3.6.6 Transferring Credits from the Reserve 

Offset credits may be transferred to other GHG registries and offset programs under processes 
that are specific to the receiving registry/program.  

3.6.6.1 VCS 

CRTs may be exported to a Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) registry and converted into Verified 
Carbon Units (VCUs). Transfers may be initiated by any account holder with active CRTs. The 
account holder initiates this process as they would a CRT transfer. Once the transfer is 
accepted by the VCS registry administrator, the Reserve processes the transfer and VCUs are 
issued on the VCS registry. The exported CRTs have “converted to VCUs” noted as the 
cancellation reason in the Reserve software and public reports.  

3.6.6.2 The California Compliance Offset Program 

The Reserve is an approved Offset Project Registry (OPR) under the California Compliance 
Offset Program. Projects wishing to receive credits under one of the ARB’s approved 
Compliance Offset Protocols (COPs) may do so through the Reserve’s project registry. Registry 
Offset Credits (ROCs) are issued to projects in the Reserve’s registry that have been listed 
under a COP. Following the issuance of ROCs, project proponents may request issuance of 
ARB Offset Credits (ARBOCs) from the California Air Resources Board. Upon approval, the 
Reserve is notified, and ROCs are cancelled and then re-issued as ARBOCs in the Compliance 
Instrument Tracking System Service (CITSS). The exported ROCs have “ARB” noted as the 
cancellation reason in the Reserve software and public reports.  

3.7 Transferring Projects into the Climate Action Reserve 
Existing projects that have been registered with other carbon offset programs may be 
transferred to the Reserve if they meet, and are successfully verified against, the Reserve’s 
protocol requirements, and if they meet the project start date requirements detailed in Section 
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2.4.3. Such projects must submit a Registry Project Transfer Form, available for download at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. The Registry Project Transfer 
Form requires additional information and documentation to determine the status of the project 
and any offset credits issued for it under other programs.  
 
The project developer must also provide the Reserve with a signed Project Transfer Letter 
before CRTs for that project are issued by the Reserve. The letter must be sent to the 
administrator of the other program where the project was registered, confirming that no further 
emission reductions or removals for the project will be verified or registered under the other 
program.  
 
Transferred projects are considered pre-existing projects and thus are able to register more 
than 12 months of data during their initial verification with the Reserve (see Section 3.4.2). 
Transfer projects are also subject to contiguous reporting, which means that a project’s initial 
verification period with the Reserve must be contiguous with the end of the last verification 
period under the program from which the project is transferred.  
 
The crediting period for a transferred project will be reduced by the length of time that has 
elapsed since the project start date, as defined by each protocol.  
 
Note that while projects can be transferred from another program to the Reserve, previously 
issued credits from another program cannot be transferred to the Reserve. Furthermore, 
projects that generated offset credits in the past but were never registered on a carbon offset 
registry cannot be registered with the Reserve. 

3.8 Transferring Projects from the Climate Action Reserve 
Projects may be transferred from the Reserve to other GHG registries and offset programs. To 
transfer a project, the developer shall provide a signed Project Transfer Letter to the Reserve 
specifying the effective date of transfer and confirming that no further emission reductions or 
removals for the project will be verified or registered with the Reserve.  
 
Once a project is transferred, no future reductions or removals from that project will be 
registered as CRTs. Project information and previously issued CRTs will remain in the Reserve 
system under their given serial numbers. Previously issued CRTs may be transferred to other 
accounts on the Reserve system and retired on the Reserve system, as long as the project 
developer maintains an account with the Reserve. Section 3.6.3 of this manual describes how to 
transfer CRTs to other Reserve accounts. 

3.9 Transferring Projects between Account Holders in the Reserve 
Projects may be transferred between project developer account holders within the Reserve 
program. The project developer transferee (the project developer who is acquiring the project) 
must submit an Account Holder Project Transfer form and pay $500 per project transfer. The 
Reserve will review this form and the project will then be transferred to the new account holder. 
The original account holder will no longer have access to restricted (non-public) project 
information. 
 
The Account Holder Project Transfer form can be downloaded at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 
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3.10 Relationships to Other GHG Programs 
The Climate Action Reserve operates as a stand-alone voluntary offset registry. However, the 
Reserve program does interact with other GHG programs in various ways. Relationships with 
several, major programs are detailed in this section. 

3.10.1 Voluntary Carbon Offset Programs 

Registration of projects using project protocols developed by the Reserve is limited to the 
Reserve’s voluntary offset program and other carbon offset programs that have pre-existing 
agreements in place with the Reserve. If a project developer is seeking crediting under a project 
protocol developed by the Reserve under a different program, it is the project developer’s 
responsibility to notify the Reserve and to ensure that there is such a pre-existing agreement in 
place.  
 
It may be possible for a voluntary Reserve offset project to be simultaneously listed under 
another voluntary offset program, provided that there is no overlap in the GHG Assessment 
Boundaries of the relevant protocol(s) or methodology. All project developers wishing to take 
advantage of any such opportunity should seek guidance from the Reserve, and staff of the 
other voluntary offset program, as early as possible in that process, to ensure best chances for 
approval and avoidance of any double counting. Reserve staff will work directly with the project 
developer, and likely also staff from the other voluntary program in question, to ensure there is 
no double counting in such circumstances. Generally speaking, where GHG accounting 
boundaries do not overlap, it may be possible for a project to enroll in multiple offset programs, 
undertake one set of activities, and receive crediting from those multiple programs. However, 
such a determination shall be made on a case-by-case basis for each combination of Reserve 
protocol and external protocol or methodology. 

3.10.1.1 The Verified Carbon Standard 

The Reserve is the first recognized independent GHG offset program under the Verified Carbon 
Standard, a global standard and program for approval of credible voluntary offsets. As an 
approved VCS program, offset projects that meet the Reserve’s protocols can generate VCS 
credits, known as VCUs. CRTs issued by the Reserve can also be converted to VCUs and 
transferred to a VCS registry (see Section 3.6.6). However, VCUs cannot be converted to 
CRTs; only projects registered with the Reserve using Reserve protocols are able to generate 
CRTs. 
 
For more information on Verra’s VCS Program, visit https://verra.org/project/vcs-program/.  

3.10.2 The California Compliance Offset Program 

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) administers a Compliance Offset Program for use 
under the state’s economywide cap and trade program for GHG emissions. The project registry 
functions for this program are administered by approved Offset Project Registries (OPRs). The 
Reserve is an approved OPR. Projects wishing to receive credits under one of the ARB’s 
approved Compliance Offset Protocols (COPs) may do so through the Reserve’s project 
registry. Reserve staff are experts in the OPR procedures, as well as the application of the 
COPs, most of which are adapted from the Reserve’s voluntary offset protocols. The Reserve 
issues Registry Offset Credits (ROCs), which are ultimately canceled and then reissued by the 
ARB as ARB Offset Credits (ARBOCs). The Reserve does not issue ARBOCs and does not 
have a connection with the Compliance Instrument Tracking System Service (CITSS) (the 
registry used by the Western Climate Initiative for tracking compliance instruments). In 
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instances where a project does not seek the issuance of ARBOCs for a given reporting period, 
the project may retire the ROCs for voluntary purposes (see Section 3.6.4) or seek the 
conversion of ROCs into CRTs. 
 
For information on the Reserve’s role as an Early Action Offset Program and Offset Project 
Registry for the California Compliance Offset Program, please see the following resources: 
 

▪ Climate Action Reserve California Compliance Offset Program website 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/california-compliance-projects/  

▪ California Air Resources Board Compliance Offset Program website 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/offsets/offsets.htm 

3.10.3 The California Low Carbon Fuel Standard Program 

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) administers a Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) 
Program for use under the state’s plan for reducing GHG emissions. Certain project types that 
are eligible for CRTs and ROCs under the Reserve’s voluntary and compliance offset project 
registry programs are also potentially eligible to receive LCFS credits for the generation and 
delivery of transport fuels (such as biogas) into California. This includes livestock anaerobic 
digestion projects and landfill gas capture and destruction projects. The Reserve does not issue 
or verify LCFS credits. Nor can CRTs or ROCs be directly converted into LCFS credits. 
However, in some cases the process of verifying and registering offsets through the Reserve 
may be a component of the project’s process toward receiving and verifying LCFS credits. In 
cases where a Reserve offset project is also seeking LCFS credits, Reserve staff will work with 
ARB staff and the project developer to ensure that CRTs or ROCs are appropriately cancelled 
to reflect overlapping issuance in the LCFS program. In instances where a project cancels 
some, but not all ROCs from a given reporting period, in order to receive benefit in the LCFS 
program, the project may be able to retire the remaining ROCs or seek the conversion of those 
ROCs into CRTs. 
 
In all cases, project developers must disclose to their verifiers the existence of any additional 
crediting or payment programs in which the project is participating concurrently with its 
registration through the Reserve. 

3.10.4 The Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation 
(CORSIA) 

The International Civil Aviation Organization, a special body of the United Nations, has resolved 
to mitigate the growth in GHG emissions from international aviation beyond 2020 through the 
Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA). The offsets 
portion of this program is designed to be decentralized, allowing for airlines to comply with their 
offsets obligations via retirement of eligible emission units issued by approved GHG programs.  
 
As of this writing, no GHG programs have been approved by ICAO, and details around 
qualification of eligible emission units are not settled. The Reserve has applied for its offsets 
program to be approved for use by airlines to comply with CORSIA. At a later date, this 
document will be updated to reflect the process by which CRTs may be qualified and retired for 
use in CORSIA, including procedures to avoid double claiming of emission reductions. 
 
For more information on CORSIA, please visit https://www.icao.int/environmental-
protection/CORSIA/Pages/default.aspx.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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3.10.5 Green-e Climate 

Green-e Climate is a “global third-party certification program for carbon offsets,” operated by the 
Center for Resource Solutions (CRS). This program could be viewed as a “meta” certification, 
applying its label to offsets issued by specific GHG programs it has decided to endorse. The 
Climate Action Reserve’s voluntary offsets program is one such endorsed program. Thus, CRTs 
may be certified as Green-e Climate carbon offsets. Regardless of this additional certification, 
CRTs remain within the Reserve’s registry, with the original serial numbers and no additional 
requirements from the Reserve program. 
 
For more information on the CRS’s Green-e Climate program, visit https://www.green-
e.org/programs/climate.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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4  Project Protocol Development Process 
The Reserve is committed to producing high quality GHG project accounting protocols, and to 
this end uses an intensive multi-stakeholder process to develop its project protocols. This 
approach integrates extensive data collection and analysis with review and input from a diverse 
range of experts and stakeholders. Reserve staff guides this process to ensure that final 
protocols adhere to the principles outlined in Section 1.2. This process produces high quality, 
well-vetted, and credible protocols based on best practices from national and international 
standards. This section details the Reserve’s unique and rigorous project protocol development 
process. 

4.1 Screening Process 
The Reserve uses an internal screening process to identify candidate project types with good 
potential for offset protocol development. The Reserve takes into consideration a number of 
issues when assessing a project type for further development, including: 
 

▪ Does the project type create direct or indirect emission reductions? All else equal, the 
Reserve will focus on project types that result in direct reductions. Direct emission 
reductions are generally easier to verify because the sites where they occur can be 
directly monitored. When emission reductions occur at sites or sources owned by the 
project developer, there is also less risk that an entity other than the project developer 
will claim ownership of the reductions. Thus, these projects are unlikely to be at risk for 
double counting or ownership issues. 

 
▪ How amenable is the project type to standardized additionality and baseline 

determinations? For some types of projects, it is difficult to credibly and accurately 
determine additionality and estimate baseline emissions on a standardized basis. In 
general, the Reserve will avoid developing protocols for these project types. 
Alternatively, the Reserve may incorporate project-specific methods or variables into 
standardized protocols as appropriate, or limit the scope of protocols to address only 
activities and conditions for which standardized approaches are feasible.  
 

▪ What is the likelihood that the sector where the project activity occurs will be covered 
under a future cap-and-trade system? Since issuing offset credits for reductions that 
occur at capped emission sources would result in double counting, the Reserve prefers 
to focus on projects affecting GHG emissions that are unlikely to be capped. 

 
▪ What are the total potential GHG reductions that could result from this type of project? 

As it takes significant effort and resources to produce a standardized project protocol, 
there should be large and geographically diverse potential reduction opportunities. 

 
▪ Are there potential positive or negative environmental or social impacts from this type of 

project activity or the operations, facilities or sectors with which this type of project may 
be associated? Negative effects should be avoided. All else equal, the Reserve will 
prioritize sectors and project types that can create significant co-benefits for the habitats 
and communities where projects take place. Where necessary, the Reserve will also 
consider developing additional criteria for ensuring environmental and social safeguards. 
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▪ Are there existing methodologies or protocols that could serve as a starting point? 
Standardized protocols are more easily developed where sound scientific methods 
already exist to determine baselines and quantify emission reductions. 

 
▪ Are there high quality datasets to evaluate “business as usual” activities for the sector in 

which the project activity occurs? Setting performance thresholds and other 
standardized tests for additionality requires defensible data on the current state of the 
sector. 

 
Once the internal screening process is complete, project types with good potential are either 
explored more fully through the development of an issue paper or the Reserve holds a scoping 
meeting to engage stakeholders in further evaluating what types of activities should be targets 
for protocol development. 

4.1.1 Issue Paper 

An issue paper evaluates the feasibility and desirability of developing a protocol (or set of 
protocols) for a particular project type. It assesses possible issues with developing a 
standardized protocol for the project type, including an evaluation of potential approaches to 
GHG emission quantification; exploration of options for defining eligible project activities; 
evaluation of approaches to setting project boundaries; and assessment of the availability of 
datasets and other pertinent information. It also assesses the environmental and social impacts 
associated with prospective project activities, as well as potential impacts from the operations, 
facilities or sectors with which project activities may be associated. Issue papers are prepared 
by researching existing sector methodologies and datasets and consulting sector experts. After 
completion, the issue paper may be sent to interested parties (industry experts, environmental 
groups, state agencies, academics) for review and comment. 

4.1.2 Scoping Meeting 

Interested parties may be invited to a scoping meeting to discuss protocol development options 
and challenges for the project type in question. At the scoping meeting stage, the Reserve will 
generally propose a series of activities within the project type category for which specific 
accounting and verification standards could be developed. Feedback from the scoping meeting 
is used to determine whether the Reserve will move forward in developing a protocol, and which 
activities the protocol should encompass.  

4.2 Development Process 
After a project type is identified, the Reserve follows a rigorous multi-stakeholder consultation 
process to develop an appropriate protocol. 

4.2.1 Workgroup Assembly 

To initiate the project protocol development process, the Reserve assembles a balanced multi-
stakeholder voluntary workgroup, drawing from industry experts, state and federal agencies, 
environmental organizations, and other various stakeholders. Workgroups are assembled by 
invitation, but all parties are encouraged to express their interest in participating in the 
workgroup process. Throughout the protocol development process, the workgroup provides 
expert review and direct input into the development of the project protocol.  
 
Interested stakeholders that are not on the workgroup can still participate in the workgroup 
process as “observers.” Any individual is welcome to be an observer to a protocol development 
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process. Observers can listen to workgroup meetings via conference call, but are not solicited 
for comments or feedback until the public review period. 

4.2.2 Options Paper 

Where appropriate, the Reserve may develop an options paper to further address and lay out 
different approaches for key elements of the protocol. A draft is shared with the workgroup and 
comments are incorporated into a final options paper that forms the basis of the draft protocol. 

4.2.3 Draft Protocol for Workgroup Review 

The Reserve develops a draft protocol based on expert input and insights from an issue paper 
or the final options paper. The draft protocol is released to the workgroup for review and revision 
and is also posted on the Reserve’s website for review by observers and other interested 
members of the public. The draft protocol review process usually includes at least one or more 
in-person workgroup meetings in which members are invited to discuss issues at length. At this 
point in the process, the Reserve explicitly requests input on possible environmental and social 
harms associated with project activities and associated operations or facilities, and requests 
discussion of whether existing legal and regulatory safeguards are appropriate and adequate to 
mitigate any harms. 
 
Written comments from the workgroup are incorporated into the draft protocol, which may go 
through multiple iterations of workgroup review before it is ready for public review. Note that 
observers and the public do not comment on the draft protocol at this stage. 

4.2.4 Public Review Period and Public Workshop 

The revised draft protocol is posted on the Reserve’s website for a 30-day public comment 
period. The public is notified via the Reserve’s listserv database and other venues, and 
reviewers are asked to submit written comments. During the 30-day public review period, the 
Reserve also hosts a public workshop to solicit feedback and address concerns regarding the 
draft protocol in an open forum. After receiving written feedback, all comments are recorded and 
addressed. A final protocol is produced, taking into account public comments and any further 
workgroup feedback. 

4.2.5 Board Approval 

The Reserve’s Board of Directors must vote to adopt each project protocol. Protocols are 
presented at quarterly board meetings, which are open to the public, and issues raised 
throughout the development process are reviewed, giving workgroup members and interested 
stakeholders a chance to raise any last concerns or questions. After the Board adopts the 
protocol, it becomes an official Reserve protocol and is immediately available for use. 

4.2.6 Ongoing Public Feedback and Comments 

After Board approval, the Reserve continues to solicit, document, and respond to public 
feedback and comments on the current version of the project protocol. Comments and feedback 
on adopted protocols can be submitted to the Reserve at policy@climateactionreserve.org. The 
public is also welcome to contact Reserve staff directly to discuss their comments and 
concerns. 
 
Public feedback and comments are assessed on an ongoing basis and may initiate a revision to 
a project protocol.  
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4.3 Revisions to Project Protocols 
After Board approval, the protocols are periodically revised in light of public comments, on-the-
ground experience, and technological, scientific, and regulatory developments. In addition, the 
Reserve may review and update performance standards and standardized baselines to ensure 
they continue to effectively screen projects for additionality and accurately represent “business 
as usual” emissions. There are two types of revisions to project protocols: policy revisions and 
program revisions. 

4.3.1 Policy Revisions 

Policy revisions are those that affect project definition or eligibility, or that involve significant 
changes or adjustments to baseline estimation and/or the quantification of emission reductions 
or removals. A policy revision is generally focused on specific elements of the protocol and is 
not necessarily an opportunity to revisit all decisions made in the initial protocol development 
process.  
 
Depending on the extent of the revision, the Reserve may convene an expert stakeholder group 
or reach out to stakeholders involved in the initial protocol development process. This group 
may be asked to comment on a revised draft protocol or be convened to discuss key issues 
prior to changes being circulated for comment. All policy revisions require a 30-day public 
comment period and adoption by the Reserve’s Board. Policy revisions are brought for adoption 
at the quarterly board meetings or are brought to the executive committee of the Board for 
adoption if expedited action is required. When adopted, a policy revision creates a new version 
of the project protocol (e.g., Version 1.0 undergoes a policy revision to become Version 2.0).  

4.3.2 Program Revisions 

Program revisions are editorial or technical in nature and do not require a public comment 
period, nor do they require adoption by the Reserve’s Board. These revisions do not 
significantly change the policies or eligibility in the project protocol, but can change or revise 
quantification methodologies or monitoring requirements. Program revisions create a new sub-
version of the protocol (e.g., Version 1.0 undergoes a program revision to become Version 1.1). 
Program revisions are considered adopted on the date they are posted on the Reserve website. 
A protocol revision notification is sent to the Reserve’s listserv and to Reserve account holders 
at that time. 

4.3.3 Grace Period for Registration under Prior Protocol Versions 

Project developers have 90 days from the date on which a revised protocol is adopted to submit 

a project to the Reserve using the previous version of the protocol. The project must still 
complete verification within 12 months of the end of its initial reporting period. Otherwise, the 
project must be resubmitted for registration under the most current version of the protocol. 
 
Projects that have been registered using a previous version of the protocol are not required to 
have their projects verified under any updated versions. Instead, projects may continue being 
verified against the original protocol version for the duration of their crediting period. Project 
developers always have the option, however, of voluntarily choosing to verify against the most 
current version. Applying the most current protocol to a project does not change the project’s 
crediting period. 
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4.3.4 Errata and Clarifications 

If typographical errors are found in a protocol after it is released, the Reserve may issue an 
“Errata” document indicating required corrections. Errata are issued to correct typographical 
errors in text, equations or figures. Similarly, if the Reserve discovers that certain protocol 
requirements are ambiguous or in need of further guidance, the Reserve may issue a 
“Clarifications” document. Clarifications are issued to ensure consistent interpretation and 
application of the protocol. 
 
Errata and Clarifications documents become effective immediately for the version(s) of the 
protocol to which they apply (applicable versions are identified in each document). Project 
developers and verification bodies must refer to and follow the corrections and guidance 
presented in Errata and Clarifications documents once they are issued. Errata and clarifications 
are considered effective on the date they are first posted on the Reserve website. All listed and 
registered projects must follow the guidance specified in the Errata and Clarifications document. 
On a case-by-case basis, in order to ensure that the protocol is consistently applied and that the 
purpose of the protocol is achieved, the Reserve has sole discretion to apply current errata 
retroactively to a project for which CRTs have been issued prior to the release of the errata that 
may affect quantification of its GHG reductions and/or CRTs issued. 
 
All account holders and verification bodies will be notified if an Errata and Clarifications 
document is released or updated. Errata and Clarifications documents will be appended to all 
applicable versions of the protocol and will also be available as stand-alone documents on the 
relevant protocol’s webpage. The errata and clarifications identified in these documents will be 
incorporated into subsequent versions of the relevant protocol. 

4.4 Communication with the Public 
Current versions of each project protocol and information about protocols in development are 
available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/. Each project protocol also has 
its own dedicated webpage that can be accessed from here.  
 
Interested members of the public can receive protocol development announcements and 
program updates by joining the Reserve’s mailing list at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/news-and-events/newsletter/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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5  Glossary 
 

Business day Any day except Saturday, Sunday or a Federal Reserve Bank holiday. 
A business day shall open at 8:00 a.m. and close at 5:00 p.m. Pacific 
Prevailing Time. 

Client In the Reserve software system, a “client” is an organization or 
individual who wishes to retire CRTs but does not develop its own 
projects.  

Climate Action 
Reserve 

The national offsets program that establishes standards for quantifying 
and verifying GHG emission reduction projects, issues carbon credits 
generated from such projects, and tracks the transfer and retirement of 
credits in a publicly-accessible online system. 

Climate Reserve 
Tonne or CRT 

The unit of offset credits used by the Climate Action Reserve. One 
Climate Reserve Tonne is equal to one metric ton of CO2e reduced or 
sequestered. 

Completed A project is considered “completed” when it is no longer reporting to the 
Reserve. A project is completed if it reaches the end of its crediting 
period(s), becomes ineligible, or if the project developer chooses not to 
continue reporting. The “completed” designation is also used for certain 
early action projects to indicate that the monitoring, reporting, and 
verification (MRV) requirements under the Reserve’s Early Action 
Offset Program have been satisfied, and that the project will continue 
MRV requirements under the Compliance Offset Program. The reason 
for the completed status is noted in the Reserve’s public reports. Once 
a project is completed, project information remains publicly available 
indefinitely.  

Group Retirement 
Subaccount 

The subaccount for the retirement of CRTs that are held by an account 
holder on an omnibus basis on behalf of one or more third parties that 
hold legal title and/or beneficial ownership rights in those CRTs. 

Listed A project is considered “listed” once the Reserve has satisfactorily 
reviewed all project submittal forms. The project will then appear in the 
public interface of the Reserve system. 

Offset A reduction or removal of GHG emissions from the atmosphere that is 
used to compensate for an equivalent amount of emissions from 
another GHG emitting activity occurring elsewhere. For the purposes of 
the Reserve program, a CRT becomes an offset when it is retired. 

Project developer An organization or individual that registers projects for the purpose of 
generating emission reductions or removals. In the Reserve software 
system, project developers may be issued CRTs for the verified 
emission reductions or removals that their projects achieve. They can 
also transfer and manage CRTs.  

Project owner (limited) An organization or individual representing a landowner participating in 
a cooperative or aggregate according to protocol-specific rules and 
procedures. In the Reserve software system, project owners may 
register projects that are formally part of a cooperative or an 
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aggregation. This account type may also be used for limited transfers 
of CRTs under the terms and restrictions imposed by the relevant 
project protocol and/or aggregation guidance and does not include 
privileges for retiring CRTs.  

Project protocol 
 

A Reserve-developed document that contains the eligibility rules, GHG 
Assessment Boundary, quantification methodologies, monitoring and 
reporting parameters, etc. for a specific project type. Project protocols 
are akin to “methodologies” in other offset programs. 

Reduction A verified decrease in GHG emissions caused by a project, as 
measured against an appropriate forward-looking estimate of baseline 
emissions for the project. 

Registered A project is considered “registered” when the project has been verified 
by an approved third-party verification body, submitted by the project 
developer to the Reserve for approval, and accepted by the Reserve. 

Removal A verified increase in carbon stocks caused by a forest project, as 
measured against an appropriate forward-looking estimate of baseline 
carbon stocks for the project. 

Reporting period A discrete period of time over which a project developer quantifies and 
reports GHG reductions to the Reserve.  

Retired When CRTs are transferred to a retirement account in the Reserve 
system, they are considered retired. Retirement accounts are 
permanent and locked, so that a retired CRT cannot be transferred 
again. CRTs are retired when they have been used to offset an 
equivalent tonne of emissions or have been removed from further 
transactions on behalf of the environment.  

Submitted A project is considered “submitted” when all of the appropriate forms 
have been completed, uploaded, and submitted to the Reserve 
software. 

Trader/Broker/Retailer  An organization or individual that transfers and manages CRTs in the 
Reserve system, but does not develop its own projects. 

Transitioned An early action project is considered “transitioned” when the project 
has been listed and successfully completed a verification under the 
Compliance Offset Program, but has any number of early action-
eligible CRTs remaining active or retired in the Reserve program. The 
project is no longer reporting or seeking credits under the requirements 
of the relevant Reserve protocol, but is required to meet the MRV 
requirements of the California Cap-and-Trade Regulation.  

User An individual or entity that holds an account with the Reserve and has 
agreed to the Terms of Use and shall include such representative as 
the entity shall appoint and designate by completing the Designation of 
Authority form. 

Verified A project is considered “verified” when the project verification body has 
submitted the project’s Verification Statement and the Verification 
Report in the Reserve system. 

Verification body An organization or company that has been ISO-accredited and 
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approved by the Reserve to perform GHG verification activities for 
specific project protocols. 

Verification period A discrete period of time over which a project’s GHG reductions are 
verified. Under some protocols, a verification period may cover multiple 
reporting periods. The end date of a verification period must 
correspond to the end date of a reporting period. 

Verifier An individual that is employed by or subcontracted to an ISO-
accredited and Reserve-approved verification body and is qualified to 
provide verification services for specific project protocols.  

 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/


A.2.2 Verification Program Manual 

  



Verification Program Manual
February 8, 2017



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Climate Action Reserve 
601 West 5th Street, Suite 650 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
www.climateactionreserve.org  
 
Released February 8, 2017 
 
© 2017 Climate Action Reserve. All rights reserved. This material may not be reproduced, displayed, 
modified or distributed without the express written permission of the Climate Action Reserve. 
 

NOTE TO USERS: 
 
From time to time, the Climate Action Reserve may update this manual. Please make 
sure you are using the latest version, available at www.climateactionreserve.org.  
 
For information, comments, or questions, please email 
reserve@climateactionreserve.org.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
mailto:reserve@climateactionreserve.org


Verification Program Manual  February 8, 2017 

Climate Action Reserve 
Verification Program Manual 

 
1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 The Climate Action Reserve ........................................................................................ 2 
1.2 Disclaimer .................................................................................................................... 2 
1.3 Organization of Verification Program Manual ............................................................... 2 
1.4 Reserve GHG Accounting Principles ........................................................................... 3 
1.5 Overview of Verification Process .................................................................................. 4 

2 Standard of Verification .................................................................................................... 5 
2.1 Principles of Verification ............................................................................................... 5 
2.2 Level of Assurance ...................................................................................................... 5 
2.3 Materiality Threshold .................................................................................................... 6 

2.3.1 Quantitative Materiality Threshold ......................................................................... 6 
2.3.2 Qualitative Materiality Threshold ........................................................................... 8 

3 Requirements to Perform Verification Activities ............................................................ 9 
3.1 Verification Body and Lead Verifier Requirements Overview ....................................... 9 
3.2 Obligations and Requirements to the Reserve ............................................................10 
3.3 ISO 14065 Accreditation .............................................................................................12 

3.3.1 Obtaining Accreditation ........................................................................................13 
3.3.2 Costs of Accreditation ..........................................................................................15 
3.3.3 ISO Conformance ................................................................................................15 
3.3.4 Validation .............................................................................................................15 

3.4 Training Requirements and Qualifications for Lead Verifiers .......................................16 
3.4.1 Internal Training ...................................................................................................17 
3.4.2 Reserve Training .................................................................................................17 
3.4.3 ARB Training .......................................................................................................18 

3.5 Verification Policies Acknowledgment and Agreement Form .......................................18 
3.5.1 Verification Staff Reporting Form .........................................................................19 

3.6 Conflict of Interest .......................................................................................................19 
3.6.1 Reserve COI Review ...........................................................................................20 
3.6.2 Notification of Verification Activities and COI Form ..............................................20 
3.6.3 Potentially Conflicting Services ............................................................................21 

3.7 Organizational COI and the Verification Cycle ............................................................23 
3.8 Technical Consultants and Contracted Verifiers ..........................................................24 
3.9 Confidentiality .............................................................................................................25 

4 Project Verification Activities and Expectations ...........................................................26 
4.1 Overview .....................................................................................................................26 
4.2 Risk-Based Verification ...............................................................................................26 
4.3 Scoping and Planning Project Verification Activities ....................................................27 

4.3.1 Verification Team .................................................................................................27 
4.3.2 Developing a Verification Plan .............................................................................28 

4.4 Verification Cycle ........................................................................................................28 
4.5 Desktop Verification vs. Full Verification .....................................................................32 

4.5.1 Site Visits .............................................................................................................32 
4.6 Core Verification Activities ..........................................................................................33 

4.6.1 Step 1: Confirm Eligibility Criteria .........................................................................33 
4.6.1.1 Location ........................................................................................................33 
4.6.1.2 Project Start Date .........................................................................................34 
4.6.1.3 Crediting Period ............................................................................................34 



Verification Program Manual  February 8, 2017 

4.6.1.4 Additionality ..................................................................................................34 
4.6.1.5 Regulatory Compliance .................................................................................35 
4.6.1.6 Ownership ....................................................................................................36 

4.6.2 Step 2: Review Reported Data and Identify Sources, Sinks and Reservoirs ........38 
4.6.3 Step 3: Reviewing Management Systems and Methodologies .............................39 
4.6.4 Step 4: Verify Emissions Estimates ......................................................................39 

4.7 Professional Judgment ...............................................................................................41 
4.8 Variances ....................................................................................................................41 

4.8.1 Verification Body Application of Variance Determinations ....................................41 
4.9 Errata and Clarifications ..............................................................................................42 
4.10 Joint Verification .........................................................................................................42 
4.11 Aggregation and Cooperatives ....................................................................................43 

5 Documenting and Reporting Verification Activities ......................................................44 
5.1 List of Findings ............................................................................................................44 
5.2 Verification Report ......................................................................................................45 

5.2.1 Verification Report Content ..................................................................................46 
5.2.2 Eligibility ...............................................................................................................46 
5.2.3 Conformance with the Protocol ............................................................................47 
5.2.4 Calculation Review and Sampling ........................................................................47 
5.2.5 Findings and Basis of Opinion .............................................................................48 

5.3 Verification Statement .................................................................................................48 
5.3.1 Preparing a Verification Statement .......................................................................48 
5.3.2 Negative Verification Statement ...........................................................................48 

5.4 Senior Internal Review ................................................................................................49 
5.5 Exit Meeting ................................................................................................................50 
5.6 Submitting the Verification Documentation to the Reserve ..........................................50 

6 Administration and Reserve Intervention ......................................................................51 
6.1 Verification Oversight and Audits ................................................................................51 
6.2 Warnings, Suspensions, Notices to Correct ................................................................52 
6.3 Rescission of Verifier or Verification Body Approval ....................................................53 
6.4 Dispute Resolution Process ........................................................................................53 
6.5 Record Keeping and Retention ...................................................................................54 

Glossary ..................................................................................................................................55 
 
 
 



Verification Program Manual  February 8, 2017 

List of Tables 
 
Figure 3.1: ANSI GHG Accreditation Milestones .......................................................................14 
Figure 4.1: NOVA/COI Approval ...............................................................................................30 
Figure 4.2: Project Verification and Registration ........................................................................31 
 

List of Figures 
 
Figure 3.1: ANSI GHG Accreditation Milestones .......................................................................14 
Figure 4.1: NOVA/COI Approval ...............................................................................................30 
Figure 4.2: Project Verification and Registration ........................................................................31 
 
 
 



Verification Program Manual  February 8, 2017 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Verification Program Manual 1 

1 Introduction 
Verification plays a vital role in upholding the integrity and quality of the data reported to both 
mandatory and voluntary GHG programs across the world. The Climate Action Reserve 
(Reserve) created this Verification Program Manual to detail the requirements of its verification 
program and provide approved verification bodies with a standardized approach to the 
independent and rigorous verification of GHG emissions reductions and removals reported by 
project developers into its offset program. Project developers should also use this document to 
help prepare them for the reporting and verification process.  
 
This standardized approach to verification promotes the relevance, completeness, consistency, 
accuracy, transparency and conservativeness of emissions reductions data reported in the 
Reserve. This is an accompanying document to the Program Manual, which presents the 
Reserve’s policies, processes and procedures for registering projects and generating offset 
credits with the Reserve.  
 
Detailed information on the Reserve’s general operating procedures and offset program can be 
found in the following documents: 
 

 Climate Action Reserve Program Manual 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/ 

 Climate Action Reserve User Guide 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/open-an-account/ 

 Climate Action Reserve Terms of Use  
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/open-an-account/ 

 
Verification is an integral part of the Reserve’s voluntary offset program. The key objectives of 
the verification program and guidelines found in this manual are to:  
 

 Ensure projects are real, additional, permanent, verifiable and enforceable 
 Minimize the risk of erroneously crediting or double counting of Climate Reserve Tonnes 

(CRTs)  
 Ensure projects meet minimum eligibility requirements 
 Support the transparency and integrity of the data contained within Reserve  
 Maintain that verifications are conducted in a consistent and comparable manner across 

projects 
 Ensure projects’ on-going compliance with the Reserve’s protocols and program rules 

 
The Reserve requires third-party verification of all GHG projects as specified in each project 
protocol. CRTs are issued only after a Verification Report and a Verification Statement attesting 
to the accuracy of reported emission reductions have been submitted by the verification body 
and accepted by the Reserve. The Reserve relies upon these documents to attest to the 
legitimacy of the CRTs issued. The verification body is held accountable to the Reserve for the 
quality and independence of the report and statement submitted to the Reserve.  
 
Guidance in this Verification Program Manual is limited to the Reserve’s program serving the 
voluntary carbon market. For information on the Reserve’s role as an Offset Project Registry for 
the California Compliance Offset Program, please see the following resources: 
 

 Climate Action Reserve California Compliance Offset Program website 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/california-compliance-projects/  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/open-an-account/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/california-compliance-projects/
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 California Air Resources Board Compliance Offset Program website 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/offsets/offsets.htm  

1.1 The Climate Action Reserve 
The Climate Action Reserve is a pioneer in carbon accounting and the most experienced, 
trusted and efficient offset registry to serve the carbon markets. With deep roots in California 
and a reach across North America, the Reserve encourages actions to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and works to ensure environmental benefit, integrity and transparency in market-
based solutions to address global climate change. For the voluntary market, the Reserve 
establishes high quality standards for carbon offset projects, oversees independent third-party 
verification bodies and issues and tracks the transaction of carbon credits (CRTs) generated 
from such projects. 
 
At the heart of the Reserve is a publicly accessible web-based system where owners and 
developers of carbon offset projects can register project information along with verification 
reports demonstrating GHG emission reductions. Emission reductions are certified as CRTs 
(equal to one metric ton of GHG reduced/sequestered), which provide title assurance and 
unique serial number identifiers to ensure that each metric ton is counted and retired only once. 

1.2 Disclaimer  
This manual has been prepared for informational and procedural purposes only. Its contents are 
not intended to constitute legal advice and any person who requires legal advice should obtain it 
elsewhere. The Reserve maintains the right to amend or depart from any procedure or practice 
referred to in this guideline as deemed necessary. Where a departure is necessary, the Reserve 
will provide public notification of significant changes on its website and will notify verification 
bodies in writing. This guidance is subject to revisions as new information and industry best 
practices are identified. 
 
This document is intended to be used in combination with project verification guidance that 
accompany each Reserve project protocol and the International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO) 14064 series on GHG emission reductions and removals. In the instance 
that the applicable protocol differs from guidance given in this document, the Reserve project 
protocols prevail. ISO standards are intended to be program neutral, ensuring that key rules and 
decisions are made and enforced by the GHG program itself. If differing procedures are noted, 
contact the Reserve staff for further clarification and interpretation.  

1.3 Organization of Verification Program Manual 
This manual is divided into six parts that outline the necessary steps for verification bodies to 
perform verification activities under the Climate Action Reserve.  
 
Part 1, Introduction provides a brief overview of the Reserve, its principles and requirements of 
the verification process. 
 
Part 2, Standard of Verification focuses on the Reserve’s standards; describes the levels of 
assurance and materiality threshold required under the Reserve; and highlights important 
definitions. 
 
Part 3, Requirements to Perform Verification focuses on how a verification body becomes 
accredited to perform verification under ISO 14065, outlines obligations and requirements of 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/offsets/offsets.htm
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verification bodies under the Reserve, provides specific and detailed training requirements, and 
details required administrative activities prior to beginning verification activities, which include: 
roles and responsibilities, conflict of interest, providing required notifications, and designing 
appropriate verification activities. 
 
Part 4, Project Verification Activities provides guidance on conducting verification activities, 
such as: assessing eligibility criteria, identifying sources, reviewing management systems and 
methodologies, and verifying emission reductions and removals.  
 
Part 5, Documenting and Reporting Verification Activities covers procedures for 
successfully completing the verification process including: preparing the Verification Report, List 
of Findings and the Verification Statement, and submitting documentation. 
 
Part 6, Administration and Reserve Intervention provides information on the Reserve’s 
verification oversight and auditing process, its dispute resolution process and its record keeping 
requirements.  

1.4 Reserve GHG Accounting Principles 
Verification provides an independent third party review of project data and information being 
submitted to the Reserve. This process ensures project eligibility per the relevant project 
protocol and that reported emission reductions or removals meet the materiality threshold.  
 
To fulfill this purpose, the independent verification process maintains the minimum criteria of 
relevance, completeness, consistency, accuracy, transparency and conservativeness. These 
underlying principles are laid out in ISO 14064-2:2006 and are interpreted below as Reserve 
accounting principles.  
 
Relevance. Project eligibility and compliance status shall be measured in accordance with 
applicable reporting boundaries and performance standards. 
 
Completeness. Verification shall identify and account for all emissions, reductions or removals 
within the GHG assessment boundary that may have occurred in the baseline and project 
scenarios.  
 
Consistency. Methodologies shall be consistent and uniform. Measurements, source data, data 
sampling, and tests shall be applied equally so that performance can be compared over time 
and across similar projects.  
 
Accuracy. Projects shall meet a minimum materiality threshold to ensure accuracy. See 
Section 2.3 from more information.  
 
Transparency. Verification shall be conducted in a transparent manner. The data used for 
verification and the verification activities shall be clearly and thoroughly documented to allow 
replication and outside review by the Reserve or other oversight bodies. 
 
Conservativeness. GHG reductions or removals should not be overstated. Calculations, values 
and procedures should always be applied in a conservative manner, particularly when there are 
limitations to certainty. 
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Implementing these standards in the verification process will help to ensure comparable and 
consistent reporting to the Reserve. These standards will also help verifiers make the reliable, 
dependable decisions discussed further in the core verification process (see Section 4.6).  

1.5 Overview of Verification Process 
The following steps must be taken to ensure that the obligations and responsibilities of both the 
verification body and the project developer are met. 
 

1. Verification body receives accreditation: Verification body meets all accreditation 
requirements and two Lead Verifiers successfully complete required project verification 
training (see Section 3.4.2). 

2. Project developer selects approved verification body: Project developer contacts one 
or more approved verification bodies listed on the Reserve to discuss verification 
activities. Project developer selects an organization to verify its GHG emissions 
reductions or removals and begins to negotiate contract terms. (The contract may not be 
finalized until a determination has been issued by the Reserve.) 

3. Verification body submits project-specific Notification of Verification Activities and 
Conflict of Interest (NOVA/COI) Form: After a project developer chooses a verification 
body, the verification body must submit a NOVA/COI Form to the Reserve outlining the 
proposed scope of the planned verification. This document provides insight into the 
likelihood of a conflict of interest between parties (see Section 3.6). 

4. Reserve sends approval to proceed to verification body: The Reserve reviews the 
NOVA/COI Form and supporting information to determine the level of risk associated with 
the proposed project developer/verifier relationship, then notifies the Lead Verifier of its 
determination. 

5. Verification body conducts verification activities: Verification body develops a risk-
based verification plan and conducts verification following the guidance in the Verification 
Program Manual and the applicable project verification guidance. The verification must 
evaluate a project’s ongoing eligibility and the GHG emissions reductions or removals 
reported to the Reserve (see Section 4.6). 

6. Verification body shares List of Findings with the project developer: A confidential 
list of material and immaterial findings is sent to the project developer. This gives the 
project developer the opportunity to correct any errors found (see Section 5.1). 

7. Verification body prepares the verification documentation for project developer: 
Verification body prepares the final List of Findings Verification Report, and the 
Verification Statement for project developer’s review prior to uploading electronically to 
the Reserve software (see Section 5). 

8. Project developer uploads documents to the Reserve: Project developer then submits 
all final documentation to the Reserve - the List of Findings, the Verification Report and 
Verification Statement (see Section 5.6). 
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2 Standard of Verification  
The Reserve requires that verification bodies use the following standards when conducting 
verification: 
 

 The applicable Reserve project protocol and any relevant errata and clarifications 
 The Reserve Program Manual and any relevant policy memos 
 This Verification Program Manual  
 ISO 14064-3:2006  

 
Verification must adhere to each of these standards, but in instances where standards conflict, 
the Reserve protocols shall take precedence, followed by the Reserve Program Manual, the 
Verification Program Manual, and then ISO 14064-3:2006.  
 
ISO 14064-1:2006 and ISO 14064-2:2006 cover both conformance with the standard and the 
criteria for establishing that the GHG assertion is reliable and correctly stated based on the 
agreed level of assurance, materiality, criteria, objectives and scope. The applicable verification 
standards must be stated in each Verification Report.  

2.1 Principles of Verification 
An essential element of project verification is to ensure that all verification bodies and verifiers 
conducting work under the Reserve uphold the basic verification principles laid out in ISO 
14064-3:2006. Namely, verification bodies and verifiers shall demonstrate independence from 
the activity being verified (interpreted in Section 3.6 under Conflict of Interest). Verification 
bodies must also demonstrate ethical conduct and fair presentation of findings, conclusions and 
reports throughout the verification process. All projects undergoing verification must be treated 
equally, with all appropriate procedures followed. Finally, verification bodies must conduct 
verifications with due professional care, demonstrating the skill, diligence and competence 
necessary to perform the verification (see Section 3).  

2.2 Level of Assurance 
The concept of level of assurance is derived from financial auditing and corresponds to the 
likelihood that a material misstatement has gone undetected. With reasonable or “positive” 
assurance, the verification body provides a direct factual statement expressing the outcome of 
the verification. Providing a reasonable level of assurance confirms the accuracy of the GHG 
assertion. Absolute assurance is the highest form of assurance, but does not allow for 
professional judgment, sampling and inherent limitations. For reasonable assurance, the 
verification body must confirm the accuracy of reported data to a reasonable level. The Reserve 
requires reasonable assurance to uphold the integrity and high quality of verifications conducted 
under its program. 
 
Under the ISO 14064 standards, the level of assurance determines the depth of detail and rigor 
that a verifier designs into the verification plan used to identify any material errors, omissions or 
misstatements. The level of assurance refers to the degree of confidence a verification body is 
able to provide regarding the accuracy of the asserted GHG removals or reductions. The 
Reserve requires that reasonable, but not absolute, assurance be obtained by the verification 
body prior to the execution of a positive Verification Statement, which ensures that the 
verification body is able to “verify without qualification” and attest to the accuracy of the number 
of CRTs being issued to the project developer.  
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2.3 Materiality Threshold 
The concept of materiality is fundamental in executing GHG verification. Information is 
considered material if its omission or misstatement could be seen to influence any resulting 
decisions or actions. In order to reach a conclusion on the veracity of data used to support 
assertions, a verification body must form a view on the materiality of all identified errors or 
uncertainties. 
 
Issues identified during verification must be classified by verification bodies as either material 
(significant) or immaterial (insignificant). To be verified successfully, all reported emissions 
reductions or removals submitted to the Reserve must be free of material misstatements or 
discrepancies. 
 
A materiality threshold is used to assess any error, omission or misstatement that may impact 
the GHG assertion made by a project developer. This threshold is also known as the “minimum 
quality standard” and differentiates those errors, omissions or misstatements that are 
considered by the Reserve to be significant from those that are insignificant. 
 
Materiality has both a quantitative and a qualitative aspect in relation to a project reporting to the 
Reserve. 

2.3.1 Quantitative Materiality Threshold 

The quantitative materiality threshold sets a numeric cap on the magnitude of cumulative error 
in stated reductions permissible under the Reserve as a percent of the verifier’s recalculated 
emission reductions. Error leading to misstatement may be introduced through incorrect 
application of protocol calculations, transcription errors, or the use of incorrect default values. 
Immaterial misstatements identified during verification may go uncorrected and the project may 
receive a positive Verification Statement from the verification body. All material errors must be 
corrected prior to a project receiving a positive Verification Statement. 
 
A verification body must recalculate the total quantity of GHG emission reductions reported to 
the Reserve for any given reporting period in order to determine if the project meets the 
Reserve’s designated materiality threshold.1 
 
In determining whether a material misstatement has occurred, the verification body must 
compare the aggregate total of misstatements against the materiality threshold for the total 
GHG emission reductions reported to the Reserve. Finding several small reporting errors, each 
of which might be immaterial on their own, may lead to a material misstatement when totaled 
against the final number of reported emission reductions. The materiality threshold shall be 
used to inform the design of a verification body’s sampling plan. 
 
If errors are discovered, the verification body must determine if these errors result in a material 
misstatement using its risk-based review of materiality and a rigorous data sampling process. 
 
In an effort to maintain a balance of diligence, accuracy and conservativeness, the Reserve 
defines the quantitative materiality threshold for all projects as follows: 
 

                                                
1 In GHG inventory reporting, the notion of de minimis threshold is in relation to a section of a reporter’s inventory that 
is allowed to be excluded from their reported total. The de minimis threshold does not apply to Reserve projects 
unless explicitly stated in the project protocol. 
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 Projects registering ≤25,000 CRTs over a 12-month period shall achieve a >95% level of 
accuracy (<5% error) relative to the verification body’s calculated emission reductions  

 Projects registering >25,000 CRTs but ≤100,000 CRTs over a 12-month period shall 
achieve a >97% level of accuracy (<3% error) relative to the verification body’s 
calculated emission reductions 

 Projects registering >100,000 CRTs over a 12-month period shall achieve a >99% level 
of accuracy (<1% error) relative to the verification body’s calculated emission reductions 

 
This materiality threshold is set on a 12-month basis to ensure that projects verifying sub-
annually do not receive any advantage over those verifying annually. For sub-annual reporting, 
the quantity of CRTs must be pro-rated based on the verification period length in order to 
determine the appropriate materiality threshold. For example, if a project registers 20,000 CRTs 
for a 3-month verification period, then the materiality threshold is <3% error: (20,000 CRTs / 3 
months) x 12 months = 80,000 CRTs; >97% accuracy required). 
 
To determine the materiality threshold for projects with verification periods longer than 12 
months, the quantity of reported CRTs must be pro-rated in the same fashion. For example, if a 
project reports 30,000 CRTs for an 18-month verification period, then the materiality threshold is 
<5% error relative to the verification body’s calculated emission reductions: (30,000 CRTs / 18 
months) x 12 months = 20,000 CRTs; >95% accuracy required. 
 
The percent error is defined by the following:  
 

%𝐸𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟 = 𝑎𝑏𝑠 (
𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 − 𝑉𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑒𝑑 𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠

𝑉𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑒𝑑 𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠
) × 100 

 
The accuracy level is defined by the following: 
 

𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦 = 100% − % 𝐸𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟 
 
The Reserve allows for under-reporting of total CRTs as that is considered conservative and in 
line with the Reserve’s key principles. Under-reporting errors are not required to be corrected. 
The quantitative materiality threshold only applies to mistakes that result in over-reporting.  
 

Example 1: A verification body, Verification Pro, recalculates a project’s total emission reductions over 
a 12-month period and notes a quantitative error made by the project developer, LFG Unlimited. 
 

 LFG Unlimited’s reported emission reductions = 9,900 metric tons CO2e 
 Verification Pro’s recalculated emission reductions = 10,000 metric tons CO2e  
 Percent Error = 1.00% 

 
Given the above information, LFG Unlimited is not required to fix the error. The project is under-
reporting its emission reductions and it meets the quantitative materiality threshold of >95% accuracy.  
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Example 2: Verification Pro recalculates a project’s the total emission reductions over a 12-month 
period and notes two quantitative errors made by the project developer, Worldwide Dairy.  
 

 Worldwide Dairy’s reported emission reductions = 55,000 metric tons CO2e  
 Verification Pro’s identified errors = -1,000 metric tons CO2e due to monitoring, +2,000 metric 

tons CO2e due to data processing 
 Percent Error = 1.79%  

 
Correction is not required as the errors result in a total discrepancy of 1,000 metric tons CO2e. The 
project meets the quantitative materiality threshold of >97% accuracy. 

 
Example 3: Verification Pro recalculates a project’s total emission reductions over a 3-month period 
and identifies a quantitative error made by the project developer, ODS Destroyers.  
 

 ODS Destroyers’ reported emission reductions = 1,000,000 metric tons CO2e 
 Verification Pro’s recalculated emission reductions = 980,000 metric tons CO2e 
 Percent Error = 2.04% 

 
This error requires correction, as it does not meet the >99% materiality threshold and is therefore 
considered material. 

 

2.3.2 Qualitative Materiality Threshold 

A qualitative non-conformance occurs when a prescriptive protocol requirement (e.g., metering, 
monitoring, management systems, record-keeping, etc.) is not met. Every qualitative non-
conformance identified by the verification body is considered material and must be corrected by 
the project developer before a positive Verification Statement can be issued. A prescriptive 
requirement is defined as any specific guidance mandated by the protocol that does not allow 
for deviation, variance or verifier professional judgment. 
 
Take for instance a project developer who neglects to quantify a small source of project 
emissions. Leaving out that source does not result in a quantitative material misstatement, but 
the protocol states that all emission sources related to project activities must be accounted for in 
the emissions calculations. The omission of this source would be considered a qualitative non-
conformance because of the protocol requirements and the emission reductions would therefore 
need to be recalculated. 
 
Another example is the application of an incorrect emission factor – again, this would be 
considered material even if the difference in emission reductions does not exceed the 
quantitative materiality threshold. If a Reserve protocol prescribes that a specific emission factor 
be used and that emission factor is not correctly applied by the project developer, the result is a 
qualitative misstatement because the non-conformance directly defies a protocol requirement. 
 
Any identified qualitative non-conformances must be documented by the verification body and 
presented to the project developer in the List of Findings prior to issuance of the Verification 
Statement and Report (see Section 5.1). All qualitative non-conformances must be corrected in 
order for the verification body to be able to issue a positive Verification Statement. 
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3 Requirements to Perform Verification Activities 

3.1 Verification Body and Lead Verifier Requirements Overview 
In order to conduct verification for the Reserve program, there are requirements for both 
verification bodies and individual verifiers that must be met. Table 3.1 summarizes the 
necessary criteria for both entities acting as verification bodies and individuals acting as lead 
verifiers. Additional information on these requirements can be found below. 
 
Table 3.1: Verification Body and Lead Verifier Requirements 

VERIFICATION BODY REQUIREMENTS 

Accreditation under International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 14065: 2013 with 
conformance to all accreditation requirements under ISO 14065, ISO 14064-3: 2006, IAF MD 6: 
2014 and all other accreditation requirements, or 

 
Acceptance in the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) accreditation program, having 
filed a full application for ISO 14065: 2013 

Demonstration of a thorough understanding and competency with the Climate Action Reserve 
program manuals and project protocols 

Employment of a minimum of two staff members (or contracted personnel) designated as Lead 
Verifiers who have successfully completed the training required by the Reserve 

LEAD VERIFIER REQUIREMENTS 

Employment or a contract with a verification body that is accredited under ISO 14065: 2013, ISO 
14064-3: 2006, and IAF MD 6: 2014 

Successful completion of Climate Action Reserve training(s) pertaining to each project type for 
which they wish to perform verifications 

Successful completion of the General Project Verification training course 

Fulfilment of internal training requirements, following proper processes and procedures under the 
ISO 14065: 2013, ISO 14064-3: 2006, and IAF MD 6: 2014 accredited verification body 

Identification as a Lead Verifier in the Verification Staff Reporting Form submitted by the 
verification body to the Reserve 

 
Trainings are scheduled as demand or need arises based on feedback from bi-annual surveys 
by the Reserve. When a new protocol is developed, an inaugural verification training will be 
provided after the adoption date in order to accommodate verification bodies seeking to practice 
in that sector.  
 
A verifier can complete Reserve trainings prior to its verification body achieving ISO 
accreditation or during the accreditation process itself. However, priority for available spaces at 
the trainings will be given to individuals representing accredited companies, followed by 
individuals representing companies already enrolled in the accreditation process.  
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Once a verification body has achieved its ISO 14065 accreditation in accordance with the 
appropriate scoping policy and has personnel that have completed the training requirements, it 
may advertise that it is recognized and qualified as a verification body for the Climate Action 
Reserve and may use the Reserve logo to promote its services in accordance with the 
Reserve’s style guide. All recognized verification bodies are listed on the Reserve’s website 
along with all applicant entities currently undergoing the accreditation process.  
 
Two of the steps in the ISO 14065 accreditation process are an on-site assessment at the 
verification body’s main offices and a witness assessment performed by the accreditation body. 
The accreditation body must witness the verification activities in order to assess the competency 
of the verification team as well as the procedures and systems in place at the organizational 
level. The on-site assessment is designed to ensure that the verification body conforms to ISO 
14065 and ISO 14064-3, displays the competency to act in the specific sector, and has the 
capacity to perform the activities related to the scopes of accreditation for which it has applied.  
 
Over the course of the witness assessment, the accreditation body will observe the verification 
body performing the tasks related to the verification process for the scope (or group of sectoral 
scopes) of accreditation for which it has applied. The purpose of the witness assessment is to 
assess whether verification activities are in line with its documented quality procedures and to 
assess the capability to conform to the applicable sectoral scope(s).  
 
Verification body applicants that are currently undergoing but have not yet completed the 
accreditation process are allowed to perform verification activities for Reserve projects if they 
have met the Reserve training and personnel requirements. A list of the applicant verification 
bodies that have successfully met the Reserve’s training requirements and submitted the 
Verification Policies Acknowledgement and Agreement form are posted on the Reserve’s 
website. However, CRTs generated by a project verified by a verification body applicant will not 
be issued to the project developer until the verification body receives its formal accreditation. 
The verification body should inform the project developer of the circumstances surrounding its 
expected accreditation, and the issue should be addressed in the verification contract. 
 
Verification bodies that have met Reserve training requirements may conduct one additional 
verification in each appropriate sector for the purpose of accreditation renewal. There is no 
deadline for this requirement and CRTs will not be withheld for that verification. The additional 
verification shall be used for the purpose of obtaining the required witness assessment and 
finalizing a sector-specific group accreditation. If a verification body fails to obtain its sector-
specific accreditation using this additional verification, no future CRTs can be verified in that 
sector until the verification body has obtained its sector-specific accreditation. 

3.2 Obligations and Requirements to the Reserve  
Verification bodies and verifiers must follow all applicable Reserve program rules and adhere to 
the guidance laid out in the Reserve project protocols and program manuals when performing 
verification activities. In addition, a verification body and its verifiers must always demonstrate 
ethical conduct and competence, exercise due professional care, and adhere to the remaining 
verification principles throughout the verification process.  
 
In addition to Reserve rules, the verification bodies under the Reserve have certain duties and 
obligations. The Reserve also has the discretion to exercise certain powers.  
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Verification body obligations include (but are not limited to) the following:  
 

 Compliance with any guidelines or policies notified to them by the Reserve in writing. 
 A minimum of two Lead Verifiers on staff to enable the appropriate management of the 

verification program and the separation of powers and responsibilities between the role 
of Lead Verifier and the role of independent Senior Internal Reviewer. These roles may 
be filled by either employees or contracted personnel (see Section 3.8). 

 Ensuring that all Lead Verifiers are competent and have successfully completed internal, 
general and protocol-specific training required by the Reserve. 

 Ensuring that a Lead Verifier directs, supervises and leads the undertaking of the 
verification services, including signing all written reports and statements.  

 Ensuring that the Senior Internal Reviewer is an active Lead Verifier as defined by the 
Reserve, has been trained on the relevant protocol and is able to demonstrate continued 
competence. 

 Ensuring that all verification body personnel working on project verification activities 
have agreed to be bound by confidentiality obligations and understand that the 
verification body accepts liability for any breach of confidentiality by its employees, 
agents or contracted personnel.  

 Submitting a signed and duly executed Verification Policies Acknowledgment and 
Agreement to the Reserve on an annual basis. As staff and roles fluctuate over time, the 
verification body must ensure that up-to-date information is provided to the Reserve. 

 Submitting a Notification of Verification Activities and Conflict of Interest (NOVA/COI) 
Form a minimum of 10 business days before the commencement of work so that the 
Reserve has an opportunity to review and address any potential conflicts and observe 
any part of the verification activities it chooses. 

 Not entering into any agreement or participating in any activity that could create a 
conflict of interest with a verification client without first notifying the Reserve in writing in 
order to allow the Reserve to evaluate and mitigate any potential risks. 

 Maintaining professional liability insurance with a reputable insurer to the level of at least 
$4 million for each claim and $4 million annual aggregate. This professional liability 
insurance must be held separately from general or umbrella liability policies. The policy 
must provide coverage of damages and defense costs for any actual or alleged error, 
omission, neglect, misstatement or misleading statement, or breach of duty relating to 
verification activities undertaken by the verification body and have the Reserve named 
as an additional insured. The coverage territory for the insurance must include all 
geographic regions where the verification body operates and does business under the 
Reserve’s program. This insurance must be maintained for three years following the 
completion of verification services. Proof of insurance shall be provided to the Reserve 
within one month of the verification body’s usual insurance renewal date. 

 Retaining records in line with protocol requirements or for at least seven years from the 
date the Verification Report is accepted following the end of the verification period, 
whichever is longer. Records to be retained shall include all relevant evidence to support 
said Report.  

 Providing full and free access to the Reserve to obtain all records, documents, 
accounting and other information maintained by the verification body that relate to 
Reserve projects. 
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The Reserve has certain powers that at any time and at its sole discretion it may employ, 
including (but not limited to):  
 

 Directing the verification body and the project developer to refrain from entering into any 
agreement that may amount to a conflict of interest in relation to Reserve projects. The 
verification body must comply with any such direction.  

 Determining that a verification of a Reserve project should not proceed or that a person 
should be removed and/or suspended as a Lead Verifier or key personnel. 

 Conducting audit or oversight activities and sending its staff, partners or consultants to 
attend and oversee verification activities. 

 Determining that a verification body should be suspended and/or requiring said 
verification body to purchase and retire CRTs.  

 Compelling the project developer or the verification body to submit all project documents 
in relation to the GHG assertions made to the Reserve. 

 Amending these rules as it deems necessary. 

3.3 ISO 14065 Accreditation 
The International Organization for Standardization is a recognized institution that developed 
GHG standards as various schemes emerging in international, national and voluntary sectors 
began using different sets of guidance or rules for GHG accounting. ISO created a series of 
standards intended to incorporate best practices and provide consistency and confidence in 
GHG assertions or claims. 
 
ISO 14065 is the international standard that specifies processes and requirements for 
accrediting verification bodies to perform GHG validation and verification services. The 
accreditation process provides criteria for assessing and recognizing the competence of 
verification bodies, thereby allowing for a consistent and comparable scheme across GHG 
programs. Accreditation reduces the risk to GHG programs like the Reserve by providing 
assurance that verification bodies are competent, and it helps establish trust within the voluntary 
carbon market by ensuring impartiality in the verification process.  
 
The objectives of the ISO 14064 series and ISO 14065 standards are to:  
 

 Develop flexible, regime-neutral tools for use in voluntary or regulatory GHG schemes  
 Promote and harmonize best practice  
 Support the environmental integrity of GHG assertions  
 Assist organizations to manage GHG-related opportunities and risks  
 Support the development of GHG programs and markets2 

 
The Reserve has partnered with the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) to accredit 
independent third party verification bodies to ISO 14065:2013 and the International 
Accreditation Forum, Inc. (IAF) guidance as well as their accompanying protocols. Verification 
bodies accredited by ANSI or those undergoing the ANSI accreditation process may provide 
verification services to Reserve project developers. The Reserve is also working with Entidad 
Mexicana de Acreditación, A.C. (EMA) in Mexico to accredit verification bodies to support the 
Mexico Forest Project Protocol. The Reserve may partner with other IAF national standards 
organizations to provide accreditation services in the future.  
 

                                                
2 ISO Press Release on 14065:2007 (4/17/2007) Ref 1054: New Tool for International Efforts to Address Greenhouse 
Gas. 
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The accreditation process is very rigorous, and verification bodies should undertake it only after 
understanding and implementing all procedures required under the ISO standards. Verification 
bodies approved under IAF national standards organizations are granted accreditations that are 
recognized worldwide.  
 
The following resources provide further information on the principles and standards governing 
GHG verification and accreditation.3 Verification bodies should cross reference these 
documents with the rules detailed in each project protocol and accompanying verification 
guidance in order to ensure the GHG project meets all applicable rules for a specific project 
type. 
 
Table 3.2: ISO Documents and References 

REFERENCE APPLICABLE TO 

ISO 14064-3:2006 – Greenhouse Gases – Part 3: Specification with guidance 
for the validation and verification of greenhouse gas assertions 

Verification body 

ISO 14065:2013 – Greenhouse Gases – Requirements for greenhouse gas 
validation and Verification Bodies for use in accreditation or other forms of 
recognition 

Verification body 

ISO 17011:2004 – Conformity Assessment – General requirements for 
Accreditation Bodies accrediting conformity assessment bodies  

Accreditation body 

IAF MD 6: 2014 – IAF Mandatory Document on the Application of 
ISO14065:2013 

Accreditation body 

ISO 14064-2:2006 - Greenhouse Gases – Specification with guidance at the 
project level for quantification, monitoring and reporting of greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions or removals 

Project developer, 
verification body 

3.3.1 Obtaining Accreditation 

The full accreditation process under ISO 14065 entails: 
 

 Submitting the preliminary application to an approved accreditation body (e.g., ANSI or 
EMA) 

 Submitting the full application  
 Preparing for assessment 
 Undergoing initial onsite and witness assessments 
 Addressing corrective actions identified 
 Undergoing committee review 
 Receiving accreditation  
 Participating in annual surveillance 
 Participating in the three-year cycle of reassessment (onsite and witness assessment) 

 
The following diagram of GHG accreditation milestones courtesy of ANSI shows what the 
accreditation process might look like: 
 

                                                
3 Available at www.iso.org.  

http://www.iso.org/
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Figure 3.1: ANSI GHG Accreditation Milestones 
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3.3.2 Costs of Accreditation 

The cost of accreditation is determined by the accreditation body and generally includes an 
initial non-refundable application fee, an assessment fee for the surveillance performed by the 
assessors, and an annual accreditation fee. There is also an additional fee to extend the scope 
of accreditation, which is collected when verification bodies seek eligibility to perform 
verifications for new sectors. 
 
More information on the ANSI accreditation program is available here: 
https://www.ansi.org/Accreditation/environmental/greenhouse-gas-validation-verification/Default 
 
More information on EMA accreditation is available here: 
ema.org.mx/portal/index.php/Acreditacion/conozca-el-proceso-de-acreditacion.html 

3.3.3 ISO Conformance 

The Reserve project protocols are generally consistent with international standards and best 
practice within the GHG offset industry. 
 
Due to ISO copyrights, the text of the relevant sections of ISO standards cannot be reproduced 
in this document. Therefore, the Reserve has summarized its interpretation of key elements that 
verification bodies must address to comply with ISO standards and adhere to Reserve 
protocols, processes and procedures throughout this manual. This manual should not be used 
as a substitute for any of the ISO standards during accreditation or when planning for project 
verification activities. 
 
There are some minor differences between the Reserve and ISO 14064 series that are program 
specific. In areas where other GHG program protocols or ISO standards differ from guidance 
provided in the Reserve project protocols or program manuals, the Reserve project protocols 
take precedence, followed by the program manuals. 
 
The language in Reserve protocols is ISO conformant when possible. Where the Reserve 
protocols presently use non-ISO terminology, the Reserve will attempt to identify and detail its 
meaning in relation to both Reserve and ISO standards. The Reserve expects that verification 
bodies will comply with both ISO standards and Reserve requirements when undertaking 
verifications.  

3.3.4 Validation 

Under ISO 14065:2013 and IAF Mandatory Document guidance, validation is the process by 
which an independent validation body assesses a project plan for GHG reductions or removals 
and deals with the assessment of potential future outcomes. Validation is typically conducted on 
projects that do not follow standardized protocols. The validation process occurs prior to project 
implementation in order to establish the project developer’s methodology, scope and eligibility to 
create GHG reductions or removals.  
 
The Reserve does not require that validation be conducted as a separate step in project 
development. Instead, when a project is first verified, the verifier must affirm the project’s 
eligibility according to the rules defined in the relevant project protocol. Under the Reserve, the 
project’s eligibility criteria are developed through a transparent, stakeholder-driven process that 
lays out the design and scope for each project type prior to project implementation through the 
application of performance-based standards and other standardized criteria. The project 

https://www.ansi.org/Accreditation/environmental/greenhouse-gas-validation-verification/Default
http://www.ema.org.mx/portal/index.php/Acreditacion/conozca-el-proceso-de-acreditacion.html
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protocols provide eligibility rules, methods to calculate reductions, performance-monitoring 
instructions, and procedures for reporting project information to the Reserve. Further, the project 
developer completes a standard project submittal form and is reviewed by Reserve staff for 
compliance with the eligibility criteria prior to the project being publicly listed on the Reserve.  
 
By reviewing project submittal forms, Reserve staff conduct an initial screening to check 
whether, on the basis of the information provided, the project meets the eligibility rules 
established in the project protocol. However, the Reserve performs no substantiation of claims 
made in the submittal forms; that task is left to the verifier. Because the Reserve’s eligibility 
criteria are mostly standardized, determination of eligibility is usually straightforward and 
requires minimal interpretative judgment by verifiers. Verifiers must ensure that the project 
developer has provided sufficient evidence to prove that the project meets the eligibility criteria.  
 
Project developers may choose to have a project verified during its initial reporting period 
without verifying total emission reductions in order to establish the project’s eligibility for 
registration and provide more certainty to potential CRT buyers or sellers. This de-facto 
validation process is permitted. In addition, the Reserve does not consider validation services 
conducted under other GHG registries or programs to be a conflict of interest, as validations and 
verifications are both independent third-party assessments.  

3.4 Training Requirements and Qualifications for Lead Verifiers  
The Reserve recognizes the verification body as the responsible party under its program, rather 
than an individual verifier. Verification bodies are obligated to ensure that individual verifiers are 
qualified with the proper training and skills to conduct verification activities. For individual 
verifiers to be recognized as Lead Verifiers by the Reserve, they must have completed the 
training requirements as detailed below.  
 
A Lead Verifier is any verifier from the accredited verification body who directs, supervises and 
leads verification services and has the authorization from the verification body to sign written 
reports or statements. A Lead Verifier is someone who has completed the verification body’s 
internal training processes and procedures to achieve this designation, and passed the Reserve 
training course(s) on the appropriate project protocol(s) as well as the general project 
verification training.  
 
Each verification body must employ a minimum of two Lead Verifiers for every approved sector 
accreditation. This policy ensures that the verification team for every project includes at least 
two Lead Verifiers, one to serve as the Lead Verifier and one to serve as the Senior Internal 
Reviewer. These Lead Verifiers may be employees of the verification body or contracted 
personnel. 
 
A Senior Internal Reviewer is any Lead Verifier from the accredited verification body selected to 
perform a final quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC) review on the project data and 
verification documentation. The Senior Internal Reviewer must also sign the Verification 
Statement attesting to the accuracy of reported data. The Senior Internal Reviewer shall remain 
independent of all verification activities and shall not participate in site visits, as this could 
compromise his or her objectivity and independence in the final review. The Senior Internal 
Reviewer must be designated as such on the NOVA/COI Form and also be designated as a 
Lead Verifier on the annually submitted Verification Staff Reporting form, which is an exhibit to 
the Verification Policies Acknowledgement and Agreement form.  



Verification Program Manual  February 8, 2017 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Verification Program Manual 17 

3.4.1 Internal Training 

Qualification as a Lead Verifier begins with the verification body’s internal training procedures 
and programs that instruct staff on how to conduct verifications and lead verification activities. 
Verification bodies must have a formal process in place for the initial qualification, training, and 
ongoing monitoring of all personnel verifying a Reserve project. The verification body is 
responsible for ensuring the verification team has the proper skills, competency and collective 
capability to conduct verification activities under the Reserve. 
 
In order to be eligible to take the Reserve’s Lead Verifier trainings, a verifier must have a basic 
understanding of GHG accounting and have completed either internal training or taken a 
recommended external course on GHG accounting and basic verification methods.  

3.4.2 Reserve Training 

In addition to internal training, Lead Verifiers must successfully complete a Reserve-
administered General Project Verification Training course and one or more project protocol 
verification trainings. This requirement ensures that the individuals leading verification activities 
under the program have a high level of sector-specific knowledge and training. 
 
At the completion of a Reserve training, verifiers must take a Reserve-administered exam that 
consists of multiple choice and short essay questions. To prepare for the test, the verifier should 
study the protocols and the ISO 14064 series, complete the homework assignment, and 
undertake the practical exercises provided within the training. After passing the general project 
verification exam and a protocol-specific exam (and meeting the criteria above), the individual 
becomes a Reserve-recognized Lead Verifier. Following the training, the Reserve provides the 
recognized verifiers with a notification and a certificate that allows them to act as Lead Verifiers 
under the Reserve.  
 
Verifiers who do not pass the exam, choose not to take the exam, or are unable to complete the 
exam on the date it is given receive a certificate of training attendance but will not have met the 
Reserve’s Lead Verifier training requirements. These verifiers have one year from the original 
date of the course to re-take the exam. There is an administrative fee to retake the exam. If 
more than one year has passed or a verifier does not pass the exam on the second attempt, the 
verifier must retake both the training and the exam. The Reserve encourages verifiers who fail 
the exam to assist on additional verifications in order to gain practical experience before 
retaking the exam. Please note that for confidentiality purposes, the Reserve does not distribute 
copies of the verification exam.  
 
An individual’s recognition as a Lead Verifier under a specific protocol is generally valid for three 
years after the date that the training certificate is issued, at which point the Lead Verifier must 
retake and pass the appropriate exam to demonstrate that he or she has sufficiently maintained 
knowledge of the protocol and is well-versed in any relevant protocol or programmatic updates 
made in the interim.  
 
The certification(s) of Lead Verifiers can be extended beyond the three-year period indefinitely if 
the following requirements are met: 
 

 The Lead Verifier has successfully passed the relevant exam at least twice 
 For the general verification certification, the Lead Verifier serves as a Lead Verifier or 

Senior Internal Reviewer on at least two verifications per calendar year 
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 For protocol-specific certifications, the Lead Verifier serves as a Lead Verifier or Senior 
Internal Reviewer on at least two verifications under the relevant protocol per calendar 
year 

 The relevant protocol has not undergone a policy revision since the Lead Verifier last 
passed the exam 

 
A Lead Verifier is not required to re-take a training course in its entirety unless significant 
changes to the Reserve program or relevant protocol dictate that a full training is necessary. 
Verification Statements signed by Lead Verifiers or Senior Internal Reviewers with expired 
certifications will not be accepted by the Reserve. If a Lead Verifier’s general or protocol-specific 
certification expires during verification services, he or she must pass the exam before the 
project can be registered. 
 
The Reserve offers public certification exam dates throughout the year. Lead Verifiers seeking 
to renew their certification(s) are free to take any exams on these dates. Lead Verifiers may also 
schedule private certification exams through the Reserve Events webpage, but a 10 business 
day notification period is required. Note that the Lead Verifier certification is tied to the individual 
and will therefore be recognized regardless of which verification body provides employment.  
 
Unlike the Lead Verifier and the Senior Internal Reviewer, other team members (verifiers, 
technical experts, administrative staff, etc.) are not required to complete Reserve training or 
exams. 

3.4.3 ARB Training 

For the purpose of verifying voluntary Reserve projects, the Reserve will accept the California 
Air Resources Board (ARB) verification trainings for the Coal Mine Methane, Forest, Livestock, 
Ozone Depleting Substances, and Urban Forest compliance protocols in lieu of the Reserve’s 
project protocol verification trainings. However, the successful completion of the Reserve’s 
General Project Verification Training is required for all Lead Verifiers, regardless of project type. 
 
It is the responsibility of the Lead Verifier to demonstrate to the Reserve the successful 
completion of the ARB compliance offset protocol training. 

3.5 Verification Policies Acknowledgment and Agreement Form 
Verification bodies must have a duly authorized representative of its organization sign and 
submit the legally binding Verification Policies Acknowledgment and Agreement form to the 
Reserve on an annual basis. This required agreement between the Reserve and verification 
bodies ensures that personnel performing verification activities are aware of their roles, 
responsibilities and obligations under the program. It asserts that the verification body will follow 
proper processes and procedures as laid out in the project protocols, the Program Manual and 
Verification Program Manual. The agreement outlines requirements in relation to confidentiality 
provisions, insurance requirements, record-keeping requirements, liability, and conflict of 
interest. It also includes an authorization of potential oversight of verification activities.  
 
The verification body must acknowledge that its duty of care is first and foremost to the 
Reserve. When a verification body is acting under the auspices of the Reserve’s program, it is 
bound by this agreement to abide and adhere to the rules and procedures of the program itself. 
If, during the course of verification activities, a verification body suspects the occurrence of 
fraud, double-counting, or any other significant issue that could impact the quantity or quality of 
CRTs to be issued, the verification body agrees to immediately report the issue to the Reserve.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Verification-Policies-Acknowledgement-Agreement-2015-2016.docx
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The agreement states that personnel conducting verification activities shall be trained and 
knowledgeable on Reserve procedures. It also asserts that the verification body will remain 
neutral and impartial. The verification body must acknowledge that potentially market-sensitive 
information may be encountered while conducting project verification activities and agree to 
strict confidentiality in its findings prior to the release of the Verification Report.  
 
Further, the agreement asserts that the verification body will not engage in any business 
activities that would amount to a conflict of interest in relation to its Reserve clients. Specifically, 
the purchasing, selling, trading or retiring of any offset credits between a verification body and a 
project developer client in question is considered a high risk for conflict of interest and is strictly 
prohibited. Conflicting services of this type are addressed further in Section 3.6.3. 
 
The agreement also requires that, in the instance where the Reserve determines an error made 
by the verification body resulted in the issuance of CRTs not in compliance with Reserve 
protocols or Reserve policy, the verification body deemed responsible will replace or replenish 
an equal value of CRTs up to the $4 million required amount of annual professional liability 
insurance. The same is true if gross negligence, willful misconduct or fraudulent activity on the 
part of the verification body has occurred.  
 
Failure to submit the Verification Policies Acknowledgment and Agreement form could result in 
suspension from the Reserve program. 

3.5.1 Verification Staff Reporting Form 

Verification bodies must identify to the Reserve all staff members who are designated as 
verifiers and serve as key personnel in Exhibit A of the Verification Policies Acknowledgment 
and Agreement form, i.e., the Verification Staff Reporting form.4 This form must to be updated 
and electronically submitted to reserve@climateactionreserve.org whenever new staff members 
are designated as verifiers on a NOVA/COI form or once per year, whichever is more frequent. 
 
A verification body may add or delete staff to its roster at any time. To add or delete designated 
staff, the verification body should resubmit the form with the names and contact information for 
any personnel changing from the roster and note if said personnel are to be removed, added, or 
their status updated. For each individual identified on the form, the firm shall describe his or her 
job classifications, relevant experience, education, academic degrees, professional licenses (for 
technical staff), and role for the Reserve’s records. Failure to submit the Verification Staff 
Reporting form could result in suspension from the Reserve program.  

3.6 Conflict of Interest 
When conducting verification activities for Reserve project developers, verification bodies must 
work in a credible, independent, nondiscriminatory and transparent manner that is in compliance 
with applicable legislation and relevant ISO standards. A conflict of interest (COI) is defined as 
any situation that compromises a verification body’s ability to perform a wholly independent 
verification. In order to ensure the credibility of the emissions data reported to the Reserve, it is 
crucial that the verification process be completely independent from the influence of the project 
developer. The verification team must act objectively and exercise professional skepticism while 
conducting verification activities. Conflict of interest is a difficult and dynamic issue and is 
therefore assessed by Reserve staff on a case-by-case basis.  

                                                
4 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-documents/.  

mailto:reserve@climateactionreserve.org
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-documents/
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The COI review process gives the verification body the ability to demonstrate that its 
organization is capable of identifying and mitigating situations that would impair its ability to 
render an impartial Verification Statement. Any pre-existing relationship between the verification 
body/verification team and project developer must be disclosed to the Reserve. The Reserve 
will then evaluate the potential for a real or perceived conflict of interest between the two 
entities. 

3.6.1 Reserve COI Review 

Each verification body must provide information to its accreditation body about its organizational 
relationships, internal structures, and management systems for identifying potential conflicts of 
interest (organizational COI). Then, on a case-by-case basis, the Reserve will review any pre-
existing relationship between a verification body and project developer and assess the potential 
for conflict of interest in light of the individuals involved. The Reserve staff base the review on 
the verification body’s self-reported information submitted against the criteria laid out below. The 
verification body must assess all potentially conflicting services it has provided to the project 
developer, specifying the nature, timing, location, financial value, etc. This information is 
evaluated and cross-checked against the Reserve’s internal records. 
 
If the Reserve finds that there is low risk of COI, a determination is made in writing and sent to 
the verification body allowing verification services to proceed. After that point, the project 
developer and verification body may finalize negotiations of their contract and begin verification 
activities. Following completion of the verification, the verification body must monitor for COI 
through the next 12 months, as any new business relationship could increase the potential for 
COI (known as emerging COI). 
 
If the Reserve finds that there is a medium or high risk of COI, it may request further information 
or the development of a mitigation plan before a final determination is made. For these cases, 
the Reserve will convene a COI Committee comprised of three or more staff members (with a 
minimum of one management-level staff member) in order to discuss the issue. The 
determination will be communicated to the verification body, the project developer, and any 
relevant body performing oversight. If the verification body disagrees with the determination, it 
may appeal (the appeals process is detailed in Section 6.4). 
 
In the event that a verification body violates COI procedures, the Reserve, in consultation with 
the accreditation body and at its discretion, may disqualify an approved verification body from 
providing services under the Reserve. 
 
Note that this conflict of interest clause does not preclude a verification body from engaging in 
consulting services for other clients that participate in the Reserve for whom the verification 
body does not provide any verification activities. 

3.6.2 Notification of Verification Activities and COI Form 

To obtain an approval for verification activities to proceed, the verification body must submit a 
Notification of Verification Activities and Request for Evaluation of Potential for Conflict of 
Interest (NOVA/COI) form5 detailing the specifics of its relationship with the project developer 
and the scope and plan for verification activities. The Reserve will determine the risk for COI 

                                                
5 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-documents/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-documents/
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and can seek further information from the verification body to satisfy itself that no conflict exists 
or will arise and the proposed services are appropriate.  
 
The verification body must conduct an internal review of previous relationships and services 
provided to the proposed project developer in order to determine the potential for COI before 
submitting the NOVA/COI form. The form must be submitted to the Reserve a minimum of 10 
business days prior to the beginning of verification activities and the finalization of the contract. 
This notification period is necessary to provide the Reserve time to assess the risk of COI, 
resolve or mitigate issues, and allow itself, its partners or its consultants the opportunity to 
conduct verification oversight. More information on the verification oversight process can be 
found in Section 6.1. If the Reserve approves verification activities to proceed without oversight, 
project verification may begin on the date that approval is received by the verification body. The 
verification body may need to revise and resubmit the NOVA/COI form to include a mitigation 
plan, correct errors, or include any additional information per the Reserve’s request. 
No verification activities may occur prior to NOVA/COI approval. 
 
A verification body that does not provide proper notification to the Reserve could be denied the 
right to conduct verification services for the proposed verification and may be disqualified or 
suspended as a recognized verification body. Note that a NOVA/COI form must be submitted for 
each verification period, even if a verification body has verified a previous vintage for the project 
and is within the allowed verification cycle timeline. 

3.6.3 Potentially Conflicting Services 

A verification body will have a high risk of COI if it or one of its contracted personnel shares any 
management with the potential client or if any of the potential client’s staff working on GHG-
related activities were previously employed by the verification body within the last three years, 
or vice versa. A verification body will have a high risk of COI if it or its related companies (e.g., 
parent company, subsidiaries of a parent company, affiliates) has provided any GHG 
management, consulting or advocacy services (as identified on the list below) to the potential 
client within the last three years. Such services would indicate the verification body could be: 1) 
verifying their own work, 2) performing management functions for the client, and/or 3) acting as 
an advocate for the client.  
 
Verification bodies may not conduct both GHG consultancy services and verification services for 
the same project. A verification body may offer both types of services in general, but for any 
particular project it must choose which of the two services it wishes to offer. A verification body 
is strictly prohibited from consulting on any project it wishes to verify and can never verify a 
project that it has designed, developed, implemented or consulted on, regardless of when it 
provided that service.  
 
Validation of a project prior to verification is considered an independent third party assessment 
service, not consulting. All instances of work in relation to validation and consulting should be 
disclosed on the NOVA/COI form.  
 
Where a high risk of COI is determined to exist and mitigation is not possible, the verification 
body will not be approved to conduct the verification. 
 
The following lists contain services that are considered potentially conflicting and therefore 
incompatible with the provision of GHG verification activities. Services of this nature must be 
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declared on the NOVA/COI form. Please note that this list is not exhaustive, as there are other 
services and conditions that could constitute a COI. 
 
High risks for COI:  
 

 Sharing senior management staff or Board of Director membership between the project 
developer and the verification body, or previous employment of the senior management 
staff by the verification body or vice versa within the previous three years.  

 Designing, developing, implementing, internal auditing, consulting or maintaining a GHG 
emissions reduction or removal project 

 Designing or developing GHG information systems for the project developer in the same 
sector 

 Owning, buying, selling, trading or retiring shares, stocks or offset credits from the 
project in question 

 Brokering in, advising on, or assisting in carbon or GHG-related markets 
 Dealing in or being a promoter of credits on behalf of the project developer 

 
Medium risks for COI: 
 

 Developing GHG emissions factors or other related engineering analyses for the project 
developer 

 Designing energy efficiency, renewable energy, or other projects for the project 
developer that explicitly identify GHG reductions as a benefit 

 Providing appraisal services of carbon or GHG liabilities or assets 
 Preparing or producing GHG-related manuals, handbooks, or procedures for the project 

developer 
 Providing legal services  
 Providing expert services for a legal purpose or advocating for the project developer 
 Providing other GHG-related fee-paying services to the project developer during the 

course of project verification services  
 Members of proposed verification team have a close personal or familial relationship 

with the project developer 
 Any regulatory enforcement action, including citations and fines 
 Other services as determined by the Reserve 

 
Depending on the nature of the services provided, it is possible that a COI could be alleviated 
with a proper mitigation plan. If the verification body identifies a potential high or medium COI 
risk on the NOVA/COI form, the verification body must submit a plan to avoid, neutralize, or 
mitigate the COI. The Reserve will review the submitted documents to determine if sufficient 
information has been provided. If not, the Reserve will request additional information. Once the 
information is found to be sufficient, the Reserve will review the case and issue a written 
determination within 10 business days. 
 
Potentially conflicting services could be mitigated by the following circumstances, including, but 
not limited to:  
 

 Time of service: Any services delivered between the project developer and the 
verification body (past employee/employer or other relationships) that occurred more 
than three years before the date of the COI determination are viewed as a lower risk. 
However, any services rendered related to the design, development, implementation or 
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maintenance of a GHG emissions project must be fully disclosed and are always 
considered conflicting, regardless of the time of delivery.  

 Location: Services provided to a business unit, facility or office of the project developer 
located outside of North America are considered a lower risk for a conflict of interest.  

 Type of service: Services that do not appear on the above lists of potentially conflicting 
services may be considered a lower risk.  

 Financial value of service: The verification body’s provision of other services with a 
small monetary value relative to the value of verification is viewed as a lower risk by the 
Reserve. Cases where the total value of services provided to the project developer is a 
very small percentage of the verification body’s revenue over the same period may be 
less cause for concern as well. The size of the verification team is also a factor into the 
determination of financial value of services. The percentage of annual revenue of 
verification services conducted by the company’s North American Greenhouse Gas 
Business Management Unit (GHG Business Unit)6 for the project developer in question 
must be provided on the NOVA/COI form. This information will be treated confidentially 
by the Reserve. 

3.7 Organizational COI and the Verification Cycle 
There is no limit on the number of projects that a verification body may work on for a project 
developer. However, if the verification body has performed verification activities for more than 
10 projects over a 12-month period for a single project developer, the Reserve may require 
further information to inform its COI determination. 
 
A verification body may verify any number of reporting periods for a project for a maximum of six 
consecutive years. After the six-year period, the project developer must engage a different 
verification body to verify the project. The original verification body may continue to provide 
verification services for other projects developed by the same project developer, but it cannot 
provide verification services for the project in question for at least three years.  
 
The cycling and rotation of verification bodies helps avoid COI situations that could arise from 
lengthy and ongoing business relationships. In addition, this process guarantees that another 
firm reviews previously verified reporting periods, thus providing another check on the 
consistency and appropriateness of protocol interpretation and professional judgment. The new 
verification body must re-check eligibility criteria per the protocol requirements, but it is not 
required to perform an additional verification of data that was verified in previous reporting 
periods (see Section 4.6.1).  
 
The original verification body may again provide verification services to the project after a lapse 
of at least three years. This three-year suspension may be triggered earlier if the verification 
body has conducted a substantial amount of other services for the project, depending on their 
nature. These services must be disclosed in the NOVA/COI form and will be assessed by the 
Reserve on a case-by-case basis. The three-year suspension period begins the day after the 
project’s most recent registration date.  
 
The potential for COI between a project developer and a verifier who works for multiple 
verification bodies is reviewed on a case-by-case basis. Individual verifier relationships, non-
project related consulting services or employment by the project developer or another 
verification body (also non-project related) may trigger the requirement for a verifier to wait at 

                                                
6 The term “GHG Business Unit” refers to the verification body’s staff and offices within the corporate structure that 
offer climate change and greenhouse gas services (validation, verification, consulting, etc.) in North America. 
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least three years before performing verification for a particular project in order to mitigate the 
potential for COI. All personal and business relationships must be disclosed on the NOVA/COI. 
These cases proceed directly to a Reserve COI Committee for review.  
 
The verification cycle applies to verification services performed during the entire life of the 
project, which includes verifications performed under another GHG registry or program.  
 
If for any reason the Reserve determines that a relationship constitutes a conflict of interest that 
cannot be mitigated, the Reserve will require the project developer to select a new verification 
body. The Reserve may also require re-verification of any verification results from the time at 
which the conflict of interest arose and could not be mitigated.  
 

Example 1: Verification Pro provided GHG inventory verification services for a Climate Registry member, 
MacDonald Dairy, from 2012-2015. MacDonald Dairy now has a Reserve livestock project in 2016 and 
would like to hire Verification Pro.  
 
While Verification Pro has provided verification services for MacDonald Dairy in the recent past, it has 
never verified this specific project. Verification Pro may verify this project for up to six consecutive years. 

 

Example 2: Verification Pro provided validation services for a LFG Unlimited landfill project under the 
Verified Carbon Standard from 2012 through 2015 (4 years). The project transferred to the Reserve in 
2016.  
 
LFG Unlimited may contract with Verification Pro for verification services for 2016 through 2018 (2 
additional years), at which point LFG Unlimited must select a different verification body. 

3.8 Technical Consultants and Contracted Verifiers 
Technical consultants that are hired by the project developer to provide technical assistance in 
any capacity, including helping the project developer compile data or manage a project, are not 
required to complete training or become accredited under ISO 14065. However, a technical 
consultant that participated in the development of a project cannot provide verification services 
for that same project, as this is a clear COI. Development services include designing, 
implementing, or maintaining a GHG emissions reductions or removals project as well as setting 
up GHG management or information systems for the project. The history and relationships 
between the technical consultant(s) and the verification body must also be disclosed on the 
NOVA/COI form.  
 
A verification body is allowed to use contracted verifiers to fill any role on the verification team. 
Contracted verifiers acting as the Lead Verifier or Senior Internal Reviewer are subject to all 
training requirements described in Section 3.4. Any contracted verifiers performing verification 
activities must be included on both the NOVA/COI form and the Verification Staff Reporting 
form, and per the requirements of ISO 14065, verification bodies must take full responsibility for 
verification activities performed by contracted verifiers. 
 
Under ISO 14065, contracting is distinct from outsourcing7; outsourcing is described as the 
practice of an organization setting a contract arrangement with another organization to provide 
services tasked to the original organization. While verification bodies may not outsource the 
Lead Verifier or Senior Internal Reviewer roles to another organization, verification bodies are 
allowed to outsource other roles on the verification team, provided no COI exists between the 

                                                
7 ISO 14065:2013, Note under 6.4. 
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outsourced party and the project developer. Like contracted verifiers, individuals in outsourced 
positions must be included on both the NOVA/COI form and the Verification Staff Reporting 
form.  

3.9 Confidentiality 
Verification bodies must keep sensitive information encountered while conducting verification 
activities confidential in order to uphold the integrity of data reported within the Reserve. 
Verification bodies must not make use or take advantage of any confidential information and 
must take reasonable steps to protect the information from any unauthorized access. Due to the 
fact that market-sensitive information may be encountered while conducting project verification 
activities, the verification body must agree to maintain strict confidentiality in its findings prior to 
the public availability of the Verification Report. Confidentiality arrangements and requirements 
should be addressed in the contract between the project developer and the verification body.  
 
The Reserve enters into confidentiality agreements with verification bodies and project 
developers as necessary. The Reserve may also, on occasion, request supporting information 
to supplement reported data. The Reserve follows standardized security and confidentiality 
procedures in order to protect all confidential business information. Any organization that must 
provide confidential information to support the NOVA/COI assessment should clearly mark 
which information is considered confidential in order for it to be treated as such.  
 
Once a verification body is selected by a project developer, the two parties should negotiate 
contract terms. This contract should be between the project developer and the verification body 
exclusively, with the particulars of the contract at the discretion of the two parties. While the 
commercial arrangements surrounding the timing of the verification and the payment of fees are 
negotiated between the two parties, these details must be disclosed in the NOVA/COI form. As 
previously stated, the NOVA/COI form is not made public and no verification activities can take 
place until it has been approved. 
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4 Project Verification Activities and Expectations 

4.1 Overview  
The ultimate objective of verification is to provide assurance that GHG reductions or removals 
are real, additional, verifiable, permanent, and owned unambiguously. To do this, verification 
bodies must develop a risk-based verification plan that takes into account the size and 
complexity of the GHG project, the verification team’s knowledge of the project, and the relevant 
sector, technology and processes. The verification plan must identify areas of key reporting 
risks to support to a reasonable level of assurance that the claimed GHG reductions or 
removals are materially correct.  
 
Verification bodies must verify a project’s GHG reductions or removals by: 
 

 Implementing a risk-based approach to verification  
 Ensuring verifications are conducted in a systematic and comparable way  
 Ensuring Verification Reports, List of Findings and Verification Statements are 

independent and robust 
 
Verification activities necessarily differ based on the complexity of a project’s GHG emissions 
reductions or removals and the underlying data supporting them. However, the verification 
process must include, at a minimum, the following steps: 
 

 Notification of verification activities and case-by-case evaluation of conflict of interest  
 Scoping and planning of project verification activities 
 Desk review and initial site visit to conduct project verification activities:  

o Confirmation of eligibility criteria 
o Identifying emissions sources, sinks and reservoirs and assessing risk of material 

misstatements 
o Reviewing methodologies and management systems 
o Verifying emission reduction calculations 

 Preparing a Verification Report, List of Findings and Verification Statement and 
submitting them to the Reserve 

 
Upon completion of the above steps, Reserve staff reviews the relevant documents and 
reported data before registering the project and issuing CRTs. The Reserve relies upon the 
Verification Report to attest to the accuracy and legitimacy of the CRTs issued and the 
verification body is held accountable to the Reserve for the quality and independence of the 
Verification Report and Statement. See Section 5 for further guidance on the materials Reserve 
staff reviews prior to CRT issuance.  

4.2 Risk-Based Verification 
Project verification is an iterative, risk-based activity in which the complexity of all project 
components are balanced and assessed in relation to one another using verifier professional 
judgment. Areas that display low complexity or have minimal bearing on the eligibility or 
quantification of project emission reductions should receive lower priority and attention relative 
to areas with high complexity and significant implications for project eligibility or emission 
reductions. 
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During the scoping and planning phases (Section 4.3), the verification team shall conduct a 
preliminary risk assessment in order to establish a verification approach based on areas of 
highest perceived risk. This assessment should include the project type, size, complexity, and 
length of verification period, and should not be considered final. Rather, an iterative approach 
must be used to re-assess risk and complexity in the context of the knowledge gained and 
information gathered during the verification process.  
 
Identified areas of risk may include any aspect of the project. Where the verification team 
identifies significant risk, it shall review those project components with increased care exceeding 
the minimum requirements provided in this document and the appropriate project protocol.  
 
Potential areas of risk may include, but are not limited to: 
 

 Ownership of GHG rights 
 Project conformance with the Legal Requirement Test 
 Project conformance with the Performance Standard Test 
 Project compliance with relevant regulations 
 Maintenance and appropriate operation of project hardware  
 Adequacy and QA/QC of data collection processes 
 Training of project personnel 
 Data transcription and handling 
 Data calculations 

4.3 Scoping and Planning Project Verification Activities 
Prior to entering into an engagement to provide verification services for a Reserve project 
developer, the Reserve must review the composition of the verification team and the scope of 
verification activities. This information is submitted to the Reserve for its approval in the 
NOVA/COI form (see Section 3.6). 

4.3.1 Verification Team  

The verification body is responsible for assembling a competent and qualified verification team 
to undertake verification activities before beginning any verification work. It must consider the 
capabilities and capacities of its staff when building the team. The verification team must have 
sector-specific competency in relation to the type of project being verified, and all team 
members and their respective roles must be disclosed on the NOVA/COI form. The verification 
team shall consist of a minimum of two individuals with Lead Verifier qualifications: one to serve 
as the Lead Verifier and one to serve as the Senior Internal Reviewer.  
 
The role of a Lead Verifier is to coordinate and lead the verification team and all underlying 
verification activities. The Senior Internal Reviewer’s role is to perform a final quality control on 
the data checks, the List of Findings, the Verification Statement and Verification Report prior to 
its completion.  
 
In order to perform an impartial evaluation of the verification process and results, the Senior 
Internal Reviewer must remain independent from decisions made by the rest of the verification 
team during verification activities. To that end, the Senior Internal Reviewer shall not participate 
in meetings, phone calls or site visits between the verification team and the project developer.  
 
See Section 3.4 for more detailed information on individual verifier training requirements. 
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4.3.2 Developing a Verification Plan 

Prior to the kick-off meeting, the verification team shall develop an initial verification plan 
outlining the scope and nature of verification activities to be conducted for the specific project. In 
developing this plan, it shall consider the key requirements and objectives of the project 
developer, compliance with the relevant Reserve project protocol, the information to be reported 
to the Reserve, and the verification team members’ capabilities and sector competencies.  
 
The verification plan must include a review of any previously reported information to the 
Reserve, a preliminary assessment of areas of high risk, identification of potential systemic 
weaknesses, a draft sampling plan to recalculate the emission reductions or removals data 
reported to the Reserve, and a site visit itinerary (if necessary). The data sampling plan should 
be created in line with the requirements of Section 4.3.3 of ISO 14064-3, which stipulates the 
different types of sampling and the typical conditions that apply to each sampling type. The 
verification plan should evolve as the verification progresses and the verification team obtains 
more information on potential areas of risk and supporting evidence to substantiate the GHG 
emission reductions assertion. The Reserve may request a copy of the verification plan at any 
time.  
 
After the Reserve has been notified of planned verification activities and issued approval for 
verification to proceed, contract terms may be finalized. At that point, the verification team shall 
conduct a kick-off meeting with the project developer. This meeting can be held either in person 
or remotely. The agenda for the meeting should include:  
 

 Introduction of the verification team, overview of roles and responsibilities 
 Review of verification activities, plan and scope 
 Transfer of background information and underlying activity data 
 Review and confirmation of the verification process schedule 

 
Based on the information provided during the kick off call, the verification team should 
determine the most effective, efficient, and credible verification approach tailored to the 
particular characteristics of the project. If a project has been selected by the Reserve for 
verification oversight, Reserve staff may participate in all or some of the verification activities. 

4.4 Verification Cycle 
A reporting period is a period of time over which a project developer quantifies and reports GHG 
reductions/removals for the project. The verification period is the period of time over which GHG 
reductions/removals from said reporting period(s) are verified. Reporting periods must be 
contiguous in the Reserve program; there can be no time gaps in reporting during the crediting 
period of a project once the initial reporting period has commenced. Gaps in recorded data or 
activity within the crediting period must be included within the reporting period and verified 
accordingly. The verification body must confirm that no reductions are claimed for any period 
that is missing data or is designated as a zero-credit reporting period by the project developer. 
See Section 3.4.6 of the Program Manual for details related to a zero-credit reporting period. 
 
All projects must complete their initial verification within 12 months of the end of the initial 
reporting period. To satisfy this verification deadline, a completed Verification Report and signed 
Verification Statement must be submitted to the Reserve. 
 
After a project is registered, a Verification Statement and Verification Report must be submitted 
within 12 months of the end of each subsequent verification period. The maximum allowed 
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length of the verification period is specified in each protocol, but project developers may choose 
to verify more frequently than required. For example, a Verification Statement and Report for 
GHG reductions achieved between January 1, 2016 and December 31, 2016 would have to be 
submitted by December 31, 2017 if a project was required to verify annually. The only exception 
to the verification deadline is if the project developer is taking a zero-credit reporting period (see 
Section 3.4.6 of the Program Manual). 
 
The following flow charts provide an overview of the NOVA/COI approval and verification 
processes.  
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Figure 4.1: NOVA/COI Approval 
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Figure 4.2: Project Verification and Registration 
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4.5 Desktop Verification vs. Full Verification 
The following activities are expected to occur during a desktop verification and a full verification 
(desktop verification and a site visit), respectively. Please note that these lists are not 
comprehensive. Requirements differ by project type, and the project protocols note the exact 
requirements. The depth and breadth of verification activities shall also be guided by the project-
specific risk assessment (see Section 4.2). 
 
A desktop verification must, at minimum, consist of: 
 

 Assessment of project eligibility criteria 
 Review of required attestations 
 Re-calculation and review of the data calculations and information presented in order to 

verify completeness 
 Review of the monitoring plan and monitoring methodology for conformance with 

protocol requirements 
 Evaluation of data management, QA/QC systems, and general procedures in the context 

of their influence on the generation and reporting of reductions or removals 
 
A full verification must, at minimum, consist of the above-listed desktop verification activities as 
well as: 
 

 Site visit(s) as required by the relevant protocol 
 Assessment of the implementation and operation of the project activity  
 Review of information flows for generating, aggregating and reporting the monitoring 

parameters 
 Interviews with relevant personnel to confirm that they are properly trained and qualified 

for the duties they perform 
 Interviews with relevant personnel to confirm that the operational and data collection 

procedures are implemented in accordance with the project monitoring plan and the 
protocol requirements 

 A cross-check between information provided in the monitoring report and data from other 
sources such as plant log books, inventories, purchase records or similar data sources 

 A check of the monitoring equipment including calibration performance and observations 
of monitoring practices against the applicable protocol requirements 

 Identification of QA/QC procedures in place to prevent or identify the possibility of 
misstatements 

4.5.1 Site Visits 

A significant portion of the verification activities are conducted during the desktop review of 
calculations made by the project developer, GHG emissions data, and supporting 
documentation. However, a site visit can be critical to properly assess project operations, 
functionality, and data control systems; confirm the project boundaries and assessment area; 
and review measurement/monitoring techniques and onsite record-keeping practices.  
 
Unless otherwise specified in a protocol, the verification body must conduct a site visit at least 
once for every 12 months of data verified. It is recommended, but not required, that the site visit 
occur after the conclusion of the reporting period under verification and that the Lead Verifier is 
present. 
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For sub-annual reporting and verification periods for which the same verification body has been 
on site within the last 12 months, site visits are not required unless significant changes to the 
project are identified during the desk review. The verification body may use professional 
judgment to determine if there have been significant changes to the project. 

4.6 Core Verification Activities 
The core verification activities of the Reserve program encompass a risk assessment and data 
sampling effort used to determine that the project is eligible, no relevant sources, sinks or 
reservoirs (SSRs) identified in the project protocol are excluded, data was properly collected 
and calculated, and the risk of error is low. Each of these areas must be assessed and 
addressed through appropriate sampling, testing and review.  
 
All verification activities shall include the following core steps: 
 

1. Confirm eligibility criteria 
2. Review data and identify SSRs 
3. Review management systems 
4. Verify emissions estimates 

4.6.1 Step 1: Confirm Eligibility Criteria 

Every project must meet the eligibility criteria established in the Reserve Program Manual and 
relevant project protocol in order to qualify for project registration. There can be no deviation 
from these rules. The Reserve conducts a preliminary review of project information provided in 
the project submittal form to assess eligibility. This review is not a final determination of the 
eligibility of the project, nor does it guarantee CRT issuance or CRT ownership. 
 
Upon initiation of verification activities, it is the responsibility of the verification body to assess 
these claims and confirm that a project meets the eligibility criteria in the initial verification 
period. For subsequent verification periods, the verification body must confirm that the project 
continues to meet eligibility requirements. The eligibility check includes, but is not limited to, 
reviewing the required attestations described in the following sections. 
 
While the structure of the project eligibility criteria is shared amongst the Reserve protocols, the 
specific requirements can vary. Please refer to the relevant protocols and accompanying 
verification guidance for more information on the eligibility criteria and required frequency of 
verification for each criterion. Whenever a verification body verifies a registered project for the 
first time, it must review all applicable eligibility criteria rather than relying on the determination 
of the previous verification body.  
 
The verification body must explicitly state in the Verification Report whether each eligibility 
requirement has been met and summarize the evidence that was reviewed to reach its 
determination. Please note that areas of high risk may necessitate investigation beyond the 
steps described below. 

4.6.1.1 Location 

Each project protocol limits project activities to an explicitly defined geographic boundary. 
Verification of project location shall be conducted through site visits, corroboration and review of 
appropriate documentation, and/or geographic searches confirming location and the project 
area.  
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4.6.1.2 Project Start Date 

As defined in the Reserve Program Manual and project protocols, the project start date initiates 
the project crediting period. Verification bodies must verify that:  
 

 The project start date reported in the Reserve software is correct 
 The project start date is eligible per the applicable protocol and the policy laid out in the 

Reserve Program Manual 
 
Verification bodies shall review supporting documentation to ensure the start date established 
by the project developer is correct (e.g., design plans, installation dates, operational dates, 
commissioning reports, service invoices, log books, staff interviews, etc.) and may use their 
discretion as to the adequacy and sufficiency of evidence provided. Supporting documentation 
should always be clear, traceable and directly correspond to the reported timeline. The exact 
start date must be explicitly stated in every Verification Report for the project. 

4.6.1.3 Crediting Period 

Verification bodies shall verify that the reporting period falls within the project’s crediting period 
as defined in the applicable protocol. Verification bodies shall also confirm that the crediting 
period and the reporting period entered in the Reserve software are accurate and the underlying 
activity or source data supplied by the project developer directly corresponds to these dates.  
 
It should be noted that all data must be contiguously reported and verified, even if no credits are 
being claimed for a given time within a particular reporting period (see Section 4.4). 
 
Project transfers are allowed in accordance with the guidelines outlined in Sections 3.6, 3.7, and 
3.8 of the Reserve Program Manual. Transfers from another GHG registry shall be reviewed by 
the verification team, and the verification body must ensure that no double-counting has 
occurred by cross-checking the previous registry’s records with the Reserve software. 

4.6.1.4 Additionality 

The Reserve incorporates standardized additionality tests in all of its protocols. These tests 
generally have two components that must be confirmed by the verification body: a legal 
requirement test and a performance standard test. 
 
The Legal Requirement Test 
Projects are very likely to be non-additional if their implementation is required by law. The legal 
requirement test ensures that eligible projects (and/or the GHG reductions/removals they 
achieve) would not have occurred anyway in order to comply with federal, state or local 
regulations, or other legally binding mandates. A project passes the legal requirement test when 
there are no laws, statutes, regulations, court orders, environmental mitigation agreements, 
permitting conditions or other legally binding mandates requiring its implementation, or requiring 
the implementation of similar measures that would achieve equivalent levels of GHG emission 
reductions/removals.  
 
Verification of the legal requirement test requires:  
 

1. Review of the Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form: The Attestation of 
Voluntary Implementation states that the project was implemented, established, 
operated, and conducted voluntarily and for the carbon benefit. Verifiers must confirm 
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that this form has been properly executed by a qualified representative of the project 
developer. 

2. Risk-based review of relevant legal requirements: The verification body must 
conduct a review of applicable local, state or federal regulations in order to reach 
reasonable assurance that there are no specific mandates for the project’s 
implementation.  

 
In addition, most protocols specify that the project’s Monitoring Plan must include the 
procedures that the project developer must follow to ascertain and demonstrate that the project 
passes the legal requirement test at all times. If the verification risk assessment determines that 
there is a low risk of the project failing the legal requirement test, then the reviews of the 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation and the evidence that the project’s Monitoring Plan has 
been properly implemented may be sufficient.  
 
However, if significant risk of failure is present, verification bodies shall use their professional 
judgment to determine the depth and scope of the review required to confirm that the project 
passes the legal requirement test. Project developers are expected to provide evidence if 
requested by the verifier.  
 
The Performance Standard Test 
Projects that are not legally required may still be non-additional if they would have been 
implemented for reasons other than generating revenue from the sale of carbon offsets or 
simply to reduce GHG emissions. Performance standards are designed to screen out this 
potential set of projects. In developing performance standards, the Reserve considers financial, 
economic, social, and technological drivers that may affect decisions to undertake a particular 
project activity. These standards are tailored such that the large majority of projects that meet 
them are unlikely to have been implemented due to other drivers. In other words, incentives 
created by the carbon market are likely to have played a critical role in decisions to implement 
each project in the Reserve program.  
 
Verification bodies must verify that the project meets or exceeds the protocol-specific 
performance standard. This determination is not subjective.  
 
The applicable performance standard is applied by the project developer at the time the project 
commences. In most protocols, projects that have been registered do not need to be evaluated 
against the performance standard in future verifications for the duration of the first crediting 
period. 

4.6.1.5 Regulatory Compliance 

The verification body shall confirm that the project being verified was in material compliance 
with all applicable laws, including environmental regulations, during the verification period; no 
CRTs may be issued for periods when a project was not in material compliance with all 
applicable laws. The protocol-specific regulatory compliance requirement is generally limited to 
project activities at the host site, but it may extend to the entire facility or additional holdings. 
This requirement is verified through a review of the Attestation of Regulatory Compliance, as 
well as a risk-based review of project documentation.  
 
Project developers are required to disclose to the verifier all instances of non-compliance of the 
project with any law. To confirm regulatory compliance, the verifier must assess 1) whether a 
violation is related to the project or project activities, and 2) whether the violation is material.  
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Before assessing materiality, the verifier must first assess whether a violation is related to the 
project or project activities. A violation should be considered to be “caused” by project activities 
if it can be reasonably argued that the violation would not have occurred in the absence of the 
project activities. It is important to note that the scope of regulatory compliance may be different 
for different project types. For example, there are many activities and pieces of equipment at a 
dairy operation, in a forest or at a coal mine that are completely unrelated to project activities 
occurring at the same site. However, activities at a composting facility, nitric acid facility or ODS 
destruction facility are inherently more connected to the project. 
 
It is also important to review the timing of the violation. Many facilities do not receive 
documentation of a violation until well after the violation has actually occurred. If a violation was 
to affect CRT crediting, it would be for the time period when the violation occurred, which is not 
necessarily when notice of the violation is received. 
 
Once the verifier has determined that the violation is related to the project or project activities 
and the reporting period being verified, he/she shall then assess the materiality of the violation. 
 
The concept of materiality is found throughout the Reserve’s program. Generally, the term is 
used to indicate something significant (material) as opposed to insignificant (immaterial). This 
manual discusses materiality with respect to verifying an emissions report in terms of a 
materiality threshold (Section 2.3), a quantitative materiality threshold (Section 2.3.1), and a 
qualitative materiality threshold (Section 2.3.2). 
 
The materiality thresholds to assess an emissions report described in previous sections are not 
appropriate to use when assessing the materiality of regulatory violations. The Reserve 
introduced the concept of materiality to regulatory compliance in order to differentiate between 
violations that could bring into question the integrity of the project and violations that are strictly 
administrative or due to acts of nature. Violations that are administrative (such as an expired 
permit without any other associated violations or tardiness in filing documentation) are not 
considered material and do not affect CRT crediting. Any other type of violation that is project-
related is generally considered material. 
 
Any violation that is found by the verifier to be caused by the project or project activities shall be 
brought to the Reserve as soon as possible for assessment on a case-by-case basis. Verifiers 
should continue to use professional judgment to assess the violation and gather the necessary 
information and documentation they feel is required to make a determination of materiality. The 
Reserve shall utilize this information and the recommendation of the verifier to make such a 
determination. 

4.6.1.6 Ownership 

One of the fundamental principles of the Reserve program is the unambiguous ownership of 
GHG reductions/removals. Project developers must have exclusive ownership rights to the GHG 
reductions or removals associated with the project and for which the Reserve will issue CRTs. 
In addition, the project developer must agree that ownership of the GHG reductions or removals 
will not be sold or transferred except through the transfer of CRTs in accordance with the 
Reserve Terms of Use policies.  
 
It is essential that the verification body determines the project developer is the proper owner of a 
project’s potential CRTs early in the verification process. The ownership requirement is verified 
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through review of the Attestation of Title and an accompanying review of available ownership 
documentation. The owner of the CRTs must be the account holder in the Reserve software; the 
owner must also be the signatory to the Attestation of Title. 
 
The verification body must confirm that the project developer has signed the Attestation of Title 
and is the owner of full, legal and beneficial title to the GHG reductions or removals generated 
within the Reserve. Although several parties may be involved in a single project, the party that 
signs the Attestation of Title must be the party that has beneficial ownership rights in relation to 
the CRTs registered in the Reserve  
 
If the verification body determines a different organization has ownership of the CRTs, the 
verification body may proceed with verification activities as long as the rightful owner is clearly 
identified in the verification documentation, all involved organizations are informed, and a COI 
evaluation between that party and the verification body has been approved by the Reserve. The 
project could also be moved to a different account within the Reserve software. 
 
In addition to the Attestation of Title, verification bodies should review relevant contracts, 
agreements, and/or supporting documentation between project developers, facility owners, 
utilities, and other parties that may have a claim to the CRTs generated by the project. 
Verification bodies must review these contracts in a risk-based context and use professional 
judgment to determine the depth and breadth of the review. In order to issue a positive 
Verification Statement, the verification body must conclude with reasonable assurance that the 
project developer has title of the GHG reductions/removals.  
 
In some instances, ownership will be straightforward and easy to identify (see Example 1). In 
other instances, particularly those involving multiple parties, a more careful analysis will be 
required (see Example 2). 
 
Example 1: A forest owner with complete title and beneficial rights in certain real property and its timber 
designs and implements an Improved Forest Management project to sequester carbon without any 
outside assistance. In this situation, the future owner of the CRTs is clear, absent any further 
documentation or assertions to the contrary.  
 
Discussion: In this case, the verifier should be able to establish ownership through a site visit, geographic 
search mapping of the project boundary, and a thorough review of the deed and/or title to the land. 

 

Example 2: A private company, X Co, pays for the installation of GHG emissions-capturing equipment at 
a landfill owned by the local county waste authority in exchange for rights to any GHG offset credits 
derived from such activities.  
 
Discussion: In this case, the proper owner and appropriate Reserve account holder is not immediately 
clear without reviewing the underlying contractual arrangements between the two parties, since both are 
involved in the activities leading to the emission reductions. 
 
Upon review of the underlying documents, the verification body should be able to reasonably conclude 
that X Co is the proper project developer and account holder to which any CRTs would be issued. Even 
though the waste authority could have potentially laid claim to the emission reductions, it most likely 
conceded such rights, often noted as “environmental attributes,” to X Co via a contract prior to the 
implementation of the project. 

 
Although the above examples require some review of contractual terms, the parties with 
potential interest in the project are still fairly straightforward. However, in some cases, a project 
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developer may try to open an account for an affiliated entity or under a different name and have 
the CRTs issued directly into that account. In the Reserve program, CRTs can only be issued to 
the account of the legal entity that owns the rights to those CRTs. Thus, the account holder 
must be the same legal entity as the project developer in order to be issued the CRTs. 
 
Separate legal entities may include limited liability companies (LLCs), corporations, and other 
business organizations, regardless of whether these entities are 100% related to the project 
developer (e.g., parent, subsidiary, affiliate, etc.). Even if a project developer is 100% owned by 
its parent company, its parent or any other related company cannot be considered the project 
developer or be designated as the account holder unless they are the same legal entity, e.g., 
the project developer is a division within the parent LLC or corporation. This is true regardless of 
the reasoning behind the creation of the organizational structure of the larger corporate family, 
whether it be for tax purposes, administrative convenience, efficiency, or any other purpose. 
 
If there is any question as to whether the project developer is the same legal entity as the 
rightful owner of CRTs, then the verifier may ask for the formation documents of each entity, 
e.g., LLC operating agreement, certificate of incorporation, etc., and/or request each entity’s tax 
identification number (TIN) issued by government authorities. If the entities have separate 
formation documents but the TIN is the same number for both, they are likely the same legal 
entity. If they both have separate formation documents and/or different TINs, then they are not 
the same legal entity. 
 
Table 4.1 contains some examples of different corporate structures that can be considered 
when assessing legal entities: 
 
Table 4.1: Corporate Structure of Legal Entities 

Scenario Likely Outcome 

Names of X Co and Other Named Entity each end in 
“LLC”, “Inc.”, “Corp.” or other legal entity designation 

Separate legal entities 

X Co is doing business as (DBA) Other Named Entity Unclear  check formation docs and TINs 

No clear relationship between X Co and Other Named 
Entity 

Unclear  check formation docs and TINs 

X Co is a division of Other Named Entity, not a separate 
LLC, corporation, or other legally formed entity and same 
TIN 

Same legal entity 

 
The Reserve recognizes that verification teams generally do not contain a legal expert. If any 
high-risk contractual and/or title issues remain unresolved following an exhaustive review, the 
verification body should contact the Reserve for further assistance. In these circumstances, the 
Reserve will help make an ownership determination.  

4.6.2 Step 2: Review Reported Data and Identify Sources, Sinks and Reservoirs 

Verification bodies shall review a project’s reported SSRs to ensure that all are properly 
identified within the GHG Assessment Boundary as defined by the applicable protocol. The 
review must also include the reporting and monitoring parameters for the project.  
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The site visit shall be used to confirm the GHG Assessment Boundary, examine project 
equipment, identify any associated SSRs resulting from the project, and assess the operation of 
the project activity.  
 
As part of this process, verification bodies shall review the project’s Monitoring Plan to verify 
that all required SSRs and project activities are measured, modeled or calculated appropriately 
and with the correct frequency. Verification bodies must also review the project’s GHG reduction 
assertions, data collection and storage methods, and QA/QC measures.  
 
Once all reporting parameters and SSRs have been identified and any issues addressed, the 
verification body may proceed to Step 3 to review the project’s calculation methodologies and 
management systems. 

4.6.3 Step 3: Reviewing Management Systems and Methodologies 

After the project SSRs have been confirmed, verification bodies shall review the methodologies 
and management systems used to generate, compile, transcribe, and store project data. This is 
principally a risk assessment exercise in which the verification body must weigh the relative 
complexity of the scope of the project’s emissions operations and activities, the project 
developer’s methodologies and management systems used to report GHG reductions, and the 
likelihood of calculation error as a result of reporting uncertainty or misstatement. The 
verification body must determine the presence and level of inherent and management type risks 
and focus its verification effort on the highest risk areas. This is an area which requires 
professional judgment, and it is likely that qualitative material non-conformances with the 
protocol could be identified.  
 
Through this review, the verification body shall determine the appropriateness of the 
management systems, IT systems, staff competency, internal audits, record keeping 
arrangements, and documentation processes to understand the risk of systemic errors as a 
result of reporting uncertainty or misstatement. A review of records and management systems 
onsite helps to ascertain the adequacy of the management system relative to protocol 
requirements.  
 
A verification body’s general review of a project’s GHG management systems should document 
whether methodologies/procedures are appropriate given the inherent uncertainty/risk; the 
likelihood that the data is correctly aggregated, monitored, and measured; and whether a 
qualified individual is responsible for managing and reporting GHG reductions or removals. The 
verification body shall also check that the correct metering equipment is used, inspected, 
cleaned and calibrated in accordance with the applicable project protocol. The verification body 
is responsible for ensuring that all metered and modeled (if applicable) data are accurate.  

4.6.4 Step 4: Verify Emissions Estimates 

Based on a project’s SSRs, management systems, and corresponding risk profile, verification 
bodies must ensure that the calculations of GHG reductions or removals are accurate within the 
appropriate quantitative materiality threshold. This is achieved by re-calculating all emission 
estimates based on project activity data. All emission or efficiency factors used in the applicable 
protocol equations must also be checked. Cross-checking calculated emissions reductions and 
performing data reconciliation in line with the methodologies outlined in the applicable protocol 
is vital to ensure quantitative material misstatements are identified and resolved.  
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Verification bodies shall also trace activity and/or monitoring data compiled by the project 
developer back to the original source and perform re-calculations in accordance with a sampling 
plan that focuses on high-risk data. Verification bodies shall review all relevant physical and 
documentary evidence.  
 
In order for verification bodies to verify the reductions or removals entered in the Reserve 
software, the sample of recalculated project data must be free of material misstatement. It is 
possible that the overall GHG reductions or removals calculated by the project developer will 
differ from those estimated by the verification body. A discrepancy is considered material if the 
difference between the reported GHG reductions and the verifier’s estimate surpasses the 
materiality threshold defined in Section 2.3.1. Immaterial discrepancies are those that fall within 
the materiality threshold and are not required to be corrected. 
 
Note that, per Section 2.3.1, the Reserve allows for under-reporting of emission 
reductions/removals as that is considered conservative. Under-reporting errors are not required 
to be corrected. The quantitative materiality threshold only applies to mistakes that result in 
over-reporting. 
 

If the reported data is not free of material misstatement, the verification body shall include this 
information in the List of Findings and complete the sampling effort of other sources. Once the 
verification body has confirmed that the data sample is free of material misstatements, it is 
ready to complete verification activities. 
 
Examples of directly monitored and measured data or supporting evidence that should be 
reviewed during verification include (but are not limited to): 
 

 Flow meter, electricity meter, and continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) data  
 Outputs from gas collection, destruction or abatement systems 
 Electricity use or fossil fuel combustion records, invoices, purchases and sales orders 
 Onsite fuel stocks 
 Data recording devices and portable monitoring equipment 
 Maintenance and calibration records, log books, and system operations manuals 
 Laboratory test results or third party reports 
 Manufacturer specifications and reports 
 Raw material inputs, production output, and hours of operation 
 Field check reports, sampling exercises, and analysis reports 
 Emission factors (if not default), combustion efficiency, and oxidation factors 
 Certificates of destruction, weight tickets, and customs documents 
 Calculation spreadsheets and electronic files 

 
It is a verification body’s duty to identify errors during the verification process. Common errors 
include, but are not limited to: 
 

 Calculation errors: equations used by project developer do not match those specified by 
the protocol  

 Incompleteness: incorrect inclusion or exclusion of SSRs within the GHG Assessment 
Boundary, exclusion of significant sources and/or leakage effects 

 Inaccuracy: manual data transfer and transcription errors, double counting, and use of 
incorrect emission or destruction efficiency factors 
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Any of the above errors could result in the project developer materially over-estimating GHG 
reductions or removals.  

4.7 Professional Judgment 
By design, Reserve protocols are not entirely prescriptive, which necessitates that verification 
bodies use their best professional judgment when executing certain verification activities. 
Verification bodies must demonstrate, through their staff’s professional qualifications and 
relevant GHG experience, their ability to render sound professional judgment in relation to 
Reserve projects. 
 
Application of professional judgment is expected in the following areas: 
 

 Implementation of verification activities with appropriate rigor for the size and complexity 
of the project and the uncertainty of calculations associated with the project’s SSRs 

 Review of the capability of a project developer’s GHG emissions tracking, monitoring, 
and management systems to provide accurate information 

 Determination of the amount of data that constitutes a representative sample 
 Assessment of methods used for calculations where the protocol does not provide 

prescriptive guidance 
 Appraisal of assumptions, estimation methods and emission factors that are selected as 

alternatives to protocol guidance, where allowed 
 
In areas where the Reserve project protocols are prescriptive, as with monitoring or calibration 
frequency, verification bodies are not permitted to use professional judgment. Projects must 
follow the prescriptive requirements of the protocols, where available. The verification section of 
each protocol provides guidance on areas where professional judgment is allowed/expected 
and areas where it is not. 
 
The Reserve maintains the right to question any and all decisions made by the verification body. 
However, in areas where the project protocols explicitly state that professional judgment can be 
used, the Reserve expects that the verification body has the competency and knowledge to 
make these decisions, will err on the side of conservativeness, and will follow industry best 
practice. 

4.8 Variances 
The Reserve may, at its discretion, grant variances with regard to the manner in which specific 
projects meter, measure or monitor GHG reductions or removals where Reserve staff 
determines that such variances are acceptable. Only with explicit, written acceptance of the 
variance may a project developer apply alternate methods not contained in the applicable 
protocol. In most cases, a variance will be granted only for a specified time period or portion of 
the project data. Verification bodies must ensure that the project developer has met the 
Reserve’s requirements and correctly applied the variance determination. Once a variance is 
granted, the variance determination is available publicly in the Reserve software.  

4.8.1 Verification Body Application of Variance Determinations 

Verification bodies must adhere to any instructions laid out within the variance determination 
and ensure that all other relevant criteria in the protocol have been met. Like the listing process, 
receiving a positive variance determination does not guarantee that a project will be 
successfully verified, nor that a project complies with other aspects of a given project protocol; 
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variance determinations do not qualify projects for registration prior to completing the verification 
process. 
 
Projects continue to be subject to verification body review after a variance has been granted. 
The burden remains on the project developer to provide supporting evidence to the verification 
body that all aspects of its project are in compliance with the variance determination and the 
project protocol. Variance determinations allow for minor alterations to the protocol and are 
based on the initial information provided in the Variance Request Form. Verification bodies must 
confirm the underlying facts that were presented to the Reserve. Variances do not exempt the 
project from protocol requirements that are not specifically referenced in the variance 
determination.  
 
A verification body shall not make specific recommendations to the project developer in relation 
to what could qualify for a variance. This would be considered consulting and is explicitly 
prohibited. Verification bodies shall not recommend that project developers seek variances from 
the Reserve, but can note sections or guidance of the protocol with which the project is not in 
conformance. The verification body can refer the project developer to seek assistance from the 
Reserve in determining how best to proceed with the project.  

4.9 Errata and Clarifications 
The Reserve utilizes Errata and Clarifications documents to correct and/or clarify issues in 
previously issued protocols. Errata are issued to correct typographical errors in text, equations 
or figures. Clarifications are issued to ensure consistent interpretation and application of the 
protocol. 
 
Errata and Clarifications documents become effective on the date they are first posted on the 
Reserve website. Listed and registered projects must adhere to all errata and clarifications 
issued for the applicable protocol version when they undergo verification. Thus, verification 
bodies must refer to and follow the corrections and guidance presented in Errata and 
Clarifications documents as soon as they are effective, even if they are issued during an 
ongoing verification.  
 
The Reserve does not require verification bodies to attend trainings specific to errata and 
clarifications. Rather, the Reserve expects that verification bodies refer to these documents 
immediately prior to uploading any Verification Statement to ensure all relevant guidance is 
properly addressed and incorporated into verification activities.  

4.10 Joint Verification 
Certain project protocols allow for “joint verification” when a project developer has multiple 
projects operating on a single site. In these instances, project developers have the option to hire 
a single verification body to assess the projects concurrently. This is intended to provide 
economies of scale for the project verifications and improve the efficiency of the verification 
process. 
 
Under the joint project verification process, each project, as defined by the protocol and the 
project developer, must be submitted and registered separately in the Reserve software. 
However, the verification body may submit a single NOVA/COI form that details and applies to 
all of the projects at a site that it intends to verify. 
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Additionally, a verification body may conduct a single site visit and prepare a single Verification 
Report summarizing the verification results from multiple projects. However, the verification 
body must develop a separate verification plan, sampling plan, and Verification Statement for 
each project, i.e., each project is assessed by the verification body separately as if it were the 
only project at the site. In addition, a copy of the Verification Report must be uploaded to each 
project’s Project Documents page in the Reserve software. 
 
If, during joint project verification, the verification activities of one project are delaying the 
registration of other projects, the project developer may choose to forego joint project 
verification. There are no additional administrative requirements of the project developer or the 
verification body if a joint project verification is terminated. 
 
At the time of publication, the following protocols have provisions allowing for joint project 
verification: 
 

 Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol  
 Mexico Boiler Efficiency Project Protocol 
 Nitric Acid Production Project Protocol  
 U.S. and Article 5 Ozone Depleting Substances Project Protocols 

 
Please refer to the individual protocols for more information on specific processes and 
procedures for joint verification.  

4.11 Aggregation and Cooperatives 
Certain Reserve protocols allow projects to aggregate or form cooperatives for reporting and 
registration purposes. This can help reduce transaction costs for individual project developers. 
The requirements in relation to verification periods, desktop reviews and site-visit verifications 
may vary. See specific protocols for reporting and verification guidelines.  
 
At the time of publication, the following protocols have provisions allowing for project 
aggregation: 
 

 U.S. and Mexico Forest Project Protocol  
 Grassland Project Protocol 
 Livestock Project Protocol  
 Nitrogen Management Project Protocol 
 Rice Cultivation Project Protocol 
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5 Documenting and Reporting Verification Activities 
After a verification body has completed its review of a project developer’s estimated GHG 
reductions or removals, it must take the following steps to document the verification process:  
 

1. Complete a detailed List of Findings containing both immaterial and material findings (if 
any) and deliver it to the project developer, allowing the opportunity for corrective actions 
(private document). 

2. Complete a detailed Verification Report and deliver it to the project developer (public 
document). 

3. Complete a Verification Statement detailing the vintage and the quantity of verified GHG 
reductions or removals and deliver it to the project developer (public document, standard 
form). 

4. Conduct an exit meeting with the project developer to discuss the Verification Report, 
List of Findings, and Verification Statement and determine if material misstatements (if 
any) can be corrected. If so, the verification body must continue the verification after the 
project developer has made the necessary revisions. 

5. If a reasonable level of assurance is successfully obtained, upload electronic copies of 
the Verification Report, List of Findings, and Verification Statement in the Reserve 
software.  

6. Return important records and documents to the project developer for retention. 

 
The List of Findings, Verification Report and Verification Statement shall be submitted at the 
conclusion of verification activities. If a project is deemed ineligible or non-compliant with a 
protocol to the extent that the verification body cannot reach reasonable assurance, the 
verification body shall submit only the adverse Verification Statement and List of Findings.  

5.1 List of Findings  
The List of Findings is a private document that details all material and immaterial findings 
identified by the verification team throughout the verification. These findings shall be 
distinguished by materiality and whether they were qualitative non-conformances or quantitative 
misstatements. The List of Findings shall be delivered first to the project developer in order to 
provide an opportunity to correct the issues that might impact CRT issuance. The List of 
Findings submitted to the Reserve should provide a summary of all findings and resolutions that 
arose during the verification process. 
 
The List of Findings shall accompany the Verification Report and must include a record of all 
corrections or corrective actions made by the project developer to address the identified issues. 
A correction made by the project developer resolves an error and fixes the identified problem, 
while a corrective action fixes the cause of the problem in order to prevent its reoccurrence in 
future verifications. Each finding shall detail and list the identified issue and refer to the relevant 
section of the protocol, but shall not provide any solutions or potential remedies for resolution. 
Resolutions constitute consulting advice and thus create a conflict of interest. 
 
The List of Findings should also include opportunities for improvement (OFIs) to help the project 
developer streamline future verifications. OFIs can consist of recommend improvements that 
cite sections of the protocol or reference public documents, but they may not provide advice on 
how to resolve the issues noted. A verification body may enumerate any shortcomings in a 
project developer’s GHG tracking and management systems as related to the specific protocol 
requirements. 



Verification Program Manual  February 8, 2017 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Verification Program Manual 45 

 
If no findings are issued for a reporting period, the List of Findings does not need to be 
submitted, but the lack of findings should be noted in the Verification Report. A standardized 
format for the List of Findings is not currently required - Table 5.1 contains a sample List of 
Findings. Detailed findings shall not be included in the Verification Report as that document is 
made public. 
 
Table 5.1: Sample List of Findings 

Category Verification Findings Correction/Corrective Action 

Material Non-
Conformance  

The landfill protocol states the monitoring plan 
must include a mechanism to demonstrate that 
the project passes the Legal Requirement 
Test. The project’s monitoring plan has no 
reference or application of this requirement.  

Corrective action required. 
Project Developer (PD) 
updated its monitoring plan to 
include the current procedures 
used to demonstrate that the 
project is not required by 
federal, state, or local 
regulations or other legally 
binding mandates. PD will 
contact regulatory agencies, 
keep records and information 
surrounding its LFG system, 
and engage a consultant to 
perform a bi-annual review of 
applicable statutes.  

Material 
Misstatement and 
Non-Conformance  

GHG reduction calculations submitted to the 
Reserve do not apply the correct methane 
destruction efficiency. As prescribed by the 
landfill protocol, the default destruction 
efficiency for a lean-burn internal combustion 
engine is 0.936. An official source-tested 
destruction efficiency was not available, but PD 
used a factor of 0.995. This destruction 
efficiency increases the total reported CRTs to 
the Reserve by 4%, which is above the 
allowable materiality threshold (3%) for total 
reported CRTs. 

Correction required. The 
protocol clearly states that the 
default factor must be applied 
if source data is not available. 
PD has now applied the 
appropriate factor.  

Immaterial 
Misstatement  

Indirect project emissions were calculated 
using electricity consumption billing history 
from the utility. Minor differences found in the 
total kWh purchased as listed in the billing 
history result in a slight discrepancy of 3%. 
This decreases the overall reported reductions 
by less than 0.01%. 

Correction not required. PD 
chose not to fix the error for 
this reporting period as it has a 
minor impact on the reported 
CRTs. PD will ensure correct 
calculation of kWh consumed 
in future reporting periods.  

Opportunity for 
Improvement  

PD could strengthen its management and 
record keeping systems by automating the 
weekly logs and maintenance plans in order to 
reduce the risk of transcription error. 

No corrective action required. 
Current system acceptable but 
could be improved for future 
verifications.  

5.2 Verification Report 
The Verification Report is a transparent, overarching document that is produced by the 
verification body for the project developer and is also made available to the Reserve and the 
general public. The Verification Report must contain a detailed summary and scope of 
verification activities undertaken. It is made public in order to uphold the integrity of the Reserve 
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program and to establish the veracity of the CRTs issued. As such, the Verification Report must 
provide positive assertion that the project met all eligibility requirements, followed all monitoring 
requirements, applied the appropriate calculation methodologies, and is free of material errors 
for the reporting period in question. In addition, the Verification Report must include a discussion 
of how the perceived areas of risk were incorporated into verification activities and project data 
review. 
 
Verification bodies have the ability to construct the Verification Report in a manner that they feel 
best communicates the activities undertaken and the results of the verification. However, all 
Verification Reports must incorporate the elements discussed below; otherwise, the Reserve will 
request revision and resubmittal. It is important to note that persistent spelling and grammatical 
errors may also trigger resubmittal. Verification Reports are public documents and should be 
treated as such.  
 
The Reserve expects all Verification Reports to make explicit, positive assertions of the 
conclusions drawn. For example, it is insufficient for a Verification Report to simply indicate that 
no regulatory non-compliances were identified. The report must explicitly state that the 
verification body has concluded to a reasonable level of assurance that the project met 
regulatory compliance requirements and identify the evidence examined to reach that 
determination.  
 
The following sections are not intended as an outline for Verification Reports. These elements 
may be presented in any fashion deemed appropriate by the verification body, but the report 
must include, at a minimum, the items indicated. 

5.2.1 Verification Report Content 

The Verification Report must clearly specify a detailed scope of the verification process and 
procedures undertaken. The scope includes the physical and temporal boundaries of the 
verification as well as the GHGs considered. The verification process must be fully documented, 
with particular focus on the risk-assessment and development of the verification plan. This 
documentation shall include a description of the verification activities based on the size and 
complexity of the project developer’s operations. This section is expected to provide context for 
the remainder of the report. 
 
In addition, the standard used to verify GHG emissions reductions or removals must be 
specified in the Verification Report. For all projects, the standard must include, at a minimum, 
this document, the Reserve Program Manual, the applicable version of the project protocol, the 
latest version of Errata and Clarifications, any approved variances, and ISO 14064-3. The 
quantitative materiality threshold for verification must also be included. Verification bodies are 
required to adhere to all rules and guidelines relevant to the protocol version under which the 
project is being verified.  

5.2.2 Eligibility 

For the majority of project types, the Verification Report must include a description of the 
eligibility criteria, i.e., start date, location, the legal requirement test, the performance standard 
test, and regulatory compliance. The report must make an explicit and positive assertion as to 
whether each eligibility criterion has been met and explain the basis of this determination. The 
supporting documentation should not be attached to the verification report, but the basis of the 
successful verification of the eligibility criteria must be explicitly stated.  
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The Verification Report must describe the project definition and scenario as well as indicate any 
review conducted to verify the project’s asserted baseline status, as this impacts eligibility.  
 
The report must indicate how the verifier’s risk assessment was used to inform the project’s 
conformance with eligibility criteria. While some criteria, such as project location, are relatively 
straightforward, others may require varying levels of review in order to positively verify. In 
particular, verifiers must indicate whether the risk assessment indicated that reliance on the 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation, Attestation of Regulatory Compliance, and a risk-based 
regulatory review was sufficient or whether additional work was conducted. A simple narrative of 
work performed on the project is insufficient; verification body conclusions must be explicitly 
stated, e.g., “Based on the aforementioned review, we conclude that the project satisfies the 
legal requirement test”. 

5.2.3 Conformance with the Protocol 

As prescribed by the applicable project protocol, all projects must adhere to certain operational, 
record-keeping, and methodological requirements. The Verification Report must explicitly and 
positively assert whether the project meets these requirements and provide the basis for the 
determination reached. Again, narratives of project activities must be accompanied by 
verification body conclusions. 
 
In particular, the following areas must be reviewed (if applicable) and the project’s conformance 
or non-conformance explicitly stated in the Verification Report: 
 

 Existence of an appropriate monitoring plan 
 Data was collected in accordance with monitoring plan (frequency, whether collection 

was continuous, any discounts applied, etc.) 
 Equipment operation and QA/QC meets protocol requirements 
 Meter and analyzer cleaning, maintenance, and calibration meets protocol requirements 
 Data transcription, management, and QA/QC meets protocol requirements 
 Calculations and equations applied in accordance with protocol requirements 
 All individuals properly trained for the functions performed 
 Accuracy of calculated GHG reductions 

 
The Verification Report must contain explicit, conclusive, and unequivocal statements as to the 
project’s conformance with relevant requirements. 

5.2.4 Calculation Review and Sampling 

The Verification Report must identify the SSRs contained within the project’s GHG Assessment 
Boundary and make an explicit determination as to whether all necessary and appropriate SSRs 
have been included. The verification team must note the recalculation and verification of the 
total number of GHG reductions generated and reported to the Reserve within the given 
reporting period. It may utilize appropriate risk-based sampling techniques for underlying source 
data that factor into the final GHG reduction calculation.  
 
The Verification Report must summarize the sampling techniques used, the verification plan, 
and the risk assessment methodologies employed for project calculations. The report must 
contain a discussion of the risk assessment and the manner in which this assessment informed 
the project data and calculation sampling techniques. Relevant input parameters such as 
destruction efficiency must also be disclosed, and the appropriateness of the chosen 
parameters must be asserted. 
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The Verification Report shall summarize the GHG reductions estimation in the following format: 
 

Vintage Baseline Emissions Project Emissions 
GHG Reductions/ 
Removals (CRTs) 

20XX A B Result of A - B 

 
The report shall provide information regarding the comparison of the project’s reported GHG 
reductions or removals with the verifier’s recalculation.  

5.2.5 Findings and Basis of Opinion 

The Verification Report should support the Verification Statement by summarizing the results of 
the verification in a general conclusion. A positive Verification Report must contain, at a 
minimum, the following assertions: 
 

 The project meets all eligibility requirements 
 The project was conducted in accordance with all monitoring and record-keeping 

requirements 
 There are no existing material non-conformances or misstatements in the reported data 

5.3 Verification Statement 
The Verification Statement presents the official results of the verification process. It details the 
amount of CRTs issued, their vintage(s), and the verification standard. The Verification 
Statement confirms the verification activities and outcomes for all stakeholders: project 
developers, verification bodies, the Reserve, and the public.  
 
The Reserve relies on the Verification Statement provided by the verification body as the basis 
for issuing CRTs. A positive Verification Statement indicates that the project and its reported 
emission reductions meet the Reserve standards, including the verification standards contained 
in this manual.  
 
Unlike other verification documentation, the Verification Statement is a standardized, mandatory 
form that is available on the Reserve website.8 

5.3.1 Preparing a Verification Statement 

The Verification Statement must be signed by the Lead Verifier and Senior Internal Reviewer 
designated in the NOVA/COI form on file with the Reserve. No deviations are allowed.  
Verification Statements may be positive or negative. Positive statements provide the required 
reasonable assurance to the Reserve that the amount of CRTs to be issued is materially correct 
and the project is in compliance with the appropriate protocol. A positive Verification Statement 
may only be issued if the verification body determines with a reasonable level of assurance that 
the stated emission reductions are materially accurate.  

5.3.2 Negative Verification Statement 

If a project cannot be successfully verified, a negative Verification Statement shall be issued. 
The verification body shall grant the project developer a reasonable amount of time to 
implement corrective actions prior to issuing a negative statement. If, after issuing the List of 

                                                
8 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-documents/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-documents/
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Findings and allowing a sufficient amount of time for corrective actions, a project remains 
unverifiable due to material misstatements or inability to meet the eligibility criteria, the 
verification body shall issue a negative Verification Statement to the Reserve. The issuance of a 
negative Verification Statement does not mean that the project is not eligible or that it cannot be 
successfully verified. A negative Verification Statement signifies that the engagement between 
verification body and the project developer has concluded without the issuance of a positive 
statement. 
 
Different types of unresolvable issues may arise between the verification body and the project 
developer during the verification process. Any time an issue of this nature arises, the verification 
body shall notify the Reserve and follow the process outlined below: 
 

 If a verification body is unable to confirm that the project meets the required eligibility 
criteria or if there are material non-conformances with the protocol that the project 
developer cannot or will not correct, then the verification body must submit a negative 
Verification Statement and List of Findings to the Reserve electronically. The verification 
body must state that it is unable to verify the project and therefore cannot meet the 
required level of reasonable assurance. It shall detail the issues noted in the List of 
Findings. Reserve staff will then conduct a review in order to make a determination. Both 
the verification body and project developer will be notified of the Reserve’s 
determination. 

o If the Reserve determines that the project is ineligible, the project will be de-
listed. The verification documents and supporting information will be archived but 
not made public. 

o If the Reserve determines that the project is eligible and that further actions could 
be taken to resolve the issues, then the project may remain listed on the Reserve 
and the project developer may proceed with further verification activities and 
corrective actions if it chooses. The project remains subject to all deadlines and 
must be registered within 12 months of the end of the reporting period. If that 
deadline is not met, the project will be de-listed per the Reserve Program 
Manual, Section 3.4.3.  

 If a verification body has found that a project has not remedied material issues identified 
and communicated to the project developer in the List of Findings after a reasonable 
amount of time, it must notify the Reserve of the inaction and submit the List of Findings. 
The Reserve staff will then contact the project developer and attempt to address the 
issues noted. 

 
Some verification activities are halted due to lack of knowledge on how to resolve non-
conformances, insufficient funding, or inactivity on identified corrective actions. If issues cannot 
be resolved with Reserve assistance, the verification body may be given permission by the 
Reserve to cease verification activities rather than issuing a negative Verification Statement. 
The project remains subject to all Reserve deadlines and must be registered within 12 months 
of the end of the reporting period. 

5.4 Senior Internal Review 
The Verification Report, Verification Statement and the List of Findings must be reviewed by an 
independent Senior Internal Reviewer for a quality assurance check. As stated in previous 
sections, the Senior Internal Reviewer must conduct an objective and impartial review of the 
verification team’s work, which should include a risk-based analysis of the project 
documentation and data. No Verification Report shall be forwarded to a project developer until it 
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has undergone this internal review. The Senior Internal Reviewer is also a signatory to the 
Verification Statement.  

5.5 Exit Meeting 
Project developers should be allowed at least 30 days to review and comment on the 
Verification Report. At the end of that review, the Lead Verifier and the appropriate project 
developer representative should hold an exit meeting to discuss the nature of any material or 
immaterial misstatements and review any required corrective actions.  
 
Verification bodies should prepare a brief summary presentation of the verification findings for 
the project developer’s key personnel. At the exit meeting, verifiers and project developers are 
encouraged to exchange lessons learned about the verification process and share thoughts for 
improving the process with the Reserve. 
 
The goals of this meeting should be: 
 

 Acceptance of the Verification Report, List of Findings, and Verification Statement 
(unless material misstatements still exist but can be remediated, in which case the 
verification contract may need to be revised and additional verification services 
scheduled) 

o If the project developer does not wish to retain the verification body for the 
additional verification services, the verification body should return all relevant 
project documentation to the project developer within 30 days and submit a 
negative Verification Statement to the Reserve 

 Authorization for the verification body to complete the verification and upload the 
necessary documents to the Reserve 

 
If the verification body is under contract for verification activities in the future, the verification 
body and project developer may wish to establish a schedule for the upcoming verification 
activities. 

5.6 Submitting the Verification Documentation to the Reserve 
Once the Verification Statement, the List of Findings and the Verification Report are complete, 
the verification body must electronically submit these documents into the Reserve software. The 
project developer will then submit the project for final approval and Reserve staff will receive an 
email notification that triggers a review of the documents by the Reserve.  
 
Reserve staff will also review the data entered in the Reserve software and compare it to the 
uploaded Verification Report, Verification Statement and List of Findings to ensure that all 
proper procedures were undertaken by both the project developer and the verification body. 
 
In this review process, Reserve staff will ensure consistency between projects and verification 
bodies as well as compliance with Reserve protocols, processes and procedures. Reserve staff 
may request corrections or clarifications from either the verification body or the project 
developer. The Reserve staff aim to be as timely as possible with their requests and responses 
to verifiers and project developers. 
 
If all outstanding issues can successfully be resolved, the project will be registered, CRTs will 
be issued to the project developer, and the Verification Report and Verification Statement will be 
made public.  



Verification Program Manual  February 8, 2017 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Verification Program Manual 51 

6 Administration and Reserve Intervention 

6.1 Verification Oversight and Audits 
Oversight is conducted by the Reserve to provide quality assurance and control on verification 
activities performed by accredited verification bodies. Oversight consists of a comprehensive 
examination and evaluation of project verification activities in order to assess verification body 
performance. It also serves as an opportunity for the Reserve to identify potential improvements 
to the program’s processes and guidance. Oversight is not intended to hold a project or project 
developer to a different level of scrutiny or subject it to additional requirements. Oversight is an 
important element of the Reserve program and provides an extra level of assurance and 
transparency to bolster the validity of the credits issued.  
 
The Reserve staff member or representative conducting oversight must be provided access to 
all project documentation and data reviewed by the verification body as well as participate in 
certain stages of the verification. The verification body will be notified that it has been selected 
for oversight upon the approval of the NOVA/COI form. Reserve attendance in the following 
activities must be accommodated: 
 

 Kick-off meeting between the verification team and the project developer – in-person or 
conference call 

 Project site visit 
 Closing meeting between the verification team and the project developer – in-person or 

conference call 
 
In addition, the Reserve must review or observe all issues and findings-related discussions 
between the verification body and project developer during the verification. This can be 
achieved through conference calls, copying the Reserve staff member or representative on 
emails, or, if necessary, forwarding all correspondence at the conclusion of verification activities. 
Including the Reserve in calls and emails allows for real-time review and will decrease the 
duration of the oversight process. 
 
Oversight can be triggered at random; however, a verification body can expect oversight to 
occur in the following instances: 
 

 The first verification of a newly released project type 
 A verification body’s first verification under a specific protocol 
 The first verification managed by a newly-approved Lead Verifier 
 When issues, warnings or complaints regarding the verification body or project 

developer arise 
 
Audits are also conducted by the Reserve and may be initiated under similar circumstances. 
They are limited to a desktop review and are performed upon the completion of verification 
activities. While oversight covers the entirety of a verification body’s processes and 
qualifications, an audit consists solely of an investigative review of the project data and 
documentation, as well as the verification body’s analysis. The Reserve auditor must be granted 
the same degree of access that would be afforded to staff conducting an oversight, but 
participation in verification milestones will not occur. 
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The Reserve maintains the right to conduct oversight or audits at any time, and such activities 
will be conducted by a Reserve staff member, partner or Reserve consultant. Entities that may 
perform or participate in oversight activities or audits on behalf of the Reserve include regulatory 
agencies, accreditation bodies, third-party observers (for learning or educational purposes), or 
contractors hired by the Reserve. The Reserve staff or representative will make every effort to 
not impede the verification process. 
 
Proprietary information will be handled confidentially. The Reserve, as well as any partners or 
consultants, are willing to enter into a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA) should the verification 
body or project developer require.  
 
Travel and time costs for Reserve staff conducting oversight are covered by the Reserve. To 
minimize costs associated with reproduction or shipping, records should be shared 
electronically when possible. If electronic document sharing is not possible, the project 
developer may incur costs associated with providing requested documentation. 
 
A staff member, partner or consultant performing oversight for the Reserve will observe and 
evaluate:  
 

 The overall performance of the verification body by reviewing its processes and 
procedures while conducting verification activities 

 Whether the project activities meet the protocol requirements 
 Whether the GHG reductions data reported to the Reserve can be verified to a 

reasonable level of assurance 
 
The Reserve representative performing oversight or conducting an audit may discuss 
preliminary observations with the verification body and project developer before reporting the 
findings to the Reserve. Information requests should be addressed promptly. The oversight or 
audit process shall close with the issuance of a letter detailing the findings and overall 
evaluation to the verification body, usually upon conclusion of verification activities.  
 
The Reserve will make an effort to clearly coordinate and communicate planned oversight 
activities to verification bodies and project developers, but it reserves the right to adjust 
verification activity dates in order to accommodate the schedules of all relevant parties. 

6.2 Warnings, Suspensions, Notices to Correct 
If the Reserve finds that a verification body has failed to meet the Reserve’s standards, it may 
require the verification body to undertake specified corrective actions. The Reserve may, at its 
own discretion, issue warnings, temporary suspensions, and notices to correct. It may also 
disqualify verification bodies or individual verifiers from future verification activities.  
 
In instances where a verification body and a project developer find themselves in disagreement, 
the two parties should attempt to reach a resolution, relying first on the verification body’s 
internal dispute resolution process (as required by ISO 14065). Either party may contact the 
Reserve for assistance in resolving issues that require guidance on the project protocols, COI 
determinations, or verification findings. 
 
If a resolution cannot be reached in a disagreement related to project activities, the verification 
must be completed prior to the initiation of any dispute resolution process detailed in Section 
6.4. The verification body must issue the List of Findings, Verification Statement and Verification 
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Report to the project developer and upload the documents in the Reserve software. The 
Reserve staff will conduct an internal review of the verification documentation as well as any 
additional supporting documentation, claims and information related to the disagreement that 
substantiate the opinions of the verification body or the assertions of the project developer. The 
Reserve will interview both parties and make a final determination in a committee comprised of 
no less than three staff members, two of which will be manager level or higher. The Reserve’s 
determination will be issued in writing to all relevant parties.  

6.3  Rescission of Verifier or Verification Body Approval  
The Reserve maintains the right to rescind or suspend its recognition of an individual verifier or 
verification body for any period of time deemed appropriate. The Reserve will make every effort 
to accommodate the implementation of corrective actions prior to rescinding approval.  
 
Suspensions could occur if the Reserve determines that a verification body or individual verifier 
intentionally violated the COI policies, committed willful misconduct, displayed negligence, 
proved unable to uphold obligations to the Reserve, or was responsible for any other significant 
non-conformance with Reserve rules, protocols or procedures. 
 
The Reserve will make public any suspensions of verification bodies on its website. However, 
suspensions of individual verifiers, including Lead Verifiers, will not be publicly noticed. 
 
Verification bodies could also be subject to suspension of their ISO 14065 accreditation issued 
by the accrediting body and must adhere to the rules and procedures surrounding that process. 

6.4  Dispute Resolution Process 
Verification bodies and project developers have a right to appeal Reserve determinations, 
including COI determinations, through the Reserve’s formal dispute resolution process. An 
appeal to a specific determination, including a detailed explanation of the issue and any 
supporting evidence, must be electronically submitted to the Reserve. The Reserve will then 
convene a Dispute Resolution Committee to review the appeal.  
 
The Dispute Resolution Committee will consist of an odd number of individuals, including at 
least one Reserve staff member not directly involved in the case, and one Reserve Board 
member, all of whom are knowledgeable of Reserve policies and procedures. The committee 
will be convened either in person or via conference call.  
 
The Dispute Resolution Committee may consult outside experts for assistance, but these 
experts will not have a vote in the committee’s final decision. All information reviewed will be 
kept confidential and should be uploaded to the Reserve software as restricted, private 
documents by either the project developer or the verification body. Each committee member 
must declare his or her freedom from any conflict of interest and will have an equal vote. The 
Dispute Resolution Committee will consider the original finding, the detailed explanation, and 
any supporting documents. The final determination will be based on a majority vote. The 
decision will be binding and will be notified to all parties in writing. The Dispute Resolution 
Committee has the power to suspend a verification body from conducting verification activities 
under the Reserve Program. 
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6.5  Record Keeping and Retention 
The verification body must retain sufficient records to enable an ex-post verification of the 
project’s emissions. The Reserve requires that the following Reserve project-related records be 
retained by the verification body in line with the time period specified in the relevant protocol or 
for a minimum of seven years after the end of the reporting period, whichever is longer. It should 
be noted that some records may be subject to fiscal or other legal requirements that are longer 
than the Reserve’s mandated period. 
 
Verification bodies shall retain electronic copies, as applicable, of:  
 

 The project developer’s Monitoring Plan 
 The project developer’s SSR and/or project activity data as well as evidence cited 
 The verification plan 
 The sampling plan 
 The Verification Report  
 The List of Findings 
 The Verification Statement 

 
Each verification body must have an easily accessible record-keeping system, preferably 
electronic, that provides readily available access to project information. Copies of the original 
activity and source data records shall be maintained within said record-keeping system, as 
these records are necessary to perform an ex-post verification or audit. The Reserve may at any 
time request access to the record-keeping system or any supporting documentation for 
oversight, monitoring, and auditing purposes. 
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Glossary 
 
Accreditation body Under ISO 14065, this is the authoritative body that 

assesses a verification body’s competence to perform GHG 
verification activities. 
 

Aggregation Where smaller projects can register jointly as a group. Does 
not apply to all project types. 
 

Climate Action Reserve A North American offsets program that establishes 
standards for quantifying and verifying GHG emission 
reduction projects, issues carbon credits generated by said 
projects, and tracks the transfer and retirement of credits in 
a publicly-accessible online system. 
 

Climate Reserve Tonne  
(CRT) 

The unit of offset credits used by the Climate Action 
Reserve. One Climate Reserve Tonne is equal to one metric 
ton of CO2e reduced or sequestered. 
 

Conflict of interest  
(COI) 

A situation in which, due to other activities or relationships 
with other persons or organizations, a person or firm is 
unable to render an impartial Verification Statement of a 
potential client’s GHG reductions or the person or firm's 
objectivity in performing verification activities is otherwise 
compromised. 
 

Continuous Emissions Monitoring 
System  
(CEMS) 

The monitoring system required for all projects under the 
Nitric Acid Project Protocol for the direct measurement of the 
N2O concentration and flow rate of the stack gas. 
 

Contracted verifier Under ISO 14065, this is a verifier who is independently 
contracted to operate as part of a verification team under the 
supervision of a verification body on specific verification 
activities. The contracted verifier is not a full-time employee 
of said verification body, but acts as the verification body’s 
agent and representative while under contract. The use of 
contracted verifiers under such agreements does not 
constitute outsourcing. 
 

Inherent uncertainty Scientific uncertainty associated with measuring GHG 
emissions due to limitations on monitoring equipment or 
methodologies. 
 

Joint verification  In cases where a project developer has multiple projects 
operating on a single site, the project developer has the 
option to hire a single verification body to assess the 
projects concurrently. Does not apply to all project types. 
 

Lead Verifier  Employee or contracted verifier to a verification body who is 
primarily responsible for directing, supervising and the 
quality of verification activities undertaken on behalf of the 
Reserve. Each Lead Verifier must be designated as such on 
the COI Form and the Verification Policies Acknowledgment 
and Agreement form, and he or she must successfully 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/03/Verification-Policies-Acknowledgement-Agreement-021110.doc
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/03/Verification-Policies-Acknowledgement-Agreement-021110.doc
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complete sector-specific project verifier training. Each 
verification body operating within the Reserve program must 
employ or have under contract a minimum of two Lead 
Verifiers for each project type in which it conducts 
verification services.  
 

Listed A project moves from “new” status to “listed” status once the 
Reserve has satisfactorily reviewed the project submittal 
form and any other required documentation. Listed projects 
appear in the public interface of the Reserve software.  
 

Material misstatement An error that results in a significant difference between the 
reported and the true quantity or quality of project 
information to an extent that will influence performance or 
decisions. 
 

Onsite assessment A two- to three- day assessment at the site of the verification 
body's main office(s) that is conducted by the accreditation 
body (ANSI). The purpose of the onsite assessment is to 
confirm whether the operational capability of the verification 
body conforms to ISO 14065, ISO 14064-3, IAF MD 6, and 
other accreditation requirements, including those for specific 
GHG programs/registries and/or activities in specific sectors. 
This assessment provides assurance that the verification 
body has the capacity to perform the activities related to the 
scopes of accreditation for which it has applied.  
 

Outsourcing Under ISO 14065, this is the practice of an organization 
setting a contract arrangement with another organization to 
provide services tasked to the original organization. The 
Reserve allows verification bodies to outsource verification 
services with the exception of the Lead Verifier and Senior 
Internal Reviewer roles. 
  

Project A specific activity or set of activities intended to reduce GHG 
emissions, increase the storage of carbon, or enhance GHG 
removals from the atmosphere. Each project and its 
accompanying project boundary are defined in the relevant 
Reserve project protocol.  
 

Project developer An organization or individual that registers projects for the 
purpose of generating GHG emission reductions or 
removals. Under the Reserve program, project developers 
may be issued CRTs for the verified emission 
reductions/removals achieved through project activities. 
They can also transfer and manage CRTs in the Reserve 
software. 
 

Project protocol Document developed by the Reserve that contains the 
eligibility rules, GHG Assessment Boundary, quantification 
methodologies, monitoring and reporting parameters, and 
other guidelines for a specific project type. Project protocols 
are akin to the “methodologies” developed by other offset 
programs. 
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Reduction A verified decrease in GHG emissions caused by project 
activity, as measured against an appropriate forward-looking 
estimate of baseline emissions for the project. 
 

Reporting uncertainty Errors made in the identification of emission sources and the 
management and calculation of GHG emissions. This arises 
due to incomplete understanding of climate science or a lack 
of ability to measure greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

Registered A project is “registered” once the project has been verified 
by an approved third-party verification body, submitted by 
the project developer to the Reserve for final approval, and 
accepted by the Reserve. 
 

Removal A verified increase in carbon stocks caused by a forest or 
urban forest project, as measured against an appropriate 
forward-looking estimate of baseline carbon stocks for the 
project. 
 

Retired CRTs transferred to a retirement account in the Reserve 
software are considered retired. Retirement accounts are 
permanent and locked in order to prevent the transfer of a 
retired CRT. Each retired CRT represents the offset of an 
equivalent tonne of CO2 emissions, and is removed from 
further transactions on behalf of the environment.  
 

Senior Internal Reviewer 
(SIR) 

The Senior Internal Reviewer must be an active Lead 
Verifier who is designated on the NOVA/COI Form, is listed 
in the Verifier Acknowledgement and Agreement form, and 
has successfully completed project-specific verifier training. 
The Senior Internal Reviewer must remain independent of all 
verification activities; perform a final quality assurance 
review on the project data, the Verification Report, and the 
List of Findings; and sign the Verification Statement attesting 
to the accuracy of reported data.  
 

Submitted A project has been “submitted” once the submittal form and 
any other required documentation have been completed and 
uploaded to the Reserve software. 
 

Tax Identification Number  
(TIN) 

Number used to assess ownership and the corporate 
structure of any legal entities involved in a given project. 
 

Trader/Broker/Retailer  Organization or individual that transfers and manages CRTs 
in the Reserve software but does not develop its own 
projects. The trader/broker/retailer holds legal title and all 
beneficial ownership rights to the CRTs in its account or, 
with respect to CRTs that will be retired in a Group 
Retirement Subaccount, the trader/broker/retailer must be 
granted the authority to act on behalf of the holder of the 
legal title and/or the beneficial ownership rights of the CRTs. 
 

Validation The process by which an independent validation body 
assesses a project plan for GHG reductions or removals as 
well as potential future outcomes. Validation is typically 
required for projects that do not follow established protocols, 



Verification Program Manual  February 8, 2017 

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of the Verification Program Manual 58 

and occurs prior to project implementation in order to 
establish the project’s methodologies, scope and eligibility to 
create GHG reductions or removals. 
 

Verification The process used to ensure that a given project developer’s 
reported GHG emissions reductions or removals have met a 
minimum quality standard and complied with the Reserve’s 
procedures and protocols. 
 

Verification body An ISO-accredited organization that has been approved by 
the Reserve to perform GHG verification activities for 
specific project protocols. 
 

Verified A project is considered “verified” once the project verifier has 
submitted the project’s Verification Statement and the 
Verification Report in the Reserve software. 
 

Verifier An individual that is employed by or under contract to an 
ISO-accredited and Reserve-approved verification body and 
is qualified to provide verification services for specific project 
protocols.  
 

Witness assessment  Observation of the verification body by the accrediting body 
in the performance of tasks related to the verification 
process for the scope (or group of sectoral scopes) of 
accreditation for which the verification body has applied. The 
purpose of the witness assessment is to determine whether 
verification activities are in line with the verification body’s 
documented quality procedures and to assess its capability 
to conform to the applicable sectoral scope(s). 
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Abbreviations and Acronyms  
 
ACM Approved consolidated baseline and monitoring methodology under CDM 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CDM Clean Development Mechanism 

CH4 Methane 

CMG Coal mine gas 

CMM Coal mine methane 

CNG Compressed natural gas 

CO2 Carbon dioxide 

CO2e Carbon dioxide equivalent 

CRT Climate Reserve Tonne 

EIA Energy Information Administration  

GHG Greenhouse gas 

HMM Coal mine methane from horizontal pre-mining 

ISO International Organization for Standardization 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

LNG Liquid natural gas 

MSHA Mine Safety and Health Administration 

NMHC Non-methane hydrocarbon 

NOV Notice of Violation 

NOVA/COI Notification of Verification Activities/Conflict of Interest 

PMM Coal mine methane from post-mining (gob wells) 

QA/QC Quality assurance/quality control 

SMM Coal mine methane from surface pre-mining 

SSR Sources, sinks and reservoirs 

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

VAM Ventilation air methane 

WBCSD World Business Council for Sustainable Development 

WRI World Resources Institute 
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1 Introduction 
The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol provides guidance 
to account for, report and verify greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions associated with 
destroying methane from active underground coal mines that would have otherwise been 
vented to the atmosphere from degasification systems, including drainage systems and 
ventilation systems. The protocol focuses on quantifying the change in methane emissions, but 
also accounts for effects on carbon dioxide emissions. 
 
As the premier carbon offset registry for the North American carbon market, the Climate Action 
Reserve works to ensure environmental benefit, integrity, and transparency in market-based 
solutions that reduce GHG emissions. It establishes high quality standards for carbon offset 
projects, oversees independent third-party verification bodies, issues carbon credits generated 
from such projects and tracks the transaction of credits over time in a transparent, publicly-
accessible system. By facilitating and encouraging the creation of GHG emission reduction 
projects, the Climate Action Reserve program promotes immediate environmental and health 
benefits to local communities, allows project developers access to additional revenues and 
brings credibility and value to the carbon market. The Climate Action Reserve is a private 
501c(3) nonprofit organization based in Los Angeles, California. 
 
Project developers that install coal mine methane destruction technologies use this document to 
register GHG reductions with the Reserve. The protocol provides eligibility rules, methods to 
calculate reductions, performance-monitoring instructions, and procedures for reporting project 
information to the Reserve. Additionally, all project reports receive independent verification by 
ISO-accredited and Reserve-approved verification bodies. Guidance for verification bodies to 
verify reductions is provided in the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual and Section 8 of this 
protocol.  
 
This protocol is designed to ensure the complete, consistent, transparent, accurate, and 
conservative quantification and verification of GHG emission reductions associated with a coal 
mine methane project.1 

                                                 
1 See the WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol for Project Accounting (Part I, Chapter 4) for a description of GHG reduction 
project accounting principles. 
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2 The GHG Reduction Project 

2.1   Background 
Methane is formed during the same geologic process that converts vegetative matter to coal; 
coal mining and post-mining processes release this methane from the coal and surrounding 
rock to the atmosphere. The amount of methane contained in and around a coal seam tends to 
be correlated with the amount of geologic pressure on the seam, which in turn depends on the 
seam depth.  
 
When combined with air in concentrations of 5 to 15 percent, methane released by mining 
activity is explosive within the mine atmosphere. All underground coal mines in the United 
States are required to establish and maintain ventilation systems meeting detailed specifications 
set forth in federal regulations; these regulations are enforced by the Mine Safety and Health 
Administration (MSHA). Under the MSHA regulations, methane concentrations must be kept 
below 1 percent at the working face. Degasification is therefore an integral and critically 
important component of the underground mining process. Two primary degasification 
techniques are available to the operator: ventilation and methane drainage. Methane emissions 
are vented through mine ventilation shafts or methane drainage wells designed for the express 
purpose of removing the methane from the mine and venting it to the atmosphere.  
 
Ventilation 

The primary purpose of ventilation systems is to (1) dilute the methane in the mine air, and (2) 
remove the methane from the mine. Clean intake air is drawn into the mine from above ground 
through intake air shafts and/or horizontal drift entries, where it is channeled through the intake 
airways to the face, and then through the “returns” to a return air shaft(s) and/or drift entry(ies). 
The energy needed to move the large quantities of air required under the MSHA regulations 
through the ventilation system is provided by high-powered exhaust mine fans located on the 
surface at the return air shaft(s). Upon passing up the return air shaft(s) and through the fan, the 
mine air, including diluted methane, is vented to the atmosphere. 
 
The ventilation systems emit highly dilute concentrations of the methane; typically the mine air 
vented from return air shafts is less than 1 percent methane. In this protocol, coal mine methane 
in mine air emitted through ventilation systems is referred to as ventilation air methane or 
“VAM.” 
 
Methane Drainage 

At very gassy mines, ventilation is typically supplemented with methane drainage systems 
designed to remove methane either in advance of, or behind, the working face. These systems 
involve drilling boreholes, either from the surface or inside the mine, to drain methane from the 
coal seam, surrounding strata, or underground workings, thereby reducing the amount of 
methane that has to be handled by the ventilation system.   
 
There are three main types of drainage systems, which may be employed in isolation or in 
combination with one another: 
 
 Surface pre-mining boreholes 
 Horizontal pre-mining boreholes 
 Post-mining (or gob) boreholes 
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Each of these three system types are described in more detail below. Note that the protocol 
distinguishes between coal mine gas (CMG), which is the gas that comes out of the boreholes 
before any processing or enrichment and often contains various levels of other compounds (e.g. 
nitrogen, oxygen, carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, NMHC, etc.) and coal mine methane 
(CMM), which represents only the methane portion of CMG. 
 
Surface Pre-Mining Boreholes 

Surface pre-mining boreholes, or wells, are drilled from the surface to unmined portions of the 
coal seam in advance of mining (see Figure 2.1). They may be vertical, vertical to lateral, or 
even close to horizontal in their orientation. Surface-to-seam boreholes (otherwise known as 
surface-drilled directional boreholes) fall into this category. All of these surface pre-mining 
boreholes collect methane both from the seam itself, as well as from strata lying above the 
seam. Surface pre-mining wells may be drilled in locations that are not scheduled to be mined 
through for months or years; sometimes surface pre-mining wells are drilled before the 
associated mine even opens. Because they are drilled into virgin coal instead of the 
underground workings, pre-mining surface wells produce a high quality gas that is 
uncontaminated with mine air. Typically gas from these wells is at least 90 percent pure 
methane. In this protocol, the acronym “SMM” refers to coal mine methane drained from surface 
pre-mining boreholes. 
 
Horizontal Pre-Mining Boreholes 

Horizontal pre-mining boreholes, also referred to as “in-mine” boreholes, are drilled from within 
the mine (rather than from the surface) into unmined blocks of coal (see Figure 2.1). They are 
generally 400 to 800 feet in length, and are drilled shortly (as opposed to years) before mining 
occurs. Methane is drained from the boreholes by an in-mine vacuum piping system, which 
transports the methane to the surface where it may be either vented or captured and utilized. 
Because horizontal boreholes are drilled directly into the coal seam from the mine, drainage is 
limited to the methane contained within the seam; methane in the surrounding strata is 
unaffected. Hence recovery rates tend to be low (10 to 18 percent of the methane that would 
otherwise have been emitted from the ventilation system), although the gas recovered from 
horizontal boreholes is generally comparable in purity to methane drained from surface pre-
mining boreholes. In this protocol, the acronym “HMM” refers to coal mine methane from 
horizontal pre-mining boreholes. 
 
Post-Mining Boreholes 

Post-mining, or gob, boreholes are drilled from the surface to a point 10 to 50 feet above the 
coal seam in advance of mining (see Figure 2.1). As mining advances under and past the well, 
the strata above the coal seam fractures and eventually collapses into the mined out area 
creating a de-pressurized zone extending up to the well; this zone is called the gob. Methane 
and other gases from the gob are collected via the gob well. The gob is exposed to the mine air, 
and hence the methane drained by gob wells is typically less pure than gas recovered by pre-
mining boreholes, although it can be high quality early on in the life of the well. In many cases 
vacuum pumps are used in conjunction with gob wells to enhance gas recovery and to prevent 
methane from entering the mine’s ventilation circuit. However, these pumps may draw in mine 
air as well as methane, thus exacerbating the contamination of the recovered methane. Gob 
gas typically has a heating value ranging from 300 to 800 Btus per cubic feet (as compared with 
approximately 1,000 Btus per cubic foot for pipeline quality natural gas). In this protocol, the 
acronym “PMM” refers to coal mine methane from post-mining boreholes. 



Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol                      Version 1.1, October 2012 

5 

 

 
1) Horizontal Pre-Mining 2) Surface Pre-Mining 3) Post-Mining and 4) VAM 
Source: U.S. EPA Identifying Opportunities for Methane Recovery at U.S. Coal Mines: Profiles of Selected Gassy 
Underground Coal Mines 2002 – 2006, EPA -430-K-04-003, January 2009, p 2-5. 

Figure 2.1. Schematic of Degasification Types 

2.2 Project Definition 
For the purpose of this protocol, a GHG reduction project (project) is defined as the installation 
and operation of any device, or set of devices, that result in the destruction of methane gas that 
would otherwise have been vented to the atmosphere from an active underground mine. Eligible 
mines include coal mines as well as trona mines that are classified by MSHA as Category III 
gassy underground metal and non-metal mines. While the protocol document refers to “coal 
mine methane” throughout, it may be applied to methane released through mining at Category 
III gassy underground trona mines. 
 
A project must consist of either: 
 

1. Installation and operation of a methane destruction device (or multiple devices) that 
destroys methane from a methane drainage system 

2. Installation and operation of a methane destruction device (or multiple devices) that 
destroys ventilation air methane 
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A single project may not combine destruction of both drainage system and ventilation air 
methane, except under limited circumstances.2 However, both drainage projects and VAM 
projects may be implemented and registered separately at the same mine. In addition, project 
developers may register multiple projects of the same type at the same mine, e.g. if separate 
destruction devices are installed at different times.  
 
The protocol does not apply to projects that: 
 
 Operate in surface mines 
 Destroy methane from abandoned mines 
 Destroy virgin coal bed methane (e.g. methane of high quality extracted from coal seams 

independently of any mining activities) 
 Use CO2 or any other fluid/gas to enhance CMM drainage before mining takes place 

 
Under the terms of this protocol, the Reserve will issue CRTs only for the destruction of 
methane that would otherwise have been emitted to the atmosphere. Some projects may put 
captured CMM to beneficial use by using it to generate energy. Projects that use CMM for 
energy production are eligible under this protocol (since they destroy methane in the process). 
However, such projects will not receive credit for displacing GHG emissions associated with 
other fossil fuels that might have been used to produce energy. Although the Reserve does not 
issue CRTs for fossil fuel displacement, it strongly supports using CMM for energy production. 

2.2.1 Drainage Projects 

A drainage project is one that destroys methane that would otherwise be vented to the 
atmosphere from a methane drainage system. The methane drainage system may use any of 
the following extraction activities: 
 
 Surface boreholes, including vertical and surface-to-seam directional drilling, located 

within the boundary of the mine to capture pre-mining CMM 
 In-mine underground horizontal boreholes located within the boundary of the mine to 

capture pre-mining CMM 
 Surface gob wells, underground boreholes, gas drainage galleries or other gob gas 

capture techniques located within the boundary of the mine, including gas from sealed 
areas, to capture post mining CMM 

 
The borehole(s) that make up each project’s drainage system must be defined by the project 
developer at the time of project submittal. The project developer must also specify what 
destruction device(s) is/are part of the drainage project. A single project must be explicitly 
defined and associated with specific boreholes and destruction devices. Multiple drainage 
projects may be implemented at a single mine, each with its own start date, crediting period, 
registration, and verification cycle. Each project’s drainage system and destruction devices shall 
be detailed in the project diagram. 
 
If additional boreholes are drilled and/or connected to an existing qualifying project destruction 
device, this is considered a project expansion. Similarly, if a new or additional destruction device 
is added to boreholes that are already connected to an existing project destruction device, this 
is considered a project expansion. If a new borehole or a borehole that is currently venting CMM 

                                                 
2 In some cases, CMM from a drainage system is allowed to supplement a VAM project (see Section 3.4.1.1). In this 
case, a single project can consist of both drainage system and VAM methane destruction, as long as the drainage 
system contribution is limited to supplemental CMM. 
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is connected to a new destruction device, this may be considered a new project or a project 
expansion. If the project developer chooses to define it as a project expansion, the project start 
date and crediting period remain the same as the original project, and a single verification will 
cover all activities. If the project developer chooses to define it as a new project, the project will 
have a new start date and crediting period, and the new project will require separate verification.  

2.2.2 Ventilation Air Methane Projects 

A ventilation air methane project is one that destroys methane that would otherwise be vented 
from a ventilation shaft (or multiple shafts). The ventilation shaft(s) and VAM destruction 
device(s) that make up each VAM project must be defined by the project developer at the time 
of project submittal. A single project must be explicitly defined and associated with a specific 
shaft (or multiple shafts that are operating concurrently). Multiple projects may be implemented 
at a single mine, each with its own start date, crediting period, registration, and verification 
cycle. Each project’s ventilation shaft(s) and VAM destruction device(s) shall be detailed in the 
project diagram. 
 
If additional VAM destruction equipment is added to a shaft that is part of an existing project, 
this is considered a project expansion. If VAM destruction equipment is installed at a shaft that 
is not part of an existing project, this new shaft may be considered a new project or a project 
expansion. If the project developer chooses to define it as a project expansion, the project start 
date and crediting period remain the same, and a single verification will cover activities at both 
shafts. If the project developer chooses to define it as a new project, activities at the new shaft 
will have a new start date and crediting period, and will require separate verification. For a new 
VAM project, the VAM destruction equipment does not need to be new; it is only the ventilation 
shaft that must be new. 

2.2.3 Non-Qualifying Devices 

Non-qualifying devices are devices that destroy CMM but do not meet one or more of the 
eligibility rules as described in Section 3 and are located at the same mine where eligible project 
activities are taking place.3 If there are any non-qualifying devices in operation at a mine, the 
project developer must include the non-qualifying device(s) in the project’s GHG Assessment 
Boundary (see Section 0) and in the project diagram (see Section 7.1). Subsequent projects 
implemented at the same mine may exclude the same non-qualifying device(s) from their GHG 
assessment boundaries. In other words, if methane destruction at a non-qualifying device is 
accounted for by one project at a mine, it does not need to be accounted for by other projects at 
the same mine. 
 
If any new non-qualifying devices become operational at the mine, these devices must be 
assigned to a specific project. In the case where a project developer has more than one 
registered project at a mine, the project developer may choose which project will account for the 
new non-qualifying device. 
 
In the case where there are multiple projects with different crediting periods at a mine, when the 
crediting period for a project that includes a non-qualifying device expires, the non-qualifying 
device must be added to the GHG Assessment Boundary of a project that is still active. Thus, all 
non-qualifying devices must be properly accounted for in the GHG Assessment Boundary of an 
active project at the mine over time. 

                                                 
3 Coal mine methane sent off-site through a pipeline is not eligible, but is also outside of the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. Because CMM sent to a pipeline is outside of the GHG Assessment Boundary, sources of emissions 
associated with pipelines are not included in the project diagram. 
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2.3 The Project Developer 
The “project developer” is an entity that has an active account on the Reserve, submits a project 
for listing and registration with the Reserve, and is ultimately responsible for all project reporting 
and verification. Project developers may be mine owners, mine operators, GHG project 
financiers, utilities, independent energy companies, or other entities. The project developer must 
have clear ownership of the project’s GHG reductions. Ownership of the GHG reductions must 
be established by clear and explicit title, and the project developer must attest to such 
ownership by signing the Reserve’s Attestation of Title form.4  
 
Under this protocol, the project developer is the only party required to be involved with project 
implementation.  

                                                 
4 Attestation of Title form available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 
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3 Eligibility Rules 
Projects that meet the definition of a GHG reduction project in Section 2.2 must fully satisfy the 
following eligibility rules in order to register with the Reserve.  
 

Eligibility Rule I: Location → U.S. and its territories 

Eligibility Rule II: Project Start Date → 
No more than six months prior to 
project submission 

Eligibility Rule III: Additionality → Exceed legal requirements 

  → Meet performance standard 

Eligibility Rule IV: Regulatory Compliance → Compliance with all applicable laws 

3.1 Location  
Under this protocol, only projects located at a single mine in the United States and its territories 
are eligible to register with the Reserve.5  

3.2 Project Start Date 
The project start date shall be defined by the project developer, but must be no more than three 
months after coal mine methane is first destroyed by the project, regardless of whether sufficient 
monitoring data is available to report reductions. The start date is defined in relation to the 
commencement of methane destruction, not other activities that may be associated with project 
initiation or development. For projects that involve pre-mine drainage, for example, well-drilling 
may commence in advance of any methane destruction; in such cases, the start date would be 
linked to the commencement of methane destruction, not drilling activities. 
 
To be eligible, the project must be submitted to the Reserve no more than six months after the 
project start date.6 Projects may always be submitted for listing by the Reserve prior to their 
start date. 

3.3 Project Crediting Period 
The crediting period for coal mine methane projects under this protocol is ten years. At the end 
of a project’s first crediting period, a project developer may apply for eligibility under a second 
crediting period. However, the Reserve will cease to issue CRTs for GHG reductions if at any 
point in the future CMM destruction becomes legally required at the project site. Thus, the 
Reserve will issue CRTs for GHG reductions quantified and verified according to this protocol 
for a maximum of two ten year crediting periods after the project start date, or until the project 
activity is required by law, whichever comes first. Section 3.4.1 defines the conditions under 
which a project is considered legally required, and Section 3.4.1.1 describes the requirements to 
qualify for a second crediting period. If a project developer wishes to apply for eligibility under a 

                                                 
5 The Reserve anticipates that this protocol could be applied throughout North America and internationally. To 
expand its applicability, data and analysis supporting an appropriate performance standard for other countries would 
have to be conducted accordingly. Refer to Appendix A for information on the performance standard analysis 
supporting application of this protocol in the United States. 
6 Projects are considered submitted when the project developer has fully completed and filed the appropriate project 
submittal documentation, available on the Reserve’s website. 
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second crediting period, they must do so within the final six months of the initial crediting period. 
Deadlines and requirements for reporting and verification, as laid out in this protocol and the 
Verification Program Manual, will continue to apply without interruption. 
 
The crediting period will also end if the mine where a project is located is declared abandoned; 
the Reserve will issue CRTs for GHG reductions quantified and verified according to this 
protocol only up until the date the mine was declared abandoned (i.e. the date when ventilation 
is discontinued). 

3.4 Additionality 
The Reserve strives to register only projects that yield surplus GHG reductions that are 
additional to what would have occurred in the absence of a carbon offset market.   
 
Projects must satisfy the following tests to be considered additional: 
 

1. The Legal Requirement Test 
2. The Performance Standard Test 

3.4.1 The Legal Requirement Test 

All projects are subject to a Legal Requirement Test to ensure that the GHG reductions 
achieved by a project would not otherwise have occurred due to federal, state, or local 
regulations, or other legally binding mandates. A project passes the Legal Requirement Test 
when there are no laws, statutes, regulations, court orders, environmental mitigation 
agreements, permitting conditions, or other legally binding mandates requiring the destruction of 
coal mine methane at the project site. To satisfy the Legal Requirement Test, project developers 
must submit a signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form7 prior to the commencement 
of verification activities each time the project is verified (see Section 8). In addition, the project’s 
Monitoring Plan (Section 6) must include procedures that the project developer will follow to 
ascertain and demonstrate that the project at all times passes the Legal Requirement Test.  
 
The Reserve did not identify any existing federal, state or local regulations that obligate mines to 
destroy coal mine methane.8 If an eligible project begins operation at a mine that later becomes 
subject to a regulation, ordinance or permitting condition that calls for the destruction of coal 
mine methane, emission reductions may be reported to the Reserve up until the date that the 
coal mine methane is legally required to be destroyed. If the mine’s methane emissions are 
included under an emissions cap (e.g. under a state or federal cap-and-trade program), 
emission reductions may likewise be reported to the Reserve until the date that the emissions 
cap takes effect. 

                                                 
7 Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.   
8 To ensure that methane remains well below the concentrations at which it becomes explosive, the Federal Coal 
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 requires that methane levels be kept below 1 percent at the working face of the 
mine. To ensure that this requirement is met, all underground mines (gassy and non-gassy) are required under the 
same Act to develop ventilation systems that meet detailed specifications laid out in the federal regulations. The 
methane concentration limits and ventilation requirements are enforced by MSHA. The Act does not require, 
however, that CMM be destroyed. 
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3.4.1.1 U.S. EPA GHG Permitting Requirements under the Clean Air Act 

Since January 2, 2011, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has 
been phasing in9 regulation of GHG emissions from major stationary sources under the Clean 
Air Act (CAA).10 
 
Under this rule, commonly referred to as the “Tailoring Rule,” all existing stationary sources 
emitting more than 100,000 tons (approximately 90,719 MT) of CO2e emissions per year are 
required to obtain Title V operating permits for GHG emissions. Historically, underground mines 
have not been a source category subject to Title V operating permits. However, the Tailoring 
Rule also requires Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permits that address GHG 
emissions for (1) new source construction with emissions of 100,000 tons CO2e per year or 
more and (2) major facility modifications resulting in GHG emission increases of 75,000 tons 
(approximately 68,000 MT) of CO2e per year or more.11 An assessment of “best available 
control technology” (BACT) for GHGs is required as part of the PSD permitting process; the 
permitting authority will ultimately mandate installation of a selected BACT. It is possible that 
future PSD permits may require installation of the same abatement technologies that are 
currently being voluntarily deployed as part of a carbon offset project at a mine. By legally 
mandating these technologies, PSD permit requirements may make them ineligible for carbon 
offsets because implementation of these projects would no longer be voluntary. 
 
According to the Reserve’s understanding of the EPA Tailoring Rule requirements, new mines 
or mines that undertake significant expansion may be subject to the new PSD requirements. If a 
mine triggers the PSD requirements and an official BACT review results in the mandatory 
installation of a technology that reduces CMM emissions, this activity will not be eligible for 
carbon offsets. Verification bodies will need to review these permits to ensure that projects are 
able to pass the Legal Requirement Test. 
 
The Reserve continues to track these developments under the CAA. BACT determinations 
made at the state level will inform updates to the protocol’s tests for additionality over time.  

3.4.2 The Performance Standard Test 

Projects pass the Performance Standard Test by meeting a performance threshold, i.e. a 
standard of performance applicable to all coal mine methane destruction projects, established 
on an ex-ante basis by this protocol. 
 
There are numerous possible management options and end uses for coal mine methane, 
ranging from venting, to destruction by flares, to injection of the methane into natural gas 
pipelines. The Performance Standard Test employed by this protocol is based on a national 

                                                 
9 All major sources already subject to PSD and/or Title V under the Clean Air Act for other pollutants have been 
subject to EPA’s GHG permitting rules since January 2, 2011. All sources not previously subject to the Clean Air Act 
came under the GHG permitting rules on July 1, 2011, if they triggered the thresholds noted herein.  
10 U.S. EPA published the final rulemaking, “Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas 
Tailoring Rule; Final Rule,” in the Federal Register on June 3, 2010. The rulemaking is commonly referred to as the 
“Tailoring Rule,” and amended 40 CFR Parts 51, 52, 70, and 71. http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-06-
03/pdf/2010-11974.pdf#page=1. In the final rulemaking in June 2010, the EPA also committed to undertake another 
rulemaking to conclude no later than July 1, 2012, which would phase in GHG permitting for smaller sources. 
However, in July 2012, EPA issued another rulemaking for the Tailoring Rule which continues to focus GHG 
permitting on the largest emitters, deferring GHG permitting for smaller sources to a later date. 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-07-12/pdf/2012-16704.pdf 
11 “PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases” available at http://www.epa.gov/nsr/ghgdocs/epa-
hq-oar-2010-0841-0001.pdf.  
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assessment of “common practice” for managing coal mine methane. The performance standard 
defines those end uses that the Reserve has determined will exceed common practice and 
therefore generates additional GHG reductions.12 
 
Drainage projects pass the Performance Standard Test if they destroy CMM through any end-
use management option other than injection into a natural gas pipeline for off-site consumption 
(e.g. flare, power generation, heat generation, producing CNG/LNG for vehicle use, etc.). 
 
All VAM projects pass the Performance Standard Test. Such projects may include, but are not 
limited to, the following end uses for VAM: 
 
 Thermal flow reversal reactors with or without catalysts 
 Volatile organic compound concentrators 
 Carbureted gas turbines 
 Lean-fueled turbines with catalytic combustors that compress the air/methane mixture 

and then combust it in a catalytic combustor  
 Hybrid coal- and ventilation air-fueled gas turbine technology 
 Lean-fueled catalytic microturbine technology 
 Combustion air for commercial engine and turbine technologies or a coal-fired steam 

power plant 
 
In some cases, VAM projects may need to supplement VAM with CMM from drainage 
boreholes, either to increase the concentration of methane flowing into the combustion/oxidation 
device or to help balance the concentration of methane flowing into the combustion/oxidation 
device. This supplemental CMM is also eligible as part of a VAM project, as long as the 
supplemental CMM would not have been used for energy purposes. 
 
The Performance Standard Test is applied at the time a project applies for registration with the 
Reserve. Once a project is registered, it does not need to be evaluated against future versions 
of the protocol or the Performance Standard Test for the duration of its first crediting period. 
 
If a project developer wishes to apply for a second crediting period, the project must meet the 
requirements of the most current version of this protocol, including any updates to the 
Performance Standard Test. 

3.5 Regulatory Compliance 
As a final eligibility requirement, project developers must attest that project activities do not 
cause material violations of applicable laws (e.g. air, water quality, safety, etc.). To satisfy this 
requirement, project developers must submit a signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance 
form prior to the commencement of verification activities each time the project is verified.13 
Project developers are also required to disclose in writing to the verifier any and all instances of 
legal violations – material or otherwise – caused by the project or project activities.  
 
A violation should be considered to be “caused” by project activities if it can be reasonably 
argued that the violation would not have occurred in the absence of the project activities. If there 
is any question of causality, the project developer shall disclose the violation to the verifier. 
 

                                                 
12 A summary of the study and analysis used to establish the Performance Standard Test is provided in Appendix A. 
13 Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 
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If a verifier finds that project activities have caused a material violation, then CRTs will not be 
issued for GHG reductions that occurred during the period(s) when the violation occurred. 
Individual violations due to administrative or reporting issues, or due to “acts of nature,” are not 
considered material and will not affect CRT crediting. However, recurrent administrative 
violations directly related to project activities may affect crediting. Verifiers must determine if 
recurrent violations rise to the level of materiality. If the verifier is unable to assess the 
materiality of the violation, then the verifier shall consult with the Reserve.   
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4 GHG Assessment Boundary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary delineates the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs) 
that shall be assessed by project developers in order to determine the total net change in GHG 
emissions caused by a coal mine methane project.  
 
This protocol does not account for carbon dioxide emission reductions associated with 
displacing grid-delivered electricity or fossil fuel use. 
 
Figure 4.1 provides a general illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary for VAM projects, 
indicating which SSRs are included or excluded from the boundary.  
 
Figure 4.2 provides a general illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary for drainage 
projects, indicating which SSRs are included or excluded from the boundary. 
 
Table 4.1 provides greater detail on each SSR and provides justification for all SSRs and gases 
that are excluded from the GHG Assessment Boundary. The GHG Assessment Boundary 
diagram and table presented here apply to both drainage and VAM projects; individual SSRs 
may or may not be relevant depending on the project type. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4.1. Illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary for VAM Projects 
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Figure 4.2. Illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary for Drainage Projects 
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Table 4.1. Summary of Identified Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

SSR Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) or 
Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

1 
Active mine – 
emissions as a result of 
venting 

CH4 B, P Included 

Main emission source of methane from active 
mines. A GHG project will directly affect these 
emissions. Only the change in CMM emissions 
release will be taken into account, by monitoring 
the methane used or destroyed by the project. 

2 Ventilation fan CO2 n/a Excluded 
Ventilation fan operation will not be affected by the 
project. 

3 VAM collection system 

CO2 

P 

Included 

The VAM collection system will result in increased 
combustion emissions due to energy consumption 
from equipment used to drain, compress, blow, and 
gather VAM. 

CH4 Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

4 

VAM oxidation 

CO2 B, P Included 
VAM project will result in increased CO2 emissions 
from the oxidation of methane in ventilation air. 

CH4 P Included 
VAM project will result in CH4 emissions from non-
oxidized CH4 from the ventilation air stream. 

N2O n/a Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

Emissions from NMHC 
destruction 

CO2 P 
Included if 
>3,500 
mg/m3 

VAM project will result in increased CO2 emissions 
from the combustion of NMHC in oxidizer (only 
included if NMHC accounts for more than 3,500 
mg/m3 (wet basis) of extracted ventilation air). 

5 
Fugitive emissions 
resulting from casing or 
wellhead 

CH4 n/a Excluded 
The project is unlikely to affect quantities of 
methane from this source.  

6 

Emissions resulting 
from energy used by 
compressors, blowers, 
and/or gathering 
system 

CO2 

P 

Included 

If any additional equipment is required by the 
project beyond what is required in the baseline, 
energy consumption from additional equipment 
shall be accounted for. Energy used by equipment 
installed for the safety of the mine shall be 
excluded. 

CH4 Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

Fugitive emissions 
resulting from 
compressors, blowers, 
and/or gathering 
system 

CH4 n/a Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

7 

Fuel consumption for 
transport of CMG to 
processing or 
destruction equipment 

CO2 

P 

Included 

If any additional equipment is required by the 
project beyond what is required in the baseline, 
energy consumption from additional equipment 
shall be accounted for. 

CH4 Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

Fugitive emissions from 
transport of CMG to 
processing or 
destruction equipment 

CH4 n/a Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

8 
Emissions resulting 
from gas enrichment 

CO2 n/a 
Excluded The project is unlikely to affect quantities of 

methane sent to gas enrichment systems, and will CH4 Excluded 
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SSR Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) or 
Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

system 
N2O Excluded 

therefore not affect energy consumption or fugitive 
emissions from gas enrichment systems. 

9 

Emissions resulting 
from liquefaction, 
compression, or 
storage of methane for 
vehicle fuel 

CO2 

P 

Included 

If any additional equipment is required by the 
project beyond what is required in the baseline, 
energy consumption from additional equipment 
shall be accounted for. 

CH4 Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

10 
Fugitive emissions from 
commercial pipelines 

CH4 n/a Excluded 
The project is unlikely to affect quantities of 
methane delivered to commercial pipelines, and 
will therefore not affect fugitive pipeline emissions. 

11 

Emissions resulting 
from combustion during 
on-site thermal energy 
generation 

CO2 
B, P 

Included 

If CMM is used for on-site thermal energy 
generation, project will result in increased CO2 
emissions from the destruction of methane to 
generate energy. This source is also included 
where CMM is sent to a non-qualifying device to 
generate energy. 

N2O Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

Emissions resulting 
from incomplete 
combustion during 
onsite thermal energy 
generation 

CH4 P Included 

If CMM is used for on-site thermal energy 
generation, project will result in increased CH4 
emissions from incomplete combustion. This 
source is also included where CMM is sent to a 
non-qualifying device to generate energy. 

Emissions from NMHC 
destruction 

CO2 P 
Included if 
>35,000 
mg/m3 

If CMM is used for on-site thermal energy 
generation, project will result in increased CO2 
emissions from the combustion of NMHC during 
energy generation (only included if NMHC 
accounts for more than 35,000 mg/m3 of CMG). 
This source is also included where CMM is sent to 
a non-qualifying device to generate energy. 

12 

Emissions resulting 
from combustion during 
vehicle operation 

CO2 
B, P 

Included 

If CMM is used to produce CNG/LNG to fuel 
vehicle operation, project will result in increased 
CO2 emissions from the destruction of methane in 
CNG/LNG vehicles. This source is also included 
where CMM is used for non-qualifying vehicle 
operation. 

N2O Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

Emissions resulting 
from incomplete 
combustion during 
vehicle operation 

CH4 P Included 

If CMM is used to produce CNG/LNG to fuel 
vehicle operation, project will result in increased 
CH4 emissions from incomplete combustion. This 
source is also included where CMM is used for 
non-qualifying vehicle operation. 

Emissions from NMHC 
destruction 

CO2 P 
Included if 
>35,000 
mg/m3 

If CMM is to produce CNG/LNG to fuel vehicle 
operation, project will result in increased CO2 
emissions from the combustion of NMHC during 
vehicle operation (only included if NMHC accounts 
for more than 35,000 mg/m3 of CMG). This source 
is also included where CMM is used for non-
qualifying vehicle operation. 

13 

Emissions resulting 
from combustion during 
on-site electricity 
generation 

CO2 B, P Included 

If CMM is used for on-site power generation, 
project will result in increased CO2 emissions from 
the destruction of methane to generate power. This 
source is also included where CMM is sent to a 
non-qualifying device for electricity generation. 
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SSR Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) or 
Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

N2O Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

Emissions resulting 
from incomplete 
combustion during on-
site electricity 
generation 

CH4 P Included 

If CMM is used for on-site power generation, 
project will result in increased CH4 emissions from 
incomplete combustion. This source is also 
included where CMM is sent to a non-qualifying 
device for electricity generation. 

Emissions from NMHC 
destruction 

CO2 P 
Included if 
>35,000 
mg/m3 

If CMM is used for on-site power generation, 
project will result in increased CO2 emissions from 
the combustion of NMHC during power generation 
(only included if NMHC accounts for more than 
35,000 mg/m3 of CMG). This source is also 
included where CMM is sent to a non-qualifying 
device for electricity generation. 

14 

Emissions resulting 
from combustion during 
flaring 

CO2 

B, P 

Included 

If CMM is sent to a flare, project will result in 
increased CO2 emissions from the destruction of 
methane in flare. This source is also included 
where CMM is sent to a non-qualifying device for 
flaring. 

N2O Excluded 
Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

Emissions resulting 
from incomplete 
combustion during 
flaring 

CH4 P Included 

If CMM is sent to a flare, project will result in 
increased CH4 emissions from incomplete 
combustion. This source is also included where 
CMM is sent to a non-qualifying device for flaring. 

Emissions from NMHC 
destruction 

CO2 P 
Included if 
>35,000 
mg/m3 

If CMM is sent to a flare, project will result in 
increased CO2 emissions from the combustion of 
NMHC in flare (only included if NMHC accounts for 
more than 35,000 mg/m3 of CMG). 

15 

Emissions resulting 
from offsite thermal or 
power generation 

CO2 

n/a Excluded 

The project is unlikely to affect quantities of 
methane delivered through pipelines to offsite 
thermal or power generation equipment, and will 
therefore not affect emissions from such 
equipment. 

N2O 

Emissions resulting 
from incomplete 
combustion during off-
site thermal energy or 
power generation 

CH4 

16 

Delivery of electricity to 
grid 

CO2 
n/a Excluded 

This protocol does not cover displacement of GHG 
emissions from the use of CMM for grid-connected 
electricity generation. 

CH4 
N2O 

Project construction 
and decommissioning 
emissions 

CO2 
n/a Excluded 

Excluded for simplification. This emission source is 
assumed to be very small. 

CH4 
N2O 
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5 Quantifying GHG Emission Reductions 

 
Figure 5.1. Organizational Chart for Equations in Section 5 

 
GHG emission reductions from a coal mine methane project are quantified by comparing actual 
project emissions to baseline emissions at the mine. Baseline emissions are an estimate of the 
GHG emissions from sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary (see Section 0) that would 
have occurred in the absence of the coal mine methane project. Project emissions are actual 
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GHG emissions that occur at sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary. Project emissions 
must be subtracted from the baseline emissions to quantify the project’s total net GHG emission 
reductions (Equation 5.1).  
 
GHG emission reductions must be quantified and verified on at least an annual basis. Project 
developers may choose to quantify and verify GHG emission reductions on a more frequent 
basis if they desire. The length of time over which GHG emission reductions are quantified and 
verified is called the “reporting period.” 
 
Equation 5.1. GHG Emission Reductions 

 
The calculations provided in this protocol are derived from internationally accepted 
methodologies.14 Project developers shall use the calculation methods provided in this protocol 
to determine baseline and project GHG emissions in order to quantify GHG emission 
reductions.    
 
Equation 5.2 provides guidance for calculating the mass of methane from the independently 
measured parameters of gas volume and methane concentration. Note that Equation 5.2 
distinguishes between coal mine gas (CMG), which is the gas that comes out of the boreholes 
before any processing or enrichment and often contains various levels of other compounds (e.g. 
nitrogen, oxygen, carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, NMHC, etc.) and coal mine methane 
(CMM), which represents only the methane portion of CMG. 
 
Throughout the protocol, it is assumed that measured quantities of coal mine gas are converted 
to metric tons of methane using the following three parameters: 
 
 Measured methane concentration of the coal mine gas 
 Volume of gas, corrected to standard conditions (60°F and 1 atm) 
 Density of methane at standard conditions (60°F and 1 atm) 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
14 The Reserve’s GHG reduction calculation method for CMM projects is derived from the UNFCCC approved 
consolidated methodology under the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development Mechanism (ACM0008/Version 6), and 
also draws from Greenhouse Gas Services Methodology for Coal Mine Methane and Abandoned Mine Methane 
Capture and Destruction Projects (Version 1.1), the U.S. EPA Inventory of U.S. GHG Emissions and Sinks 1990-
2007, and the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National GHG Inventories. 

PEBEER   

Where,    Units 

ER = GHG emission reductions of the project activity during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 

BE = Baseline emissions during the reporting period tCO2e

PE = Project emissions during the reporting period tCO2e
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Equation 5.2. Converting CMG Volumes to Metric Tons of CMM 

5.1 Quantifying Baseline Emissions 
Total baseline emissions must be estimated by calculating and summing the expected baseline 
emissions for all relevant SSRs (as indicated in Table 4.1) using Equation 5.3 and the 
supporting equations presented below. 
 
 Equation 5.3. Baseline Emissions 

 
Baseline emissions from CMM release or destruction may be associated with four different 
stages of mining activity:  
 

1. Surface pre-mining: boreholes are drilled from the surface to unmined portions of the 
coal seam in advance of mining. CMM drained from surface pre-mining boreholes is 
represented as SMM in the equations below. 

 
2. Horizontal pre-mining: boreholes are drilled horizontally from within the mine into 

unmined blocks of coal shortly before mining occurs (also referred to as in-mine 
boreholes). CMM drained from horizontal pre-mining boreholes is represented as HMM 
in the equations below.  

 

  t
t

t CHscfCMGtCH 44 %000454.00423.0    

Where,    Units 

tCH4 = Total quantity of CMM tCH4 

t = Time interval for which flow and concentration measurements 
are aggregated (daily) 

 

%CH4t = The average methane fraction of the CMG in time interval t as 
measured  

scf CH4/scf  

scfCMGt = Total volume of coal mine gas in time interval t, as measured  
(see Equation 5.12 for additional guidance on adjusting the CMG 
flow for temperature and pressure) 

scf CMG 

0.0423 = Density of methane  lb CH4/scf CH4 

0.000454 = tCH4/lb CH4 t/lb 

MRMD BEBEBE   

Where,  
 

 
Units 

BE = Baseline emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

BEMD = Baseline emissions from destruction of methane during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 

BEMR = Baseline emissions from release of methane into the atmosphere 
during the reporting period 

tCO2e 
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3. Ventilation during mining through required ventilation systems. CMM collected from 
ventilation systems is represented as VAM in the equations below. 

 
4. Post-mining: boreholes are drilled from the surface to a point 10 to 50 feet above the 

coal seam in advance of mining. As mining advances under and past the well, the strata 
above the coal seam collapses into the mined out area creating a de-pressurized zone 
extending up to the well; this zone is called the gob. CMM drained from post-mining 
boreholes is represented as PMM in the equations below. 

5.1.1 Calculating Baseline Carbon Dioxide Emissions from Methane Destruction  

Depending on the mine, some CMM may be destroyed in the baseline through flaring, oxidation, 
power generation, heat generation, etc., in non-qualifying destruction devices (see Section 
2.2.3). Baseline emissions estimates must include the estimated CO2 emissions from the 
destruction of CMM in non-qualifying devices, calculated using Equation 5.4.  
 
The amount of CMM destroyed in the baseline by a non-qualifying destruction device (variables 
SMMBL,i, HMMBL,i, PMMBL,i and VAMBL,i in Equation 5.4) is established by calculating and 
comparing: 
 

1. The actual amount of SMM, HMM, PMM and VAM destroyed by the non-qualifying 
destruction device during the reporting period; and  

2. The amount of SMM, HMM, PMM and VAM destroyed by the non-qualifying destruction 
device over the three year period prior to the implementation of the project (or however 
long the non-qualifying destruction device has been operational, whichever is shorter), 
averaged according to the length of the reporting period. For example, if the reporting 
period is three months, then the three-year historical amount must be divided by 12 to 
derive the average amount of destruction in a three-month period.  
 

The higher of either (1) or (2) must be used for SMMBL,i, HMMBL,i, PMMBL,i and VAMBL,i in 
Equation 5.4 (and Equation 5.5 in the next section).  
 
Baseline emissions estimates must also include the CO2 emissions from the destruction of non-
methane hydrocarbons (NMHC) in non-qualifying devices, if NMHC comprise more than 35,000 
mg/m3 (measured on a wet basis at standard conditions) of extracted CMG or more than 3,500 
mg/m3 (measured on a wet basis at standard conditions) of extracted ventilation air. 
 
If a non-qualifying destruction device in operation at the mine that was shut down less than one 
year prior to the project start date – or if a non-qualifying device is shut down at any point during 
the project’s crediting period – the project developer must still account for the device in the 
baseline calculations, using the historical destruction amount calculated in (2), above. If the 
device was shut down more than one year before the project start date, it does not need to be 
accounted for in the baseline calculations. 
 
If there is no destruction of methane in the baseline, then BEMD = 0. 

5.1.1.1 Treatment of CMM Sent to Pipeline 

At some mines, the baseline may involve sending some CMM to a natural gas pipeline for off-
site consumption/destruction. The pipeline could therefore be considered a “non-qualifying 
device.” However, because on-site CMM destruction projects are unlikely to affect the quantity 
of CMM delivered to pipelines (due to the likely physical and temporal separation of these 
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activities), emissions associated with pipelines are excluded from the GHG Assessment 
Boundary, and do not need to be accounted for in the baseline or the project emission 
calculations. 
 
If a mine that has historically sent CMM to a pipeline ceases to do so, CMM from that drainage 
system (i.e. SMM, HMM or PMM) is not eligible for emission reductions, even if CMM is sent to 
an otherwise eligible destruction device. Furthermore, if a project mine begins to send CMM to a 
pipeline while a CMM project is still ongoing, CMM from that drainage system will also be 
deemed ineligible from that point in time forward. 
 
Equation 5.4. Baseline CO2 Emissions from CH4 Destruction by Non-Qualifying Devices  

                                                 
15 Use the molar mass of CO2 and CH4 to calculate tCO2e/tCH4 (44/16 = 2.75). 

    
i

iBLiBLiBLiBLNMHCMD PMMHMMVAMSMMCEFrBE ,,,,75.2  

Where,    Units 

BEMD = Baseline emissions from destruction of methane in the reporting period tCO2e 

i = Use of methane (flaring, power generation, heat generation, etc.). 
Uses must include all non-qualifying devices 

 

SMMBL,i = CMM from surface pre-mining that would have been captured, sent to 
and destroyed by use i in the baseline scenario in the reporting period 

tCH4 

VAMBL,i = VAM that would have been captured, sent to and destroyed by use i in 
the baseline scenario in the reporting period 

tCH4 

HMMBL,i = CMM from horizontal pre-mining that would have been captured, sent 
to and destroyed by use i in the baseline scenario in the  reporting 
period 

tCH4 

PMMBL,i = Post-mining CMM that would have been captured, sent to and 
destroyed by use i in the baseline scenario in the reporting period 

tCH4 

2.75 = CO2 emission factor for combusted methane15 tCO2e/tCH4 

CEFNMHC = CO2 emission factor for combusted non methane hydrocarbons tCO2e/tNMHC 

r = Relative mass proportion of NMHC compared to methane  

With: 

4CH

NMHC
PC

PC
r   

Where,   Units 

r = Relative mass proportion of NMHC compared to methane  

PCNMHC = NMHC concentration (in mass) in extracted CMG or ventilation air, 
measured on a wet basis 

mg/m3 

PCCH4 = Concentration (in mass) of methane in extracted  CMG or ventilation 
air, measured on wet basis at standard conditions (60°F and 1 atm) 

mg/m3 
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5.1.2 Calculating Baseline Methane Emissions 

Baseline emissions must include the methane that would have been emitted to the atmosphere 
in the absence of the project activity. Baseline emissions of methane are calculated by summing 
the total amount of methane actually destroyed by all qualifying and non-qualifying devices 
during the reporting period, and subtracting the amount that would have been destroyed in the 
baseline, as determined in Section 5.1.1. The difference between the actual amount of methane 
destroyed and what would have been destroyed determines how much methane would have 
been released. Baseline methane emissions must be calculated using Equation 5.5.  
 
In Equation 5.5, actual methane destruction at all qualifying devices (those installed as part of 
the project to destroy methane) and non-qualifying devices must be accounted for. For 
qualifying devices, baseline values for methane destruction (i.e. SMMBL,i, HMMBL,i, PMMBL,I, and 
VAMBL,i) will be zero. 
 
Baseline methane emissions from surface pre-mining (SMM) are quantified only during 
reporting periods in which the emissions would have occurred (i.e. when the borehole is mined 
through). Thus, baseline methane emissions from SMM must be determined according to the 
amount of eligible CMM that has been destroyed, as defined in Section 5.1.2.1. 
 
If a qualifying device for a VAM project uses CMM to supplement the flow of VAM, the 
supplemental CMM must be accounted for in Equation 5.5 according to its source (SMM, HMM 
or PMM) if VAM flow and supplemental CMM flow are monitored separately, or directly through 
VAMPJ,i if only the resulting enriched flow is monitored. 
 
Any methane that is still vented in the project scenario is not accounted for in the project 
emissions or baseline emissions, since it is vented in both scenarios. Similarly, the methane that 
is injected into natural gas pipeline in the project scenario is not accounted for in the project 
emissions or baseline emissions, since it is injected in both scenarios. 
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Equation 5.5. Baseline CH4 Released to the Atmosphere 

 
 

   

   
























i
iBLiPJ

i
iBLiPJ

i
iBLiPJ

i
iBLi

CHMR VAMVAMPMMPMM

HMMHMMSMMSMMe

GWPBE
,,,,

,,,

4  

Where,    Units 

BEMR = Baseline methane emissions avoided by the project activity  in 
the reporting period 

tCO2e 

i = Use of methane (flaring, power generation, heat generation, 
etc.). Uses must include all qualifying and non-qualifying devices 

 

SMMei = Actual amount of CMM from surface pre-mining captured, sent 
to and destroyed by use i for the reporting period. For qualifying 
devices, only the eligible amount shall be quantified (see 
Section 5.1.2.1) 

tCH4 

SMMBL,i = CMM from surface pre-mining that would have been captured, 
sent to and destroyed by use i in the baseline scenario in the 
reporting period, as determined in Section 5.1.1 

tCH4 

HMMPJ,i = Actual amount of CMM from horizontal pre-mining captured, 
sent to and destroyed by use i in the reporting period 

tCH4 

HMMBL,i = CMM from horizontal pre-mining that would have been captured, 
sent to and destroyed by use i in the baseline scenario in the 
reporting period, as determined in Section 5.1.1 

tCH4 

PMMPJ,i = Actual amount of post-mining CMM captured, sent to and 
destroyed by use i in the project activity in the reporting period 

tCH4 

PMMBL,i = Post-mining CMM that would have been captured, sent to and 
destroyed by use I in the baseline scenario in the reporting 
period, as determined in Section 5.1.1 

tCH4 

VAMPJ,i = Actual amount of VAM sent to and destroyed by use i in the 
project activity in the reporting period. In the case of oxidation, 
VAMPJ,i is equivalent to MMOX defined in Section 5.2.2 

tCH4 

VAMBL,i = VAM that would have been captured, sent to and destroyed by 
use i in the baseline scenario in the reporting period, as 
determined in Section 5.1.1 

tCH4 

GWPCH4 = Global warming potential of methane (21) tCO2e/tCH4 
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5.1.2.1 Determining Eligible SMM 

To determine the amount of baseline SMM that is eligible to be quantified in a given reporting 
period, project developers shall identify what boreholes within the bounds of active coal 
extraction were “mined through” during the reporting period. The most current mine plan shall 
be used to identify these boreholes.  
 
Baseline SMM emissions are quantified only when the endpoint of the borehole is mined 
through. If the mine plan calls for mining past rather than through the borehole, then 
quantification is allowed once the linear distance between the endpoint of the borehole and the 
working face that will pass nearest the endpoint of the borehole has reached an absolute 
minimum. 
 
For the purposes of this protocol, mined through is defined as any of the following: 
 
 The working face intersects the endpoint of the borehole 
 The working face passes directly underneath the bottom of the borehole, as long as the 

endpoint of the borehole is within a -50 meter to +150 meter vertical range of the mined 
coal seam 

 The working face intersects the plane of the borehole  
 The working face passes both underneath and to the side of the borehole (which will 

happen when the bottom of the borehole lies above a block of coal that will be left 
unmined as a pillar) 

 
Once a borehole is mined through, SMM from that borehole that was captured and destroyed by 
a qualifying device in previous reporting periods may be reported and quantified for the current 
reporting period (as a component of SMMei in Equation 5.5). SMMei is calculated as the sum of 
SMM captured and destroyed by qualifying devices from wells mined through in the current 
reporting period (SMMpree), plus SMM captured and destroyed by qualifying devices from wells 
that were mined through in previous reporting periods (SMMposte) – see Equation 5.6. 
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Equation 5.6. Eligible CMM from Surface Pre-mining Boreholes 

 
For example, at a mine in which five surface pre-mining wells had been drilled and whose 
reporting period is 12 months long, if all five wells are mined through in year 4, then in years 1 to 
3 the eligible CMM from surface pre-mining would be zero. In year 4 it would be the cumulative 
volume for the previous three years plus the volume extracted in year 4. In year 5, it would only 
be the volume extracted in year 5. 
 

epostepreie SMMSMMSMM   

Where,    Units 

SMMei = Actual amount of CMM from surface pre-mining captured, sent to 
and destroyed by use i that is eligible for quantification in the 
reporting period 

tCH4 

SMMpree = Actual amount of CMM destroyed by qualifying devices from 
surface pre-mining boreholes that were mined through during the 
current reporting period  

tCH4 

SMMposte = Actual amount of CMM  destroyed by qualifying devices in the 
current reporting period from surface pre-mining boreholes that 
were previously mined through 

tCH4 

And:    

 
1

1
w

we SMMSMMpre  

Where,   Units 

SMMw1 = Total actual amount of CMM captured and destroyed from well w1 
from the project start date through the end of the current reporting 
period  

tCH4 

w1 = The set of wells mined through during the current reporting period  

And:    

 
2

2
w

we SMMSMMpost  

Where,    Units 

SMMw2 = Actual amount of CMM captured and destroyed from well w2 during 
the current reporting period  

tCH4 

w2 = The set of wells mined through prior to the current reporting period  
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5.2 Quantifying Project Emissions 
Project emissions must be quantified at a minimum on an annual, ex-post basis. As shown in 
Equation 5.7, project emissions equal the sum of: 

 CO2 emissions from energy used to collect, process, transport and destroy CMM/VAM  
 CO2 emissions from CMM/VAM destroyed in qualifying and non-qualifying destruction 

devices  
 Uncombusted CH4 emissions from qualifying and non-qualifying destruction devices 

Equation 5.7. Project Emissions 

UMMDME PEPEPEPE   

Where,    Units 

PE = Project emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

PEME = Project emissions from energy required for methane collection, 
transport, and combustion during the reporting period 

tCO2e 

PEMD = Project emissions from methane destroyed during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 

PEUM = Project emissions from uncombusted methane during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 

5.2.1 Project Emissions from Energy Required for Methane Collection, 
Transport, and Combustion 

Included in the GHG Assessment Boundary are carbon dioxide emissions resulting from fossil 
fuel combustion and/or use of grid-delivered electricity for on-site equipment that is used for: 
 
 VAM collection 
 Compressors, blowers and/or CMM gathering systems 
 Transporting CMM to on-site combustion 
 Liquefaction, compression and storage of liquid natural gas (LNG) or compressed 

natural gas (CNG) created from CMM 
 Transporting CMM to boilers/engines for power generation 
 Transporting CMM to a flare 

 
If the project utilizes fossil fuel or grid electricity to power equipment necessary for performing 
the above processes, the resulting project carbon dioxide emissions shall be calculated per 
Equation 5.8 below. Note that fossil fuel or grid electricity to power equipment installed for the 
safety of the mine shall be excluded, as that equipment is not within the GHG Assessment 
Boundary of the project. 



Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol                      Version 1.1, October 2012 

29 

Equation 5.8. CO2 Emissions from Fossil Fuel and Grid Electricity 

   
1000

,,
,

FossFuelPJFossFuelHEATPJHEAT

ELECPJELECME

CEFCONSCEFCONS
CEFCONSPE


  

Where,    Units 

PEME = Project emissions from energy required for methane 
collection, transport, and combustion during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 

CONSELEC,PJ* = Additional electricity consumption for destruction of 
methane during the reporting period, if any 

MWh 

CEFELEC = CO2 emission factor of electricity used by mine during the 
reporting period 16 

tCO2/MWh 

CONSHEAT,PJ = Additional heat consumption for destruction of methane 
during the reporting period, if any 

volume 

CEFHEAT = CO2 emissions factor of heat used by mine during the 
reporting period; see Appendix B for guidance on 
deriving emission factor 

kg CO2/ volume 

CONSFossFuel,PJ = Additional fossil fuel consumption for destruction of 
methane during the reporting period, if any 

volume  

CEFFossFuel = CO2 emission factor of fossil fuel used by mine during the 
reporting period; see Appendix B for emission factors by 
fuel type 

kg CO2/ volume 

1/1000 = Conversion of kg to metric tons  

* If total electricity being generated by project activities is > the additional electricity consumption, then CONSELEC,PJ shall 
not be accounted for in the project emissions and shall be omitted from the equation above. 

5.2.2 Project Emissions from Destruction of Captured Methane 

When CMM/VAM is burned in a flare, heat or power plant, or oxidized in an oxidation unit, 
carbon dioxide emissions are released and must be accounted for. In addition, if NMHC 
comprise more than 35,000 mg/m3 (measured on a wet basis at standard conditions) of 
extracted CMG or more than 3,500 mg/m3 (measured on a wet basis at standard conditions) of 
extracted ventilation air, carbon dioxide emissions from combustion of NMHC must also be 
accounted for. 
 
Equation 5.9 must be used to calculate carbon dioxide emissions from destruction of captured 
methane at qualifying and non-qualifying devices.   
 
Note: Although baseline methane emissions from surface pre-mining are accounted for only 
when they are eligible (i.e. after the borehole is mined through), carbon dioxide emissions 

                                                 
16 Refer to the version of the U.S. EPA eGRID that most closely corresponds to the time period during which the 
electricity was used. The project shall use the annual total output emission rates for the subregion where the project 
is located, not the non-baseload output emission rates. The eGRID tables are available from the U.S. EPA website: 
http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/index.html.  
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resulting from the destruction of surface pre-mining CMM must be accounted for in the period 
during which the destruction occurs, using Equation 5.9. 
 
Equation 5.9. CO2 Emissions from Destruction of Captured CH4 

 
For each end-use destruction device (qualifying and non-qualifying), the amount of gas 
destroyed depends on the efficiency of combustion for that destruction device. For VAM project 
destruction devices, Equation 5.10 must be used to quantify the methane destroyed by 
oxidation, which accounts for the destruction efficiency of the oxidation unit on a continuous 
basis. For drainage project destruction devices, Equation 5.11 must be used to quantify the 
methane destroyed for each qualifying and non-qualifying device.  
 
Using Equation 5.11, project developers have the option to use either the default methane 
destruction efficiencies provided in Appendix B, or site-specific methane destruction efficiencies. 
Site specific destruction efficiencies for each qualifying or non-qualifying device must be 
determined by a source-test service provider accredited by a state or local agency. If the project 
developer chooses to use site-specific destruction efficiencies, the destruction device shall be 
source tested at least annually and the destruction efficiency updated accordingly. 
 

                                                 
17 MDi includes methane from all SMM sent to qualifying devices, not just eligible SMM. 
18 Because concentrations of different NMHC components may vary over time, the appropriate emission factor shall 
be obtained through annual analysis of captured gas from each drainage system type. 

   NMHCiOXMD CEFrMDMDPE  75.2  

With: 

4CH

NMHC
PC

PC
r   

Where,    Units 

PEMD = Project emissions from methane destroyed during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 

MDi
17 = Methane destroyed by all qualifying and non-qualifying devices 

during the reporting period 
tCH4 

MDOX = Methane destroyed through oxidation during the reporting 
period 

tCH4 

2.75 = CO2 emission factor for combusted methane  tCO2/tCH4 

CEFNMHC = CO2 emission factor for combusted NMHC18 tCO2/tNMHC 

r = Relative mass proportion of NMHC compared to methane  

PCNMHC  = NMHC concentration (in mass) in extracted CMG or ventilation 
air, measured on a wet basis at standard conditions (60°F and 
1 atm) 

mg/m3 

PCCH4  = Concentration (in mass) of methane in extracted CMG or 
ventilation air, measured on wet basis at standard conditions 

mg/m3 
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Equation 5.10. CH4 Destroyed by VAM Oxidation 

 

OXOXOX PEMMMD   

Where,    Units 

MDOX = Methane destroyed through oxidation during the reporting period tCH4 

MMOX = Methane measured sent to oxidizer during the reporting period tCH4 

PEOX = Project emissions of non-oxidized CH4 from oxidation of the VAM stream 
during the reporting period 

tCH4 

And: 
 

44 .,. CHVAMCHyyrateflowOX DPCtimeVAMMM   

Where,    Units 

VAMflow.rate,y = Average flow rate of ventilation air entering the oxidation unit during 
period y corrected if needed for inlet flow gas pressure and temperature 
(PVAMinflow and TVAMinflow respectively) per Equation 5.12 

scfm 

timey = Time during which VAM unit is operational during period y m 

PCCH4.VAM = Concentration of methane in the ventilation air entering the oxidation unit 
corrected if needed for pressure and temperature in the vicinity of the 
methane analyzer 

scf/scf 

DCH4 = Density of methane under standard conditions tCH4/scf

And: 
 

44 .,. CHexhaustCHyyrateflowOX DPCtimeVAMPE   

Where,    Units 

PCCH4.exhaust = Concentration of methane in the ventilation air exhaust corrected if 
needed for pressure and temperature in the vicinity of the methane 
analyzer (PVAManalyzerinflow, TVAManalyzerinflow, PVAMnalyzerexhaust, and 
TVAManalyzerexhaust)  

scf/scf 

DCH4 = Density of methane under standard conditions tCH4/scf
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Equation 5.11. CH4 Destroyed by Other (Non-VAM) Destruction Devices 

 
 
Equation 5.12. Adjusting CMG Flow for Temperature and Pressure 

 
 

                                                 
19 Project developers have the option to use either the default methane destruction efficiencies provided, or site 
specific methane destruction efficiencies as provided by a state or local agency accredited source test service 
provider, for each of the combustion devices used in the project. 

 
i

iii DEMMMD  

Where,    Units 

MDi = Methane destroyed by all qualifying and non-qualifying devices i 
during the reporting period   

tCH4 

MMi = Methane measured sent to use i during the reporting period tCH4 

DEi = Efficiency of methane destruction device i; see Appendix B for 
default destruction efficiencies by destruction device19 

% 

Important: Apply the following equation only if the CMG flow metering equipment does not internally 
correct for temperature and pressure. 
 

1
520

,,
P

T
MMMM iunadjustediadjusted   

Where,   Units 

MMadjusted,i = Adjusted volume of CMG collected for the given time interval at 
utilization type i, adjusted to 60°F and 1 atm 

scf/unit time 

MMunadjusted,i   = Unadjusted volume of CMG collected for the given time interval  
at utilization type i 

scf/unit time 

T = Measured temperature of the CMG for the given time period 
(°R = °F + 460) 

°R  

P = Measured pressure of the CMM for the given time interval atm 
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5.2.3 Project Emissions from Uncombusted Methane 

Not all of the methane sent to the flare, to the oxidizer or used to generate heat and power will 
be combusted; a small amount will escape to the atmosphere. These emissions are calculated 
using Equation 5.13. 
 

As in Equation 5.11, project developers again have the option to use either the default methane 
destruction efficiencies provided in Appendix B, or site specific methane destruction efficiencies 
in Equation 5.13. If the project developer chooses to use site specific destruction efficiencies in 
Equation 5.11, they must use the same destruction efficiencies in Equation 5.13.  
 
Equation 5.13. Uncombusted CH4 Emissions 

 

                                                 
20 Project developers have the option to use either the default methane destruction efficiencies provided, or site 
specific methane destruction efficiencies as provided by a state or local agency accredited source test service 
provider, for each of the combustion devices used in the project. 

 
44

1 CHOX
i

iiCHUM GWPPEDEMMGWPPE  






   

Where,    Units 

PEUM = Project emissions from uncombusted methane during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 

GWPCH4 = Global warming potential of methane (21) tCO2e/tCH4 

i = The set of all qualifying and non-qualifying devices  

MMi = Methane measured sent to use i during the reporting period tCH4

DEi = Efficiency of methane destruction in use i; see Appendix B for 
default destruction efficiencies by destruction device20 

% 

PEOX = Project emissions of non oxidized methane from  oxidation of the 
VAM stream during the reporting period 

tCH4 
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6 Project Monitoring 
The Reserve requires a Monitoring Plan to be established for all monitoring and reporting 
activities associated with the project. The Monitoring Plan will serve as the basis for verification 
bodies to confirm that the monitoring and reporting requirements in this section and Section 7 
have been and will continue to be met, and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record-
keeping is ongoing at the project site. The Monitoring Plan must cover all aspects of monitoring 
and reporting contained in this protocol and must specify how data for all relevant parameters in 
Table 6.1 (below) will be collected and recorded.  
 
At a minimum the Monitoring Plan shall stipulate the frequency of data acquisition; a record 
keeping plan (see Section 7.3 for minimum record keeping requirements); the frequency of 
instrument cleaning, inspection, field check and calibration activities; and the role of individuals 
performing each specific monitoring activity. The Monitoring Plan should include QA/QC 
provisions to ensure that data acquisition and meter calibration are carried out consistently and 
with precision. The Monitoring Plan shall also contain a detailed diagram of the coal mine gas 
collection and destruction system, including the placement of all meters and equipment that 
affect SSRs within the GHG Assessment Boundary (see Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2). 
 
Finally, the Monitoring Plan must include procedures that the project developer will follow to 
ascertain and demonstrate that the project at all times passes the Legal Requirement Test 
(Section 3.4.1). 
 
Project developers are responsible for monitoring the performance of the project and ensuring 
that the operation of CMM destruction devices is consistent with the manufacturer’s 
recommendations for each piece of equipment.  

6.1 Monitoring Requirements 
For drainage projects, the drainage systems and methane destruction devices must be 
monitored with measurement equipment that directly meters: 
 
 The total flow of CMG from each drainage system defined as part of a project, measured 

continuously and recorded every 15 minutes or totalized and recorded at least daily, 
adjusted for temperature and pressure 

 
 The flow of CMG delivered to each destruction device (unless otherwise allowed by 

Section 6.1.1), measured continuously and recorded every 15 minutes or totalized and 
recorded at least daily, adjusted for temperature and pressure 

 
 The fraction of methane in the CMG from each drainage system, measured continuously 

and recorded every 15 minutes and averaged at least daily 
 
For VAM projects, monitoring requirements include: 
 
 The total inlet flow entering the oxidation unit, measured continuously and recorded 

every two minutes to calculate average flow per hour 
 
 The fraction of methane in the ventilation air entering the oxidation unit and in the 

exhaust gas, measured continuously and recorded every two minutes to calculate 
average methane concentration per hour 
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 If required in order to standardize the flow rate, the temperature and pressure in the 

vicinity of the flow meter, measured continuously and recorded at least every hour to 
calculate hourly pressure and temperature.  
 

 If required in order to correct methane concentration readings, the temperature and 
pressure in the vicinity of the methane analyzer, measured continuously and recorded at 
least every hour to calculate hourly pressure and temperature. 

 
All flow data collected must be corrected for temperature and pressure at standard conditions 
(60°F and 1 atm). Equation 5.12 must be applied if flow metering equipment does not make this 
correction automatically. Depending on the methane analyzer technology used, methane 
concentration data may or may not need to be corrected for temperature and pressure. If the 
methane analyzer technology used requires adjustment for temperature and pressure, then 
concentration data must also be corrected to 60°F and 1 atm. 
 
For both VAM projects and drainage projects, NMHC content of the CMG shall be determined 
on an annual basis by a full gas analysis using a gas chromatograph at an ISO 17025 
accredited lab or a lab that has been certified by an accreditation body conformant with ISO 
1702521 to perform test methods appropriate for NMHC content analysis.22 Separate gas 
samples shall be collected by a third-party technician prior to each destruction device within the 
project definition.  
 
Operational activity of the CMM drainage systems and the destruction devices shall be 
monitored and documented at least hourly to ensure actual methane destruction. GHG 
reductions will not be accounted for during periods in which the destruction device is not 
operational. For flares, operation is defined as thermocouple readings above 500°F. For all 
other destruction devices, the means of demonstration shall be determined by the project 
developer and subject to verifier review and professional judgment.  

6.1.1 Arrangement of CMG Metering Equipment 

For drainage projects, the CMG from each drainage system (i.e. surface pre-mining boreholes, 
horizontal pre-mining boreholes, or post-mining boreholes) must be monitored separately prior 
to interconnection with other CMG sources. The volumetric gas flow, methane concentration, 
temperature, and pressure shall be monitored and recorded separately for each drainage 
system. 
 
In addition, the flow of gas to each destruction device must be monitored separately for each 
destruction device, except under certain conditions. Specifically, if all destruction devices are of 
identical efficiency and verified to be operational throughout the reporting period, a single flow 
meter may be used to monitor gas flow to all destruction devices. Otherwise, the destruction 
efficiency of the least efficient destruction device shall be used as the destruction efficiency for 
all destruction devices monitored by this meter. 
 
If a project using a single meter to monitor gas flow to multiple destruction devices has any 
periods when not all destruction devices downstream of a single flow meter are operational, 
methane destruction from the set of downstream devices during these periods will only be 

                                                 
21 Such as the American Industrial Hygiene Association (AIHA), the American Association for Laboratory 
Accreditation (A2LA) and the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (NELAP). 
22 For example, NIOSH method number 1550 for portable gas chromatography. 
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eligible provided that the verifier can confirm all of the following requirements and conditions are 
met: 
 

a. The destruction efficiency of the least efficient downstream destruction device in 
operation shall be used as the destruction efficiency for all destruction devices 
downstream of the single meter; and 

b. All devices are either equipped with valves on the input gas line that close automatically 
if the device becomes non-operational (requiring no manual intervention), or designed in 
such a manner that it is physically impossible for gas to pass through while the device is 
non-operational; and 

c. For any period during which one or more downstream destruction devices are not 
operational, it must be documented that the remaining operational devices have the 
capacity to destroy the maximum gas flow recorded during the period.  

6.2 Instrument QA/QC 
Monitoring instruments23 shall be inspected, cleaned, and calibrated according to the following 
schedule.  
 
All gas flow meters24 and continuous methane analyzers must be: 
 
 Cleaned and inspected on a regular basis, as specified in the project’s Monitoring Plan, 

with the activities and results documented by site personnel. Cleaning and inspection 
frequency must, at a minimum, follow the manufacturer’s recommendations. 
 

 Field checked for calibration accuracy by an appropriately trained individual or a third-
party technician with the percent drift documented, using either a portable instrument or 
manufacturer specified guidance, at the end of – but no more than two months prior to or 
after – the end date of the reporting period.25 If a portable calibration instrument is used 
for field checks, the portable instrument shall be maintained and calibrated per the 
manufacturer’s specifications, and calibrated at least annually by the manufacturer or at 
an ISO 17025 accredited laboratory. For portable methane analyzers, the portable 
instrument must be field calibrated to a known sample gas prior to each use. 
 

 Calibrated by the manufacturer or a third-party calibration service at the frequency 
recommended by the manufacturer. If the manufacturer does not specify a 
recommended calibration schedule, then no calibrations are required, unless a field 
check reveals a difference of +/- 5% or more.  
 

o Flow meter calibrations shall be documented to show that the meter was 
calibrated to a range of flow rates corresponding to the flow rates expected at the 
mine.  

o Methane analyzer calibrations shall be documented to show that the calibration 
was carried out to the range of conditions (temperature and pressure) 
corresponding to the range of conditions as measured at the mine. 

                                                 
23 If separate instruments are used for monitoring temperature and pressure, these instruments must also meet the 

specified QA/QC guidelines. 
24 Field checks and calibrations of flow meters shall assess the volumetric output of the flow meter. 
25 Instead of performing field checks, the project developer may have equipment calibrated by the manufacturer or a 

third-party calibration service per manufacturer’s guidance, at the end of, but no more than two months prior to or 
after, the end date of the reporting period to meet this requirement. 
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If the field check on a piece of equipment reveals a difference of +/- 5% or more between the 
value measured by the portable calibration instrument and the value measured by the 
monitoring instrument, calibration by the manufacturer or a third-party calibration service is 
required for that piece of equipment. 
 
For the interval between the last successful field check/calibration and any field 
check/calibration event revealing accuracy outside the +/- 5% threshold, all data from that meter 
or analyzer must be scaled according to the following procedure based on the results of the 
calibration report from the manufacturer or third-party service provider. These adjustments must 
be made for the entire period from the last successful field check/calibration until such time as 
the meter is properly calibrated and in place.   
 

1. For calibrations that indicate an underestimation of emission reductions, the metered 
values must be used without correction. 

 
2. For calibrations that indicate an overestimation of emission reductions, the metered 

values must be adjusted based on the greatest calibration drift recorded at the time of 
calibration.  

 
For example, if a project conducts field checks quarterly during a year-long reporting period, 
then only three months of data will be subject at any one time to the penalties above. However, 
if the project developer feels confident that the meter does not require field checks or calibration 
more than annually, then failed events will accordingly require the adjustments above to be 
applied to the entire year’s data. Further, frequent calibration may minimize the total accrued 
drift (by zeroing out any error identified), and result in smaller overall deductions. 
 
In order to provide flexibility in verification, data monitored up to two months after a field check 
may be verified. As such, the end date of the reporting period must be no more than two months 
after the latest successful field check. A field check conducted up to two months after the end 
date of a reporting period is also acceptable to confirm the accuracy of the equipment during the 
reporting period. Note that while a field check completed outside of the 12 month reporting 
period may be used, only the 12 months of data specified as the reporting period can be 
verified. 
 
Project developers have the option to use either the default methane destruction efficiencies 
provided in the protocol, or the site-specific methane destruction efficiencies as provided by a 
state- or local agency-accredited source test service provider, for any of the destruction devices 
used in the project, performed on an annual basis. Device-specific source testing shall include 
at least three test runs, with the accepted final value being one standard deviation below the 
mean of the measured efficiencies. 

6.3 Missing Data 
In situations where the flow rate or methane concentration monitoring equipment is missing 
data, the project developer shall apply the data substitution methodology provided in Appendix 
C. If for any reason the destruction device monitoring equipment is inoperable (for example, the 
thermocouple on the flare), then no emission reductions can be credited for the period of 
inoperability. 
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6.4 Monitoring Parameters 
Prescribed monitoring parameters necessary to calculate baseline and project emissions are 
provided in Table 6.1.   
 
Table 6.1. Coal Mine Methane Project Monitoring Parameters 

Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 

records (o) 

Comment 

5.4  
5.5 

SMMBL,i 

CMM from surface pre-
mining that would have 
been captured, sent to 
and destroyed by use i 
in the baseline scenario 
in the reporting period 

tCH4 

Estimated at start 
of project and 
calculated 
annually, if non-
qualifying 
destruction device 
is still in place 

c, m 
The higher of the two 
calculated values is 
used 

5.4  
5.5 

HMMBL,i 

CMM from horizontal 
pre-mining that would 
have been captured, 
sent to and destroyed 
by use i in the baseline 
scenario in the  
reporting period 

tCH4 

Estimated at start 
of project and 
calculated 
annually, if non-
qualifying 
destruction device 
is still in place 

c, m 
The higher of the two 
calculated values is 
used 

5.4  
5.5 

PMMBL,i 

Post-mining CMM that 
would have been 
captured, sent to and 
destroyed by use i in the 
baseline scenario in the 
reporting period 

tCH4 

Estimated at start 
of project and 
calculated 
annually, if non-
qualifying 
destruction device 
is still in place 

c, m 
The higher of the two 
calculated values is 
used 

5.4  
5.5 

VAMBL,i 

VAM that would have 
been captured, sent to 
and destroyed by use i 
in the baseline scenario 
in the reporting period 

tCH4 

Estimated at start 
of project and 
calculated 
annually, if non-
qualifying 
destruction device 
is still in place 

c, m 
The higher of the two 
calculated values is 
used 

5.4 
5.9 

CEFNMHC 

CO2 emission factor for 
combusted non 
methane hydrocarbons 
(various) 

tCO2e/ 
tNMHC 

Annually m 

To be obtained through 
analysis of the 
fractional composition 
of captured gas 

5.4 
5.9 

PCCH4 

Concentration (in mass) 
of methane in extracted 
CMG or ventilation air , 
measured on wet basis 

mg/m3 Continuous m 
To be measured on wet 
basis 

5.4 
5.9 

PCNMHC 

NMHC concentration (in 
mass) in extracted CMG 
or ventilation air 

mg/m3 Annually m 

Based on full gas 
analysis by a certified 
gas lab using a gas 
chromatograph 

5.5 
5.6 

SMMei 

CMM from surface pre-
mining captured, sent to 
and destroyed by use i 
for the reporting period. 
For qualifying devices, 
only the eligible amount 
may be quantified 

tCH4 
Every reporting 
period 

c, m 

Only includes SMM 
from boreholes that 
have been “mined 
through” and SMM 
destroyed by non-
qualifying devices 
(excluding SMM sent to 
pipeline) 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 

records (o) 

Comment 

5.5 HMMPJ,i 

CMM from horizontal 
pre-mining captured, 
sent to and destroyed 
by use i in the reporting 
period 

tCH4 Continuous m 

Includes metered HMM 
destroyed by both 
eligible and non-
qualifying devices 

5.5 VAMPJ,i 

VAM sent to and 
destroyed by use i in the 
project activity in the 
reporting period. In the 
case of oxidation, 
VAMPJ,i is equivalent to 
MMOX defined in Section 
5.2.2 

tCH4 Continuous m 

Includes metered VAM 
destroyed by both 
eligible and non-
qualifying devices 

5.5 PMMPJ,i 

CMM from post-mining 
captured, sent to and 
destroyed by use i in the 
project activity in the 
reporting period 

tCH4 Continuous m 

Includes metered PMM 
destroyed by both 
eligible and non-
qualifying devices 

5.5 
5.13 

GWPCH4 
Global warming 
potential of methane 

tCO2e/ 
tCH4

 r 21 

5.6 SMMpree 

CMM destroyed by 
qualifying devices in the 
current reporting period 
from surface pre-mining 
boreholes that were 
mined through during 
the current reporting 
period 

tCH4 
Every reporting 
period 

m  

5.6 SMMposte 

CMM  destroyed by 
qualifying devices in the 
current reporting period 
from surface pre-mining 
boreholes that were 
previously mined 
through 

tCH4 
Every reporting 
period 

m  

5.6 SMMw1 

CMM captured and 
destroyed from well w1 
from the project start 
date through the end of 
the current reporting 
period 

tCH4 
Every reporting 
period 

m  

5.6 w1 

The set of wells mined 
through in current 
reporting period 

 
Every reporting 
period 

o  

5.6 SMMw2 

CMM captured from well 
w2 during the current 
reporting period 

tCH4 
Every reporting 
period 

m  

5.6 w2 

The set of wells mined 
through prior to the 
current reporting period 

 
Every reporting 
period 

o  

5.8 CONSELEC,PJ 

Additional electricity 
consumption for 
destruction of methane, 
if any 

MWh 
Every reporting 
period 

o 
From electricity use 
records 

5.8 CONSHEAT,PJ 

Additional heat 
consumption destruction 
of methane 

volume 
Every reporting 
period 

o 
From purchased heat 
records 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 

records (o) 

Comment 

5.8 CONSFossFuel,PJ 

Additional fossil fuel 
consumption for 
destruction of methane 

volume 
Every reporting 
period 

o From fuel use records 

5.8 CEFELEC 
CO2 emissions factor of 
electricity used by mine 

tCO2/ 
MWh 

Every reporting 
period 

r See eGRID 

5.8 CEFHEAT 
CO2 emissions factor of 
heat used by mine 

 kg CO2/ 
volume 

Every reporting 
period 

c See Appendix B 

5.8 CEFFossFuel 
CO2 emissions factor of 
fossil fuel used by mine 

kg CO2/ 
volume 

Every reporting 
period 

r See Appendix B 

5.9 MDi 

Methane destroyed by 
all qualifying and non-
qualifying devices 

tCH4 
Every reporting 
period 

c  

5.10 VAMflow.rate,y 

Average flow rate of 
ventilation air entering 
the oxidation unit during 
period y 

scfm Continuous m, c 
Readings taken every 
two minutes to calculate 
average hourly flow 

5.10 timey 
Time during which VAM 
unit is operational during 
period y 

m Continuous  
Readings taken every 
two minutes to calculate 
average hourly flow 

5.10 DCH4 

Density of methane 
under standard 
conditions 

tCH4/scf  r 

Density of methane 
under standard 
conditions  (60ºF and 1 
atm) = 0.0423 lb/scf 

5.10 DCH4 

Density of methane 
under standard 
conditions 

tCH4/scf  r 

Density of methane 
under standard 
conditions (60ºF and 1 
atm) = 0.0423 lb/scf 

5.10 PVAMinflow 

Pressure of ventilation 
air entering the 
oxidation unit 

atm Continuous m 
Readings taken at least 
every hour to calculate 
hourly pressure 

5.10 TVAMinflow 

Temperature of 
ventilation air entering 
the oxidation unit 
(ºR = ºF + 460) 

ºR Continuous m 
Readings taken at least 
every hour to calculate 
hourly temperature 

5.10 PCCH4,VAM 

Concentration of 
methane in the 
ventilation air entering 
the oxidation unit 

scf/scf Continuous m 

Readings taken at least 
every two minutes and 
used to calculate 
average methane 
concentration per hour  

5.10 PCCH4,exhaust 

Concentration of 
methane in the 
ventilation air exhaust 

scf/scf Continuous m 

Readings taken at least 
every two minutes 
(either average over 
two minutes or 
instantaneous) and 
used to calculate 
average methane 
concentration per hour  
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 

records (o) 

Comment 

5.10 PVAManalyzerinflow 

Pressure of ventilation 
air in the vicinity of the 
VAM methane analyzer 
at inlet 

atm Continuous m 

If methane analyzer 
technology requires 
adjustment for pressure 
and temperature and 
the use of PVAMinflow is 
inappropriate, readings 
shall be taken in the 
vicinity of the inlet VAM 
methane analyzer at 
least every hour to 
calculate hourly 
pressure 

5.10 TVAManalyzerinflow 

Temperature of 
ventilation air entering 
the oxidation unit in the 
vicinity of the VAM 
methane analyzer 

ºR Continuous m 

If methane analyzer 
technology requires 
adjustment for pressure 
and temperature and 
the use of TVAMinflow is 
inappropriate, readings 
shall be taken in the 
vicinity of the inlet VAM 
methane analyzer at 
least every hour to 
calculate hourly 
temperature 

5.10 PVAManalyzerexhaust 

Pressure of exhaust 
gases in the vicinity of 
the VAM methane 
analyzer at inlet 

atm Continuous m 

If methane analyzer 
technology requires 
adjustment for pressure 
and temperature, 
readings shall be taken 
in the vicinity of the 
exhaust VAM methane 
analyzer at least every 
hour to calculate hourly 
pressure 

5.10 TVAManalyzerexhaust 

Temperature of exhaust 
gases exiting the 
oxidation unit in the 
vicinity of the VAM 
methane analyzer 

ºR Continuous m 

If methane analyzer 
technology requires 
adjustment for pressure 
and temperature, 
readings shall be taken 
in the vicinity of the 
exhaust VAM methane 
analyzer at least every 
hour to calculate hourly 
temperature 

5.11 
5.13 

MMi 
Methane measured sent 
to use i 

tCH4 Continuous m 
Flow meters will record 
gas volumes, pressure 
and temperature 

5.11 
5.13 

Effi 
Efficiency of methane 
destruction through use 
i  

 Annually m or r See Appendix B 

5.12 MMadjusted,i 

Adjusted volume of 
CMG collected for the 
given time interval at 
use i  

scf/unit time 
Every reporting 
period 

c 
Adjusted to standard 
conditions (60°F and 1 
atm) 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 

records (o) 

Comment 

5.12 MMunadjusted,i 

Unadjusted volume of 
CMG collected for the 
given time interval at 
use i 

scf/unit time Continuously m 

If flow meters do not 
internally correct for 
temperature and 
pressure 

5.12 T 

Measured temperature 
of CMG for the given 
time period (ºR = ºF + 
460) 

ºR Continuously m 

Measured to adjust the 
flow of CMG. No 
separate monitoring of 
temperature is 
necessary when using 
flow meters that 
automatically adjust 
flow volumes for 
temperature and 
pressure 

5.12 P 
Measured pressure of 
the CMG for the given 
time interval 

atm Continuously m 

Measured to adjust the 
flow of CMG. No 
separate monitoring of 
pressure is necessary 
when using flow meters 
that automatically 
adjust flow volumes for 
temperature and 
pressure
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7 Reporting Parameters 
This section provides requirements and guidance on reporting rules and procedures. A priority 
of the Reserve is to facilitate consistent and transparent information disclosure by project 
developers. Project developers must submit verified emission reduction reports to the Reserve 
annually at a minimum. 

7.1 Project Documentation  
Project developers must provide the following documentation to the Reserve in order to register 
a coal mine methane project. 
 
 Project Submittal form 
 Project diagram: diagram that illustrates how the project is defined and includes the 

location, quantity and type of boreholes, ventilation shafts, eligible destruction devices 
and non-qualifying destruction devices within the project GHG Assessment Boundary, as 
well as placement of monitoring equipment 

 Signed Attestation of Title form 
 Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
 Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
 Verification Report  
 Verification Statement  

 
Project developers must provide the following documentation each reporting period in order for 
the Reserve to issue CRTs for quantified GHG reductions: 
 
 Verification Report  
 Verification Statement 
 Signed Attestation of Title form 
 Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
 Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
 

At a minimum, the above project documentation (except for the project diagram) will be 
available to the public via the Reserve’s online registry. Further disclosure and other 
documentation may be made available by the project developer on a voluntary basis. Project 
submittal forms can be found at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/.    

7.1.1 Documentation of Project Expansions 

If a project expands to include boreholes, ventilation shafts or destruction devices beyond what 
was included in the project as defined by the project developer at the time of listing (see Section 
2.2), the project developer must submit an updated project diagram to the Reserve.  
 
Similarly, if any new non-qualifying device becomes operational at the mine – or if an existing 
non-qualifying device at a mine is assigned to a different active project (see Section 2.2.3) – the 
project developer must submit an updated project diagram for the project to which the device is 
assigned.  
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7.2 Joint Project Verification 
Because the protocol allows for multiple projects at a single mine site, project developers have 
the option to hire a single verification body to verify multiple projects at a mine through a “joint 
project verification.” This may provide economies of scale for the project verifications and 
improve the efficiency of the verification process.  
 
Under joint project verification, each project, as defined by the protocol and the project 
developer, is submitted, listed and registered separately in the Reserve system. Furthermore, 
each project requires its own separate verification process and Verification Statement (i.e. each 
project is assessed by the verification body separately as if it were the only project at the mine). 
However, all projects may be verified together by a single site visit to the mine. Furthermore, a 
single Verification Report may be filed with the Reserve that summarizes the findings from 
multiple project verifications.  
 
Regardless of whether the project developer chooses to verify multiple projects through a joint 
project verification or pursue verification of each project separately, the documents and records 
for each project must be retained according to this section. 

7.3 Record Keeping 
For purposes of independent verification and historical documentation, project developers are 
required to keep all information outlined in this protocol for a period of 10 years after the 
information is generated or 7 years after the last verification. This information will not be publicly 
available, but may be requested by the verifier or the Reserve. 
 
System information the project developer should retain includes: 
 
 All data inputs for the calculation of GHG reductions, including all required sampled data 
 Copies of mine operating permits, air, water, and land use permits; Notices of Violations 

(NOVs); and any administrative or legal consent orders related to project activities dating 
back at least three years prior to the project start date; and for each subsequent year of 
project operation26 

 Copies of mine plans and mine ventilation plans submitted to MSHA  throughout the 
crediting period 

 Executed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance related to the project  
 Flow meter information (model number, serial number, manufacturer’s calibration 

procedures)  
 Methane monitor information (model number, serial number, calibration procedures)  
 Destruction device monitor information (model number, serial number, calibration 

procedures)  
 Field checks and calibration results for all meters 
 Corrective measures taken if meter does not meet performance specifications  
 Destruction device monitoring data (for each destruction device) 
 Project flow and methane concentration data 
 Emission reduction calculations 
 Verification records and results from each verification 
 All maintenance records relevant to the project monitoring equipment and destruction 

devices 

                                                 
26 Note that these documentation requirements are for activities and equipment related to the project and the mine 
where the project is located. 
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7.4 Reporting Period & Verification Cycle 
Project developers must report GHG reductions resulting from project activities during each 
reporting period. Although projects must be verified annually at a minimum, the Reserve will 
accept verified emission reduction reports on a sub-annual basis, should the project developer 
choose to have a sub-annual reporting period and verification schedule (e.g. quarterly or semi-
annually). A reporting period cannot exceed 12 months, and no more than 12 months of 
emission reductions can be verified at once, except during a project’s first verification. A 
project’s initial reporting period must begin on the project’s start date. Reporting periods must be 
contiguous; there can be no time gaps in reporting during the crediting period of a project once 
the initial reporting period has commenced. Project developers may register their project’s initial 
reporting period as a zero-credit reporting period (see Reserve Program Manual, Section 3.3.3 
for more details). 
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8 Verification Guidance 
This section provides verification bodies with guidance on verifying GHG emission reductions 
from coal mine methane projects developed to the standards of this protocol. This verification 
guidance supplements the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual and describes verification 
activities in the context of coal mine methane destruction projects. 
 
Verification bodies trained to verify coal mine methane projects must conduct verifications to the 
standards of the following documents: 
 
 Climate Action Reserve Program Manual 
 Climate Action Reserve Verification Program Manual 
 Climate Action Reserve Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol 
 Any applicable errata and clarifications to the Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol 
 Any applicable policy memos issued by the Reserve  

 
The Reserve’s Program Manual, Verification Program Manual, and project protocols are 
designed to be compatible with each other and are available on the Reserve’s website at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org.  
 
In cases where the Program Manual and/or Verification Program Manual differ from the 
guidance in this protocol, this protocol takes precedent. 
 
Only ISO-accredited verification bodies trained by the Reserve for this project type are eligible 
to verify coal mine methane project reports. Verification bodies approved under other project 
protocol types are not permitted to verify coal mine methane projects. Information about 
verification body accreditation and Reserve project verification training can be found in the 
Verification Program Manual. 

8.1 Verification of Multiple Projects at a Single Mine 
Because the protocol allows for multiple projects at a single mine site, project developers have 
the option to hire a single verification body to verify multiple projects under a joint project 
verification. This may provide economies of scale for the project verifications and improve the 
efficiency of the verification process. Joint project verification is only available as an option for a 
single project developer; joint project verification cannot be applied to multiple projects 
registered by different project developers at the same mine. 
 
Under joint project verification, each project, as defined by the protocol and the project 
developer, must still be registered separately in the Reserve system and each project requires 
its own verification process and Verification Statement (i.e. each project is assessed by the 
verification body separately as if it were the only project at the mine). However, all projects may 
be verified together by a single site visit to the mine. Furthermore, a single Verification Report 
may be filed with the Reserve that summarizes the findings from multiple project verifications. 
 
Finally, the verification body may submit one Notification of Verification Activities/Conflict of 
Interest (NOVA/COI) Assessment form that details and applies to all of the projects at a single 
mine that it intends to verify. 
 
If, during joint project verification, the verification activities of one project are delaying the 
registration of another project, the project developer can choose to forego joint project 
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verification. There are no additional administrative requirements of the project developer or the 
verification body if a joint project verification is terminated.  

8.2 Standard of Verification 
The Reserve’s standard of verification for coal mine methane projects is the Coal Mine Methane 
Project Protocol (this document), the Reserve Program Manual, and the Verification Program 
Manual. To verify a coal mine methane project developer’s project report, verification bodies 
apply the guidance in the Verification Program Manual and this section of the protocol to the 
standards described in Section 2 through 7 of this protocol. Sections 2 through 7 provide 
eligibility rules, methods to calculate emission reductions, performance monitoring instructions 
and requirements, and procedures for reporting project information to the Reserve.  

8.3 Monitoring Plan  
The Monitoring Plan serves as the basis for verification bodies to confirm that the monitoring 
and reporting requirements in Section 6 and Section 7 have been met, and that consistent, 
rigorous monitoring and record-keeping is ongoing at the project site. Verification bodies shall 
confirm that the Monitoring Plan covers all aspects of monitoring and reporting contained in this 
protocol and specifies how data for all relevant parameters in Table 6.1 are collected and 
recorded.  

8.4 Verifying Project Eligibility 
Verification bodies must affirm a coal mine methane project’s eligibility according to the rules 
described in this protocol. The table below outlines the eligibility criteria for a coal mine methane 
project. This table does not represent all criteria for determining eligibility comprehensively; 
verification bodies must also look to Section 3 and the verification items list in Table 8.2. 
 
Table 8.1. Summary of Eligibility Criteria 

Eligibility Rule Eligibility Criteria 
Frequency of  
Rule Application 

Start Date 
Projects must be submitted for listing no more than 
6 months after the project start date 

Once during initial 
verification  

Location United States and its territories 
Once during initial 
verification  

Performance Standard 

 Drainage projects: the project destroys CMM 
through any end use destruction system other 
than injection into a natural gas pipeline for off-
site consumption 

 All VAM projects 

During initial 
verification of 
each crediting 
period  

Legal Requirement Test  

Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation 
form and monitoring procedures that lay out 
procedures for ascertaining and demonstrating that 
the project passes the Legal Requirement Test 

Every verification  

Regulatory Compliance 
Project must be in material compliance with all 
applicable laws, and submit a signed Attestation of 
Regulatory Compliance form 

Every verification  

Exclusions 

 Surface coal mines 
 Abandoned coal mines 
 Coal bed methane destruction 
 Use of CO2 or other fluid/gas to enhance 

methane drainage before mining takes place 

Every verification  



Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol                      Version 1.1, October 2012 

48 

8.5 Core Verification Activities 
The Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol provides explicit requirements and guidance for 
quantifying GHG reductions associated with the destruction of coal mine methane. The 
Verification Program Manual describes the core verification activities that shall be performed by 
verification bodies for all project verifications. They are summarized below in the context of a 
coal mine methane project, but verification bodies shall also follow the general guidance in the 
Verification Program Manual.   
 
Verification is a risk assessment and data sampling effort designed to ensure that the risk of 
reporting error is assessed and addressed through appropriate sampling, testing, and review. 
The three core verification activities are: 
 

1. Identifying emissions sources, sinks and reservoirs 
2. Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 
3. Verifying emission reduction estimates 
 

Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs 
The verification body reviews for completeness the sources, sinks, and reservoirs identified for a 
project, such as VAM and CMM destruction system energy use, fuel consumption from transport 
of the gas, combustion and destruction from various qualifying and non-qualifying destruction 
devices, and emissions from the incomplete combustion of methane.  
 
Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 
The verification body reviews and assesses the appropriateness of the methodologies and 
management systems that the mine operator uses to gather data on methane collected and 
destroyed and to calculate baseline and project emissions.  
 
Verifying emission reduction estimates 
The verification body further investigates areas that have the greatest potential for material 
misstatements and then confirms whether or not material misstatements have occurred. This 
involves site visits to the project to ensure the systems on the ground correspond to and are 
consistent with data provided to the verification body. In addition, the verification body 
recalculates a representative sample of the performance or emissions data for comparison with 
data reported by the project developer in order to double-check the calculations of GHG 
emission reductions. 

8.6 Coal Mine Methane Verification Items 
The following tables provide lists of items that a verification body needs to address while 
verifying a coal mine methane project. The tables include references to the section in the 
protocol where requirements are further described. The table also identifies items for which a 
verification body is expected to apply professional judgment during the verification process. 
Verification bodies are expected to use their professional judgment to confirm that protocol 
requirements have been met in instances where the protocol does not provide (sufficiently) 
prescriptive guidance. For more information on the Reserve’s verification process and 
professional judgment, please see the Verification Program Manual. 
 
Note: These tables shall not be viewed as a comprehensive list or plan for verification 
activities, but rather guidance on areas specific to coal mine methane projects that must 
be addressed during verification. 
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8.6.1 Project Eligibility and CRT Issuance 

Table 8.2 lists the criteria for reasonable assurance with respect to eligibility and CRT issuance 
for coal mine methane projects. These requirements determine if a project is eligible to register 
with the Reserve and/or have CRTs issued for the reporting period. If any one requirement is 
not met, either the project may be determined ineligible or the GHG reductions from the 
reporting period (or sub-set of the reporting period) may be ineligible for issuance of CRTs, as 
specified in Sections 2, 3, and 6. 
 
Table 8.2. Eligibility Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

2.2 - 2.2.2 
Verify that the project meets the definition of a CMM project and is 
properly defined as either drainage project or VAM project 

No 

2.2.3 
Confirm all non-qualifying devices have been properly accounted for within 
project’s GHG Assessment Boundary 

No 

2.3 Verify ownership of the reductions by reviewing Attestation of Title  No 

2.2.1 - 2.2.3, 
7.1.1 

If there are new destruction devices, boreholes, shafts or a project 
crediting period expiration at the mine, verify that project expansions have 
been completed, properly defined and documented to account for these 
changes 

No 

3.1 
Verify that the project only consists of activities at a single coal mine or 
Category III gassy underground trona mine operating within the U.S. or its 
territories 

No 

3.2 Verify eligibility of project start date No 

3.2 Verify accuracy of project start date based on operational records Yes 

3.3 Verify that project is within its 10-year crediting period No 

3.4.1 
Confirm execution of the Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form to 
demonstrate eligibility under the Legal Requirement Test 

No 

3.4.1 
Verify that the project monitoring plan contains procedures for ascertaining 
and demonstrating that the project passes the Legal Requirement Test at 
all times 

Yes 

3.4.1.1 
Verify that the project meets the appropriate Performance Standard Test 
for the project type 

No 

3.4.1.1 
If VAM project uses supplemental CMM, verify that supplemental CMM is 
eligible 

No 

3.5 

Verify that project activities comply with applicable laws by reviewing any 
instances of non-compliance provided by the project developer and 
performing a risk-based assessment to confirm the statements made by 
the project developer in the Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 

Yes 

8.6.2 Quantification of GHG Emission Reductions  

Table 8.3 lists the items that verification bodies shall include in their risk assessment and re-
calculation of the project’s GHG emission reductions. These quantification items inform any 
determination as to whether there are material and/or immaterial misstatements in the project’s 
GHG emission reduction calculations. If there are material misstatements, the calculations must 
be revised before CRTs are issued. 
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Table 8.3. Quantification Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Quantification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

0 
Verify that SSRs included in the GHG Assessment Boundary 
correspond to those required by the protocol and those represented in 
the project diagram for the reporting period  

No 

5.1 
Verify that the project developer correctly accounted for methane 
destruction in the baseline scenario 

No 

5.1 
Verify that baseline emissions for non-qualifying devices were calculated 
according to the protocol 

No 

5.1.2.1 
Verify definition of mined through was properly applied to SMM 
boreholes 

No 

5.2.2 
Verify NMHC concentration of CMG is either below project-specific 
threshold or, if above, CO2 emissions from NMHC combustion are 
accounted for in project emissions 

No 

5.2.1 
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified and aggregated 
electricity use 

Yes 

5.2.1 
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified and aggregated 
fossil fuel use 

Yes 

5.2.1 
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified and aggregated 
heat consumption 

Yes 

Equation 5.8, 
Appendix B 

Verify that the project developer applied the correct emission factors for 
fossil fuel combustion and grid-delivered electricity 

No 

Equation 5.11, 
Appendix B 

Verify that the project developer applied the correct methane destruction 
efficiencies 

No 

Equation 5.11 
If the project developer used source test data in place of the default 
destruction efficiencies (Appendix B), verify accuracy and 
appropriateness of data and calculations 

Yes 

6.1 
Verify that monitoring meets the requirements of the protocol; if it does 
not, verify that a variance has been approved for monitoring variations 

No 

6.1 Verify that NMHC samples were properly collected and analyzed No 

6.1,  
6.1.1 

Verify that destruction devices were operational during the reporting 
period, or that guidance in Section 6.1.1 was properly applied 

Yes 

6.2 

Verify that all gas flow meters and continuous methane analyzers 
adhered to the inspection, cleaning, and calibration schedule specified 
in the protocol; if they do not, verify that a variance has been approved 
for monitoring variations or that adjustments have been made to data 
per the protocol requirements 

No 

6.2 
Verify that any portable calibration instruments were calibrated at least 
annually by the manufacturer or at an ISO 17025 accredited lab 

No 

6.2 
If any piece of equipment failed a calibration check, verify that data from 
that equipment was scaled according to the failed calibration procedure 
for the appropriate time period 

No 

6.3, 
Appendix C 

If used, verify that data substitution methodology was properly applied 
No 

n/a 
If any variances were granted, verify that variance requirements were 
met and properly applied 

Yes 
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8.6.3 Risk Assessment 

Verification bodies will review the following items in Table 8.4 to guide and prioritize their 
assessment of data used in determining eligibility and quantifying GHG emission reductions. 
 
Table 8.4. Risk Assessment Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Item that Informs Risk Assessment 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6 
Verify that the project monitoring plan is sufficiently rigorous to support the 
requirements of the protocol and proper operation of the project 

Yes 

6 
Verify that the methane destruction equipment was operated and 
maintained according to manufacturer specifications 

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate monitoring equipment is in place to meet the 
requirements of the protocol 

No 

6 
Verify that the individual or team responsible for managing and reporting 
project activities are qualified to perform this function 

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate training was provided to personnel assigned to 
project-related duties 

Yes 

6 
Verify that all contractors are qualified for project-related duties if relied 
upon by the project developer. Verify that there is internal oversight to 
assure the quality of the contractor’s work 

Yes 

6 
If field checks are performed by an individual that is not a third-party 
technician, verify the competency of the individual to perform the field check 
and the accuracy of the field check procedure 

Yes 

7.3 Verify that all required records have been retained by the project developer  No 

8.7 Completing Verification 
The Verification Program Manual provides detailed information and instructions for verification 
bodies to finalize the verification process. It describes completing a Verification Report, 
preparing a Verification Statement, submitting the necessary documents to the Reserve, and 
notifying the Reserve of the project’s verified status. 
 
As stated in Section 8.1, project developers may choose to have a verification body conduct 
multiple project verifications at a single mine under a joint project verification. The verification 
body must verify the emission reductions entered into the Reserve system for each project and 
upload a unique Verification Statement for each project within the joint verification. The 
verification body can prepare a single Verification Report that contains information on all of the 
projects, but this must also be uploaded to every project under the joint verification. 
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9 Glossary of Terms 
 
Active mine Active mines include mine works that are actively ventilated by the mine 

operator. For the purposes of this protocol, MSHA designated 
“intermittent” mines are also considered active mines. 
 

Abandoned mine 
 

A mine where all mining activity including mine development and 
mineral production have ceased, mine personnel are not present in the 
mine workings, and mine ventilation fans are no longer operative.27 In 
the U.S., mines are declared “abandoned” from the date when 
ventilation is discontinued.28 This mine type is not eligible under this 
protocol. 
 

Baseline emissions Baseline emissions represent the GHG emissions within the GHG 
Assessment Boundary that would have occurred in the absence of the 
GHG reduction project. 
 

Coal bed methane (CBM) A generic term for methane originating in coal seams that is drained 
from virgin coal seams and surrounding strata. CBM is unrelated to 
mining activities. 
 

Coal mine gas (CMG) Gas from drainage systems before any processing or enrichment that 
often contains various levels of other components (e.g. nitrogen, 
oxygen carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, NMHC, etc.). 
 

Coal mine methane (CMM) Methane contained in coal and surrounding strata that is released 
because of mining activity. For the purposes of this protocol, CMM also 
refers to the methane gas that is released because of mining activity at 
Category III gassy underground trona mines. 
 

Drainage system 
 

A term used to encompass the entirety of the equipment that is used to 
drain the gas from underground and collect it at a common point, such 
as a vacuum pumping station. In this protocol, methane drainage 
systems include surface pre-mining, horizontal pre-mining, and post-
mining. 
 

Eligible end use For the purposes of this protocol, all end uses that result in the 
destruction/oxidation of methane except for injection into natural gas 
pipeline. 
 

Gob Also referred to as goaf, it is the collapsed area of strata produced by 
the removal of coal and artificial supports behind a working coalface. 
Strata above and below the gob are de-stressed and fractured by the 
mining activity. 
 

Intermittent Mines placed in intermittent status by MSHA, as a result of being 
seasonally idled for more than 90 days, are not considered abandoned. 
To maintain intermittent status, facilities and equipment such as the 
mine office, surface and underground power systems, the main mine 

                                                 
27 UN Economic and Social Council, Economic Commission for Europe, Committee on Sustainable Energy, Glossary 
of Coal Mine Methane Terms and Definitions, July 2008. 
28 MSHA Program Policy Manual Volume V, January 2006, p.120. 
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fan, and underground coal haulage systems must remain intact.29 
Under this protocol, intermittent mines are considered active mines and 
are eligible. 
 

Joint project verification Project verification option where a project developer hires a verification 
body to verify multiple projects at a mine. 
 

Longwall mine 
 

An underground mining type that uses at least one longwall panel 
during coal excavation.  
 

Mine Safety and Health 
Administration (MSHA) 
 

Federal enforcement agency responsible for protecting the health and 
safety of U.S. miners. 
 

Mined through When the linear distance between the endpoint of the borehole and the 
working face that will pass nearest the endpoint of the borehole has 
reached an absolute minimum. Coal mine methane from surface pre-
mining boreholes shall not be quantified in the baseline until the 
endpoint of the borehole is mined through. 
 

Mine An area of land and all structures, facilities, machinery tools, equipment, 
shafts, slopes, tunnels, excavations, and other property, real or 
personal, placed upon, under, or above the surface of such land by any 
person, used in, or to be used in, or resulting from, the work of 
extracting minerals. The mine boundaries are defined by the mine area 
as permitted by the state in which the mine is located. 
 

Non-qualifying destruction 
device  
 

A methane destruction device that does not meet one or more of the 
eligibility rules as described in Section 3 (e.g. operational start date, 
regulatory requirement, injection into natural gas pipeline) and is 
located at the same mine where eligible project activities are taking 
place. 
 

Oxidizer 
 

For the purposes of this protocol, the term oxidizer refers to technology 
for destruction of ventilation air methane with or without utilization of 
thermal energy and/or with or without a catalyst. 
 

Project diagram 
 

A diagram of the mine that illustrates the location, quantity, and type of 
boreholes, ventilations shafts, eligible destruction devices and non-
qualifying destruction devices within a project’s GHG Assessment 
Boundary. The project diagram must be updated and submitted to the 
Reserve whenever a project expansion occurs. 
 

Project emissions Project emissions are actual GHG emissions that occur within the GHG 
Assessment Boundary as a result of project activities. Project emissions 
are calculated at a minimum on an annual, ex-post basis. 
 

Qualifying destruction device  
 

A methane destruction device that meets the eligibility rules for a CMM 
project as described in Section 3. 
 

Room and pillar mine 
 

An underground mining type that uses square or rectangular pillars of 
coal during excavation, laid out in a checkerboard fashion. Pillars 
typically range in size from 60 feet by 60 feet to 100 feet by 100 feet 
and rooms are typically 20 feet wide and a few thousand feet long 
 

                                                 
29 MSHA Program Policy Manual, p.138. 
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Reporting period 
 

Specific time period of project operation for which the project developer 
has calculated and reported emission reductions and is seeking 
verification and registration. The reporting period must be no longer 
than 12 months. 
 

Standard conditions Under this protocol, standard conditions are defined as 60ºF and 1 atm. 
 

Ventilation air methane (VAM) Coal mine methane that is mixed with the ventilation air in the mine that 
is circulated in sufficient quantity to dilute methane to low 
concentrations for safety reasons (typically below 1 percent). 
 

Ventilation system 
 

A system that is used to control the concentration of methane and other 
deleterious gases within mine working areas. Ventilation systems 
consist of powerful fans that move large volumes of air through the 
mine workings to dilute methane concentrations. All underground coal 
mines in the U.S. are required to develop and maintain ventilation 
systems. 
 

Verification cycle 
 

The Reserve requires verification of coal mine methane projects 
annually, but does not require verifications to be completed on specific 
dates. Project developers select the reporting period to be verified. 
Thus, each project has a unique verification cycle that begins the first 
time a project is verified, occurs at least annually, and ends once the 
crediting period expires or the project is no longer eligible, whichever 
happens first. 
 

Year For the purposes of this protocol, year refers to a 12 month period of 
the project’s crediting period, not a calendar year. 
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Appendix A Summary of Performance Standard 
Development 

The analysis to develop the performance standard for the Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol 
was conducted by Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) and was completed in 
May 2009. The analysis culminated in a paper that provided a performance standard 
recommendation to support the coal mine methane protocol development process, which the 
Reserve has incorporated into the protocol’s eligibility rules (see Section 3). 
 
The purpose of a performance standard is to establish a standard of performance applicable to 
all coal mine methane management projects that is significantly better than average greenhouse 
gas production for a specified service, which, if met or exceeded by a project developer, 
satisfies one of the criterion of “additionality.” 
 
The performance standard analysis contained an in-depth study of the following areas: 
 
 Coal mine data trends and regional variations across the U.S. 
 Degasification techniques including ventilation, surface pre-mining drainage, horizontal 

pre-mining drainage, and post-mining gob drainage currently used in coal mines  
 Ventilation air methane utilization technologies 
 Review of current, pending and anticipated regulations that could affect coal mine 

methane projects 
 Data analysis to establish common practice for coal mine methane management at 

underground coal mines in the U.S. 
 

A.1 Overview of Data Collection 

The primary database used for the SAIC analysis was a coal mine methane emissions database 
provided by the U.S. EPA.30 This database provided annual emissions-related data for 
underground mines classified as gassy by MSHA; the data cover the period 1990 through 2007. 
For the purposes of this analysis, the annual data for the 2000 to 2007 timeframe was used, 
covering a total of 295 gassy underground mines. The database provides the following data: 
 
 Company name, mine name, and MSHA ID number 
 State and county in which each mine is located 
 Daily average and total methane emissions from the ventilation system, as well as the 

total amount of methane liberated by the mine (equal to the sum of the ventilation 
emissions and the drainage emissions or capture) 

 An indication of whether the mine utilizes a degasification system, and if so, a brief 
description of the system and the total amount of methane drained through the system 

 An indication as to whether the drained methane is captured, and a brief description of 
how the captured methane is utilized 

 Detailed information on the subset of mines using methane capture 
 
To supplement this primary data set, EPA provided a second database containing annual coal 
production data for the gassy mines for the years 2002 through 2006, along with an indication of 

                                                 
30 This database is used as the basis for the coal mine methane emissions estimated published in EPA’s annual 
Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks reports. 
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the mine’s production status.31 SAIC also used mine-level production data for 2000, 2001, and 
2007, obtained from the Energy Information Administration (EIA).32 SAIC merged the production 
data with the emissions database using each mine’s MSHA identification number. The final 
merged dataset included 241 mines for which emissions data for at least one of the eight years 
in the 2000 to 2007 time frame was available. 
 
EPA also provided a list of longwall mines in the United States that produced in excess of 
750,000 tons of coal from January through September 2007, published by CoalUSA magazine. 
This list was supplemented by SAIC with similar CoalUSA lists for production from 2001 through 
200633 and a table detailing the production of top non-longwall mines in 2007.34 SAIC also 
consulted the mining method information contained in two EPA reports on methane recovery 
opportunities at gassy mines.35 They combined the mines on these lists to create a master list of 
longwall mines in operation during the 2000 to 2007 time period. The master list represents a 
comprehensive list of longwall mines operating in and around 2007 with the following 
assumptions: 
 
 The individual lists provide a comprehensive identification of all longwall mines falling 

above the production cutoff 
 Most, if not all, longwall mines would meet the production cutoff when operating at full 

capacity 
 Most, if not all, longwall mines would have operated at full capacity at least in one year 

during the 2000 to 2007 time period 
 
All remaining mines were assigned to the room and pillar method (the other main underground 
coal mining method). In keeping with the industry standard definition, a longwall mine is defined 
as any mine that has at least one longwall face or that opened a longwall face at some point 
during the 2000 to 2007 period. 
 
In combining and using the data for eight separate years into a single dataset, SAIC 
characterized each mine according to the furthest development of its drainage system. For 
example, if a mine used gob boreholes only in some years, but gob boreholes with horizontal 
pre-mining boreholes in other years, SAIC treated the mine as using both drainage system 
types during the 2000 to 2007 time frame. Similarly, mines that utilized methane in some years 
but not in others were treated as having utilization projects in operation in the 2000 to 2007 time 
frame. The decision to use and combine data for the past eight years into a single dataset was 
based on a trend analyses which indicated that industry practice with respect to drainage 
systems and utilization projects has remained fairly stable since 2000 (see Table A.1). Given 

                                                 
31 EIA was the original source of the production data. 
32 EIA, http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/coal/page/database.html. 
33 Weir International, Inc. 2008. “U.S. Longwall Mines – Production and Productivity: September 2007 Year to Date 
(Mines Producing in Excess of 750,000 tons through September).” CoalUSA, March 2008; Weir International, Inc. 
2006. “United States Longwall Mining Statistics: 1996-July 2006.” Table 2: 2006 June Year to Date U.S. Longwall 
Mine Production and Productivity; “Table: U.S. Longwall Production 2005,” International Longwall News, 27 March, 
2006. At: http://www.longwalls.com/sectionstory.asp?SourceID=s50; NIOSH, 2005. “Table: U.S. Longwall production 
2004.” International Longwall News, 23 March 2005; NIOSH, 2004. “Table: U.S. Longwall output 2003 now working.” 
International Longwall News, 7 April 2004; NIOSH, 2003. “Table: U.S. Longwall output 2002.” International Longwall 
News, 21 July 2003. 
34 Weir International, Inc. 2008. “Top 50 U.S. Underground Mines (non-longwall) – Production and Productivity: 
September 2007 Year to Date.” CoalUSA, March 2008. CoalUSA, March 2008. 
35 U.S. EPA, Identifying Opportunities for Methane Recovery at U.S. Coal Mines: Profiles of Selected Gassy 
Underground Coal Mines 1999-2003 and Identifying Opportunities for Methane Recovery at U.S. Coal Mines: Profiles 
of Selected Gassy Underground Coal Mines 2002-2006. 
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this relative stability in coal industry practices, it appeared safe to combine recent data with 
older data for the purpose of ascertaining current common practice. 
 
Table A.1. Historical Trends in Mines Using Methane Drainage and Capture/Utilization 

 Year 

1990 1995 2000 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Mines with Drainage Systems 33 25 21 18 21 24 21 20 

  Mines with Gob Wells n/a n/a n/a 8 11 15 12 12 
  Mines with Gob and 
  Horizontal Pre-Mining Wells 

n/a n/a n/a 3 3 3 3 3 

  Mines with All Three Drainage  
  System Types 

n/a n/a n/a 7 7 6 6 5 

Mines with Capture/Use Projects 7 12 13 12 12 15 15 15 

  Pipeline 6 12 10 11 10 13 13 13 
  Electricity Generation 0 0 0 1* 1 1 1 1 
  Vent. Air Heating 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 
  Thermal Coal Drying 0 1* 1* 1* 1* 1* 1* 1* 
  Unspecified 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 

*Mine also sells a portion of its recovered methane to a pipeline. 

Source: Developed using data in U.S. EPA, Coal 07 draft.xls file. 

Trona Mines 

Data on trona mines operating in the United States was also collected and examined.36 There 
are four Category III gassy underground trona mines in the United States, of which two are 
room and pillar and two are longwall mines. The two longwall mines currently have gob wells, 
but neither is capturing the coal mine methane for destruction. 

A.2 Summary of Analysis 

Should the Performance Standard Include the Drainage System? 

In order to establish the definition of a coal mine methane project, it was necessary to explore if 
the installation of a drainage system should be tested using a performance standard, or if the 
performance standard test could be limited to the installation of coal mine methane destruction 
devices.  
 
The hypothesis was that federal health and safety regulations influence a coal mine operator’s 
decision to install methane drainage systems. As stated in Section 3.4.1, there currently exists 
no federal, state, or local regulations requiring coal mines to reduce, limit, or control their 
methane emissions. Hence, based solely on a consideration of emissions regulations, all coal 
mine methane projects would appear to pass the regulatory test screen. 
 
However, the situation for coal mines is complicated by the existence of federal safety 
regulations that govern methane concentration levels inside the mine. These safety regulations 
may effectively necessitate the utilization of methane drainage systems under certain gassy 
conditions. While there is no requirement to capture the methane emitted from such systems, to 
the extent that these systems may be necessitated by the safety regulations, they should not be 
considered a part of an additional coal mine methane project. In other words, the safety 

                                                 
36 Coal Age U.S. Longwall Census, February 2009. MSHA ID numbers and liberation rates provided by Steven 
Pilling, MSHA Green River, Wyoming Field Office, June 2009. Information on drainage systems provided by Jeff 
Liebert, Verdeo Group, July 2009.  
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regulations may have important implications for determining the project definition and eligibility 
rules. Specifically, the methane drainage system may need to be excluded from the project 
definition if the system was developed as a response to the safety regulations. If this is the 
case, the methane drainage system does not pass the regulatory test but the methane 
destruction system may; the project definition should thus include only the destruction system.   
 
To test this hypothesis, SAIC therefore conducted an analysis to determine the common 
practices utilized by coal mine operators to dilute methane concentrations as a function of 
methane liberation rates. As a first step in their data analysis, they computed arithmetic 
averages of the annual methane liberation data for each mine in the merged emissions dataset. 
However, a mine’s methane emissions depend heavily on its production rate, as it is the 
process of removing the coal from the seam that relieves the pressure on the nearby unmined 
coal and surrounding strata, thereby releasing much of the gas. For this reason, the use of 
arithmetic average emissions data can lead to distorted results, particularly for mines that were 
underutilized during all or part of the 2000 to 2008 timeframe.   
 
To correct for this possibility, SAIC developed normalized methane liberation rate estimates for 
the mines in the merged database for which both liberation and production data were available.  
Specifically, for each mine SAIC divided the sum of the 2000 through 2007 methane liberation 
data by the sum of the mine’s 2000 through 2007 production to derive average methane 
liberation per ton of coal produced. They then multiplied this methane liberation rate by the 
largest of the eight annual production data points in the 2000 to 2007 timeframe to obtain their 
estimate of normalized methane liberation for the period. The year with the largest production 
value was used in the calculation in order to increase the likelihood that the resulting methane 
liberation estimate represents the mine’s annual liberation rate when it is operating at full 
capacity. A mine operator will decide on whether or not methane drainage must be used to meet 
the regulatory requirements based on the expected methane liberation rate under full capacity 
operations.37 Hence it is the methane liberation rate at full capacity that governs the mine 
operator’s decision process; by computing a weighted average methane liberation value for the 
year in which production reaches its maximum they likewise sought to base their analysis on full 
capacity conditions. They used a production-normalized average rather than the actual methane 
liberation observed in the selected “maximum production year” because, as previously noted, 
the amount of methane liberated can fluctuate significantly from year to year depending on the 
geologic conditions encountered in each year. By using an average rather than an actual 
methane liberation value they reduced the potential for distortions introduced by abnormally low 
or high methane liberation rates in any given year.   
 
It should be noted that production data was lacking for seven of the mines in the merged 
database; these mines were deleted from the database prior to proceeding with further analysis.  
Six of the deleted mines were room and pillar operations and hence were not a primary focus of 
the analysis. The single longwall mine lacking production data does not employ a drainage 
system. 
 
Figure A.1 below presents a histogram of drainage system usage for the longwall mines, based 
on the production-normalized annual methane liberation rates for the 2000 to 2007 timeframe. 
This histogram indicates that the use of methane drainage is highly correlated with the quantity 

                                                 
37 If the operator were to use a methane liberation estimate based on anything less than full capacity production for 
the purposes of deciding on the need for a drainage system, the mine would run the risk of being unable to meet the 
regulatory requirements when operating at full capacity. 
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of methane produced by a longwall mine. From these results, methane drainage can be 
considered a common practice for gassy longwall mines. 
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Figure A.1. Histogram of Drainage System Usage by Longwall Mines 

 
There are currently no room and pillar mines with drainage systems in place; there are also no 
room and pillar mines with either arithmetic average or production-normalized methane 
liberation quantities in excess of two billion cubic feet.  

Conclusion 

This analysis strongly supports the hypothesis that the drainage systems currently in place are a 
response to the regulations. Given these results, we assume that all drainage systems are a 
response to health and safety regulations. Thus, the installation of a drainage system is not 
included in the definition of a coal mine methane project and is not tested for by a performance 
standard. 

Recommendation to Use a Common Practice Standard 

With the conclusion that the performance standard test must only test the additionality of the 
installation of a destruction device, it was necessary to determine what type of performance 
standard test was most suitable for coal mine methane projects. 
 
Coal mine methane projects do not lend themselves to rate- or technology-based comparisons.  
In general, all coal mine methane projects are characterized by a very high rate of capture, 
making it difficult to distinguish projects on the basis of a metric such as methane destroyed as 
a percentage of methane entering the destruction device. Other potential metrics that might be 
used to establish a performance threshold for coal mine methane projects, such as the total 
quantity of methane captured on an annual basis, are fraught with difficulties. Specifically, the 
quantity of methane captured at any given mine is more a measure of the mine’s geologic 
conditions than the performance of the methane capture equipment.  
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In general, there are no current requirements – federal, state, or local – that should influence a 
mine operator’s choice between venting and utilizing the methane drained from drainage 
systems. This choice is driven by economic considerations, not regulatory requirements. A 
common practice standard is well-suited for these projects, in so far as common practice can 
help us infer whether the decision to install a methane destruction device was influenced by the 
availability of funding from carbon credits. Specifically, by identifying the conditions under which 
methane destruction is currently common practice, we can infer that projects operating under 
those conditions are likely undertaken to use the gas as a valuable byproduct of the mining 
process, and thus not additional.  

Drainage Project Analysis 

A strong argument can be made for determining additionality by assessing common practice of 
coal mine methane destruction by utilization type. As previously noted in Table A.1, only a small 
number of the mines with known utilization projects use the captured methane for purposes 
other than for sales to pipelines.  
 
To test this hypothesis, SAIC analyzed a subset of the merged emissions/production database 
they created. Because the interest here is in mines that already utilize methane drainage 
systems, they eliminated all mines from the merged dataset that did not employ methane 
drainage at any time during the 2000 to 2007 timeframe. Following this elimination, they were 
left with a new data subset covering the 28 mines (all longwall) that employed methane 
drainage for at least one year during 2000 to 2007. In addition to data on the total annual 
amount of methane liberated in 2000 to 2007, this new database included 2000 to 2007 data on 
the annual amount of methane drained and vented at each of the 28 mines. The data set also 
provided a year-by-year indication as to whether or not all or a portion of the drained methane 
was captured, and the type of use to which the captured methane was applied (e.g. sales to a 
pipeline, electricity generation, etc.).   
 
A close review of the database revealed anomalous methane capture indications for five of the 
28 mines. Specifically, the data indicated that methane was captured at these five mines in 
2002, but not in any of the subsequent years. SAIC reviewed the original EPA data file for these 
five mines, and found that for 1998 through 2001 the data indicated the mines were not 
capturing and utilizing methane. Thus the year 2002 was identified as the only year, in a ten-
year period, during which methane was being captured at these five mines. In contrast, most of 
the other mines that practice methane capture are identified as using their capture systems in 
multiple years. Because of this anomaly, they treated these five mines as not utilizing methane 
capture techniques during the 2000 to 2007 timeframe, since, even if the 2002 data is correct, it 
appears that the mines’ use of methane capture in this one year was atypical and not 
representative of normal practice at the five mines. In all other cases a mine identified as having 
employed methane capture at any time during the 2000 to 2007 timeframe was treated as a 
mine with a utilization project for the purposes of the analysis. See Table A.2 for a summary of 
this database. 
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Table A.2. Summary of Drainage System Type and Utilization at Longwall Coal Mines 

MSHA ID State Location Utilization* Drainage System Type(s)** 

100851 AL  P GHS 
101247 AL  P GHS 
101322 AL  P GHS 
101401 AL  P GHS 
102901 AL  P GH 
503672 CO H GH 
504452 CO N G 
504591 CO N G 
504758 CO N G 
1514492 KY N U 
2902170 NM P GH 
3604281 PA N U 
3605018 PA P G 
3605466 PA P G 
3605466 CO N G 
3607230 PA E G 
3607416 PA N G 
4201890 UT N G 
4202028 UT P G 
4403795 VA P GHS 
4404856 VA P & TD GHS 
4601318 WV N GH 
4601433 WV P GH 
4601436 WV N GH 
4601437 WV N G 
4601456 WV P & E GH 
4601816 WV P GHS 
4601968 WV P GH 

*P = Pipeline injection 
 E = Electricity generation 
 TD = Thermal coal drying 
 H = Mine ventilation air heating 
 N = None 

**G = Gob wells 
   H = Horizontal pre-mine wells 
   S = Vertical pre-mine wells 
   U = Unknown 
 

 

Results 

Analysis of the new database found that: 
 
 Use of methane for pipeline sales is common practice, in so far as it is used at 88 

percent (15 of 17) of the mines that capture methane, and 53 percent (15 of 28) of the 
mines that drain methane 

 Use of captured methane for electricity generation is uncommon, in so far as it is limited 
to 12 percent of the mines that capture methane, and 7 percent of the mines that drain 
methane 

 Use of captured methane for heating ventilation air or fueling thermal coal dryers is 
uncommon (limited to only 6 percent of the mines that capture methane, and 4 percent 
of the mines that drain methane) 
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 Application of captured methane to any use other than the above three is not only 
uncommon but non-existent 

 
There are two possible explanations for the general lack of end-use projects other than those 
involving sales to pipelines. First, these projects may be generally uneconomic under current 
conditions. Alternatively, such projects may be economically viable, but less so than pipeline 
sales projects. Under this second interpretation, on-site projects to generate electricity, heat, 
etc., would be more numerous than actually observed were it not for the fact that they must 
compete with a generally more preferable end use—i.e. selling the CMM to a pipeline. In other 
words, one might hypothesize that pipeline projects are in effect distorting the analysis of 
common practice with respect to other end use project types, by dominating the competition 
between the various end use options. If true, this hypothesis would suggest that other end use 
project types are not generally additional, despite their rarity. 
 
To test this hypothesis, SAIC eliminated all of the mines with pipeline sales projects from the 
database, and considered whether or not other end use projects are common practice within the 
remaining group of mines – a group for which competition from pipeline projects is not a barrier 
to the application of other end uses. However, before performing this analysis, it was necessary 
to first consider that two of the four non-pipeline projects currently in operation (an electricity 
generation project and a thermal coal drying project) are located at mines that also sell a portion 
of their CMM to pipelines. It appears that these two projects are not being adversely affected by 
competition from pipeline projects, as they co-exist with the latter. The existence of these co-
located projects suggests that there may be other opportunities for the application of on-site end 
uses at mines that currently sell their CMM - the fact that such co-located on-site projects are 
uncommon indicates that these on-site applications may be sub-economic, rather than merely 
less economic than pipeline sales projects. It was determined that the two co-located on-site 
projects should be excluded from the analysis, because competition from pipeline sales projects 
did not prevent these two projects from being undertaken. 
 
Focusing then on the two remaining on-site end use projects – projects which may not have 
been undertaken had pipeline sales projects been feasible at these two mines – and on the 
mines that are currently venting their CMM, SAIC drew the following conclusions with respect to 
common practice: 
 
 Only one of the 12 mines (8 percent) that utilize drainage systems not connected to 

natural gas pipelines currently captures methane to generate electricity 
 Only one of the 12 mines (8 percent) that utilize drainage systems not connected to 

natural gas pipelines currently captures methane to heat the mine ventilation air 
 
Based on the above analysis SAIC concluded that on-site end use projects are uncommon even 
at mines that do not sell their CMM to pipelines. In fact, CMM end use project types other than 
electricity generation, ventilation air heating, and thermal coal drying are non-existent. This 
finding suggests that such project types are generally uneconomic under current conditions, 
rather than simply less economic than pipeline sales projects. Thus, even if the current pipeline 
sales projects did not exist, it is not clear that other project types would take their place.  
 
The Reserve believes it is appropriate to consider the entire population of mines with drainage 
systems, and not just those mines that do not sell CMM to pipelines, when assessing common 
practice with respect to non-pipeline end use projects. 
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Regional Analysis 

An additional analysis was conducted to assess whether common practice with respect to 
utilization varies across regions. Whereas common practice with respect to methane drainage is 
unlikely to exhibit much regional variation, given that the decision to utilize drainage techniques 
is often driven by federal regulations, the same cannot be presumed for methane utilization. On 
the contrary, given that the decision to initiate a capture and utilization project will generally be 
driven by economic criteria rather than regulations, regional variations in common practice, 
reflecting regional variations in the underlying economic criteria, are a real possibility that must 
be investigated.   
 
Table A.3. Regional Analysis of Methane Utilization among Mines with Drainage Systems 

State/Region 

Mines with Normalized Methane 
Drainage >0.25 Billion ft

3 
Mines with Normalized Methane 

Liberation <0.25 Billion ft
3
 

Mines with 
Drainage 
Systems 

Mines with 
Utilization 

Percent 
with 

Utilization 

Mines with 
Drainage 
Systems 

Mines with 
Utilization 

Percent 
with 

Utilization 
Pennsylvania 3 3 100 1 0 0 
W. Virginia 6 4 67 1 0 0 
Virginia 2 2 100 0 0 n/a 
Kentucky 0 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Alabama 5 5 100 0 0 n/a 
Eastern U.S. 16 14 87 3 0 0 

Colorado 3 1 33 2 0 0 
Utah 1 1 100 1 0 0 
New Mexico 1 1 100 0 0 n/a 
Western U.S. 5 3 60 3 0 0 

Total U.S. 21 17 81 6 0 0 

 
Table A.3 presents the results of the regional analysis. It indicates little regional variation in 
common practice amongst mines with production-normalized methane drainage in excess of 
0.25 billion cubic feet per year. Regardless of their regional location, the majority of the mines in 
this category captures and utilizes methane (87 percent of the eastern mines and 60 percent of 
the western mines). None of the six mines draining less than 0.25 billion cubic feet per year 
capture and utilize their CMM, regardless of mine location. Thus SAIC recommended against 
establishing regional variations in the common practice standards for coal mine methane 
projects. 

Conclusion 

Based on the above analysis of current utilization project types, the Reserve concluded that all 
projects designed to utilize the methane for any purpose other than pipeline sales shall be 
eligible as additional under the common practice standard. Depending on the specific utilization 
project type, such non-pipeline projects are rare to non-existent at present. Projects that include 
both pipeline sales and other uses (e.g. electricity generation) are to be treated as two separate 
projects for the purposes of applying the common practice standard, and the project involving 
uses other than pipeline sales are to be eligible under the common practice standard. 
Because of similarities between the regulatory requirements, operating conditions, mining 
methods, and methane management of gassy underground trona mines and coal mines, the 
Reserve concluded the same common practice standard also applies to trona mines 
categorized as MSHA Category III gassy underground metal and non-metal mines. 
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Ventilation Air Methane Projects 

There is opportunity for achieving significant reductions in coal mine methane emissions from 
ventilation. In 2007, the methane emissions from ventilation systems were more than 10 times 
greater than drainage system emissions (78.9 million cubic feet versus 7.3 million cubic feet; 
see Figure A.2). However, the technology available to tap into this potential market is as yet 
unproven commercially, at least in the U.S.  
 
The technical barrier to the commercialization of methane destruction or utilization technology 
capable of being used in conjunction with ventilation systems has been the highly dilute 
character of the methane emitted by these systems. Typically the mine air vented from return air 
shafts is less than 1 percent methane. The utilization technologies considered thus far require 
gas with much higher methane content. 
 
There are at present no commercial projects using ventilation air methane destruction or 
oxidation technology at active coal or trona mines in the United States.38 Since commercial VAM 
projects are non-existent at present, the Reserve concludes that all commercial VAM projects 
be eligible under a common practice standard.  
 

 
Figure A.2. Ventilation and Drainage System Emissions, 2007 (million cubic feet) 
 

A.3 Evaluation of the Common Practice Standards 
The common practice standards summarized above are based on a relatively small number of 
observations. However, it is important to recognize that this is not a “small sample” problem; 
rather it is the population of mines that uses drainage, with or without CMM utilization, which is 
small. With the exception of a very small number of mines with missing data that were deleted 
from the database, the Reserve believes the analysis covers the entire population of gassy U.S. 
underground mines. Although we cannot be certain that the original MSHA and EPA databases 
used as our primary sources provide comprehensive coverage of all gassy mines, all mines with 

                                                 
38 There is one demonstration project that received approval from the Mine Health and Safety Administration (MSHA) 
in April 2008. 
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drainage, and all mines with utilization, this is the intent of these databases and we have no 
reason to believe that there are significant deficiencies in their coverage.   
 
Thus, while the analysis necessarily rests on a small set of observations, it is nonetheless 
representative of the population. By pooling the data across eight years (2000 to 2007), SAIC 
was able to increase the number of mines covered in the analysis, as well as reduce the impact 
of short-term fluctuations in a mine’s methane liberation, drainage and/or production rate on our 
analysis. Beyond pooling the data, there are few if any viable means of increasing the number 
of observations used in this analysis. We did consider the possibility of adding data from other 
countries, but ruled this approach out because we believe that the geologic conditions, mining 
methods, and economics of mining and CMM recovery are too variable across national borders 
to enable the application of non-U.S. data to an analysis of common practice within the U.S. 

A.4 Updating the Performance Standard 
The common practice standards developed for coal mine methane projects reflect operating 
practices under current economic, regulatory, and technological conditions. SAIC’s analysis of 
sector trends indicated that common practice has been relatively stable or slow to evolve, at 
least over the past decade. If and when these conditions change in the future, the common 
practice standard will be affected. Therefore, the performance standard analyses will be 
updated on a periodic basis to either confirm that common practice has not changed or to 
develop new standards reflecting changed conditions. 
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Appendix B Emission Factor Tables 
Table B.1. CO2 Emission Factors for Fossil Fuel Use 

 
Fuel Type 

Heat Content 
Carbon 
Content 

(Per Unit Energy) 

Fraction 
Oxidized 

CO2 Emission 
Factor 

(Per Unit Energy) 

CO2 Emission 
Factor 

(Per Unit Mass or 
Volume) 

Coal and Coke 
MMBtu / short 

ton 
kg C / MMBtu  kg CO2 / MMBtu 

kg CO2 / short 

ton 

Anthracite Coal 25.09 28.26 1.00 103.62 2,599.83 
Bituminous Coal 24.93 25.49 1.00 93.46 2,330.04 
Sub-bituminous Coal 17.25 26.48 1.00 97.09 1,674.86 
Lignite 14.21 26.30 1.00 96.43 1,370.32 
Unspecified (Residential/ Commercial) 22.05 26.00 1.00 95.33 2,102.29 
Unspecified (Industrial Coking) 26.27 25.56 1.00 93.72 2,462.12 
Unspecified (Other Industrial) 22.05 25.63 1.00 93.98 2,072.19 
Unspecified (Electric Utility) 19.95 25.76 1.00 94.45 1,884.53 
Coke 24.80 31.00 1.00 113.67 2,818.93 

Natural Gas (By Heat Content) Btu / scf kg C / MMBtu  kg CO2 / MMBtu kg CO2 / scf 

975 to 1,000 Btu / scf 975 – 1,000 14.73 1.00 54.01 Varies 
1,000 to 1,025 Btu / scf 1,000 – 1,025 14.43 1.00 52.91 Varies 
1,025 to 1,050 Btu / scf  1,025 – 1,050 14.47 1.00 53.06 Varies 
1,050 to 1,075 Btu / scf 1,050 – 1,075 14.58 1.00 53.46 Varies 
1,075 to 1,100 Btu / scf 1,075 – 1,100 14.65 1.00 53.72 Varies 
Greater than 1,100 Btu / scf > 1,100 14.92 1.00 54.71 Varies 
Weighted U.S. Average 1,029 14.47 1.00 53.06 0.0546 
Petroleum Products MMBtu / barrel kg C / MMBtu  kg CO2 / MMBtu kg CO2 / gallon 

Asphalt and Road Oil 6.636 20.62 1.00 75.61 11.95 
Aviation Gasoline 5.048 18.87 1.00 69.19 8.32 
Distillate Fuel Oil (#1, 2, and 4) 5.825 19.95 1.00 73.15 10.15 
Jet Fuel 5.670 19.33 1.00 70.88 9.57 
Kerosene 5.670 19.72 1.00 72.31 9.76 
LPG (average for fuel use) 3.849 17.23 1.00 63.16 5.79 
   Propane  3.824 17.20 1.00 63.07 5.74 
   Ethane 2.916 16.25 1.00 59.58 4.14 
   Isobutene 4.162 17.75 1.00 65.08 6.45 
   n-Butane 4.328 17.72 1.00 64.97 6.70 
Lubricants 6.065 20.24 1.00 74.21 10.72 
Motor Gasoline 5.218 19.33 1.00 70.88 8.81 
Residual Fuel Oil (#5 and 6) 6.287 21.49 1.00 78.80 11.80 
Crude Oil 5.800 20.33 1.00 74.54 10.29 
Naphtha (<401°F) 5.248 18.14 1.00 66.51 8.31 
Natural Gasoline 4.620 18.24 1.00 66.88 7.36 
Other Oil (>401°F) 5.825 19.95 1.00 73.15 10.15 
Pentanes Plus  4.620 18.24 1.00 66.88 7.36 
Petrochemical Feedstocks 5.428 19.37 1.00 71.02 9.18 
Petroleum Coke 6.024 27.85 1.00 102.12 14.65 
Still Gas 6.000 17.51 1.00 64.20 9.17 
Special Naphtha 5.248 19.86 1.00 72.82 9.10 
Unfinished Oils 5.825 20.33 1.00 74.54 10.34 
Waxes 5.537 19.81 1.00 72.64 9.58 
Source: EPA Climate Leaders, Stationary Combustion Guidance (2007), Table B-2 except: 
Default CO2 emission factors (per unit energy) are calculated as: Carbon Content × Fraction Oxidized × 44/12.  
Default CO2 emission factors (per unit mass or volume) are calculated as: Heat Content x Carbon Content × Fraction 
Oxidized × 44/12× Conversion Factor (if applicable).  
Heat content factors are based on higher heating values (HHV). 
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If available, the official source tested methane destruction efficiency shall be used in place of 
the default methane destruction efficiency. Project developers have the option to use either the 
default methane destruction efficiencies provided, or the site specific methane destruction 
efficiencies as provided by a state or local agency accredited source test service provider, for 
each of the combustion devices used in the project, performed on an annual basis. 
 
Table B.2. Default Destruction Efficiencies for Combustion Devices 

Destruction Device Destruction Efficiency 

Open Flare 0.96 
Enclosed Flare 0.995 
Lean-burn Internal Combustion Engine 0.936 
Rich-burn Internal Combustion Engine 0.995 
Boiler 0.98 
Microturbine or Large Gas Turbine 0.995 
Upgrade and Use of Gas as CNG/LNG Fuel 0.95 
Upgrade and Injection into Natural Gas Pipeline 0.98** 

Source: The default destruction efficiencies for enclosed flares and electricity generation devices are based on a 
preliminary set of actual source test data provided by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The default 
destruction efficiency values are the lesser of the twenty fifth percentile of the data provided or 0.995. These default 
destruction efficiencies may be updated as more source test data is made available to the Reserve. 
 
** The Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories gives a standard value for the 
fraction of carbon oxidized for gas destroyed of 99.5% (Reference Manual, Table 1.6, page 1.29). It also gives a 
value for emissions from processing, transmission and distribution of gas which would be a very conservative 
estimate for losses in the pipeline and for leakage at the end user (Reference Manual, Table 1.58, page 1.121). 
These emissions are given as 118,000kgCH4/PJ on the basis of gas consumption, which is 0.6%. Leakage in the 
residential and commercial sectors is stated to be 0 to 87,000kgCH4/PJ, which equates to 0.4%, and in industrial 
plants and power station the losses are 0 to 175,000kg/CH4/PJ, which is 0.8%. These leakage estimates are 
compounded and multiplied. The methane destruction efficiency for landfill gas injected into the natural gas 
transmission and distribution system can now be calculated as the product of these three efficiency factors, giving a 
total efficiency of (99.5% * 99.4% * 99.6%) 98.5% for residential and commercial sector users, and (99.5% * 99.4% * 
99.2%) 98.1% for industrial plants and power stations. 39 
 
Equation B.1. Calculating Heat Generation Emission Factor (EFheat,y) 

12
44,

,
2 

heat

iCO
yheat Eff

EF
EF  

 

Where,    Units 

EFheat,y = Emission factor for heat generation kg CO2/volume 

EFCO2,i = CO2 emission factor of fuel used in heat generation (see Table B.1) kg C/volume 

Effheat = Boiler efficiency of the heat generation (either measured efficiency, 
manufacturer nameplate data for efficiency, or 100%) 

% 

44/12 = Carbon to carbon dioxide conversion factor  

                                                 
39 GE AES Greenhouse Gas Services, Landfill Gas Methodology, Version 1.0 (July 2007). 
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Appendix C Data Substitution Guidelines 

This appendix provides guidance on calculating emission reductions when data integrity has 
been compromised due to missing data points. No data substitution is permissible for equipment 
such as thermocouples which monitor the proper functioning of destruction devices. Rather, the 
methodologies presented below are to be used only for the methane concentration and flow 
metering parameters, including temperature and pressure data. 
 
The Reserve expects that projects will have continuous, uninterrupted data for the entire 
reporting period. However, the Reserve recognizes that unexpected events or occurrences may 
result in brief data gaps. 
 
The following data substitution methodology may be used only for flow and methane 
concentration data gaps that are discrete, limited, non-chronic, and due to unforeseen 
circumstances. Data substitution can only be applied to methane concentration or flow readings, 
but not both simultaneously. If data is missing for both parameters, no reductions can be 
credited. The methodology may also be used for missing temperature and pressure data (which 
is used to adjust flow rate). However, the methodology must be applied to both parameters 
simultaneously, regardless of if data is available for one or the other. In other words: if either 
temperature or pressure data is missing, the project developer must use the following 
methodology to substitute data for both parameters over the same time interval.  
 
Further, substitution may only occur when two other monitored parameters corroborate proper 
functioning of the destruction device and system operation within normal ranges. These two 
parameters must be demonstrated as follows: 
 

1. Proper functioning can be evidenced by thermocouple readings for flares, energy output 
for engines, etc.   

2. For methane concentration substitution, flow rates during the data gap must be 
consistent with normal operation.  

3.  For flow substitution, methane concentration rates during the data gap must be 
consistent with normal operations.   

 
If corroborating parameters fail to demonstrate any of these requirements, no substitution may 
be employed. If the requirements above can be met, the following substitution methodology 
maybe applied: 
 

Duration of Missing Data Substitution Methodology 

Less than six hours 
Use the average of the four hours of normal operations immediately 
before and following the outage 

Six to 24 hours 
Use the 90% lower or upper confidence limit of the 24 hours of normal 
operations prior to and after the outage, whichever results in greater 
conservativeness 

One to seven days 
Use the 95% lower or upper confidence limit of the 72 hours of normal 
operations prior to and after the outage, whichever results in greater 
conservativeness 

Greater than one week No data may be substituted and no credits may be generated 

 
The lower confidence limit should be used for both methane concentration and flow readings, as 
this will provide the greatest conservativeness. 
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ERRATA AND CLARIFICATIONS 
 
The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) published its Coal Mine Methane (CMM) Project 
Protocol Version 1.1 in October 2011. While the Reserve intends for the CMM Project Protocol 
V1.1 to be a complete, transparent document, it recognizes that correction of errors and 
clarifications will be necessary as the protocol is implemented and issues are identified. This 
document is an official record of all errata and clarifications applicable to the CMM Project 
Protocol V1.1.1 
 
Per the Reserve’s Program Manual, both errata and clarifications are considered effective on 
the date they are first posted on the Reserve website. The effective date of each erratum or 
clarification is clearly designated below. All listed and registered coal mine methane projects 
must incorporate and adhere to these errata and clarifications when they undergo verification. 
The Reserve will incorporate both errata and clarifications into future versions of the protocol.  
 
All project developers and verification bodies must refer to this document to ensure that the 
most current guidance is adhered to in project design and verification. Verification bodies shall 
refer to this document immediately prior to uploading any Verification Statement to assure all 
issues are properly addressed and incorporated into verification activities. 
 
If you have any questions about the updates or clarifications in this document, please contact 
Policy at policy@climateactionreserve.org or (213) 891-1444 x3. 
 
 

                                                
1
 See Section 4.3.4 of the Climate Action Reserve Program Manual for an explanation of the Reserve’s policies on 

protocol errata and clarifications. “Errata” are issued to correct typographical errors. “Clarifications” are issued to 
ensure consistent interpretation and application of the protocol. For document management and program 
implementation purposes, both errata and clarifications are contained in this single document. 

mailto:policy@climateactionreserve.org
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Section 5 

1. Accounting for Additional Non-Methane Cooling Air Volume in VAM 
Oxidation Projects (CLARIFICATION – October 22, 2013) 

Section: 5.2.2, Equation 5.10 
 
Context: Due to the high temperatures which may result from high methane concentrations 
of VAM entering destruction devices at a project, additional non-methane fresh air (either 
occasionally or continuous) may be added to the system to prevent overheating of the 
destruction device. The protocol assumes a closed system, in which the flow rate of the 
input and exhaust are the same. However, in the case of destruction devices in which 
additional non-methane fresh air is added after the point at which VAM input flow is 
metered, the flow of the exhaust would be greater than the metered flow of the input. 
Without accounting for this additional flow, the methane destruction will be overestimated 
due to the dilution of methane in the exhaust gas. It is not clear how projects should account 
for this situation in the quantification methodology. 
 
Clarification: Destruction devices requiring an additional cooling air intake component are 
permissible under this protocol. To account for the additional non-methane air, Equation 
5.10 shall be replaced with the revised Equation 5.10 below. If destruction devices include a 
cooling air intake, the flow of additional non-methane air entering the destruction device 
should be metered and the actual flow data shall be used in the equation. However, if the 
cooling air intake is not metered, the project developer must instead use the maximum flow 
rate (e.g. the full capacity) of the cooling air intake system for the full duration of time when it 
is operating. If the operational status of the cooling air system is not monitored, the project 
developer shall assume that the system is always operational.  
 

Revised Equation 5.10. CH4 Destroyed by VAM Oxidation 

               

Where, 
 

  Units 

MDOX = Methane destroyed through oxidation during the reporting period tCH4 
MMOX = Methane measured sent to oxidizer during the reporting period tCH4 
PEOX = Project emissions of non-oxidized CH4 from oxidation of the VAM stream 

during the reporting period 
tCH4 

And, 
 

   

                                            

Where, 
 

  Units 

VAMflow rate,y = Average flow rate of ventilation air entering the oxidation unit during period 
y corrected if needed for inlet flow gas pressure and temperature (PVAM inflow 
and TVAM inflow respectively) per Equation 5.12 

scfm 

timey = Time during which VAM unit is operational during period y m 
PCCH4 VAM = Concentration of methane in the ventilation air entering the oxidation unit, 

corrected if needed for pressure and temperature in the vicinity of the 
methane analyzer 

scf/scf 

DCH4 = Density of methane under standard conditions tCH4/scf
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And, 
 

   

                                              

Where, 
 

  Units 

VAMexhaust volume,y = Total volume of methane leaving the oxidation unit during period y scf 
PCCH4 exhaust = Concentration of methane in the ventilation air exhaust, corrected if 

needed for pressure and temperature in the vicinity of the methane 
analyzer (PVAM analyzer inflow, TVAM analyzer inflow, PVAM analyzer exhaust, and  
TVAM analyzer exhaust) 

scf/scf 

DCH4 = Density of methane under standard conditions tCH4/scf 
    
And either, 
 

   

                                                  

Or, 
 

   

                     (                     )   (                    ) 

Where, 
 

  Units 

VAMexhaust flow rate,y = Average metered flow rate of the ventilation air exhaust leaving the 
oxidation unit during period y, corrected if needed for inlet flow gas 
pressure and temperature (PVAM inflow and TVAM inflow respectively) per 
Equation 5.12 

scfm 

CAflow rate,z = Flow rate
a
 of additional cooling air added to VAM destruction system 

after metering point for VAMflow rate (equal to zero, if the project is a 
closed system in which VAM intake flow is equal to exhaust gas flow) 

scfm 

timez = Subset of time, z, during which the air intake system is operational 
within the time period y

b
 

m 

a
 If the project is metering the cooling air intake flow volume, then the average metered data flow rate shall be used. If 
the flow is not metered, then the maximum capacity of the air intake system shall be used for the flow rate. 

b
 If the operational status of the air intake system is not monitored, then the system shall be assumed to be 
operational at all times (i.e. timey = timez). 

 

Section 6 

2. NMHC Sampling Requirements (CLARIFICATION – March 10, 2014) 

Section: 6.1 
 
Context: The protocol requires the non-methane hydrocarbon (NMHC) content of coal mine 
gas (CMG) to be determined on an annual basis by a full gas analysis using a gas 
chromatograph for both VAM projects and drainage projects. The protocol goes on to state 
that these gas samples shall be collected “prior to each destruction device.” While the 
protocol’s intent is that the NMHC gas sample be taken upstream of each destruction 
device, it is not necessary to take multiple NMHC samples of CMG from a single drainage 
system or ventilation shaft if multiple destruction devices are being used. Rather, the 
protocol’s intent is to require that a separate NMHC sample be taken upstream of the 
destruction device for each CMG source within the project definition.   



Coal Mine Methane Project Protocol Version 1.1  March 10, 2014 
Errata and Clarifications  

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of this document 5 

 
Clarification: The last sentence in the relevant paragraph shall be replaced with: 
 
“Separate gas samples shall be collected from each drainage system or ventilation shaft 
within the project definition by a third-party technician. The sample shall be taken upstream 
of the destruction device(s).” 
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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 
C Carbon 

CH4 Methane 

CO2 Carbon dioxide 

CRT Climate Reserve Tonne 

FIA USFS Forest Inventory and Analysis1 

FPP Forest Project Protocol 

GHG Greenhouse gas 

lb Pound 

IFM Improved Forest Management 

N2O Nitrous oxide 

PF Professional Forester, in the case of California, a “Registered Professional 
Forester” 

PIA Project Implementation Agreement 

Reserve Climate Action Reserve 

RPF Registered Professional Forester, a person registered to practice professional 
forestry in California 

USFS United States Forest Service 

 
 

                                                
1 http://fia.fs.fed.us/program-features/rpa/  

http://fia.fs.fed.us/program-features/rpa/
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1 Introduction 
The Forest Project Protocol (FPP) provides requirements and guidance for quantifying the net 
climate benefits of activities that sequester carbon on forestland in the United States. The 
protocol provides project eligibility rules; methods to calculate a project’s net effects on 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and removals of CO2 from the atmosphere (“removals”); 
procedures for assessing the risk that carbon sequestered by a project may be reversed (i.e., 
released back to the atmosphere); and approaches for long term project monitoring and 
reporting. The goal of this protocol is to ensure that the net GHG reductions and removals 
caused by a project are accounted for in a complete, consistent, transparent, accurate, and 
conservative manner and may therefore be reported to the Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) 
as the basis for issuing carbon offset credits (called Climate Reserve Tonnes, or CRTs).  
 
The Reserve is a national offsets program working to ensure integrity, transparency and 
financial value in the North American carbon market. It does this by establishing regulatory-
quality standards for the development, quantification and verification of GHG emissions 
reduction projects in North America; issuing carbon offset credits known as CRTs generated 
from such projects; and tracking the transaction of credits over time in a transparent, publicly-
accessible system. Adherence to the Reserve’s high standards ensures that emissions 
reductions associated with projects are real, permanent and additional, thereby instilling 
confidence in the environmental benefit, credibility and efficiency of the U.S. carbon market. 
 
Only those Forest Projects that are eligible under and comply with the FPP may be registered 
with the Reserve. Section 9 of this protocol provides requirements and guidance for verifying the 
performance of project activities and their associated GHG reductions and removals reported to 
the Reserve.  

1.1 About Forests, Carbon Dioxide, and Climate Change 
Forests have the capacity to both emit and sequester carbon dioxide (CO2), a leading 
greenhouse gas that contributes to climate change. Trees, through the process of 
photosynthesis, naturally absorb CO2 from the atmosphere and store the gas as carbon in their 
biomass, i.e., trunk (bole), leaves, branches, and roots. Carbon is also stored in the soils that 
support the forest, as well as the understory plants and litter on the forest floor. Wood products 
that are harvested from forests can also provide long term storage of carbon. 
 
When trees are disturbed, through events like fire, disease, pests or harvest, some of their 
stored carbon may oxidize or decay over time releasing CO2 into the atmosphere. The quantity 
and rate of CO2 that is emitted may vary, depending on the circumstances of the disturbance. 
Forests function as reservoirs in storing CO2.Depending on how forests are managed or 
impacted by natural events, they can be a net source of emissions, resulting in a decrease to 
the reservoir, or a net sink, resulting in an increase of CO2 to the reservoir. In other words, 
forests may have a net negative or net positive impact on the climate. 
 
Through sustainable management and protection, forests can also play a positive and 
significant role to help address global climate change. The Reserve’s FPP is designed to 
address the forest sector’s unique capacity to sequester, store, and emit CO2 and to facilitate 
the positive role that forests can play to address climate change. 
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2 Forest Project Definitions and Requirements 
For the purposes of the FPP, a Forest Project is a planned set of activities designed to increase 
removals of CO2 from the atmosphere or reduce or prevent emissions of CO2 to the 
atmosphere, through increasing and/or conserving forest carbon stocks. 
 
A glossary of terms related to Forest Projects is provided in Section 10 of this protocol. 
Throughout the protocol, important defined terms are capitalized (e.g., “Avoided Conversion 
Project”). 

2.1 Project Types 
The Reserve will register the following types of Forest Project activities.2  

2.1.1  Improved Forest Management 

An Improved Forest Management Project involves management activities that maintain or 
increase carbon stocks on forested land relative to baseline levels of carbon stocks, as defined 
in Section 6.1 of this protocol. An Improved Forest Management Project is only eligible if: 
 

1. The project takes place on land that has greater than ten percent tree canopy cover. 

2. The project employs natural forest management practices, as defined in Section 3.9.2 of 
this protocol.  

3. The project does not employ broadcast fertilization. 

4. The project does not take place on land that was part of a previously registered Forest 
Project, unless the previous Forest Project was terminated due to an Unavoidable 
Reversal (see Section 7). 

 
Eligible management activities may include, but are not limited to: 
 

▪ Increasing the overall age of the forest by increasing rotation ages 
▪ Increasing the forest productivity by thinning diseased and suppressed trees 
▪ Managing competing brush and short-lived forest species 
▪ Increasing the stocking of trees on understocked areas 
▪ Maintaining stocks at a high level 

 
Improved Forest Management Projects may be eligible on both private and public lands. 

2.1.2 Avoided Conversion 

An Avoided Conversion Project involves preventing the conversion of forestland to a non-forest 
land use by dedicating the land to continuous forest cover at existing or increased stocking 
levels through conservation easement recordation or transfer to public ownership. An Avoided 
Conversion Project is only eligible if: 
 

                                                
2 Reforestation Projects were previously included within the FPP. Please refer to the Reserve’s website for 

information about that project type. 
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1. The Project Operator can demonstrate that there is a significant threat of conversion of 
project land to a non-forest land use by following the requirements for establishing the 
project’s baseline in Section 6.2 of this protocol. 

2. The project does not employ broadcast fertilization. 

3. The project does not take place on land that was part of a previously registered Forest 
Project, unless the previous Forest Project was terminated due to an Unavoidable 
Reversal (see Section 7). 

 
An Avoided Conversion Project may involve tree planting, harvesting, and other silvicultural 
activities as part of the project activity. 
 
Avoided Conversion Projects are eligible only on lands that are privately owned prior to the 
project start date. 

2.2 Forest Owners and Project Operators 
A Forest Owner is an individual or a corporation or other legally constituted entity, city, county, 
state agency, or a combination thereof that has legal control of any amount of forest carbon3 
within the Project Area. Control of forest carbon means the Forest Owner has the legal authority 
to effect changes to forest carbon quantities, e.g., through timber rights or other forest 
management or land-use rights. Control of forest carbon occurs, for purposes of satisfying this 
protocol, through fee ownership and/or deeded encumbrances, such as conservation 
easements.  
 
Multiple Forest Owners may exist with respect to a single Forest Project, since control of forest 
carbon may be associated with fee ownership or through one or more deeded encumbrances 
that exist within a Project Area, any one of which may convey partial control of the project’s 
forest carbon. However, only one fee owner may exist with respect to a single Forest Project. 
Any unencumbered forest carbon is assumed to be controlled by the fee owner. Individuals or 
entities holding mineral, gas, oil, or similar de minimis4 interests in the forest carbon, are 
precluded from the definition of Forest Owner. Where any Forest Owner chooses to exclude the 
forest carbon it controls from becoming part of the Forest Project, the project’s baseline must 
demonstrate the exclusion as a legal constraint. 
 
The Project Operator is responsible for undertaking a Forest Project and registering it with the 
Reserve, and is ultimately responsible for all Forest Project reporting and attestations. The 
Project Operator has an account with the Reserve and executes the Project Implementation 
Agreement (see Section 3.6). A Project Operator must be one of the Forest Owners or must 
have an explicit legal agreement granting the right to operate the project from all other Forest 
Owners. In the latter case, the Project Operator must at least have fee ownership of the Project 
Area. The legal agreement granting the right to operate the project on behalf of the Forest 
Owner(s) will be subject to review and approval by the Reserve. 
 
In all cases, the Project Operator must secure an agreement from all other Forest Owners that 
(1) assigns authority to the Project Operator to undertake a Forest Project, subject to any 
conditions imposed by any of the other Forest Owners to include or disallow any carbon they 
control; and (2) waives any right on the part of the Forest Owners to seek damages, penalties, 

                                                
3 See definition of Forest Carbon in glossary. 
4 de minimis control includes access right or ways and residential power line right of ways. 
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costs, losses, expenses, or judgments from the Reserve arising from or in any way connected 
with the Forest Project, except as explicitly provided for in the PIA. 
 
The Reserve maintains the right to determine which individuals or entities meet the definition of 
“Forest Owner.” 
 
The Project Operator may engage an independent third-party project developer to assist or 
consult with the Project Operator and to implement the Forest Project. All information submitted 
to the Reserve on behalf of the Project Operator shall reference the Project Operator, who is 
responsible for the accuracy and completeness of the information submitted, and for ensuring 
compliance with this Forest Project Protocol. 

2.3 Forest Project Aggregation 
Eligible Forest Projects5 may be aggregated to improve cost-effectiveness while maintaining 
rigor in overall carbon inventory accounting. Individual Forest Projects can benefit through 
participation in an aggregate by meeting carbon inventory confidence standards across an 
aggregate, rather than within each project. This reduces the sampling intensity required within 
each project to meet statistical confidence requirements. Similarly, verification of aggregated 
projects is considered across the broader population, which reduces the verification costs to 
individual Project Operators participating in an aggregate. An aggregate consists of two or more 
individual Forest Projects enrolled with an Aggregator. For more information, please refer to the 
Guidelines for Aggregating Forest Projects. 
 
 

                                                
5 As described in the Guidelines for Aggregating Forest Projects available on the Reserve website. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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3 Eligibility Rules and Other Requirements 
In addition to the definitions and requirements described in Section 2, Forest Projects must 
meet several other criteria and conditions to be eligible for registration with the Reserve, and 
must adhere to certain requirements related to their duration, crediting period, and management 
activities. 
 

Section 3.1 Project Location 
→ U.S., U.S. Territories (avoided conversion 

only), and tribal areas 

Section 3.2 Project Start Date 
→ No more than twelve months prior to project 

submission 

Section 3.3 Additionality → Exceed legal requirements  

  
→ Meet performance standard  

Section 3.4 Project Crediting Period 
→ One hundred year crediting period  

Section 3.5 Permanence → One hundred years following the issuance of 
CRTs 

Section 3.6 Project Implementation 
Agreement → Project Operator executes PIA with the 

Reserve  

Section 3.7 Qualified Conservation 
Easement → Optional 

Section 3.8 Regulatory Compliance → Compliance with all applicable laws 

Section 3.9 Sustainable Harvesting and 
Natural Forest Management → Ongoing compliance with the requirements 

for the project’s assessment area(s) 

 

3.1 Project Location 
All Forest Projects located in the United States of America are eligible to register with the 
Reserve provided they meet all other eligibility requirements described in this protocol. 
Improved Forest Management Projects may be located on private land or on state or municipal 
public land. Avoided Conversion Projects must be implemented on private land, unless the land 
is transferred to public ownership as part of the project. All projects can be transferred from 
private to public lands, whereby the public entity acquires all terms and conditions described in 
this protocol. 
 
All Improved Forest Management Projects that are on public lands as of the project’s start date 
must be approved by the government agency or agencies responsible for management 
activities on the land. This approval must include an explicit approval of the project’s baseline, 
as determined in Section 6, and must involve any public vetting processes necessary to 
evaluate management and policy decisions concerning the project activity. 
 
Forest Projects on federal lands may be eligible if and when their eligibility is approved through 
a federal legislative or regulatory/rulemaking process. Forest Projects in tribal areas must 
demonstrate that the land within the Project Area is owned by a tribe or private entities. 
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Companion documents to the Forest Project Protocol contain data tables, equations, and 
benchmark data applicable to projects located in the United States. The Reserve may add 
approved equations and models as they are developed in future versions of the Forest Project 
Protocol.  
 
The methods required by this protocol for estimating baseline carbon stocks for Forest Projects 
cannot currently be applied outside the United States, as they rely on U.S.-specific data sets 
and models, particularly for Improved Forest Management Projects. Avoided Conversion 
Projects are eligible in U.S. Territories, as they do not depend on the U.S.-specific data sets 
mentioned above. 

3.2 Project Start Date 
The start date of a Forest Project is the date on which an activity is initiated that will lead to 
increased GHG reductions or removals relative to the Forest Project’s baseline. All forest 
projects must be submitted to the Reserve within 12 months of their project start date.6 
 
The following sections detail actions that identify the project start date for each project type. 

3.2.1 Improved Forest Management Project Start Date 

For an Improved Forest Management Project, the action is initiating forest management 
activities that increase sequestration and/or decrease emissions relative to the baseline. The 
start date must be linked to a discrete, verifiable action that delineates a change in practice 
relative to the project’s baseline. Project Operators may choose to identify one of the following 
actions: 
 

▪ Recordation of a conservation easement on the Project Area. The project start date is 
the date the easement was recorded. 

▪ Transferring of property ownership (to a public or private entity). The project start date is 
the date of property transfer. 

▪ Submitting the project to the Reserve.7 The project start date is the date of submittal, 
provided that the project completes verification within 30 months of being submitted. If 
the project does not meet this deadline, it must be resubmitted under the latest version 
of the protocol; it will not retain the initial submittal date and will be subject to any new 
project start date requirements. 

 
Project Operators must affirm the action denoting the project start date by providing 
documentation. Adequate documentation could include deeds of trust, title reports, conservation 
easement documentation, dated forest management plans, and/or contracts or agreements. 

3.2.2 Avoided Conversion Project Start Date 

For an Avoided Conversion Project, the action is committing the Project Area to continued forest 
management and protection through conservation easement recordation with a provision to 
maintain the Project Area in forest cover or transferring the Project Area to public ownership 
where the Project Area will be maintained in forest cover.  
 

                                                
6 See the Reserve’s Program Manual for requirements for listing a project with the Reserve, available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how-it-works/program/program-manual/.  
7 Submitting a project to the Reserve is considered an initiation of a commitment to employ practices that will 
maintain or grow net carbon stocks for the duration of the FPP’s commitment period, per the requirements of the FPP 
and signing the Project Implementation Agreement (PIA). 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how-it-works/program/program-manual/
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Where recordation of a conservation easement is used to signal the project start date, multiple 
conservation easements may be used to cover a single Project Area. Where transfer of the 
Project Area to public ownership is used to signal the project start date, multiple transfers may 
be used to cover a single Project Area. In either case, the following provisions must be met, as 
applicable: 
 

▪ The Project Area being placed under easements has one fee owner, as required by 
Section 2.2, or the Project Area is being transferred to a single public entity; 

▪ The easements must all have been recorded within the span of 12 months, or the 
transfers all take place within the span of 12 months; 

▪ The alternative non-forest land use being avoided must be identical for all portions of the 
project and the default rate of conversion must be used (see Table 6.3); and, 

▪ The Conversion Risk Adjustment Factor must be the same for all portions of the project 
(see Equation 6.11). 

 
In these cases, the project start date will be the date of the last recorded easement, or the date 
of the final transfer of land. 

3.3 Additionality 
The Reserve strives to register only projects that yield surplus GHG emission reductions and 
removals that are additional to what would have occurred in the absence of a carbon offset 
market (i.e., under “Business As Usual”). For a general discussion of the Reserve’s approach to 
determining additionality, see the Reserve’s Program Manual (available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/).  
 
The approach to additionality for Forest Projects recognizes increases in the amount of CO2 
removed from the atmosphere relative to Business As Usual management. It also considers the 
long-term risks to carbon sequestered in the Project Area presented by Business As Usual 
management and the potential emissions of such carbon into the atmosphere. Under such an 
approach, it takes into account the following: 
 

▪ On-site carbon stocks are at risk on a 100-year time scale. 
▪ Land ownership and management direction are not permanent, except in cases where 

binding commitments limit management options, such as conservation easements.  
▪ Management goals and objectives are likely to change over time, especially as 

ownership of a forest changes hands, as often happens between generations of family 
forest owners8 or between entities owning forests as a financial investment.9  

▪ Over the length of a project lifetime and in the absence of a long-term commitment to a 
Forest Project, emissions may have resulted from the clearing of trees to convert a 
forest to another land cover type (for avoided conversion projects) or from harvest 
activities that reduce average on-site carbon stocking (for improved forest management 
projects).  

▪ Committing a site to a Forest Project for at least 100 years and the long-term 
requirements specified in this protocol (e.g., monitoring, reporting, and verification; 
compensation for reversals; buffer pool contributions) removes such risks to emissions. 

                                                
8 Butler, B. J., et al. 2016. “Family Forest Ownerships of the United States, 2013: Findings from the USDA Forest 
Service’s National Woodland Owner Survey.” Journal of Forestry 114 (6): 638–47. doi:10.5849/jof.15-099. 
9 Bliss, J. C., et al. 2010. “Disintegration of the U. S. Industrial Forest Estate: Dynamics, Trajectories, and Questions.” 
Small-Scale Forestry 9 (1): 53–66. doi:10.1007/s11842-009-9101-7. 

 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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Furthermore, this protocol acknowledges that the project’s baseline, as the way Business As 
Usual management is represented for quantification purposes, is a counterfactual scenario, i.e., 
a representation of what may have actually occurred if the project had never happened. 
Additionality is assured over 100-year crediting period, during which project activities ensure 
forest carbon stocks are maintained or increase compared to the baseline, since the precise 
timing of potential outcomes within the counterfactual scenario are impossible to pinpoint. This 
and other assumptions incorporated into the quantification of a project’s baseline and GHG 
reductions, as described below in Section 6, are used to create more consistency and simplicity 
in crediting while maintaining conservativeness. 
 
Forest Projects must satisfy the following tests to be considered additional: 
 

1. Legal Requirement Test. Forest Projects must achieve GHG reductions or removals 
above and beyond any GHG reductions or removals that would result from compliance 
with any federal, state, or local law, statute, rule, regulation, or ordinance. Forest 
Projects must also achieve GHG reductions and removals above and beyond any GHG 
reductions or removals that would result from compliance with any court order or other 
legally binding mandates including management plans (such as Timber Harvest Plans) 
that are required for government agency approval of harvest activities. 
 
Deeded encumbrances, such as timber deeds or conservation easements, may 
effectively control forest carbon, such that there may be multiple Forest Owners within 
the Project Area. Deeded encumbrances are considered legally binding mandates for 
the purposes of the legal requirement test, unless they are recorded within a year of the 
Forest Project’s start date with clear agreement from all Forest Owners.  
 
Deeded encumbrances may contain terms that do not directly refer to forest carbon, but 
that nevertheless restrict the effect the ability of any one Forest Owner to change forest 
carbon stocks. These terms must be interpreted with respect to their effect on forest 
carbon for the purposes of the legal requirement test and baseline determinations. 
Where the terms of deeded encumbrances are not explicit with regards to forest carbon, 
the following assumptions shall be made: 

a. Restrictions or references related to canopy cover, basal area, density, volume, 
carbon or biomass apply to standing live and dead trees of all species.  

b. Carbon in other pools (soil, litter, duff, shrubs, etc.) is assumed to be associated 
with the other defined terms, such as trees. 

c. Terms related to forest (tree) growth apply to growth in all tree species. 
 

2. Performance Test. Forest Projects must achieve GHG reductions or removals above 
and beyond any GHG reductions or removals that would result from engaging in 
Business As Usual activities, as defined by the requirements described below (Section 
3.3.2).  
 
Project quantification (Section 6) further ensures that forest projects are additional via 
checks on financial feasibility. 

3.3.1 Legal Requirement Test 

The legal requirement test is satisfied if the following requirements are met, depending on the 
type of Forest Project. 
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3.3.1.1 Improved Forest Management Projects 

At the Forest Project’s initial verification, the Project Operator must sign the Reserve’s 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form indicating that the Forest Project is not legally 
required (as defined above) and was not legally required at the time of the project’s start date. 
For the purposes of the attestation, the “Project” is defined as maintaining onsite carbon stocks 
at or above their current levels (at the time the attestation is signed) for at least 100 years.  
 
A project’s final baseline must reflect all legal constraints in effect at the time of the project’s 
start date, as required in Section 6.1 of this protocol. 

3.3.1.2 Avoided Conversion Projects 

At the Forest Project’s initial verification, the Project Operator must sign the Reserve’s 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form indicating that the Forest Project’s planned forest 
conservation activities are not legally required (as defined above) and were not legally required 
at the time of the project’s start date. 
 
A project’s final baseline must reflect all legal constraints, as required in Section 6.2 of this 
protocol. 

3.3.2 Performance Test 

The performance test is satisfied if the following requirements are met, depending on the type of 
Forest Project. 

3.3.2.1 Improved Forest Management Projects 

An Improved Forest Management Project automatically satisfies the performance test. Project 
activities are considered additional to the extent they produce GHG reductions and/or removals 
in excess of those that would have occurred under a Business As Usual scenario, as defined by 
the baseline estimation requirements in Section 6.1. 

3.3.2.2 Avoided Conversion Projects 

An Avoided Conversion Project satisfies the performance test if the Project Operator provides a 
real estate appraisal (or real estate appraisals) for the Project Area (as defined in Section 4) 
indicating the following: 
 

1. The Project Area is suitable for conversion. The appraisal(s) must clearly identify the 
highest value alternative land use for the Project Area and indicate how the physical 
characteristics of the Project Area are suitable for the alternative land use.  

2. The appraisal(s) must conform with the following minimum standards10: 

a. Appraisal reports shall be prepared and signed by a Licensed or Certified Real 
Estate Appraiser in good standing. 

b. Appraisal reports shall include descriptive photographs and maps of sufficient 
quality and detail to depict the subject property and any market data relied upon, 
including the relationship between the location of the subject property and the 
market data. 

                                                
10 Adapted from Sections 5096.501 and 5096.517, Public Resources Code, State of California. 
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c. Appraisal reports shall include a complete description of the subject property 
land, site characteristics and improvements. Valuations based on a property’s 
development potential shall include: 

i. Verifiable data on the development potential of the land (e.g., Certificates 
of Compliance, Tentative Map, Final Map). 

ii. A description of what would be required for a development project to 
proceed (e.g., legal entitlements, infrastructure). 

iii. Presentation of evidence that sufficient demand exists, or is likely to exist 
in the future, to provide market support for the development. 

iv. Where conversion to commercial, residential, or agricultural land uses is 
identified as the highest value alternative land use, the appraisal(s) must 
demonstrate that the slope of Project Area land is compatible with the 
alternative land use by identifying two areas with similar average slope 
conditions to the Project Area that have been converted within the past 
ten years in the project’s Assessment Area. Alternatively, the Project Area 
must have an average slope less than 40 percent. 

v. Where conversion to agricultural land use is anticipated, the appraisal(s) 
must provide: 

1) Evidence of soil suitability for the type of expected agricultural 
land use. 

2) Evidence of water availability for the type of expected agricultural 
land use. 

3) Where conversion to mining land use is anticipated, the 
appraisal(s) must provide evidence of the extent and amount of 
mineral resources existing in the Project Area. 

vi. Where conversion to residential, commercial, or recreational land uses is 
anticipated, the appraisal(s) must also describe the following information:  

1) The proximity of the Project Area to metropolitan areas 
2) The proximity of the Project Area to grocery and fuel services and 

accessibility of those services 
3) Population growth within 180 miles of the Project Area 

d. Appraisal reports shall include a statement by the appraiser indicating to what 
extent land title conditions were investigated and considered in the analysis and 
value conclusion. 

e. Appraisal reports shall include a discussion of implied dedication, prescriptive 
rights or other unrecorded rights that may affect value, indicating the extent of 
investigation, knowledge, or observation of conditions that might indicate 
evidence of public use.  

f. Appraisal reports shall include a separate valuation for ongoing forest 
management prepared and signed by a certified or registered professional 
qualified in the field of specialty interest. This valuation shall be reviewed and 
approved by a second qualified, certified or registered professional, considered 
by the appraiser, and appended to the appraisal report(s). The valuation must 
identify and incorporate all legal constraints that could affect the valuation of both 
the ongoing forest management. 

g. The appraisal(s) must provide a map that displays specific portions of the Project 
Area that are suitable for the identified alternative land use. (For example, an 
appraisal that identified a golf course as an alternative land use must specify the 
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approximate acres suitable for fairways, greens, clubhouses, and outbuildings.). 
The smaller of the two areas identified in the appraisals must be used. 

3. The alternative land use for the Project Area has a higher market value than maintaining 
the Project Area for sustainable forest management. The appraisal(s) for the property 
must provide a value for the current forest land use condition of the Project Area and a 
fair market value of the anticipated alternative land use for the Project Area. The 
anticipated alternative land use for the Project Area must be at least 40 percent greater 
than the value of the current forested land use.  

 
The appraisal(s) must be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice11 and the appraiser must meet the qualification standards outlined in the 
Internal Revenue Code, Section 170 (f)(11)(E)(ii).12  

3.3.3 Enhancement Payments 

Enhancement payments provide financial assistance to landowners in order to implement 
discrete practices that address natural resource concerns and deliver environmental benefits. 
Examples of relevant enhancement payments include: 
 

▪ California Climate Investments (CCI), formerly called Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds 
(GGRF) 

▪ USFS grants and agreements 
 
Forest Owner(s) may pursue enhancement payments that support forest carbon project 
activities. Because every available enhancement payment is not comprehensively addressed by 
the protocol at this time, the Forest Owner(s) must still disclose any such payments to the 
verifier and the Reserve on an ongoing basis. The Reserve maintains the right to determine if 
payment stacking has occurred and whether or not it would impact project eligibility. 

3.4 Project Crediting Period 
The baseline for any Forest Project registered with the Reserve under this version of the Forest 
Project Protocol is assumed to be valid for 100 years. This means that a registered Forest 
Project will be eligible to receive CRTs for GHG reductions and/or removals quantified using this 
protocol, and verified by Reserve-approved verification bodies, for a period of 100 years 
following the project’s start date. Projects may not end their crediting period early without 
penalty, as all quantification performed in this protocol assumes reporting and verification will 
continue for 100 years. 

3.5 Permanence 
Project Operators must monitor and verify a Forest Project for a period of 100 years following 
the issuance of any CRT for GHG reductions or removals achieved by the project. For example, 
if CRTs are issued to a Forest Project in year 99 following its start date, monitoring and 
                                                
11 The Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice may be accessed at: 
http://commerce.appraisalfoundation.org/html/2006%20USPAP/toc.htm 
12 Section 170 (f)(11)(E) of the Internal Revenue Code defines a qualified appraiser as  
“an individual who: 
(I) has earned an appraisal designation from a recognized professional appraiser organization or has otherwise met 
minimum education and experience requirements set forth in regulations prescribed by the Secretary,  
(II) regularly performs appraisals for which the individual receives compensation, and  
(III) meets such other requirements as may be prescribed by the Secretary in regulations or other guidance.” 

 

http://commerce.appraisalfoundation.org/html/2006%20USPAP/toc.htm


Forest Project Protocol Version 5.0, October 2019 

13 

verification activities must be maintained until year 199. All Forest Projects must undergo an 
initial site visit verification to register with the Reserve. After the initial verification, all Forest 
Projects must undergo a site visit verification at the interval required in Section 8.3.2.1.  
 
There are three possible exceptions to this minimum time commitment: 
 

1. A Forest Project automatically terminates if a Significant Disturbance occurs,13 leading to 
an Unavoidable Reversal that reduces the project’s standing live tree carbon stocks 
below the project’s baseline standing live tree carbon stocks. Once a Forest Project 
terminates in this manner, the Project Operator has no further obligations to the 
Reserve. 

2. A Forest Project may be voluntarily terminated prior to the end of its minimum time 
commitment if the Project Operator surrenders a quantity of CRTs, as specified under 
‘Retiring CRTs Following Project Termination’ below.  

3. A Forest Project may be automatically terminated if there is a breach of certain terms 
described within the Project Implementation Agreement. Such a termination will require 
the Project Operator to retire a quantity of CRTs, as specified under ‘Retiring CRTs 
Following Project Termination’ below. 

Retiring CRTs Following Project Termination 

1. For an Avoided Conversion Project, the Project Operator must surrender a quantity of 
CRTs from its Reserve account equal to the total number of CRTs issued to the project 
over the preceding 100 years. 

2. For an Improved Forest Management Project, the Project Operator must surrender a 
quantity of CRTs from its Reserve account equal to the total number of CRTs issued to 
the project over the preceding 100 years, multiplied by the appropriate compensation 
rate indicated in Table 3.1. 

3. For any project seeking to terminate project activities on only a portion of the project 
area, the change must be treated as a potential Avoidable Reversal. If it is determined 
that the revision to the project area would lead to an Avoidable Reversal, then credits 
must be cancelled as described in Section 7.3.2. Improved Forest Management projects 
must also apply the early termination compensation rate in Table 3.1 below. If the 
revision to the project area would lower standing live carbon stocks below baseline 
levels, then this will be considered a complete project termination. 

4. In addition: 

a. The cancelled CRTs must be those that were issued to the Forest Project, or that 
were issued to other Forest Projects registered with the Reserve. If neither of 
those options is available, CRTs from other land use projects will be given 
preference. If those are not available, then any other CRT is acceptable. 

b. The cancelled CRTs must be designated in the Reserve’s software system as 
compensating for an Avoidable Reversal. 

 
Table 3.1. Compensation Rate for Terminated Improved Forest Management Projects 

                                                
13 The natural disturbance shall not be the result of intentional or grossly negligent acts of any of the Forest Owners. 
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Number of Years that have 
Elapsed Between the Start Date 

and the Date of Termination 
Compensation Rate 

0-5 1.40 

6-10 1.20 

11-20 1.15 

21-30 1.10 

31-50 1.05 

>50 1.00 

 

3.6 Project Implementation Agreement 
For a Forest Project to be eligible for registration with the Reserve, the Project Operator is 
required to enter into a Project Implementation Agreement (PIA) with the Reserve. The PIA is 
an agreement between the Reserve and a Project Operator setting forth: (i) the Project 
Operator’s obligation (and the obligation of its successors and assigns) to comply with the 
Forest Project Protocol, and (ii) the rights and remedies of the Reserve in the event of any 
failure of the Project Operator to comply with its obligations. The PIA must be signed by the 
Project Operator before a project can be registered with the Reserve. It must be signed by all 
entities that are fee simple owners of the Project Area property. The PIA is recorded and 
submitted after the Reserve has reviewed the verification documents and is about to register the 
project. 

3.7 Use of Qualified Conservation Easements or Qualified Deed 
Restrictions 

A Qualified Conservation Easement is a conservation easement that explicitly (1) refers to, and 
incorporates by reference, the terms and conditions of the PIA agreed to by the Project 
Operator, thereby binding both the grantor and grantee – as well as their subsequent assignees 
– to the terms of the PIA for the full duration of the Forest Project’s minimum time commitment, 
as defined in Section 3.5 of this protocol; (2) makes all future encumbrances and deeds subject 
to the PIA; and (3) makes the Reserve a third party beneficiary of the conservation easement. 
 
A Qualified Deed Restriction is a deed restriction that ensures that the Project Implementation 
Agreement runs with the land and explicitly (1) refers to, and incorporates by reference, the 
terms and conditions of the PIA agreed to by the Project Operator, thereby Project Operator—
as well as their subsequent assignees to the terms of the PIA for the full duration of the Forest 
Project’s minimum time commitment, as defined in Section 3.5 of this protocol; (2) makes all 
future encumbrances and deeds subject to the PIA; and (3) makes the Reserve a third party 
beneficiary of the deed restriction. A deed restriction is not "qualified" if it merely consists of a 
recording of the Project Implementation Agreement or a notice of the Project Implementation 
Agreement, as such a recording is already required by the Project Implementation Agreement. 
The Reserve maintains the discretion to determine whether a deed restriction meets the terms 
to be considered a Qualified Deed Restriction. 
 
Qualified Conservation Easements or Qualified Deed Restrictions may be voluntarily employed 
with any project type. Projects that choose to employ Qualified Conservation Easements or 
Qualified Deed Restrictions have reduced obligations to the Reserve’s CRT Buffer Pool, as 
described in Section 7 and Appendix A.  
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Qualified Conservation Easements and Qualified Deed Restrictions must be recorded no earlier 
than one year before a project’s start date. If a Qualified Conservation Easement or Qualified 
Deed Restriction was recorded more than one year prior to the start date, the limits imposed by 
the easement or deed restriction on forest management activities must be considered as a legal 
mandate for the purpose of satisfying the legal requirement test for additionality (Section 3.3.1) 
and in determining the project’s baseline (Section 6).  

3.8 Regulatory Compliance 
Each time the Forest Project is verified, the Project Operator must attest that the project is in 
material compliance with all applicable laws relevant to the project activity. For this protocol, 
instances of non-compliance are likely to be considered “material” if they directly pertain to the 
management of project carbon stocks. Project Operators are required to disclose in writing to 
the verifier all instances of violations of laws that directly protect forests (trees), wildlife, water 
quality, or other environmental benefits, and which result in criminal or civil penalties. If a verifier 
finds that a project is in a state of material non-compliance, then CRTs will not be issued for 
GHG reductions that occurred during the period of non-compliance. Non-compliance solely due 
to administrative or reporting issues, or due to “acts of nature,” will not affect CRT crediting. 

3.9 Sustainable Harvesting and Natural Forest Management 
Practices 

Forest Projects can create long-term climate benefits as well as provide other environmental 
benefits, including the sustaining of natural ecosystem processes. To be in conformance with 
this protocol, Forest Projects must: 
 

1. Employ sustainable long-term harvesting practices, both within their Project Area and on 
other forest landholdings controlled by the Project Operator and its Affiliate(s) within the 
project’s Assessment Area(s), as described in Section 3.9.1. Forest landholdings are 
considered “controlled” by the Project Operator if the Project Operator owns the land in 
fee or has been deeded timber rights on it.  

2. Employ Natural Forest Management practices within the Project Area, including meeting 
species composition, forest structure, and age and habitat distribution requirements, as 
described in Section 3.9.2. 

3. Maintain or increase standing live carbon stocks over the project life, as described in 
Section 3.9.3. 

3.9.1 Sustainable Harvesting Practices 

At the time Commercial Rotational Harvesting is initiated on any of the forest landholdings 
controlled by the Project Operator and its Affiliate(s) within the project’s Assessment Area(s), 
the Project Operator and its Affiliate(s) must employ and demonstrate sustainable long-term 
harvesting practices on all of its forest landholdings within the project’s Supersection(s), 
including the Project Area, using one of the following options: 
 

1. Certification under the Forest Stewardship Council, Sustainable Forestry Initiative, or 
Tree Farm System certification programs. Regardless of the program, the terms of 
certification must require adherence to and verification of harvest levels which can be 
permanently sustained over time. 
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2. Adherence to a renewable long-term (50 years minimum) management plan that 
demonstrates harvest levels which can be permanently sustained over time and that is 
sanctioned and monitored by a state or federal agency (for federal lands only).  

3. The use of silvicultural practices (if harvesting occurs) that maintain canopy cover 
averaging at least 40 percent, as measured on any 20 acres of the Project Operator’s 
and its Affiliate(s’) landholdings within the project’s Supersections(s), including the 
Project Area.14 Exceptions may be granted by the Reserve where it can be 
demonstrated that the harvest openings are intended to restore plantations to forest 
conditions with greater species diversity. The Project Operator is not responsible for 
harvest openings that preceded their ownership if the previous ownership had no direct 
business affiliation with the current ownership. 

4. Adherence to a deeded conservation easement(s) with terms that ensure growth equals 
or exceeds harvest over time. 

 
This requirement shall be met always during the project life and is assessed at each site visit 
verification. Failure to meet this requirement will result in all Reserve account activity being 
suspended until it is met. 
 
Project Operators and their Affiliate(s) who acquire new forest landholdings within the project’s 
Assessment Area(s) have up to five years to incorporate such acquisitions under their 
certification or management plan, or otherwise must abide immediately by the terms of the 
Sustainable Harvesting Practices, whether or not such land is contiguous with the Project Area. 

3.9.2 Natural Forest Management 

All Forest Projects must promote and maintain a diversity of native species and utilize 
management practices that promote and maintain native forests comprised of multiple ages and 
mixed native species within the Project Area and at multiple landscape scales ("Natural Forest 
Management"). 
 
The following key requirements shall apply to all Forest Projects regardless of the silvicultural or 
regeneration methods that are used to manage or maintain the forest: 
 

1. Forest Projects must show verified progress (verified at scheduled site visit verifications) 
towards native tree species composition and distribution requirements described below, 
consistent with the forest type and forest soils native to the Assessment Area. 

2. Forest Projects must manage the distribution of habitat/age classes and structural 
elements, as described below, to support functional habitat for locally native plant and 
wildlife species naturally occurring in the Project Area. 

 
Forest Projects must incorporate the criteria for Natural Forest Management throughout the 
project life. The information provided in Table 3.3 shall be used to determine if the Forest 
Project meets the criteria for engaging in Natural Forest Management. This evaluation must be 
completed and verified at a Forest Project’s initial verification and at all subsequent verifications. 
Forest Project carbon stock inventories (requirements for which are found in Appendix B) should 
be used as the basis of these assessments where applicable. Forest Projects that do not initially 
meet Natural Forest Management criteria but can demonstrate progress towards meeting these 
criteria at the times identified in Table 3.3 are compliant with the protocol. 

                                                
14 Areas impacted by Significant Disturbance may be excluded from this test. 
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1. Species Composition 

All Forest Projects are required to establish and/or maintain forest types that are native to the 
Project Area. For the purposes of this protocol, native forests are defined as those forests 
occurring naturally in an area, as neither a direct nor indirect consequence of human activity 
post-dating European settlement, and are based on reference metrics for each Assessment 
Area provided in an Assessment Area Data File, a companion document to the FPP available 
on the Reserve’s website. The planting of native species outside of their current distribution is 
allowed up to 5% of the overall native species requirement as an adaptation strategy due to 
climate change. Plantings that will result in more than 5% of native species from beyond their 
current distribution must be done in accordance with a state or federally approved adaptation 
plan, or a local plan that has gone through a transparent public review process. In all cases, the 
Project Operator must obtain a written statement from the government agency in charge of 
forestry regulation in the state where the project is located stipulating that the planting of native 
trees outside their current range is appropriate as an adaptation to climate change. The 
specifications for meeting the requirements for species composition are included in Table 3.3. 
 

2. Forest Structure 

A variety of silvicultural practices may be employed in the Project Area during the course of a 
Forest Project, though the protocol does not endorse any particular practice. Any practices 
employed, however, must meet a minimum set of standards to ensure environmental integrity 
associated with a balanced distribution of age and habitat classes across the landscape, as well 
as certain structural elements within the forest. 
 
Harvesting may be conducted within forest projects using a variety of silviculture methods. 
However, to ensure harvest practices maintain habitat refugia, even-aged rotations are limited 
to the following guidelines in Table 3.2. 
 

Table 3.2. Even-Aged Management Retention Guidelines 

Harvest Retention 
(Square Feet Basal Area/Acre of All Species) 

Maximum Size of Harvest Block 
(Acres) 

0 40 

>= 15 < 20 60 

>=20 < 25 80 

>=25 < 30 120 

>= 30 < 40 400 

>= 40 < 50 600 

>=50 Unlimited 

 
Harvest retention is evaluated based on conditions immediately following harvest. Up to 10% of 
the harvest retention standard may be met with standing dead trees. Where any harvest occurs 
in harvest blocks where the harvest retention is less than 50 square feet of basal area per acre, 
additional harvesting may only occur within 300 feet of the harvest area (with less than 50 
square feet basal area per acre) if the harvest retention of the additional harvest exceeds 50 
square feet of basal area per acre. This requirement shall remain in place until the regeneration 
within the original harvested area (i.e., with retention less than 50 square feet basal area per 
acre) achieves a height of five feet or is five years old. 
 
On a watershed scale up to 10,000 acres, all projects must maintain, or make progress toward 
maintaining, no more than 40 percent of their forested acres in ages less than 20 years. Areas 
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impacted by a Significant Disturbance are exempt from this test until 20 years after reforestation 
of such areas.  
 
The protocol does not override a landowner’s obligation to abide by applicable laws and 
regulations, including any governing forest practice rules that may be more stringent. 
Regardless of the silvicultural practice employed, landowners must fulfill their commitment 
under the protocol to permanently maintain or increase onsite standing live carbon stocks (i.e., 
the carbon in live trees within the Project Area) as specified in Section 3.9.3. 
 
Structural elements such as standing dead trees and lying dead wood are features typically 
found in natural forests. They provide a variety of benefits, including wildlife habitat. 
Management of Forest Projects must ensure that standing dead trees and lying dead wood are 
present on the Project Area at certain minimum levels in accordance with the requirements 
outlined in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3. Evaluation Criteria to Test if a Forest Project Meets the Requirement for the Establishment and 
Maintenance of Native Species and Natural Forest Management 

Criteria Assessment Application Rules 

Native Species 

Project consists of at least 95% native species, 
or demonstrates continuous progress over 50 
years toward 95% native species. The 
assessment shall be conducted using basal 
area per acre from the inventory of standing live 
trees. 

Assessed at initial verification from 
inventory data. Assessment during site 
visit verifications must demonstrate 
continuous compliance with goal (if 
already met) or continuous progress 
toward the goal (if not yet met).  

Applies to all project types 
throughout the project life. If 
criterion is not met within 50 
years, all the Forest Project’s 
Reserve account activity will be 
suspended15 until the criterion is 
met. 

Composition of Native Species 
No single species’ prevalence in a given 
Assessment Area, measured as the percent of 
the basal area of all live trees in that 
Assessment Area, exceeds the percentage 
value shown under the heading ‘Composition of 
Native Species’ in the Assessment Area Data 
File maintained on the Reserve’s website. 
 
Where portions of the Project Area falling within 
a given Assessment Area naturally consists of a 
single species’ dominance, and is inconsistent 
with the percentage value in the Assessment 
Area Data File, the Project Operator may obtain 
a letter from the State Forester or their 
representative stating that the Project Area’s 
species diversity is reflective of background 
natural species diversity (despite any 
inconsistencies with the Assessment Area Data 
File). 
 
Projects must show continuous progress toward 
criteria. These criteria must be met within 50 
years, except in cases where a variance has 
been granted at the initial verification, a 
Significant Disturbance has impacted species 
diversity, or natural mortality takes a project out 
of compliance 

Species composition is assessed at 
initial verification from inventory data. 
Species composition is also assessed 
during the project at each site visit 
verification. 

Applies to all project types 
throughout the project life. 
If criterion is not met within 50 
years, all the project’s Reserve 
account activity will be 
suspended until the criterion is 
met (excluding the 
aforementioned exceptions). 

Distribution of Age Classes 
On a watershed scale up to 10,000 acres (or 
the Project Area, whichever is smaller), all 
projects must maintain, or make progress 
toward maintaining, no more than 40 percent of 
their forested acres in ages less than 20 years. 
(Areas impacted by Significant Disturbance may 
be excluded from this test.) 
 
Applies to all project types at first Commercial 
Rotational Harvest. Project must show 
continuous progress toward criterion. This 
criterion must be met within 25 years 

Age classes are assessed during 
project life at each site visit verification.  

If criterion is not met within 25 
years, all Reserve account 
activity will be suspended until 
the criterion is met. 

                                                
15 For the purpose of Table 3.3, suspension of Reserve account activity refers to issuance of CRTs and transaction of 
CRTs. Projects can continue to provide documentation to the Reserve for purposes of completing verification and 
demonstrating compliance with the Natural Forest Management criteria. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/assessment-area-data/
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Structural Elements (Standing and Lying Dead Wood) 

Project Operators must ensure that dead wood 
is recruited and maintained in sufficient 
quantities, as described below. 
 
Option I. Monitoring dead wood throughout 
Project Area. 
 
Project Operators may maintain inventories of 
lying dead wood as part of their normal 
inventory processes. Where inventory 
measurements are used to demonstrate 
compliance with this requirement, monumented 
plots or line transects must be used so the plot 
data can be verified. Dead wood measurements 
must achieve a minimum statistical confidence 
of +/- 30% at 1 Standard Error. 
 
The combination of standing dead and lying 
dead wood shall be retained at average per 
acre values at quantity levels identified in the 
Assessment Area data file. If dead material 
does not exist at the quantities identified in the 
Assessment Area data file, dead trees shall be 
recruited as described below for Option II. 
 
Option II: Monitoring dead wood on harvested 
areas. 
 
The assessment of sufficient lying and standing 
dead material shall be made in areas harvested 
since the last site verification. 
 
For portions of the Project Area that have 
been harvested under normal circumstances 
(not salvage harvested): 
 
The combination of standing dead and lying 
dead wood shall be retained at average per 
acre values at quantity levels identified in the 
Assessment Area data file within each 
harvested unit. If dead material does not exist at 
the required levels within the harvest units, live 
trees shall be retained and tagged with 
aluminum tags at three times the amount 
identified in the Assessment Area data file 
minus whatever quantity does exist within each 
harvest unit. 
 
For portions of the Project Area that have 
been salvage harvested: 
 
The combination of standing dead and lying 
dead wood shall be retained at a combined four 
tonnes per acre on average within each harvest 
unit. 
 
Verification that the requirement has been met 
shall be conducted using the methodology for 
verification of dead material transects found in 
Appendix B 
 
Option III: No harvesting 
 
Projects without any harvesting activities within 
the project area do not need to monitor 
specifically for structural elements. 

Assessed during project at each site 
visit verification. 

Applies to all project types 
throughout the project life. If not 
met within 25 years, all Reserve 
account activity will be 
suspended until the areas 
verified since the previous site-
verification meet the 
requirement. 
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3.9.3 Promotion of the Onsite Standing Live Carbon Stocks 

To promote and maintain the environmental benefits of Forest Projects, the Reserve requires 
that the standing live carbon stocks within the Project Area be maintained and/or increased 
during the project life. Therefore, except as specified below, the Reserve will not issue CRTs for 
quantified GHG reductions and removals achieved by a Forest Project if the Forest Project’s 
monitoring reports – over any ten-year consecutive period – indicate a decrease in the standing 
live carbon stocks. 
 
Exceptions to this policy are allowed where reductions in standing live carbon stocks are 
important for maintaining and enhancing forest health, environmental co-benefits, or the long-
term security of all carbon stocks; where reductions are due to non-harvest disturbances; or 
where reductions are required by law. Note that these exceptions in no way change or affect the 
Reserve’s policies and requirements related to compensating for reversals, as detailed in 
Section 7.3. 
 
Forest Project standing live carbon stocks that have decreased over a ten-year period may 
continue to receive CRTs issued by the Reserve for verified GHG reductions and removals if, 
and only if, the decrease in standing live carbon stocks is due to one of the following causes: 
 

1. The decrease is demonstrably necessary to substantially improve the Project Area’s 
resistance to wildfire, insect, or disease risks. The Project Operator must document the 
risks and the actions that will be taken to reduce the risks. The techniques used to 
improve resistance must be supported by relevant published peer reviewed research or 
professionally-accepted standards. 

2. The decrease is associated with a planned balancing of age classes (regeneration, sub-
merchantable, and merchantable) and is detailed in a long term environmentally 
responsible management plan. The Project Operator must demonstrate, using 
documentation submitted to the Reserve at the time of the Forest Project’s registration, 
that the balancing of age classes, resulting in a decrease in the standing live carbon 
stocks, was planned at the initiation of the Forest Project. 

 
3. The decrease is part of normal silviculture cycles for forest ownerships less than 1,000 

acres. Inventory fluctuations are a normal part of silvicultural activities. Periodic harvest 
may remove more biomass than the biomass growth over the past several years. At no 
time shall the Forest Project’s inventory of carbon in the standing live carbon stocks fall 
below the Forest Project’s baseline carbon stock estimates for the standing live carbon 
stocks, or 20 percent less than the Forest Project’s standing live carbon stocks at the 
project’s initiation, whichever is higher. Documentation submitted to the Reserve at the 
time the Forest Project is registered must indicate that fluctuations in the Forest Project’s 
standing live carbon stocks are an anticipated silvicultural activity and that the overall 
trend will be for standing live carbon stocks to increase or stay the same over the life of 
the project (Figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1. Example of Allowable Decrease of Standing Live Carbon Stocks due to Normal Silviculture 

Cycles 

 
4. The decrease is part of a non-harvest disturbance, including wildfire, disease, flooding, 

wind-throw, insect infestation, landslides, or as otherwise approved by the Reserve. 
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4 Identifying the Project Area 
The geographic boundaries defining the project area must be described in detail at the time a 
Forest Project is listed on the Reserve. The boundaries must be defined using a map, or maps 
that displays public and major private roads, major watercourses (fourth order or greater), 
topography, towns, and Public Land Survey Townships, Ranges, and Sections or latitude and 
longitude. The maps must be of adequate resolution to clearly identify the required features.  
 
Once a project’s Supersection(s) has been identified, Assessment Area(s) must be determined. 
A project may do this by comparing dominant species present in the project inventory to the list 
of native species provided in the Assessment Area Data File. Projects may also utilize Landfire 
Existing Vegetation Types (EVT) to determine the most appropriate Assessment Areas for the 
project. EVT descriptions must be used to identify the species descriptions that most closely 
match the native species provided in the Assessment Area Data File. The Reserve also 
reserves the right to provide a spatially explicit map of Assessment Areas to be used for 
identification purposes. The Project Area may also extend across multiple Assessment Areas 
within a Supersection), and across no more than two adjacent Supersections. 
 
A Geographical Information System (GIS) file depicting the Project Area must be submitted to 
the Reserve with the project. The file must be submitted in the KML file format. Additionally, the 
current assessor’s parcel identification numbers associated with the project area must be 
submitted to the Reserve.  
 
For Avoided Conversion Projects, the Project Area is defined through the required appraisal 
process. The Project Area must be determined following the guidance in Table 4.1 based on the 
type of anticipated conversion.  
 
Table 4.1. Project Area Definition for Avoided Conversion Projects 

Conversion Type Project Area Definition 

Residential 
The boundary of the parcel or parcels that have been appraised as 
having a ‘higher and better use’ in residential development. 

Agricultural Conversion 
The boundary of the parcel or parcels that have been appraised as 
having a ‘higher and better use’ in agricultural production. 

Golf Course 
The boundary of the parcel or parcels that have been appraised as 
having a ‘higher and better use’ as a golf course. This is to include 
forested areas within 200 feet of fairways, greens, and buildings. 

Commercial Buildings 
The boundary of the parcel or parcels that have been appraised as 
having a ‘higher and better use’ in commercial buildings. This is to 
include forested areas with 200 feet of suitable building sites. 

 

4.1 Project Configuration and Limitations 
To ensure Project Areas are representative of the Forest Owners’ general forest management, 
Improved Forest Management projects must include all forested areas owned by the Forest 
Owner(s) within an area no smaller than an area defined by HUC 14-digit hydrological units 
(HUC 14) where available (or HUC 12-digit hydrological units if HUC 14 is unavailable), or the 
entire area owned by the Forest Owner, whichever is smaller. HUC 14 or HUC 12 hydrological 
units must be identified using the USGS National Hydrography Dataset.16 Exceptions may be 

                                                
16 The National Hydrography Dataset can be accessed via the USGS website: http://nhd.usgs.gov/.  

http://nhd.usgs.gov/
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provided if approved by the Reserve. Non-forested areas (brush, rocks, range, etc.) may be 
excluded from all project types. For Improved Forest Management Projects, areas not under 
forest management may also be excluded from the Project Area. For all project types, the 
Project Area can be contiguous or separated into tracts or distinct polygons (areas). 

4.2 Project Area Acreage 
Project acreage shall be based on area calculations derived from GIS analysis, such as ArcGIS 
or Google Earth. GIS data are generally considered to be improvements over strict adherence 
to county parcel acreages as they are based on correcting property boundaries to geographic 
characteristics and/or property corners as described in property deeds or official survey notes. A 
KML (Google Earth) file depicting the Project Area shall be included with the PDD.  
 
The project must list the county assessor’s parcels (APs), the portion of each AP included in the 
project as a percentage (if GIS parcel data is available from the relevant state, county, or 
municipality), the sum of acres derived from the county tax records for all included APs, and the 
sum of acres derived from the GIS analysis. The sum of acres should be compared between the 
AP and GIS sources, with the lesser of the two used for the project area.  
 
If there is a discrepancy between AP and GIS acres, the Project Operator has the following 
options: 
 

▪ Resolve the acres on a per AP basis by using the lesser of the two area references 
▪ Work with the county assessor to resolve acreage disputes on AP acres 
▪ Demonstrate to verifier that GIS acres are based on recorded surveyed corners and 

correctly referenced with GPS 

4.3 Modifying the Project Area 
It is possible for project activities to be terminated on a portion of the Project Area. These 
adjustments must be treated as Avoidable Reversals, as described in Section 3.5. If a project 
proceeds with terminating the project on a portion of the Project Area, a new KML file must be 
provided to reflect the new Project Area. An addendum to the Project Design Document (PDD) 
must also be submitted to reflect this change, and the new legal description of the project will be 
recorded with the next PIA or PIA Amendment after the change has been verified. The inventory 
for the modified Project Area will be assessed during the next regularly scheduled site visit 
verification, unless it is determined that an Avoidable Reversal has taken place, in which case, 
the guidance in Section 7.3.2 must be followed. 
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5 GHG Assessment Boundary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary defines all the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs that must 
be accounted for in quantifying a Forest Project’s GHG reductions and removals (Section 6). 
The GHG Assessment Boundary encompasses all the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs that 
may be significantly affected by Forest Project activities, including forest carbon stocks, sources 
of biological CO2 emissions, and mobile combustion GHG emissions. For accounting purposes, 
the sources, sinks, and reservoirs included in the GHG Assessment Boundary are organized 
according to whether they are predominantly associated with a Forest Project’s “Primary Effect” 
(i.e., the Forest Project’s intended changes in carbon stocks, GHG emissions, or GHG 
removals) or its “Secondary Effects” (i.e., unintended changes in carbon stocks, GHG 
emissions, or GHG removals caused by the Forest Project).17 Secondary Effects may include 
increases in mobile combustion CO2 emissions associated with site preparation, as well as 
increased CO2 emissions caused by the shifting of harvesting activities from the Project Area to 
other forestlands (often referred to as “leakage”). Projects are required to account for Secondary 
Effects following the methods described in Section 6.  
 
The following tables provide a comprehensive list of the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs 
(SSRs) that may be affected by a Forest Project and indicate which SSRs must be included in 
the GHG Assessment Boundary for each type of Forest Project. If an SSR is designated as a 
“reservoir/pool,” this means that GHG reductions and removals are accounted for by quantifying 
changes in carbon stock levels. For SSRs designated as sources or sinks, GHG reductions and 
removals are accounted for by quantifying changes in GHG emission or removal rates, as 
described in the tables. 

5.1 Improved Forest Management Projects 
 
Table 5.1. GHG Assessment Boundary – Improved Forest Management Projects 

SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or Project 

Justification/Explanation 

Primary Effect Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs  
IFM-
1 

Standing live 
carbon (carbon 
in all portions 
of living trees) 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Included Baseline: Modeled based 
on initial field inventory 
measurements, regulatory 
environment, and financial 
feasibility 
 
Project: Measured by 
field measurements and 
updating forest carbon 
inventory 
 

Increases in standing live carbon 
stocks are likely to be the largest 
Primary Effect of Improved 
Forest Management Projects. 

IFM-
2 

Shrubs and 
herbaceous 
understory 
carbon 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Shrubs and herbaceous 
understory constitute a relatively 
small proportion of carbon stocks 
in an Improved Forest 
Management project. 
 

                                                
17 The terms “Primary Effect” and “Secondary Effect” come from WRI/WBCSD, 2005. The Greenhouse Gas Protocol 
for Project Accounting, World Resources Institute, Washington, DC. Available at http://www.ghgprotocol.org.  

http://www.ghgprotocol.org/
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or Project 

Justification/Explanation 

IFM-
3 

Standing dead 
carbon (carbon 
in all portions 
of dead, 
standing trees) 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Included Baseline: Assumed to be 
static based on initial field 
inventory measurements 
 
Project: Measured by 
updating forest carbon 
inventory 

Improved Forest Management 
Projects may significantly 
increase standing dead carbon 
stocks over time. The protocol 
requires recruitment and 
retention of dead material, 
including standing dead wood as 
a structural element. Minimum 
volume thresholds are stated to 
meet Natural Forest 
Management criteria. (See 
Section 3.9.2). 
 

IFM-
4 

Lying dead 
wood carbon 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Lying dead wood is highly 
variable and it is therefore 
difficult to achieve accurate 
estimates. It also constitutes a 
minor portion of forest carbon. 
With required retention for 
Natural Forest Management (see 
below), it is a conservative 
programmatic measure not to 
include it. 
 
For Natural Forest Management 
criteria, the protocol requires 
recruitment and retention of dead 
material, including lying dead 
wood as a structural element. 
Minimum volume thresholds are 
stated to meet Natural Forest 
Management criteria. (See 
Section 3.9.2). 
 

IFM-
5 

Litter and duff 
carbon (carbon 
in dead plant 
material)  

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in this reservoir are 
unlikely to have a significant 
effect on total quantified GHG 
reductions/removals. It is a 
conservative programmatic 
measure not to include it. 
 

IFM-
6 

Soil carbon Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Included for 
emissions 
estimates 

Baseline: Assumed to be 
static with start date 
inventory estimates 
 
Project: Emissions from 
project activities 
estimated with 
standardized guidelines in 
found in Appendix B 
 

Soil carbon is not anticipated to 
change significantly as a result of 
most Improved Forest 
Management activities. However, 
all projects must use 
standardized guidance to 
account for potential soil carbon 
emissions associated with 
management activities. 

IFM-
7 

Carbon in in-
use forest 
products 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Included Baseline: Estimated from 
modeled harvesting 
volumes 
 
Project: Estimated from 
measured harvesting 
volumes 

Included because many 
Improved Forest Management 
Projects may significantly change 
carbon storage in in-use forest 
products relative to baseline 
levels. Treated as a “source/sink” 
because forest product carbon is 
quantified according to the 
change in harvesting volumes, 
relative to baseline levels, in 
each year. Of this change 
(increase or decrease), only the 
average amount of carbon 
expected to remain stored for 
100 years is included in the final 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or Project 

Justification/Explanation 

quantification of annual net GHG 
removals/emissions. This 
approach accounts for CO2 
emissions from decomposition or 
disposal of wood products (see 
SSR IFM-17). 
 

IFM-
8 

Forest product 
carbon in 
landfills 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Excluded 
when 
project 
harvesting 
exceeds 
baseline 
 
Included 
when 
project 
harvesting 
is below 
baseline 

Baseline: Estimated from 
modeled harvesting 
volumes 
 
Project: Estimated from 
measured harvesting 
volumes  

Because of significant 
uncertainties associated with 
forecasting the quantity of forest 
product carbon that will remain 
stored in landfills, landfill carbon 
is excluded from quantification in 
years when project harvesting 
volumes exceed baseline 
volumes. Landfill carbon is 
included, however, in years when 
project harvesting volumes are 
below baseline levels. This case-
dependent exclusion or inclusion 
is necessary to ensure that total 
GHG reductions and removals 
caused by the Forest Project are 
not overestimated. 
 

Secondary Effect Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 
IFM-
9 

Biological 
emissions from 
site 
preparation 
activities 

Source CO2 Included Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: Quantified based 
on measured carbon 
stock changes in included 
reservoirs (SSR IFM-6, 
where applicable) 

Biological emissions from site 
preparation are not quantified 
separately, but rather are 
captured by measuring changes 
in included carbon reservoirs 
(soil carbon, where applicable). 
For other carbon reservoirs, 
changes are unlikely to have a 
significant effect on total 
quantified GHG 
reductions/removals. 
 

IFM-
10 

Mobile 
combustion 
emissions from 
site 
preparation 
activities 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Mobile combustion CO2 
emissions from site preparation 
are not expected to be 
significantly different from 
baseline levels for Improved 
Forest Management Projects. In 
addition, this protocol assumes 
that combustion emissions in the 
U.S. will be controlled under a 
regulatory cap-and-trade 
program in the near future, 
meaning that changes in activity 
due to the Forest Project will 
have no effect on total net 
emissions. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in CH4 emissions from 
mobile combustion associated 
with site preparation activities are 
not considered significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in N2O emissions from 
mobile combustion associated 
with site preparation activities are 
not considered significant. 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or Project 

Justification/Explanation 

IFM-
11 

Mobile 
combustion 
emissions from 
ongoing project 
operation and 
maintenance 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Mobile combustion CO2 
emissions from ongoing project 
operation and maintenance are 
unlikely to be significantly 
different from baseline levels, 
and are therefore not included in 
the GHG Assessment Boundary. 
In addition, this protocol 
assumes that such emissions will 
be controlled under a regulatory 
cap-and-trade program in the 
near future, meaning that 
changes in activity due to the 
Forest Project will have no effect 
on total net emissions. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in CH4 emissions from 
mobile combustion associated 
with ongoing project operation 
and maintenance activities are 
not considered significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in N2O emissions from 
mobile combustion associated 
with ongoing project operation 
and maintenance activities are 
not considered significant. 
 

IFM-
12 

Stationary 
combustion 
emissions from 
ongoing project 
operation and 
maintenance 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Stationary combustion CO2 
emissions from ongoing project 
operation and maintenance could 
include GHG emissions 
associated with electricity 
consumption or heating/cooling 
at Project Operator facilities, or 
at facilities owned or controlled 
by contractors. These emissions 
are unlikely to be significantly 
different from baseline levels, 
and are therefore not included in 
the GHG Assessment Boundary. 
In addition, this protocol 
assumes that such emissions will 
be controlled under a regulatory 
cap-and-trade program in the 
near future, meaning that 
changes in activity due to the 
Forest Project will have no effect 
on total net emissions. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in CH4 emissions from 
stationary combustion associated 
with ongoing project operation 
and maintenance activities are 
not considered significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in N2O emissions from 
stationary combustion associated 
with ongoing project operation 
and maintenance activities are 
not considered significant. 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or Project 

Justification/Explanation 

IFM-
13 

Biological 
emissions from 
clearing of 
forestland 
outside the 
Project Area 
 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Improved Forest Management 
Projects are not expected to 
cause significant shifts in 
alternative land uses that might 
lead to clearing of forestland. 

IFM-
14 

Biological 
emissions/ 
removals from 
changes in 
harvesting on 
forestland 
outside the 
Project Area 

Source / 
Sink 

CO2 Included / 
Excluded 

Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: Estimated 
“leakage” factor applied to 
the difference in 
harvested carbon relative 
to baseline based on the 
magnitude of that 
difference relative to 
baseline harvest amounts 

Improved Forest Management 
Projects may either increase or 
decrease harvesting relative to 
baseline levels. If harvesting is 
reduced in the Project Area, 
harvesting on other lands may 
increase to compensate for the 
lost production. This “leakage” 
effect is included in the GHG 
Assessment Boundary. 
 
If harvesting is increased in the 
Project Area, harvesting on other 
lands may decrease in response 
to the increased production. The 
reduction in harvesting may lead 
to increased carbon stocks on 
other lands. Carbon stock 
increases on other lands are 
excluded from the GHG 
Assessment Boundary, however, 
because it is not possible to 
ensure their permanence. 
 

IFM-
15 

Combustion 
emissions from 
production, 
transportation, 
and disposal of 
forest products 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

This protocol assumes that 
combustion emissions will be 
controlled under a regulatory 
cap-and-trade program in the 
near future. Thus, for most of a 
Forest Project’s duration, 
changes in activity due to the 
project will have no effect on total 
net emissions due to production, 
transportation, and disposal of 
forest products. These emissions 
are therefore excluded from the 
GHG Assessment Boundary. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Combustion-related CH4 
emissions related to changes in 
the production, transportation, 
and disposal of forest products 
are not considered significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Combustion-related N2O 
emissions related to changes in 
the production, transportation, 
and disposal of forest products 
are not considered significant. 
 

IFM-
16 

Combustion 
emissions from 
production, 
transportation, 
and disposal of 
alternative 
materials to 
forest products 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in forest-product 
production may cause 
consumers of these products to 
increase or decrease their 
consumption of substitute 
materials (such as alternative 
building materials, including 
cement or steel). In many cases, 
alternative materials will have 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or Project 

Justification/Explanation 

higher combustion GHG 
emissions associated with their 
production, transportation, and/or 
disposal than wood products. 
This protocol assumes, however, 
that combustion emissions will 
be controlled under a regulatory 
cap-and-trade program in the 
near future. Thus, for most of a 
Forest Project’s duration, 
changes in activity due to the 
project will have no effect on total 
net emissions due to production, 
transportation, and disposal of 
alternative materials. These 
emissions are therefore excluded 
from the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Combustion-related CH4 
emissions related to changes in 
the production, transportation, 
and disposal of alternative 
materials are not considered 
significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Combustion-related N2O 
emissions related to changes in 
the production, transportation, 
and disposal of alternative 
materials are not considered 
significant. 
 

IFM-
17 

Biological 
emissions from 
decomposition 
of forest 
products  

Source CO2 Included Baseline: Quantified as a 
component of calculating 
carbon stored for 100 
years in wood products 
(SSR IFM-7) and landfills 
(SSR IFM-8) 
 
Project: Quantified as a 
component of calculating 
carbon stored for 100 
years in wood products 
(SSR IFM-7) and landfills 
(SSR IFM-8) 
 

CO2 emissions from the 
decomposition of forest products 
are built into calculations of how 
much forest product carbon will 
remain in in-use wood products 
and in landfills, averaged over 
100 years (see SSR IFM-7 and 
Appendix B).  

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

In-use wood products will 
produce little to no CH4 
emissions. CH4 emissions can 
result from anaerobic 
decomposition of forest products 
in landfills. This protocol 
assumes that landfill CH4 
emissions will be largely 
controlled in the near future due 
to federal and/or state 
regulations. Thus, changes in 
forest-product production are 
assumed to have no significant 
effect on future CH4 emissions 
from anaerobic decomposition of 
forest products in landfills. These 
emissions are therefore excluded 
from the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or Project 

Justification/Explanation 

 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Decomposition of forest is not 
expected to be a significant 
source of N2O emissions. 
 

 

5.2 Avoided Conversion Projects 
 
Table 5.2. GHG Assessment Boundary – Avoided Conversion Projects 

SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or 

Project 
Justification/Explanation 

Primary Effect Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs  
AC-1 Standing live 

carbon (carbon 
in all portions 
of living trees) 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Included Baseline: Modeled 
based on initial field 
inventory 
measurements and 
expected land-use 
conversion rates 
 
Project: Measured 
by field 
measurements and 
updating forest 
carbon inventory 
 

Preservation and/or increases of 
standing live carbon stocks and/or soil 
carbon stocks relative to baseline levels 
are likely to be a large Primary Effect of 
Avoided Conversion Projects. 

AC-2 Shrubs and 
herbaceous 
understory 
carbon 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in this reservoir/reservoir are 
unlikely to have a significant effect on 
total quantified GHG 
reductions/removals. Additionally, it is a 
conservative programmatic measure to 
exclude shrubs and herbaceous 
understory carbon. 
 

AC-3 Standing dead 
carbon (carbon 
in all portions 
of dead, 
standing trees) 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Included Baseline: 
Assumed to be 
static based on 
initial field inventory 
measurements 
 
Project: Measured 
by updating forest 
carbon inventory 

Avoided Conversion Projects may 
significantly increase standing dead 
carbon stocks over time. The protocol 
requires recruitment and retention of 
dead material, including standing dead 
wood as a structural element. Minimum 
volume thresholds are stated to meet 
Natural Forest Management criteria. 
(See Section 3.9.2). 
 

AC-4 Lying dead 
wood carbon 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Exclusion of lying dead wood is 
programmatically conservative for 
accounting of total quantified GHG 
reductions/removals, since project 
activities most likely will lead to 
increases in lying dead wood carbon. 
Lying dead wood is highly variable and 
is difficult to measure accurately, and 
therefore challenging to achieve 
confidence with estimates 
 
For Natural Forest Management criteria, 
the protocol requires recruitment and 
retention of dead material, including 
lying dead wood as a structural element. 
Minimum volume thresholds are stated 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or 

Project 
Justification/Explanation 

to meet Natural Forest Management 
criteria. (See Section 3.9.2). 
 

AC-5 Litter and duff 
carbon (carbon 
in dead plant 
material)  

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Exclusion of litter and duff carbon is 
programmatically conservative for 
accounting of total quantified GHG 
reductions/removals, since project 
activities most likely will lead to 
increases in litter and duff carbon. Litter 
and duff is highly variable, difficult to 
measure accurately, and therefore 
challenging to achieve confidence with 
estimates. 
 

AC-6 Soil carbon Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Optional for 
reporting 
project 
benefits 
 
Included for 
reporting 
project 
emissions 

Baseline: When 
included, assumed 
to have emissions 
and emission rates 
according to soil 
order and baseline 
conversion activity 
 
Project: Emissions 
calculated using 
standardized 
guidance in 
Appendix B. Project 
Operators may opt 
to quantify net 
removals or 
avoided emissions 
by updating forest 
soil carbon 
inventory 
 

Soil carbon is likely a large primary 
effect of an Avoided Conversion Project. 
It is conservative to exclude the 
conversion effect on soil from the 
project accounting, which is why it is 
optional. All projects must use 
standardized guidance to account for 
potential soil carbon emissions 
associated with project management 
activities. 
 
If Project Operators choose to quantify 
net removals or avoided emissions from 
soil carbon, they may do so by 
undertaking and updating a soil carbon 
inventory. 

AC-7 Carbon in in-
use forest 
products 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Included Baseline: 
Estimated from 
modeled harvesting 
volumes 
 
Project: Estimated 
from measured 
harvesting volumes  

Included because many Avoided 
Conversion Projects may significantly 
change carbon storage in in-use forest 
products relative to baseline levels. 
Treated as a “source/sink” because 
forest product carbon is quantified 
according to the change in harvesting 
volumes, relative to baseline levels, in 
each year. Of this change (increase or 
decrease), only the average amount of 
carbon expected to remain stored for 
100 years is included in the final 
quantification of annual net GHG 
removals/emissions. This approach 
accounts for CO2 emissions from 
decomposition or disposal of wood 
products (see SSR AC-17). 
 

AC-8 Forest product 
carbon in 
landfills 

Reservoir 
/ Pool 

CO2 Excluded 
when 
project 
harvesting 
exceeds 
baseline 
 
Included 
when 
project 
harvesting 
is below 
baseline 

Baseline: 
Estimated from 
modeled harvesting 
volumes 
 
Project: Estimated 
from measured 
harvesting volumes  

Because of significant uncertainties 
associated with forecasting the quantity 
of forest product carbon that will remain 
stored in landfills, landfill carbon is 
excluded from quantification in years 
when project harvesting volumes 
exceed baseline volumes. Landfill 
carbon is included, however, in years 
when project harvesting volumes are 
below baseline levels. This case-
dependent exclusion or inclusion is 
necessary to ensure that total GHG 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or 

Project 
Justification/Explanation 

reductions and removals caused by the 
Forest Project are not overestimated. 
 

Secondary Effect Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 
AC-9 Biological 

emissions from 
site 
preparation 
activities 

Source CO2 Included Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: Quantified 
based on 
measured carbon 
stock changes in 
included reservoirs 
(SSR AC-6, where 
applicable) 

Biological emissions from site 
preparation are not quantified 
separately, but rather are captured by 
measuring changes in included carbon 
reservoirs (soil carbon, where 
applicable). For other carbon reservoirs, 
changes are unlikely to have a 
significant effect on total quantified GHG 
reductions/removals. 
 

AC-10 Mobile 
combustion 
emissions from 
site 
preparation 
activities 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A  
 
Project: N/A 

Mobile combustion CO2 emissions from 
site preparation (including land-use 
conversion activities) are likely to be 
higher in the baseline than under 
project. These emissions are therefore 
excluded from the GHG Assessment 
Boundary in order to be conservative. In 
addition, this protocol assumes that 
combustion emissions in the United 
States will be controlled under a 
regulatory cap-and-trade program in the 
near future, meaning that changes in 
activity due to the Forest Project will 
have no effect on total net emissions. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Differences in CH4 emissions from 
mobile combustion associated with site 
preparation activities are not considered 
significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Differences in N2O emissions from 
mobile combustion associated with site 
preparation activities are not considered 
significant. 
 

AC-11 Mobile 
combustion 
emissions from 
ongoing project 
operation and 
maintenance 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Mobile combustion CO2 emissions from 
ongoing project operation and 
maintenance are unlikely to be 
significantly different from baseline 
levels and are therefore not included in 
the GHG Assessment Boundary. In 
addition, this protocol assumes that 
such emissions will be controlled under 
a regulatory cap-and-trade program in 
the near future, meaning that changes 
in activity due to the Forest Project will 
have no effect on total net emissions. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in CH4 emissions from mobile 
combustion associated with ongoing 
project operation and maintenance 
activities are not considered significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in N2O emissions from mobile 
combustion associated with ongoing 
project operation and maintenance 
activities are not considered significant. 
 

AC-12 Stationary 
combustion 
emissions from 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Stationary combustion CO2 emissions 
from ongoing project operation and 
maintenance could include GHG 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or 

Project 
Justification/Explanation 

ongoing project 
operation and 
maintenance 

emissions associated with electricity 
consumption or heating/cooling at 
Project Operator facilities, or at facilities 
owned or controlled by contractors. 
These emissions are unlikely to be 
significantly different from (or will be 
lower than) baseline levels and are 
therefore not included in the GHG 
Assessment Boundary. In addition, this 
protocol assumes that such emissions 
will be controlled under a regulatory 
cap-and-trade program in the near 
future, meaning that changes in activity 
due to the Forest Project will have no 
effect on total net emissions. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in CH4 emissions from 
stationary combustion associated with 
ongoing project operation and 
maintenance activities are not 
considered significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in N2O emissions from 
stationary combustion associated with 
ongoing project operation and 
maintenance activities are not 
considered significant. 
 

AC-13 Biological 
emissions from 
clearing of 
forestland 
outside the 
Project Area 

Source CO2 Included Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: Estimated 
using default 
forestland 
conversion factors 
 

Avoided Conversion Projects may 
cause land-use pressures to shift to 
other forestlands, causing biological 
emissions that partially negate the 
benefits of the project. 

AC-14 Biological 
emissions/ 
removals from 
changes in 
harvesting on 
forestland 
outside the 
Project Area 

Source / 
Sink 

CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Over time, Avoided Conversion Projects 
will tend to increase harvesting levels 
relative to the baseline, potentially 
causing other landowners to reduce 
harvesting in response to increased 
wood product supply. The reduction in 
harvesting may lead to increased 
carbon stocks on other lands. Carbon 
stock increases on other lands are 
excluded from the GHG Assessment 
Boundary, however, because it is not 
possible to ensure their permanence.  
 
Avoided Conversion Projects are not 
expected to cause an increase in 
harvesting on other lands over the long 
run (except where clearing is involved 
for other land uses, per SSR AC-13), so 
this potential effect is also excluded 
from the GHG Assessment Boundary. 
 

AC-15 Combustion 
emissions from 
production, 
transportation, 
and disposal of 
forest products 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

This protocol assumes that combustion 
emissions will be controlled under a 
regulatory cap-and-trade program in the 
near future. Thus, for most of a Forest 
Project’s duration, changes in activity 
due to the project will have no effect on 
total net emissions due to production, 
transportation, and disposal of forest 
products. These emissions are therefore 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or 

Project 
Justification/Explanation 

excluded from the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Combustion-related CH4 emissions 
related to changes in the production, 
transportation, and disposal of forest 
products are not considered significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Combustion-related N2O emissions 
related to changes in the production, 
transportation, and disposal of forest 
products are not considered significant. 

AC-16 Combustion 
emissions from 
production, 
transportation, 
and disposal of 
alternative 
materials to 
forest products 

Source CO2 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Changes in forest-product production 
may cause consumers of these 
products to increase or decrease their 
consumption of substitute materials 
(such as alternative building materials, 
including cement or steel). In many 
cases, alternative materials will have 
higher combustion GHG emissions 
associated with their production, 
transportation, and/or disposal than 
wood products. This protocol assumes, 
however, that combustion emissions will 
be controlled under a regulatory cap-
and-trade program in the near future. 
Thus, for most of a Forest Project’s 
duration, changes in activity due to the 
project will have no effect on total net 
emissions due to production, 
transportation, and disposal of 
alternative materials. These emissions 
are therefore excluded from the GHG 
Assessment Boundary. 
 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Combustion-related CH4 emissions 
related to changes in the production, 
transportation, and disposal of 
alternative materials are not considered 
significant. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Combustion-related N2O emissions 
related to changes in the production, 
transportation, and disposal of 
alternative materials are not considered 
significant. 
 

AC-17 Biological 
emissions from 
decomposition 
of forest 
products  

Source CO2 Included Baseline: 
Quantified as a 
component of 
calculating carbon 
stored for 100 
years in wood 
products (SSR AC-
7) and landfills 
(SSR AC-8) 
 
Project: Quantified 
as a component of 
calculating carbon 
stored for 100 
years in wood 
products (SSR AC-
7) and landfills 
(SSR AC-8) 
 

CO2 emissions from the decomposition 
of forest products are built into 
calculations of how much forest product 
carbon will remain in in-use wood 
products and in landfills, averaged over 
100 years (see SSR AC-7 and Appendix 
B). 
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SSR Description Type Gas 
Included 

or 
Excluded 

Relevant to 
Baseline or 

Project 
Justification/Explanation 

CH4 Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

In-use wood products will produce little 
to no CH4 emissions. CH4 emissions 
can result from anaerobic 
decomposition of forest products in 
landfills. This protocol assumes that 
landfill CH4 emissions will be largely 
controlled in the near future due to 
federal and/or state regulations. Thus, 
changes in forest-product production 
are assumed to have no significant 
effect on future CH4 emissions from 
anaerobic decomposition of forest 
products in landfills. These emissions 
are therefore excluded from the GHG 
Assessment Boundary. 
 

N2O Excluded Baseline: N/A 
 
Project: N/A 

Decomposition of forest is not expected 
to be a significant source of N2O 
emissions. 
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6 Quantifying Net GHG Reductions and Removals 
This section provides requirements and guidance for quantifying a Forest Project’s net GHG 
reductions and removals. The Reserve will issue Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs) to a Forest 
Project upon confirmation by an ISO-accredited and Reserve-approved verification body that 
the Forest Project’s GHG reductions and removals have been quantified following the applicable 
requirements of this section (see Section 9 for verification requirements). 
 
For each type of Forest Project, quantification proceeds in seven steps: 
 

1. Estimating baseline onsite carbon stocks. The baseline is an estimate of what would 
have occurred in the absence of a Forest Project. To establish baseline onsite carbon 
stocks, the Project Operator must estimate 100 years of carbon stock changes in each 
of the Forest Project’s required and selected optional onsite carbon pools (identified in 
Section 5). The baseline must be based on inventoried carbon stocks at the time of the 
Forest Project’s initiation, following the applicable requirements in this section for 
modeling or implementing a conservative default baseline. Onsite carbon stocks are 
inventoried following the requirements described in Appendix B. Modeling of onsite 
carbon stocks over time must be conducted following the requirements in this section 
and the guidance in Appendix B. Baseline onsite carbon stocks are estimated over a 
Forest Project’s entire crediting period (100 years) at the time of the project’s initiation 
and are not modified thereafter, except for reconciliation of project baselines to changes 
in inventory estimates associated with inventory methodology updates. 

2. Estimating baseline carbon in harvested wood products. In conjunction with 
estimating baseline onsite carbon stocks, the Project Operator must forecast any 
harvesting that would have occurred in the baseline and convert this to an average 
annual harvesting volume. From this, the Project Operator must determine the amount of 
carbon that would have been transferred each year (on average) to long-term storage in 
wood products. Baseline harvesting is forecasted following the guidance in this section, 
depending on the project type - either through a default or modeling approach, and 
carbon stored in wood products must be calculated following the requirements in 
Appendix B. 

3. Determining actual onsite carbon stocks. Each year, the Project Operator must 
determine the Forest Projects’ actual onsite carbon stocks. This must be done by 
updating the Forest Project’s forest carbon inventory for the current year, following the 
guidance in this section and in Appendix B. The estimate of actual onsite carbon stocks 
must be adjusted by an appropriate confidence deduction, as described in Appendix B. 

4. Determining actual carbon in harvested wood products. Each year, the Project 
Operator must report any harvesting in the Project Area and from this determine the 
amount of carbon transferred to long-term storage in wood products. Carbon stored in 
wood products must be calculated following the requirements available in Appendix B 

5. Calculating the project’s Primary Effect. Each year, the Project Operator must 
quantify the actual change in GHG emissions or removals associated with the Forest 
Project’s intended (“Primary”) effect, as defined in Section 5. For any given year, the 
Primary Effect is calculated by: 
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a. Taking the difference between actual onsite carbon stocks for the current year 
and actual onsite carbon stocks for the prior year18 

b. Subtracting from (a) the difference between baseline onsite carbon stocks for the 
current year and baseline onsite carbon stocks for the prior year19 

c. Adding to (b) the calculated difference between actual and baseline carbon in 
harvested wood products for the current year (see Equation 6.1) 

6. Quantifying the project’s Secondary Effects. Each year, the Project Operator must 
quantify the actual change in GHG emissions or removals associated with the Forest 
Project’s unintended (“Secondary”) effects, as defined in Section 5. Requirements and 
guidance for quantifying Secondary Effects are provided below for each type of Forest 
Project.  

7. Calculating total net GHG reductions and removals. For each year, total net GHG 
reductions and removals are calculated by summing a Forest Project’s Primary and 
Secondary Effects. If the result is positive, then the Forest Project has generated GHG 
reductions and/or removals in the current year. If the result is negative, this may indicate 
a reversal has occurred (see Section 7).20 

 
Requirements and guidance for how to perform quantification steps 1 to 4 for each Forest 
Project type are presented in the remainder of this section.  
 
The required formula for quantifying annual net GHG reductions and removals is presented in 
Equation 6.1. Net GHG reductions and removals must be quantified and reported in units of 
carbon dioxide-equivalent (CO2e) metric tons. 
 
 

                                                
18For the purposes of calculating the project’s Primary Effect, actual and baseline carbon stocks prior to the start date 
of the project are assumed to be zero.  
19 See footnote 18. 
20 A reversal occurs only if: (1) total net GHG reductions and removals for the year are negative; and (2) CRTs have 
previously been issued to the Forest Project. If calculated GHG reductions and removals are negative and no CRTs 
have been issued to the project since its start date, then the result should be treated as a “negative carryover” to 
GHG reduction calculations in subsequent years (variable Ny-1 in Equation 6.1). This may happen, for example, 
because the confidence deduction applied to actual onsite carbon stocks can result in actual values being less than 
baseline values in a Forest Project’s initial years.  
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Quantification of Net GHG Reductions and Removals

Step 1

Estimate Baseline Onsite Carbon Stocks

Step 2

Estimate Baseline Carbon in Harvested Wood Products

Step 3

Determine Actual Onsite Carbon Stocks

Step 4

Determine Actual Carbon in Harvested Wood Products

Step 5

Primary Effect

[Step 3 – Step 1] + [Step 4 – Step 2]

Step 6

Secondary Effects

Estimated 

at Project 

Outset

Step 7

Net GHG Reductions and Removals

[Step 5 + Step 6]

Determined 

Annually
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Equation 6.1. Annual Net GHG Reductions and Removals 

𝑸𝑹𝒚 =  [(𝜟𝑨𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆 −  𝜟𝑩𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆) +  𝑺𝑪𝒚 + (𝑨𝑪𝒘𝒑,𝒚 −  𝑩𝑪𝒘𝒑,𝒚) × 𝟎. 𝟖𝟎 +  𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒚] +  𝑵𝒚−𝟏 

Where,   Units 

QRy = Quantified GHG reductions and removals for year y CO2e 
SCy = Soil carbon project emissions (if included, and if using the 

standardized guidance in Appendix B). If an avoided conversion 

project is reporting avoided emissions from sampled soil carbon, it will 
be included in AConsite, in order to apply the confidence deduction as 
required by Appendix B. 

CO2e 

ACwp, y = Actual carbon in wood products produced in year y that is projected to 
remain stored for at least 100 years (i.e., derived for actual harvest 
volumes following the guidance in Appendix B) 

CO2e 

BCwp,y = Annual baseline carbon in wood products that would have remained 
stored for at least 100 years (i.e., derived for baseline harvest volumes 
following the guidance in Appendix B) 

CO2e 

0.80 = The net change in carbon in harvested wood products, (ACwp,y – 
BCwp,y), is multiplied by 80 percent in Equation 6.1 to reflect market 
responses to changes in wood-product production. The general 
assumption in this protocol is that for every tonne of reduced 
harvesting caused by a Forest Project, the market will compensate 
with an increase in harvesting of 0.2 tonnes on other lands (see 
Section 6.1.6). Since wood product production is directly related to 
harvesting levels, the net change in wood products caused by a 
project is subject to this same market dynamic. Thus, any one-tonne 
increase in wood product production by a project will result in only a 
0.8 tonne increase overall, because it has been assumed other 
landowners will decrease production by 0.2 tonnes in response. 
Similarly, any one-tonne decrease in wood product production by a 
project will result in only a 0.8 tonne decrease overall, because it has 
been assumed other landowners will increase production by 0.2 
tonnes in response 

 

SEas,y = Secondary Effect GHG emissions that may result from activity shifting 
outside the project area, as a result of the project activity in year y 

CO2e 

Ny-1 = Any negative carryover from the prior year (occurs when total 
quantified GHG reductions are negative prior to the issuance of any 
CRTs for the project– see footnote 20, p. 38) 

CO2e 

And,    

𝜟𝑨𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆 =  (𝑨𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆,𝒚)(𝟏 − 𝑪𝑫𝒚) −  (𝑨𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆,𝒚−𝟏)(𝟏 − 𝑪𝑫𝒚−𝟏) 

Where,    

AConsite, y = Actual onsite carbon as inventoried for year y (y may be less than a 
year for the first reporting period following the start date). Includes soil 
carbon for avoided conversion projects reporting avoided emissions 
from sampled soil carbon 

CO2e 

AConsite, y-1 = Actual onsite carbon as inventoried for year y-1. Includes soil carbon 
for avoided conversion projects reporting avoided emissions from 
sampled soil carbon 

CO2e 

CDy = Appropriate confidence deduction for year y, as determined following 
the Appendix B 

% 

CDy-1 = Appropriate confidence deduction for year y-1, as determined 
following the Appendix B 

% 
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And,    

𝜟𝑩𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆 =  (𝑩𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆,𝒚) − (𝑩𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆,𝒚−𝟏) 

Where,    

BConsite, y = Baseline onsite carbon as estimated for year y (y may be less than a 
year for the first reporting period following the start date) 

CO2e 

BConsite, y-1 = Baseline onsite carbon as estimated for year y-1 CO2e 

 

6.1 Improved Forest Management Projects 
Improved Forest Management Projects that take place on private land – or on land that is 
transferred to public ownership at the time the project is initiated – must estimate baseline 
onsite carbon stocks following the requirements and procedures in Section 6.1.1 (default 
approach) or Section 6.1.2 (modeling approach). Improved Forest Management Projects that 
take place on land that was publicly owned prior to the project start date must estimate baseline 
onsite carbon stocks following the requirements and procedures in Section 6.1.3. Requirements 
for determining actual onsite carbon stocks, determining actual carbon in harvested wood 
products, and quantifying Secondary Effects are the same for all Improved Forest Management 
Projects. 
 
The approach to additionality for all Improved Forest Management Projects relies on an 
averaged baseline value. The time commitment for a project under this protocol is 100 years, 
and the baseline is a counterfactual representation of one of a multitude of potential legally 
compliant and financially feasible management scenarios that could play out in reality in the 
absence of the project. 

6.1.1 Estimating Baseline Onsite Carbon Stocks – Private Lands – Default 
Approach 

The baseline approach for Improved Forest Management Projects on private lands applies a 
standardized set of assumptions to project-specific conditions. A project must determine a start 
date inventory and consider how legal and financial constraints affect the baseline carbon 
stocks. Furthermore, performance standard criteria are applied to Improved Forest Management 
Projects based on Common Practice statistics, described below in this section. 
 
The first baseline approach option for an Improved Forest Management Project on private lands 
is to use a conservative default approach, which eliminates the modeling effort required for 
baseline estimation. The steps are: 
 

1. Determine the start date inventories of aboveground standing live carbon stocks, 
belowground standing live carbon stocks, aboveground standing dead carbon stocks, 
and belowground standing dead carbon stocks for the Project Area. 

2. Determine Common Practice for the Project Area. Determine the project’s initial 
baseline, based on whether initial carbon stocks are above or below the Common 
Practice value. 

3. Determine the applicable level of legal and financial constraints applicable to the Project 
Area based on the guidance below and adjust the initial baseline accordingly.  

4. Determine the baseline harvest volume based on the guidance below. 

5. Combine the results to produce the final baseline for all required carbon stocks. 
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6.1.1.1 Inventory Carbon Stocks within the Project Area 

The start date inventory of standing live carbon stocks, separated into aboveground and 
belowground portions, and the start date inventory of standing dead carbon stocks, also with 
aboveground and belowground portions separated, must be determined following the guidance 
in Appendix B. Projects may choose to use the Standardized Inventory Methodology and/or the 
Climate Action Reserve Inventory Tool (CARIT),21 both available on the Reserve’s website, but 
use of the methodology and CARIT is optional. 
 
In the formulas throughout this section, initial carbon stocks are denoted by the variable PUB0 
(i.e., the preliminary unadjusted baseline at time zero). 

6.1.1.2 Determining Common Practice and the Initial Baseline 

Common Practice refers to the average stocks of aboveground standing live and standing dead 
carbon associated with the Assessment Area(s) covered by the Project Area. This value 
represents the result of the suite of management activities taking place within the Assessment 
Area(s) and is used to approximate a Performance Standard for Improved Forest Management 
Projects. The overall intent of this protocol is for projects to contribute to long-term increases in 
average carbon stocking in the Assessment Area(s) where they are located. Projects with initial 
stocking below Common Practice will increase their stocking over time. Projects with initial 
stocking above Common Practice will also likely increase their stocking over time, but, as or 
more importantly, will prevent activities that otherwise would have decreased the stocking on 
the project site to or below Common Practice stocking. In the absence of a forest project, there 
is no guarantee that a site with stocking above Common Practice will maintain their stocking 
levels, especially over the 100-year period committed to by projects. 
 
The Common Practice statistic applicable to a project can be found by consulting the 
Assessment Area Data File on the Reserve’s FPP webpage. If the Project Area covers multiple 
Assessment Areas, Common Practice must be calculated as the average of the values for each 
Assessment Area, weighted by the percentage of the Project Area that falls within each 
Assessment Area.  
 
Common Practice statistics are calculated from United States Forest Service Forest Inventory 
and Analysis (USFS FIA) program. The Reserve will update the Common Practice statistics in 
the Assessment Area Data File periodically. The frequency of updating Common Practice 
statistics will be subject to the availability of new USFS FIA data but will be no more frequent 
than once every five years. The Reserve will announce any forthcoming updates to the 
Common Practice statistics before they are released, and any updates will not be retroactive. 
 
The performance standard criteria establish minimum aboveground standing live and standing 
dead carbon stock values for the baseline, regardless of what is legally and financially viable. 
For projects whose initial aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks are 
above Common Practice, the initial baseline for the project is equal to Common Practice. For 
projects whose initial aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks are below 
Common Practice, the initial baseline for aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon 
stocks is either (1) the initial aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks 
(PUB0) or (2) the High Stocking Reference, whichever is greater. The High Stocking Reference 
is a measure of carbon stocks in aboveground standing live and standing dead biomass over 

                                                
21 The Standardized Inventory Methodology and Climate Action Reserve Inventory Tool (CARIT) were developed 
based upon work supported by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, under 
number 69-3A75-16-024. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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the 10 years preceding the project start date. It governs baseline carbon stocks in certain 
instances where aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks have declined 
prior to the start date. Refer to Section 6.1.2.4.1 for guidance around determining High Stocking 
Reference. 

6.1.1.3 Adjust the Initial Baseline for Legal and Financial Constraints 

To ensure that projects receive credits for only those GHG removals that are undertaken in 
addition to existing legal requirements, such legal and financial constraints must be factored into 
the project’s baseline. For the conservative default approach, the Reserve has calculated a 
multiplier to be applied to the initial baseline, which is designed to be a conservative 
representation of project constraints. Equation 6.2 describes how the initial baseline is adjusted. 
However, if:  
 

1. deeded encumbrances exist that limit forest management beyond existing federal, state, 
and local laws and regulations that govern forest management, or 

2. the project does not pass the Reserve’s conservative default baseline screening tool22, 
which considers the extent of legal and financial constraints on the Project Area,  

 
then the project may not proceed with the default approach and must instead use the baseline 
modeling approach described in Section 6.1.2. 
 
Equation 6.2. Determining the Adjusted Initial Baseline 

𝑨𝑩 = 𝑰𝑩 × 𝟏. 𝟎𝟔 

Where, 
 

  Units 

AB = Adjusted initial baseline for aboveground standing live and 
aboveground standing dead carbon stocks value 

tCO2e/acre 

IB = Initial baseline for aboveground standing live and aboveground 
standing dead carbon stocks (determined according to the guidance 
in Section 6.1.1.2) 

tCO2e/acre 

1.06 = A conservative multiplier to raise the initial baseline by 6%, to account 
for legal and financial constraints that may prevent harvesting to 
minimum baseline levels 

 

 

6.1.1.4 Estimate the Project’s Baseline Harvest Volume 

The estimate of baseline harvest volume shall be based on the equation below. The resulting 
volume shall be used in conjunction with the guidance in Appendix B to determine harvested 
wood products. The harvest volume shall remain constant for the project life. 
 

                                                
22 The Reserve’s default baseline screening tool is available on the FPP website. 
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Equation 6.3. Calculate the Baseline Harvest Volume 

𝑯𝑽𝑩𝑳 = ((
𝑷𝑼𝑩𝟎 − 𝑰𝑩

𝑰𝑩
) × 𝟎. 𝟎𝟐𝟕𝟐) + 𝟎. 𝟎𝟐 

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

HVBL = Baseline harvest volume tCO2e/acre 

PUB0 = Initial aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks tCO2e/acre 
IB = Initial baseline for aboveground standing live and aboveground 

standing dead carbon stocks (determined according to the guidance 
in Section 6.1.1.2) 

tCO2e/acre 

0.0272 = Regression coefficient derived from analysis to predict baseline 
harvest volumes based on data reported by existing Improved Forest 
Management offset projects23  

 

0.02 = Y-intercept derived from analysis to predict baseline harvest volumes 
based on data reported by existing Improved Forest Management 
offset projects24 

 

 

6.1.1.5 Calculate the Final Baseline for Onsite Carbon Stocks 

The final baseline is determined by accounting for belowground biomass and adding the 
estimated harvested wood products to the adjusted initial baseline.  
 
Equation 6.4. Calculate the Final Baseline 

𝑭𝑩𝑳 = 𝑨𝑩 + (
𝑨𝑩 × 𝑰𝑩𝑮

𝑷𝑼𝑩𝟎
) + 𝑯𝑾𝑷𝑩𝑳 

Where, 
 

  Units 

FBL = Final baseline for all required onsite carbon stocks tCO2e/acre 

AB = Adjusted initial baseline for aboveground standing live and 
aboveground standing dead carbon stocks value, from Equation 6.2 

tCO2e/acre 

IBG = Belowground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks 
measured in the project’s initial inventory 

tCO2e/acre 

PUB0 = Initial aboveground standing live and dead carbon stocks per acre 
within the Project Area 

tCO2e/acre 

HWPBL = Baseline harvested wood products calculated following Appendix B, 
using HVBL 

tCO2e/acre 

 

6.1.2 Estimating Baseline Onsite Carbon Stocks – Private Lands – Modeling 
Approach 

The following steps must be followed to estimate baseline carbon stocks: 
 

1. Determine the start date inventories of aboveground standing live carbon stocks, 
belowground standing live carbon stocks, aboveground standing dead carbon stocks, 
and belowground standing dead carbon stocks for the Project Area. 

                                                
23 Includes only those Improved Forest Management offset projects that are participating in the California Air 

Resources Board’s Compliance Offset Program and have completed their initial verification as of 10/02/2018. 
24 See footnote 23. 
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2. Model a 100-year growth and harvest regime reflecting legal and financial constraints. 
The result is a preliminary unadjusted baseline for aboveground standing live carbon 
stocks that reasonably reflects the harvesting opportunities present within the Project 
Area. 

3. Standardize the preliminary unadjusted baseline for aboveground standing live carbon 
stocks by averaging the annual values or, if legal constraints require stocks to increase 
over time, constructing an upward sloping straight line to the apex of the legal 
constraints and averaging annual values thereafter. Baseline carbon stocks for other 
carbon pools must be similarly averaged. This results in the unadjusted averaged 
baseline for reported carbon stocks. 

4. Apply performance standard criteria to adjust the aboveground standing live and 
standing dead portions of the unadjusted averaged baseline. The result is an adjusted 
averaged baseline for aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks. 

5. Proportionally adjust other reported carbon stocks to match the adjusted averaged 
baseline.  

6. Combine the results to produce the final baseline for all onsite carbon stocks. 
 
For all calculations in this section, all values for “carbon stocks” should be expressed in metric 
tons of CO2-equivalent. 

6.1.2.1 Inventory Carbon Stocks within the Project Area 

The start date inventory of standing live carbon stocks, separated into aboveground and 
belowground portions, and the start date inventory of standing dead carbon stocks, also with 
aboveground and belowground portions separated, must be determined following Appendix B. 
Projects may choose to use the Standardized Inventory Methodology and/or the Climate Action 
Reserve Inventory Tool (CARIT), both available on the Reserve’s website, but use of the 
methodology and CARIT is optional. 
 
In the formulas throughout this section, initial carbon stocks are denoted by the variable PUB0 
(i.e., the preliminary unadjusted baseline at time zero). 

6.1.2.2 Model Growth and Harvesting Over 100 Years 

The preliminary unadjusted baseline for onsite carbon stocks must be estimated through a 
modeling exercise. The modeling exercise must use the inventories of the carbon from Section 
6.1.2 as a starting point for modeling. The preliminary unadjusted baseline will consist of each of 
the following carbon pools that are maintained separately during this stage of baseline 
development: 
 

▪ Aboveground standing live 
▪ Belowground standing live 
▪ Aboveground standing dead 
▪ Belowground standing dead 
▪ Harvested aboveground and belowground standing live 
▪ Bole portion of harvested standing live 

 
To determine the preliminary unadjusted baseline, model the initial inventory of aboveground 
standing live carbon stocks through a series of growth and harvesting scenarios over a 100-year 
timeframe. Modeling must be conducted using an approved growth model, as identified in the 
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Modeling Carbon Stocks section of Appendix B. Modeling of the growth and harvesting 
scenarios must reflect all legal requirements that constrain the ability to harvest carbon stocks. 
In addition, harvesting assumptions must reflect realistic financial constraints, as described in 
Section 6.1.2.2.2. 
 
Standing dead carbon stocks shall be assumed to remain static throughout the modeling 
process. Exceptions may be provided, at the Reserve’s discretion, if compelling justification can 
be provided that standing dead carbon stocks are likely to fluctuate substantially as part of the 
project’s baseline. 

6.1.2.2.1 Modeling Legal Constraints 

All legal constraints that affect the ability to manage carbon stocks must be included in the 
model design. The preliminary unadjusted baseline must represent a growth and harvesting 
regime that fulfills all legal requirements. Voluntary agreements that can be rescinded, such as 
rental contracts and forest certifications, are not legal constraints. Habitat Conservation Plans 
(HCPs) and Safe Harbor Agreements (SHAs) that are in place more than one year prior to the 
project’s start date shall be modeled as legal constraints. HCPs and SHAs that are approved 
after the date one year prior to the project’s start date are not considered legal constraints for 
baseline modeling and may be disregarded. 
 
Legal constraints include all laws, regulations, and legally-binding commitments applicable to 
the Project Area at the time of the project’s initiation that could affect carbon stocks. Legal 
constraints include: 
 

1. Federal, state/provincial, or local government regulations that are required and might 
reasonably be anticipated to influence carbon stocking over time including, but not 
limited to:  

a. Zones with harvest restrictions (e.g., buffers, streamside protection zones, 
wildlife protection zones) 

b. Harvest adjacency restrictions 
c. Minimum stocking standards 

2. Forest practice rules, or applicable Best Management Practices established by federal, 
state, provincial or local government that relate to forest management. 

3. Other legally binding requirements affecting carbon stocks including, but not limited to, 
covenants, conditions and restrictions, and other title restrictions in place prior to or at 
the time of project initiation, including pre-existing conservation easements, HCPs, 
SHAs, and deed restrictions, excepting an encumbrance that was put in place and/or 
recorded less than one year prior to the project start date, as defined in Section 3.7. 

 
For Forest Projects located in California, the preliminary unadjusted baseline must be modeled 
to reflect all silvicultural treatments associated with timber harvest plans (THPs) active within the 
Project Area at the time of the project’s initiation. All legally enforceable silvicultural and 
operational provisions of a THP – including those operational provisions designed to meet 
California Forest Practice Rules requirements for achieving Maximum Sustained Production of 
High Quality Wood Products [14 CCR 913.11 (933.11, 953.11)] – are considered legal 
constraints and must be reflected in baseline modeling for if the THP will remain active. For 
portions of the Project Area not subject to THPs (or over time periods for which THPs will not be 
active), baseline carbon stocks must be modeled by considering any applicable requirements of 
the California Forest Practice Rules and all other applicable laws, regulations, and legally 
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binding commitments that could affect onsite carbon stocks. On a case-by-case basis, the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) may assist Project Operators 
in identifying minimum carbon stocking levels that would be effectively required under California 
Forest Practice Rules. 

6.1.2.2.2 Modeling Financial Constraints 

Harvest assumptions included in the model must be financially viable. The Project Operator 
must demonstrate that the growth and harvesting regime assumed for the preliminary 
unadjusted baseline is financially feasible through a financial analysis of the anticipated growth 
and harvesting regime that captures all relevant costs and returns, taking into consideration all 
legal, physical, and biological constraints. Cost and revenue variables in the financial analysis 
may be based on regional norms or on documented costs and returns for the Project Area or 
other properties in the project’s Assessment Area. 
 
A financially viable project is defined in this protocol as a project that has a positive net present 
value using a discount rate of 4%. This would indicate a management regime that does not lose 
money in the practice of performing long-term forest management activities, including road 
management, watercourse restoration, fuels management, etc. Inputs to the analysis include 
the volume of species harvested, logging and hauling costs, delivered log prices, and forest 
management costs.  

6.1.2.3 Generate an Unadjusted Averaged Baseline  

The periodic modeled outputs from the preliminary unadjusted baseline must be standardized 
according to the following guidance for each carbon pool. The result will be an unadjusted 
averaged baseline for each carbon pool.  
 
Aboveground standing live carbon stocks: The periodic modeled outputs for aboveground 
standing live carbon stocks must be either averaged or converted to a straight-line 
approximation reflective of legal constraints. 
 
If legal constraints do not result in an upward trend in aboveground standing live carbon stocks, 
then the periodic model outputs must be averaged using Equation 6.5. See Figure 6.1 for a 
simplified example of the resulting unadjusted averaged baseline. 
 
If legal constraints do result in an increasing trend of aboveground standing live carbon stocks, 
beginning at the project start date, then the periodic model outputs may be standardized using a 
straight-line approximation, as defined in Equation 6.6. The approximation must consist of two 
line segments. The first of the line segments must initiate at the initial inventory at the project 
start date and terminate at the point where carbon stocks reach their highest legally required 
level. The second segment is a straight line with a constant value, defined by the terminus of the 
first line segment, for the balance of the 100-year modeling timeframe. See Figure 6.2 for a 
simplified example of the resulting unadjusted averaged baseline with an upward slope. 
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Equation 6.5. Formula for Averaging Preliminary Unadjusted Baseline Carbon Stocks 

For all years y, 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒚 =
∑ 𝑷𝑼𝑩𝒚

𝟏𝟎𝟎

𝒚=𝟎

𝟏𝟎𝟎
 

Where,   Units 

UABy = Unadjusted averaged baseline value for year y (including the start 
date at y=0) 

tCO2e/acre 

PUBy = Preliminary unadjusted baseline value for year y.  tCO2e/acre 

 
Equation 6.6. Formula for Approximating Preliminary Unadjusted Baseline Carbon Stocks as a Straight-

Line Trend 

For years y < Y, 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒚 = 𝑷𝑼𝑩𝟎 + 𝒚 ×
𝑬𝑺−𝑷𝑼𝑩𝟎

𝒀
 

 

For years y ≥ Y, 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒚 = 𝑬𝑺 

Where,   Units 

UABy = Unadjusted averaged baseline value for year y tCO2e/acre 
Y = Time in years between the project start date and the year at which 

the highest legally required stocking level is reached. This is 
determined by modeling a forest growth and yield simulation that 
includes legal and financial constraints (in Section 6.1.2.2, above) 

years 

PUB0 = Initial aboveground standing live and dead carbon stocks per acre 
within the Project Area (as determined in Section 6.1.2) 

tCO2e/acre 

ES = Ending stocks = The highest legally required stocking level, as 
determined in Step 2 

tCO2e/acre 

 
Belowground standing live carbon stocks: The belowground portion of the standing live carbon 
stocks must be standardized in the same way as the aboveground standing live carbon stocks, 
i.e., either averaged (Equation 6.5), or calculated with an upward-sloping line to a potential 
terminus (Equation 6.6). 
 
The aboveground and belowground portions of standing dead carbon stocks: Standing dead 
carbon stocks shall be set at the quantity of carbon stocks present in the standing dead carbon 
stock pool at the project start date. Exceptions may be provided, at the Reserve’s discretion, if 
compelling justification can be provided that standing dead carbon stocks are likely to fluctuate 
substantially as part of the project’s baseline. Standing dead stocks are not adjusted based on 
adjustments to the standing live carbon stocks. However, aboveground and belowground 
portions of standing dead carbon stocks should be maintained as separate values since 
aboveground standing dead stocks should be combined with the unadjusted averaged baseline 
for aboveground standing live carbon for the purpose of applying the performance standard 
criteria as described in Section 6.1.2.4 below. 
 
Carbon stocks in the aboveground and belowground portions of standing live trees harvested 
for wood products: The carbon stocks shall be calculated as the average of the periodic outputs 
for the entire 100-year modeling if the aboveground live tree carbon stocks do not result in an 
upward trend. 
 
If the carbon stocks in aboveground standing live carbon stocks results in an upward trend, the 
carbon stocks shall be calculated as an average from the start date to the highest point of the 
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aboveground standing live carbon stocks. A separate average of carbon stocks in both the 
aboveground and belowground portions of standing live trees harvested for wood products 
between the highest point of the aboveground standing live carbon stocks and the end point of 
the 100-year modeling shall be calculated, as applicable. 
 
Carbon stocks in the bole portion of trees harvested for wood products: The carbon stocks shall 
be calculated as the average of periodic outputs for the entire 100-year modeling if the 
aboveground live tree carbon stocks do not result in an upward trend. 
 
For upward-sloping lines, the values shall be based on the carbon stocks harvested to the legal 
constraint terminus and be based on the average carbon stocks from the terminus to the 
balance of the 100-year modeling (if applicable).  
 

 
Figure 6.1. Example of an unadjusted averaged baseline 

(Resulting from Equation 6.5.) 
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Figure 6.2. Example of an unadjusted averaged baseline with an upward trend 

(Resulting from Equation 6.6.) 

 

6.1.2.4 Apply Performance-Standard Criteria 

Once the components of the unadjusted averaged baseline are determined in Section 6.1.2.3, 
the aboveground standing live and standing dead components must be adjusted to conform to a 
set of performance standard criteria, as described below. The result is an adjusted averaged 
baseline for aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks. Other reported carbon 
pools are adjusted in Section 6.1.2.5.  
 
The performance standard criteria establish minimum aboveground standing live and standing 
dead carbon stock values for the baseline, regardless of what is legally and financially viable. 
The elements of the performance standard are: 
 

▪ The High Stocking Reference: The High Stocking Reference is a measure of carbon 
stocks in aboveground standing live and standing dead biomass over the 10 years 
preceding the project start date. It governs baseline carbon stocks in certain instances 
where aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks have declined prior 
to the start date. See further guidance below on how to determine the High Stocking 
Reference. 

▪ Comparison of initial carbon stocks to Common Practice: If the unadjusted averaged 
baseline for aboveground standing live carbon stocks was determined according to 
Equation 6.5, then the adjusted averaged baseline may depend on how the initial carbon 
stocks compare to Common Practice levels (see guidance in Section 6.1.1 for how to 
determine Common Practice). For projects whose initial aboveground standing live and 
standing dead carbon stocks are above Common Practice, the adjusted averaged 
baseline for aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks may not be 
below Common Practice. For projects whose initial aboveground standing live and 
standing dead carbon stocks are below Common Practice, the adjusted averaged 
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baseline for aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks may not be 
below either (1) the initial inventory level or (2) the High Stocking Reference, whichever 
is greater. See Equation 6.7 and Equation 6.8 below. 

 
The procedure for determining the adjusted averaged baseline depends on whether the 
unadjusted averaged baseline for aboveground standing live carbon stocks was determined 
according to Equation 6.5, or as an upward sloping straight-line trend (according to Equation 
6.6. 
 
Where the unadjusted averaged baseline for aboveground standing live carbon stocks was 
determined using Equation 6.5: 
 

▪ If the project’s initial aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks (PUB0) 
are above Common Practice, use Equation 6.7 to determine the adjusted averaged 
baseline 

▪ If the project’s initial aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks (PUB0) 
are below Common Practice, use Equation 6.8 to determine the adjusted averaged 
baseline 

 
In both cases, values must be determined for all years, y, starting with zero (the start date of the 
project) and ending with 100. 
 
Equation 6.7. Determining the Adjusted Averaged Baseline for Aboveground Live and Aboveground 

Standing Dead Carbon Stocks Where Initial Stocks Are at or Above Common Practice  

𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒚 = 𝑴𝑨𝑿(𝑪𝑷, 𝑴𝑰𝑵(𝑷𝑼𝑩𝟎, 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒚)) 

Where,   Units 

AABy = Adjusted averaged baseline for aboveground standing live and 
aboveground standing dead carbon stocks value in year y 

tCO2e/acre 

CP = Common Practice (determined according to the guidance in Section 
6.1.1) 

tCO2e/acre 

PUB0 = Initial aboveground standing live and dead carbon stocks per acre 
within the Project Area (as determined in Section 6.1.2) 

tCO2e /acre 

UABy = Value of the aboveground standing live and aboveground standing 
dead portion of the unadjusted averaged baseline for year y, as 
determined in Section 6.1.2.3 

tCO2e/acre 
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Equation 6.8. Determining the Adjusted Averaged Baseline for Aboveground Live and Aboveground 
Standing Dead Carbon Stocks Where Initial Stocks Are Below Common Practice 

𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒚 = 𝑴𝑨𝑿(𝑴𝑨𝑿(𝑯𝑺𝑹, 𝑷𝑼𝑩𝟎), 𝑴𝑰𝑵(𝑪𝑷, 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒚)) 

Where, 
 

  Units 

AABy = Adjusted averaged baseline for aboveground standing live and 
aboveground standing dead carbon stocks value in year y 

tCO2e/acre 

HSR = “High Stocking Reference” for the Project Area. See guidance below 
for how the HSR is determined 

tCO2e/acre 

CP = Common Practice (determined according to the guidance in Section 
6.1.1) 

tCO2e/acre 

PUB0 = Initial aboveground standing live and standing dead carbon stocks per 
acre within the Project Area (as determined in Section 6.1.2) 

tCO2e /acre 

UABy = Value of the unadjusted averaged baseline for year y, as determined 
in Section 6.1.3.3, plus the aboveground standing dead carbon stocks 
for year y 

tCO2e/acre 

 
Where the unadjusted averaged baseline for aboveground standing live and standing dead 
carbon stocks was determined using Equation 6.6, the adjusted averaged baseline (AABy) may 
be determined according to Equation 6.9. 
 
Equation 6.9. Formula for Determining the Adjusted Averaged Baseline Where the Unadjusted Averaged 

Baseline was Approximated using Equation 6.6 

For years y < Y, 𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒚 = 𝑴𝑨𝑿(𝑷𝑼𝑩𝟎, 𝑯𝑺𝑹) + 𝒚 ×
𝑬𝑺−𝑷𝑼𝑩𝟎

𝒀
 

 

For years y ≥ Y, 𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒚 = 𝑬𝑺 

Where,   Units 

AABy = Adjusted averaged baseline value for year y tCO2e/acre 
Y = Time in years between the project start date and the year at which 

the highest legally required stocking level is reached. This is 
determined by modeling a forest growth and yield simulation that 
includes legal and financial constraints (in Section 6.1.2.2, above) 

years 

PUB0 = Initial aboveground standing live and dead carbon stocks per acre 
within the Project Area (as determined in Section 6.1.2) 

tCO2e/acre 

HSR = “High Stocking Reference” for the Project Area. See guidance below 
for how the HSR is determined. 

tCO2e/acre 

ES = Ending stocks = The highest legally required stocking level, as 
determined in Section 6.1.2.2 

tCO2e/acre 

6.1.2.4.1 Determining the High Stocking Reference  

The High Stocking Reference is defined as 80 percent of the highest value for aboveground 
standing live and standing dead carbon stocks per acre within the Project Area during the 10-
year period preceding the project start date. To determine the High Stocking Reference, the 
Project Operator must document changes in the Project Area’s aboveground standing live and 
standing dead carbon stocks over the 10 years prior to the initiation of the project, or for as long 
as the Project Operator has had control of the stocks, whichever is shorter. Figure 6.3. presents 
a graphical portrayal of a High Stocking Reference determination.  
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Figure 6.3. Determining a Project Area’s High Stocking Reference 

 

Note that it is possible for the High Stocking Reference to be higher than Common Practice, 
even where initial live and standing dead tree carbon stocks for the project are below Common 
Practice. 

6.1.2.5 Proportionally Adjust Other Reported Carbon Stocks  

The adjusted averaged baseline for other reported carbon stocks must be determined by 
adjusting carbon stock values to reflect the adjusted averaged baseline for aboveground 
standing live and standing dead carbon stocks. The guidance for adjusting the other reported 
carbon stocks is shown in Table 6.1. 
 
Table 6.1. Guidance for Adjusting Other Carbon Pools 

Carbon Pool 

Relationship to 
Adjustments of 

Aboveground Live 
Carbon Stocks 

Adjustment 

Belowground 
Standing Live 
Carbon Stocks 

Directly Proportional 

𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒃𝒈,𝒚 =  (𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒂𝒈,𝒚 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒂𝒈,𝒚⁄ ) × 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒃𝒈,𝒚 

Where, 
 
AABbg,y = Adjusted averaged baseline for 
belowground standing live carbon stocks in year y 

AABag,y = Adjusted averaged baseline for 
aboveground standing live and standing dead 
carbon stocks in year y 

UABag,y = Unadjusted averaged baseline for 
aboveground standing live carbon stocks in year y, 
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Carbon Pool 

Relationship to 
Adjustments of 

Aboveground Live 
Carbon Stocks 

Adjustment 

plus the aboveground standing dead carbon stocks 
for year y 

UABbg,y = Unadjusted averaged baseline for 
belowground standing live carbon stocks in year y 

Aboveground and 
Belowground 
Standing Dead 
Carbon Stocks 

N/A No adjustment is conducted. 
Aboveground and belowground standing dead 
carbon stocks remain constant with inventories of 
aboveground and belowground standing dead 
carbon stocks at the project start date. Exceptions 
may be allowed as described previously. Standing 
dead carbon stocks are not adjusted based on 
changes to standing live carbon stocks, but must 
be used in the comparison to Common Practice. 

Harvested 
Aboveground and 
Belowground 
Standing Live 
Carbon Stocks  

Inversely Proportional  𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒉𝒕,𝒚 =
𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒉𝒕,𝒚

(𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒂𝒈,𝒚 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒂𝒈,𝒚⁄ )
   

 

Where, 
 
AABht,y = Adjusted averaged baseline for harvested 
aboveground and belowground standing live 
carbon stocks in year y 

UABht,y = Unadjusted averaged baseline for 
harvested aboveground and belowground standing 
live carbon stocks in year y 

UABag,y = Unadjusted averaged baseline for 
aboveground standing live carbon stocks in year y, 
plus the aboveground standing dead carbon stocks 
for year y 

AABag,y = Adjusted averaged baseline for 
aboveground standing live and standing dead 
carbon stocks in year y 

Harvested Bole 
Portion of 
Aboveground and 
Belowground 
Standing Live 
Carbon Stocks  

Inversely Proportional  𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒉𝒕𝒃,𝒚 =
𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒉𝒕𝒃,𝒚

(𝑨𝑨𝑩𝒂𝒈,𝒚 𝑼𝑨𝑩𝒂𝒈,𝒚⁄ )
   

 

Where, 
 
AABhtb,y = Adjusted average baseline for the bole 
portion of harvested aboveground and 
belowground standing live carbon stocks in year y 

UABhtb,y = Unadjusted averaged baseline for the 
bole portion of harvested aboveground and 
belowground standing live carbon stocks in year y 

UABag,y = Unadjusted averaged baseline for 
aboveground standing live carbon stocks in year y, 
plus the aboveground standing dead carbon stocks 
for year y 

AABag,y = Adjusted averaged baseline for 
aboveground standing live and standing dead 
carbon stocks in year y 
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6.1.2.6 Combine All Adjusted Averaged Baseline Components 

The final baseline is the sum of adjusted averaged baselines for all reported onsite carbon 
stocks and must include: 
 

▪ Aboveground and belowground standing live carbon stocks 
▪ Aboveground and belowground standing dead carbon stocks 
▪ Harvested wood products 

 
The adjusted averaged baselines for harvested standing live carbon stocks (aboveground and 
belowground) and the bole portion of harvested standing live carbon stocks must also be 
maintained separately from the carbon stocks listed above. The reporting of harvested carbon 
stocks is conducted separately from other reported carbon stocks. 

6.1.3 Estimating Baseline Onsite Carbon Stocks – Public Lands 

The baseline is developed for a public forest by determining carbon levels in the Project Area 
with the assumed condition that the entire forest is at a rotation age common for the forest 
community (by Assessment Area). The rotation ages are provided as default values and are 
found with the Assessment Area data. Where forest practice laws, or any other legal 
encumbrances, require specific management of forest stands at levels that exceed the age 
criteria mentioned above, the stands must be managed at sufficient stocking levels to ensure 
compliance with the legal constraints. Project credits are determined by calculating the project’s 
carbon stocks and subtracting the baseline stocks from them. 

6.1.3.1 Generate COLE Report 

Using the Carbon Online Estimator (COLE),25 select Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) plots 
using the “plots within this radius” tool. The circle developed must be centered within the Project 
Area. The radius of the sample area must be at least 100 kilometers. Following the guidance on 
the website, fetch the data within the circle. Next, filter the data using the ‘Filter’ tab on the 
website by selecting species in the ‘Forest Type’ menu bar that are found in the species list in 
the Assessment Area Data File for Assessment Area(s) the project is in. Click on the ‘Reports’ 
tab and submit the request to produce the 1605(b) report, which will be provided through a web 
interface. The report must be included as an appendix in the PDD. 
 
Using Table 1 of the COLE 1605(b) report, the baseline for the project, barring any adjustments 
as part of the legal analysis (below), shall be determined by summing the live tree and dead tree 
values from the COLE 1605(b) report that correspond with the rotation length value found in 
Table 6.2. The 1605(b) values are given as metric tons of carbon per hectare and shall be 
converted into metric tons CO2e per acre. The determination of rotation length is made using the 
Assessment Area Data File and identified for rotation length.  
 
Table 6.2. Table Rotation Lengths 

Rotation Length Years 

Short 30 

Medium 40 

Long 60 

Extremely Long 70 

                                                
25 http://www.ncasi2.org/COLE/. After opening, zoom into project area on map and follow instructions to “get plots 
within this radius…”. Once the data has been retrieved, the report can be obtained following the instructions on the 
site. 

http://www.ncasi2.org/COLE/
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6.1.3.2 Adjust for Legal Constraints 

The baseline must exceed all legal constraints. A determination must be made whether the legal 
constraints that affect forest management within the Project Area require further adjustments to 
the initial baseline developed above, using the following steps: 
 

1. Identify legal constraints affecting the Project Area. 

a. Identify and describe the legal requirements affecting the Project Area. 
b. Spatially identify (map) the areas to which the legal requirements apply within the 

Project Area to determine the affected acres. 

2. Determine forest structure needed to comply with the legal requirements. 

a. Describe the forest structure needed to ensure compliance with the legal 
requirements affecting each area.  

b. Explain and justify the forest conditions and associated age class that meets the 
forest conditions identified for meeting the minimum criteria of the legal 
requirement. In no case shall the age class be less than the age class associated 
with the rotation length from Table 6.2. 

3. Adjust baseline values 

a. Use the live and dead tree values associated with the age class from the COLE 
1605(b) report that is associated with the previous step. The 100-year values for 
live and dead trees in the COLE 1605(b) report shall be used in cases where 
determinations of forest structure are not easily justified. 

b. Develop a weighted average by multiplying the acres for each constraint class by 
the COLE 1605(b) values and dividing by the total acres to determine the 
adjusted baseline. 

6.1.3.3 Estimate the Project’s Baseline Harvest Volume 

The estimate of baseline harvest volume shall be determined by multiplying the adjusted 
baseline (above) by 3%. The resulting volume shall be used in conjunction with the guidance in 
Appendix B to determine harvested wood products. The harvest volume shall remain constant 
for the project life. 

6.1.3.4 Determining the Final Project Baseline 

The final baseline is determined by adding the estimated harvested wood products to the 
adjusted baseline.  

6.1.4 Determining Actual Onsite Carbon Stocks 

Actual carbon stocks for Improved Forest Management Projects must be determined by 
updating the Project Area’s forest carbon inventory. This is done by: 
 

1. Incorporating any new forest inventory data obtained during the previous year into the 
inventory estimate. Any plots sampled during the previous year must be incorporated 
into the inventory estimate. 

2. Using an approved model or a stand table projection to “grow” (project forward) prior-
year data from existing forest inventory plots to the current reporting year. Guidance for 
projecting forest inventory data is identified in Appendix B.  
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3. Updating the forest inventory estimate for harvests and/or disturbances that have 
occurred during the previous year. To allow some flexibility in updating the forest 
inventory during onsite verification years, a project may defer updating a small 
percentage of plots until the following reporting period, as detailed in Appendix B. This 
will help streamline the sequential sampling process when recent disturbances have 
taken place. 

4. Applying an appropriate confidence deduction for the inventory based on its statistical 
uncertainty, following the guidance in Appendix B. 

6.1.5 Determining Actual Carbon in Harvested Wood Products 

Perform the following steps to determine actual carbon in harvested wood products: 
 

1. Determine the actual amount of carbon in standing live carbon stocks (prior to delivery to 
a mill) harvested in the current year (based on harvest volumes determined in Section 
6.1.4). 

2. Determine the amount of actual harvested carbon that will remain stored in wood 
products, averaged over 100 years, following the requirements in Appendix B. 

6.1.6 Quantifying Secondary Effects 

For Improved Forest Management Projects, significant Secondary Effects can occur if a project 
reduces harvesting in the Project Area, resulting in an increase in harvesting on other 
properties. Emission reductions due to substituting wood for materials with higher GHG 
footprints, such as concrete or steel, are not accounted for as an emission reduction in this 
protocol because the emission reductions are accounted for by the energy sector. 
 
The risk that Secondary Effects may be occurring is calculated in this protocol. However, the 
magnitude of risk of Secondary Effects is dependent on how much harvesting occurs on the 
Project Area relative to the baseline scenario. This protocol considers the impacts of shifting 
harvest activities over the project life. As discussed above, since the baseline is a 
representative scenario of legally permissible and financially feasible growth and harvesting 
regimes in the absence of a project, baseline pools, including those used to quantify the risk of 
Secondary Effects, are averaged across the baseline period (i.e., 100 years). The risk of 
Secondary Effects for the project are thus considered in relation to such averaged baseline 
harvesting. Improved Forest Management Projects, where harvesting is anticipated to be an 
ongoing activity over the project life, are expected to increase harvest levels over time 
compared to baseline management due to improved stocking and growth levels and harvesting 
closer to an optimal age for forest productivity. However, this SSR must be reported annually 
due to the risk that Secondary Effects may be occurring in any given year.  
 
Equation 6.10 must be used to estimate the Secondary Effects risk for Improved Forest 
Management Projects. Recognizing that Secondary Effects from projects may be influenced by 
long term harvesting trends, the evaluation in Equation 6.10 considers how actual cumulative 
harvest amounts vary from baseline cumulative harvest amounts since project inception.  
 
When baseline cumulative harvested carbon exceeds actual cumulative harvested carbon - but 
actual onsite harvested carbon exceeds the baseline amount in a given reporting period - net 
GHG reductions are increased (Equation 6.10.B). This allows for prior deductions for Secondary 
Effects to be recouped, because the risk has been lowered. However, once actual cumulative 
harvest amounts exceed baseline cumulative harvest amounts, Secondary Effects risk is zero, 
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and will remain zero for as long as actual cumulative harvest amounts exceed baseline 
cumulative harvest amounts (Equation 6.10.A). Under no circumstances shall the net balance of 
Secondary Effects CRTs over the course of a project be positive. However, maintaining actual 
cumulative harvest above baseline cumulative harvest will allow a project to accrue any 
uncredited positive carryover that can counteract the amount of future Secondary Effects 
deductions that would be applied if baseline cumulative harvested carbon were to exceed actual 
harvested carbon again (Equation 6.10.C). Refer to Appendix B for an example of how 
Secondary Effects are evaluated over time, and how prior Secondary Effects may be recouped. 
The Reserve also provides a calculation workbook for quantifying Secondary Effects risk (in 
addition to the other calculations required by the protocol). 
 
Values used for onsite carbon harvested in the project and baseline scenarios (AChv,n and 
BChv,n) shall represent all harvested trees, not just merchantable species. 
 
Equation 6.10. Secondary Effects Emissions 

Equation 6.10.A: 

𝑰𝒇 ∑(𝑨𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒏

𝒚

𝒏=𝟏

−  𝑩𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒏) ≥ 0, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 ∑ 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒏

𝒚−𝟏

𝒏=𝟏

≥ 0,  

 
𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒚 = 𝟎† 

 
 
Equation 6.10.B: 

𝑰𝒇 ( ∑(𝑨𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒏

𝒚

𝒏=𝟏

− 𝑩𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒏) < 0 𝑎𝑛𝑑 ∑ 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒏

𝒚−𝟏

𝒏=𝟏

< 0)  𝑜𝑟 ( ∑(𝑨𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒏

𝒚

𝒏=𝟏

−  𝑩𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒏) ≥ 0 𝑎𝑛𝑑 ∑ 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒏

𝒚−𝟏

𝒏=𝟏

< 0),  

𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒚 = 𝑴𝑰𝑵 ((𝑨𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒚 − 𝑩𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒚) × 𝟐𝟎%, |∑ 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒏

𝒚−𝟏

𝒏=𝟏

|) 

 
Equation 6.10.C: 

𝑰𝒇 ∑(𝑨𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒏

𝒚

𝒏=𝟏

−  𝑩𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒏) < 0, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 ∑ 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒏

𝒚−𝟏

𝒏=𝟏

≥ 0,  

 

𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒚 = 𝑴𝑰𝑵 (∑ 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒏
𝒚−𝟏
𝒏=𝟏 + ((𝑨𝑪𝒉𝒗, 𝒚 −  𝑩𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒚) × 𝟐𝟎%) , 𝟎) † 

 

 
Where, 
 

  Units 

SEas,y = Estimated annual Secondary Effects in current reporting period y (used 
in Equation 6.1) 

tCO2e 

SEas,n = Estimated annual Secondary Effects in reporting period n tCO2e 
AChv,n = Actual amount of onsite carbon harvested in reporting period n (prior to 

delivery to a mill) 
tCO2e 

BChv,n = Estimated average baseline amount of onsite carbon harvested in 
reporting period n (prior to delivery to a mill), as determined above 

tCO2e 

AChv,y = Actual amount of onsite carbon harvested in current reporting period y 
(prior to delivery to a mill) 

tCO2e 
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BChv,y = Estimated average baseline amount of onsite carbon harvested in 
current reporting period y (prior to delivery to a mill), as determined in 
Section 6.1.1.4, 6.1.2.5, or 6.1.3.3 as applicable 

tCO2e 

† Secondary Effects are not awarded CRTs but may accrue as positive carryover. Annual accruals are 

calculated in the same way that Secondary Effects are calculated when baseline cumulative harvested 
carbon exceeds actual harvested carbon. Cumulative Secondary Effects as of the current reporting 

period are calculated by the following: ∑ 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒏 = ∑ 𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒏
𝒚−𝟏

𝒏=𝟏 + ((𝑨𝑪𝒉𝒗, 𝒚 −  𝑩𝑪𝒉𝒗,𝒚) × 𝟐𝟎%)
𝒚

𝒏=𝟏 . 

Positive carryover reduces or negates future Secondary Effects deductions.  

6.2 Avoided Conversion Projects 

6.2.1 Estimating Baseline Onsite Carbon Stocks 

The baseline for Avoided Conversion Projects is a projection of onsite forest carbon stock 
losses that would have occurred over time due to the conversion of the Project Area to a non-
forest land use. Estimating the baseline for Avoided Conversion Projects involves two steps: 
 

1. Characterizing and projecting a baseline 

2. Adjusting the baseline based on conversion risk 
 
Step 1 – Characterizing and Projecting the Baseline  

Project Operators must characterize and project the baseline by: 
 

1. Clearly specifying an alternative highest-value land use for the Project Area, as identified 
by an appraisal(s) (required by this protocol). The appraisal(s) must include 
accompanying documentation that demonstrates the type of anticipated land use 
conversion is legally permissible. Such documentation must fall into at least one of the 
following categories: 

a. Documentation indicating that the current land use policies, including zoning and 
general plan ordinances, and other local and state statutes and regulations, 
permit the anticipated type of conversion.  

b. Documentation indicating that the Project Operator has obtained all necessary 
approvals from the governing county to convert the Project Area to the proposed 
type of non-forest land use (including, for instance, certificates of compliance, 
subdivision approvals, timber conversion permits, other rezoning, major or minor 
use permits, etc.). 

c. Documentation indicating that similarly situated forestlands within the project’s 
Assessment Area were recently able to obtain all necessary approvals from the 
governing county, state, or other governing agency to convert to a non-forest 
land use (including, for instance, certificates of compliance, subdivision 
approvals, timber conversion permits, other rezoning, major or minor use 
permits, etc.). 

2. Estimating the rate of conversion and removal of onsite standing live and dead carbon 
stocks. The rate of conversion and removal of onsite standing live and dead carbon 
stocks must be estimated by either: 

a. Referencing planning documentation that has been approved and permitted by 
the appropriate planning department for the Project Area (e.g., construction 
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documents or plans) that specifies the timeframe of the conversion and intended 
removal of forest cover on the Project Area; or  

b. In the absence of specific documentation, identifying a default annual conversion 
rate for carbon in standing live and dead carbon stocks from Table 6.3. The 
default value is subject to any legal constraints, which must be incorporated in 
modeling the project’s baseline. 

 
Table 6.3. Default Avoided Conversion Rates for Standing Live and Dead Carbon Stocks 

Type of Conversion 
Identified in Appraisal 

Total Conversion Impact Annual Rate of Conversion 

This is the assumed total effect over time of 
the conversion activity on standing live and 
dead carbon stocks. (The total conversion 
impact is amortized over a 10-year period to 
determine the annual rate of conversion in 
the next column.) 

This is the assumed annual rate of the 
conversion activity on standing live and 
dead carbon stocks. The percentages 
below are multiplied by the initial standing 
and dead carbon stocks for the project on 
an annual basis for the first 10 years of 
the project. 

Residential 

Estimate using the following formula: 
 
TC% = (min(1,(P*3) / PA)) 
 
Where, 
TC = % total conversion (TC cannot exceed 
100%) 
PA = the Project Area (acres) identified in 
the appraisal 
P = the number of unique parcels that 
would be formed on the Project Area as 
identified in the appraisal 
* Each parcel is assumed to deforest 3 
acres of forest vegetation 

Estimate using the following formula: 
 
ARC = TC / 10 
 
Where, 
ARC = % annual rate of conversion 
TC = % total conversion  

Mining and 
Agricultural 
Conversion, including 
Pasture or Crops 

90% 9.0% 

Golf Course 80% 8.0% 

Commercial Buildings 95% 9.5% 

 
A computer simulation, based on 2a or 2b above, must be conducted to project changes in 
onsite standing live and dead carbon stocks over 100 years. The computer simulation of the 
onsite standing live and dead carbon stocks must approximate the identified rate of conversion 
over time to estimate changes in standing live and dead carbon stocks, beginning with the 
Project Area’s initial onsite standing live and dead carbon stocks. If the projected conversion 
rate does not result in a complete removal of onsite standing live and dead carbon stocks, the 
baseline projection must account for any residual forest carbon value as a steady condition for 
the balance of a 100-year projection. 
 

3. Estimating the rate of soil carbon emissions (optional): 
Soil carbon emissions associated with conversion to agriculture (for all soil types) or 
residential and commercial (for histosols only) may be reported for the baseline. The 
amount of soil carbon and the rate of soil carbon emissions are dependent upon the soil 
type (“soil order”) and the conversion activity. Emissions from soil carbon are estimated 
by applying the default emissions estimators from Table B.19 of Appendix B to the 
estimates of soil carbon in the Project Area. Appendix B provides an estimated 
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percentage emitted as the result of conversion and presents the rate of emissions 
associated with each soil order. A weighted estimate of emissions must be conducted 
where more than one soil order is found in the Project Area. 

4. As with standing live and dead carbon, the baseline trend of soil carbon stocks must be 
graphed to display the soil carbon stocks on an annual basis.  

 
The carbon stock trends for standing live carbon, standing dead carbon, and soil carbon are 
added together to determine a project baseline for the onsite carbon stocks. Figure 6.4. displays 
a simplified view of the the baseline trend of onsite carbon stocks, as well as the basis for 
project crediting over time.  
 

 

Figure 6.4. Example of an Avoided Conversion Project Baseline  

 
Step 2 – Adjusting the Baseline Based on Conversion Risk 

If the fair market value of the anticipated alternative land use for the Project Area (as 
determined by the required appraisal) is not more than 80 percent greater than the value of the 
current forested land use, then the baseline must be adjusted to reflect uncertainty about the 
risk of conversion. If the project utilizes multiple appraisals to cover the entire Project Area, the 
appraisals must all result in the same Conversion Risk Adjustment Factor to be considered for 
use in the same project. 
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Equation 6.11. Conversion Risk Adjustment Factor 

If 0.4 < ((VA / VP) – 1) < 0.8, then CRA = [80% – ((VA / VP) – 1)] x 2.5 
If ((VA / VP) – 1) ≥ 0.8, then CRA = 0% 
If ((VA / VP) – 1) ≤ 0.4, then CRA = 100% 

Where, 
 

  

CRA = Conversion Risk Adjustment factor 
VA = Appraised fair market value of the anticipated alternative land use for the Project Area 
VP = Appraised fair market value of the current forested land use for the Project Area 

 
The baseline is adjusted by applying the Conversion Risk Adjustment factor to the unadjusted 
baseline determined in Step 1, using Equation 6.12 below. 
 
Equation 6.12. Adjusted Baseline Onsite Carbon Stocks 

𝑩𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆,𝒚 =  𝑩𝑳𝑼𝒚 +  (𝑰𝑺 −  𝑩𝑳𝑼𝒚) × 𝑪𝑹𝑨 

Where, 
 

  Units 

BConsite, y  = Adjusted baseline onsite carbon stocks in year y, for each of the 100 
years calculated in the project’s baseline 

tCO2e 

BLUy = Unadjusted baseline onsite carbon stocks in year y, for each of the 100 
years calculated in the project’s baseline (determine in Step 1, above) 

tCO2e 

IS = Initial onsite carbon stocks at the project start date tCO2e 
CRA = Conversion Risk Adjustment factor, as described above  % 

 

6.2.2 Estimating Baseline Carbon in Harvested Wood Products 

Harvesting is assumed to occur in the baseline over time as the Project Area is converted to 
another land use. To estimate the baseline carbon transferred to long-term storage in harvested 
wood products each year: 
 

1. Determine the amount of carbon in standing live carbon stocks (prior to delivery to a mill) 
that would have been harvested in each year, consistent with the rate of reduction in 
baseline standing live carbon stocks determined in Section 6.2.1. This projection is 
determined at the project outset, using the same biomass equations used to calculate 
biomass in live trees, and will not change over the course of the project. 

2. On an annual basis, determine the amount of harvested carbon that would have 
remained stored in wood products, averaged over 100 years, following the requirements 
in Appendix B. 

6.2.3 Determining Actual Onsite Carbon Stocks 

Actual carbon stocks for Avoided Conversion Projects must be determined by updating the 
Project Area’s forest carbon inventory. This is done by: 
 

1. Incorporating any new forest inventory data obtained during the previous year into the 
inventory estimate. Any plots sampled during the previous year must be incorporated 
into the inventory estimate. 

2. Using an approved model to “grow” (project forward) prior-year data from existing forest 
inventory plots to the current reporting year. Approved growth models are identified in 
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Appendix B. Guidance for projecting forest inventory plot data using models is also 
provided in Appendix B. 

3. Updating the forest inventory estimate for harvests and/or disturbances that have 
occurred during the previous year. To allow some flexibility in updating the forest 
inventory, a project may defer updating a small percentage of plots until the following 
reporting period, as detailed in Appendix B. 

4. Applying an appropriate confidence deduction for the inventory based on its statistical 
uncertainty, following the guidance in Appendix B. 

6.2.4 Determining Actual Carbon in Harvested Wood Products 

Perform the following steps to determine actual carbon in harvested wood products: 
 

1. Determine the actual amount of carbon in standing live carbon stocks (prior to delivery to 
a mill) harvested in the current year (based on harvest volumes determined in Section 
6.2.2). 

2. Determine the amount of actual harvested carbon that will remain stored in wood 
products, averaged over 100 years, following the requirements in Appendix B. 

6.2.5 Quantifying Secondary Effects 

Significant Secondary Effects for Avoided Conversion Projects can arise if the type of land use 
conversion that would have happened on the Project Area is shifted to other forest land. 
 
To quantify Secondary Effects risk for Avoided Conversion Projects, Project Operators must 
quantify Secondary Effect emissions risk using Equation 6.13. The value for Secondary Effect 
emissions will always be negative or zero. 
 
Equation 6.13. Secondary Effects Emissions Risk 

𝑺𝑬𝒂𝒔,𝒚 = (−𝟏) × 𝟑. 𝟔% × (𝜟𝑨𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆 − 𝜟𝑩𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒆) or 0, whichever is lower 

Where, 
 

  Units 

SEas,y = Secondary Effect GHG emissions that may result from activity shifting 
outside the project area, as a result of the project activity in year y 
(Equation 6.1) 

tCO2e 

∆ AConsite = Annual difference in actual onsite carbon as defined in Equation 6.1 tCO2e 
∆ BConsite = Annual difference in baseline onsite carbon as defined in Equation 6.1 tCO2e 
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7 Ensuring the Permanence of Credited GHG Reductions 
and Removals 

The Reserve requires that credited GHG reductions and removals be effectively “permanent.” 
For Forest Projects, this requirement is met by ensuring that the carbon associated with credited 
GHG reductions and removals remains stored for at least 100 years.  
 
The Reserve ensures the permanence of GHG reductions and removals through three 
mechanisms:  
 

1. The requirement for all Project Operators to monitor onsite carbon stocks, submit regular 
monitoring reports, and submit to regular third-party verification of those reports along 
with periodic verification site visits (as detailed in Sections 7 through 9 of this protocol) 
for the duration of the Project Life. 

2. The requirement for all Project Operators to sign a Project Implementation Agreement 
with the Reserve, as described in Section 3.6, which obligates Project Operators to retire 
CRTs to compensate for reversals of GHG reductions and removals. 

3. The maintenance of a Buffer Pool to provide insurance against reversals of GHG 
reductions and removals due to unavoidable causes (including natural disturbances 
such as fires, pest infestations, or disease outbreaks).  

 
GHG reductions and removals can be “reversed” if the stored carbon associated with them is 
released (back) to the atmosphere. Many biological and non-biological agents, both natural and 
human-induced, can cause reversals. Some of these agents cannot completely be controlled 
(and are therefore “unavoidable”), such as natural agents like fire, insects, and wind. Other 
agents can be controlled, such as the human activities like land conversion and over-harvesting. 
Under this protocol, reversals due to controllable agents are considered “avoidable”. As 
described in this section, Project Operators are required to identify and quantify the risk of 
reversals from different agents based on project-specific circumstances. The resulting risk rating 
determines the quantity of Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs) that the project must contribute to 
the Reserve Buffer Pool to insure against reversals. 

7.1 Definition of a Reversal 
Project owners must demonstrate, through annual reporting and periodic site visit verification, 
that stocks associated with credited GHG reductions and removals are maintained for a period 
of time considered to be permanent (i.e., 100 years). If the quantified GHG reductions and 
removals (i.e., QRy in Equation 6.1) in a given year are negative, and CRTs were issued to the 
Forest Project in any previous year, the Reserve will consider this to be a reversal regardless of 
the cause of the decrease. Planned thinning or harvesting activities, for example, may cause a 
reversal if they result in a negative value for QRy. 

7.2 Insuring Against Reversals 
The Reserve requires Project Operators to insure against reversals, based on a project-specific 
risk evaluation. Currently, insurance must take the form of contributing CRTs to the Buffer Pool 
administered by the Reserve. In the future, the Reserve anticipates that other insurance 
instruments may be available to insure against reversals. 
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7.2.1 About the Buffer Pool 

The Buffer Pool is a holding account for Forest Project CRTs, which is administered by the 
Reserve. All Forest Projects must contribute a percentage of CRTs to the Buffer Pool any time 
they are issued CRTs for verified GHG reductions and removals. Each Forest Project’s 
contribution is determined by a project-specific risk rating, as described in Section 7.2.2. If a 
Forest Project experiences an unavoidable reversal of GHG reductions and removals (as 
defined in Section 7.3), the Reserve will retire a number of CRTs from the Buffer Pool equal to 
the total amount of carbon that was reversed (measured in metric tons of CO2-equivalent). The 
Buffer Pool therefore acts as a general insurance mechanism against unavoidable reversals for 
all Forest Projects registered with the Reserve.  

7.2.2 Contributions to the Buffer Pool 

Each time the Reserve issues CRTs for verified GHG reductions and removals achieved by a 
Forest Project, a certain percentage of those CRTs must be contributed to the Buffer Pool. The 
size of the contribution to the Buffer Pool will depend on the Forest Project’s risk rating for 
reversals. For example, if a Forest Project is issued ten CRTs after annual verification, and the 
project’s reversal risk rating is ten percent, then nine CRTs will be issued to the Project 
Operator’s Reserve account and 1 CRT must be deposited in the Buffer Pool.  
 
Project Operators must determine the reversal risk rating for a project by following the 
requirements and guidance in Appendix A. The risk rating must be determined prior to 
registration and recalculated in every year the project undergoes a verification site visit (see 
Section 9.3.2).  
 
Project Operators who record a Qualified Conservation Easement or Qualified Deed Restriction 
in conjunction with implementing a Forest Project will receive a lower risk rating (see Appendix 
A). 
 
Project Operators may be able to reduce the risk rating through actions that lower the risk profile 
of their project. If a Forest Project’s risk rating declines, the Reserve may distribute previously 
withheld Buffer Pool CRTs to the Project Operator in proportion to the reduced risk. Similarly, 
however, the Reserve may require additional contributions to the Buffer Pool if the risk rating 
increases, to ensure that all CRTs (including those issued in prior years) are properly insured. 

7.2.3 Other Insurance Options for Reversals 

It is the Reserve’s expectation that other options to insure against reversals will develop for 
projects in the future. These options may include direct insurance. Alternative insurance 
mechanisms could be used to directly reduce the required Buffer Pool contributions for a 
project. The Reserve must review and approve alternative insurance mechanisms before they 
may be used.  

7.3 Compensating for Reversals 
The Reserve requires that all reversals be compensated through the retirement of CRTs. If a 
reversal associated with a Forest Project was unavoidable (as defined below), then the Reserve 
will compensate for the reversal on the Project Operator’s behalf by retiring CRTs from the 
Buffer Pool. If a reversal was avoidable (as defined below) then the Project Operator must 
compensate for the reversal by surrendering CRTs from its Reserve account.  
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7.3.1 Unavoidable Reversals 

An Unavoidable Reversal is any reversal not due to the Project Operator’s negligence, gross 
negligence or willful intent, including wildfires or disease that are not the result of the Project 
Operator's negligence, gross negligence or willful intent. Requirements for Unavoidable 
Reversals are as follows: 
 

1. If the Project Operator determines there has been an Unavoidable Reversal, it must 
notify the Reserve in writing of the Unavoidable Reversal within six months of its 
occurrence. 

2. The Project Operator must explain the nature of the Unavoidable Reversal and provide a 
verified estimate of onsite carbon stocks so that the reversal can be quantified (in units 
of CO2-equivalent metric tons).  

a. Annual monitoring reports submitted for the project must provide observations of 
ongoing mortality. Based on such observations, an estimate of mortality related 
to the natural disturbance must be provided. Once mortality has stabilized to 
background levels, a full verified estimate of the onsite carbon stocks must be 
submitted to the Reserve, no later than 2 years following the occurrence. 
Exceptions to this timing may be made if the Reserve agrees that an extension is 
warranted, for example, if mortality has not stabilized. Observations submitted by 
the Project Operator are subject to oversight by the Reserve. 

 
If the Reserve determines that there has been an Unavoidable Reversal, it will retire a quantity 
of CRTs from the Buffer Pool equal to the size of the reversal in CO2-equivalent metric tons (i.e., 
QRy, as specified in Equation 6.1). 

7.3.2 Avoidable Reversals 

An Avoidable Reversal is any reversal that is due to the Project Operator’s negligence, gross 
negligence, or willful intent, including harvesting, development, and harm to the Project Area 
due to the Project Operator’s negligence, gross-negligence, or willful intent. Avoidable 
Reversals may also be caused by planned harvest activities or overestimation of the project’s 
growth and yield model.  
 
Requirements for Avoidable Reversals are as follows: 
 

1. If an Avoidable Reversal has been identified during annual monitoring, the Project 
Operator must give written notice to the Reserve within thirty days of identifying the 
reversal. 

2. Alternatively, if the Reserve determines that an Avoidable Reversal has occurred, it shall 
deliver written notice to the Project Operator. Within thirty days of receiving the 
avoidable reversal notice from the Reserve, the Project Operator must provide a written 
description and explanation of the reversal to the Reserve. 

3. Within a year of notifying the Reserve of an Avoidable Reversal or receiving the 
Avoidable Reversal notice, the Project Operator must provide the Reserve with a verified 
estimate of current onsite carbon stocks. The verified estimate may be a desk review 
verification, unless: 

a.  a regularly scheduled site visit verification coincides with the year of the 
reversal, or  
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b. the loss represents 35% or more of the previous year’s onsite carbon stocks 
or peak carbon stocks in all previous years of the carbon project. 

4. Within four months of the Reserve’s approval of the verified estimate of onsite carbon 
stocks, the Project Operator must surrender a quantity of CRTs from its Reserve 
account equal to the size of the reversal in CO2-equivalent metric tons (i.e., QRy, as 
specified in Equation 6.1). In addition: 

a. The surrendered CRTs must be those that were issued to the Forest Project, 
unless those CRTs were previously retired for other purposes. Otherwise, the 
surrendered CRTs must be from other Forest Projects (US or Mexico) registered 
with the Reserve. 

b. The surrendered CRTs will be cancelled by the Reserve and designated in the 
Reserve’s software system as compensating for the Avoidable Reversal. 

7.3.3 Computational Reversals 

Computational Reversals include reversals that occur as a result of required protocol 
calculations. Confidence deductions and accounting for Secondary Effects may cause a 
computational reversal under certain circumstances. These types of reversals – which are not 
directly related to on-the-ground activities, but which nonetheless result in a situation in which 
the project has been overcredited – must be compensated for as described below. 
 
 Requirements for Computational Reversals are as follows: 
 

1. If a Computational Reversal has been identified during annual monitoring, the Project 
Operator must give written notice to the Reserve within thirty days of identifying the 
reversal. 

2. Alternatively, if the Reserve determines that a Computational Reversal has occurred, it 
shall deliver written notice to the Project Operator.  

3. No additional verification requirements will be imposed for a Computational Reversal – 
the Project Operator may conduct verification at the next regularly scheduled verification 
period. 

4. The Project Operator may true up the Computational Reversal during the next regularly 
scheduled verification period by deducting the reversed quantity from the to-be-issued 
CRTs. If growth has not compensated for the amount of the Computational Reversal, 
then existing CRTs will be cancelled as follows:  

a. The Reserve will cancel CRTs that were issued to the Forest Project, preferably 
from the relevant vintage, unless those CRTs were previously retired for other 
purposes or are no longer held by the Project Operator. Otherwise, CRTs must 
be purchased from other Forest Projects registered with the Reserve and 
provided for cancellation. 

b. The cancelled CRTs must be designated in the Reserve’s software system as 
compensating for the Computational Reversal. 

7.4 Disposition of Forest Projects after a Reversal 
If a reversal lowers the Forest Project’s actual standing live carbon stocks below its approved 
baseline standing live carbon stocks, the Forest Project will automatically be terminated, as the 
original approved baseline for the project would no longer be valid. If the Forest Project is 
automatically terminated due to an Unavoidable Reversal, another project may be initiated and 
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submitted to the Reserve for registration on the same Project Area. New projects may not be 
initiated on the same Project Area if the Forest Project is terminated due to an Avoidable 
Reversal. 
 
If the Forest Project has experienced a reversal and its actual standing live carbon stocks are 
still above the approved baseline levels, it may continue without termination as long as the 
reversal has been compensated. The project must continue contributing to the Buffer Pool in 
future years based on its verified risk rating. 
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8 Project Monitoring  
This section provides requirements and guidance on project monitoring, reporting rules and 
procedures.  

8.1 Project Documentation 
Project Operators must provide the following documentation to the Reserve in order to register a 
forest project. 
 

▪ Project Submittal form  
▪ KML file 
▪ Project Design Document 
▪ Signed Attestation of Title form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
▪ Verification Report 
▪ Verification Statement 
▪ Project Implementation Agreement 
▪ Project Operator agreement (if Project Operator is not a Forest Owner) 

 
Project Operators must provide the following documentation each time a Forest Project is 
verified in order for the Reserve to issue CRTs for quantified GHG reductions. 
 

▪ Monitoring report 
▪ Calculation worksheet 
▪ Verification Report  
▪ Verification Statement  
▪ Signed Attestation of Title form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form (Improved Forest Management 

projects only) 
▪ Project Implementation Agreement Amendment 
▪ Conservation Easement (if one is employed) 

 
Project submittal forms can be found at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  
 
All reports that reference carbon stocks must be submitted with the oversight of a Professional 
Forester, for jurisdictions with a Professional Forester law or regulation, or a Certified Forester, 
managed by the Society of American Foresters (see www.certifiedforester.org) so that 
professional standards and project quality are maintained. Any Professional Forester or 
Certified Forester preparing a project in an unfamiliar jurisdiction must consult with a 
Professional Forester or Certified Forester practicing forestry in that jurisdiction to understand all 
laws and regulations that govern forest practice within the jurisdiction. The Reserve may 
evaluate and approve alternative certification credentials if requested, but only for jurisdictions 
where professional forester laws or regulations do not exist. This requirement does not preclude 
the project’s use of technicians or other unlicensed/uncertified persons working under the 
supervision of the Professional Forester. 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
file://///www.certifiedforester.org
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All projects shall submit a KML file depicting the Project Area that matches the maps submitted 
to depict the Project Area. The project’s reported acres shall be calculated in accordance with 
the requirements in Section 4.1. The Reserve will create a file of all verified forest carbon 
projects on Google Maps for public dissemination. 

8.1.1 Forest Project Design Document 

The forest Project Design Document (PDD) is a required document for reporting information 
about a project. The document is submitted at the initial verification. A PDD template has been 
prepared by the Reserve and is available on the Reserve’s website. The template is arranged to 
assist in ensuring that all requirements of the FPP are addressed. The template is required to 
be used by all projects. The template is designed to manage the varying requirements based on 
project type. 
 
Each project must submit a PDD at the project’s first verification. The Project Operator must 
include a general description of the methodology that will be incorporated by the Project 
Operator to update their inventory estimates on an annual basis per guidance in Appendix B for 
the reported carbon pools. 
 
PDDs are intended to serve as the main project document that thoroughly describes how the 
project meets eligibility requirements, discusses the quantification methodologies utilized to 
generate project estimates, outlines how the project complies with terms for additionality and 
describes methods for updating inventory estimates and how permanence will be addressed, 
including how project reversal risks are calculated. All methodologies used by Project Operators 
and descriptions in the PDD must be clear in a way that facilitates review by verifiers, Reserve 
staff, and the public. PDDs must be of professional quality and free of incorrect citations, 
missing pages, incorrect project references, etc. 

8.2 Monitoring Report 
Monitoring is the process of regularly collecting and reporting data related to a project’s 
performance. Annual monitoring of Forest Projects is required to ensure up-to-date estimates of 
project carbon stocks and provide assurance that GHG reductions or removals achieved by a 
project have not been reversed. Project Operators must conduct monitoring activities and 
submit monitoring reports according to the schedule and requirements presented in Section 8.3. 
Monitoring is required for a period of 100 years following the final issuance of CRTs to a project 
for quantified GHG reductions or removals.  
 
For Forest Projects, monitoring activities consist primarily of updating a project’s forest carbon 
inventory, entering the updated inventory into the Forest Project’s Calculation Worksheet, and 
submitting it to the Reserve at frequencies defined in Section 8.3. CRTs are only issued in years 
that the project data are verified, as described in Section 9. 
 
A monitoring report must be prepared for each Reporting Period. Monitoring reports must be 
provided to verification bodies whenever a Forest Project undergoes verification. In addition, 
monitoring reports must be provided to the Reserve upon the completion of any Reporting 
Period for which verification will be deferred (e.g., if the Project Operator foregoes a desk-review 
verification). All monitoring reports are due within 12 months of the end of the Reporting Period. 
Monitoring reports must include an update of the project’s calculation worksheet. The project’s 
calculation worksheet includes: 
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1. An updated estimate of the current year’s carbon stocks in the reported carbon pools. 
Specific methods used to update the forest inventory must follow the inventory 
methodology approved at the time the project is registered. Modifications to inventory 
methodologies must be approved in advance by the Reserve. Any changes in inventory 
estimates associated with the use of the modified inventory methodology will need to be 
reconciled with previously verified project inventory estimates and baseline projections. 
The updated estimate of carbon stocks is determined by: 

a. Including any new forest inventory data obtained during the Reporting Period. 
b. *Applying growth estimates to existing inventory. 
c. Updating inventory estimates for harvest and/or disturbances that have occurred 

during the Reporting Period. 

2. The appropriate confidence deduction for the forest carbon inventory, as determined at 
the last full site visit verification for the project (following Appendix B). The same 
confidence deduction must be used in interim years between verification site visits. 

3. An estimate of current-year harvest volumes and associated carbon in harvested wood 
products. 

4. Estimated mill efficiency, as determined following the guidance in Appendix B. 

5. The baseline carbon stock estimates for all required and optional carbon pools for the 
current year, as determined following the requirements in Section 6 and approved at the 
time of the project’s registration. 

6. An estimate of Secondary Effects, following calculation steps and/or factors provided in 
Section 6 and approved at the time of the project’s registration. 

7. The uncertainty discount for Avoided Conversion Projects, as determined following the 
requirements of Section 6.2 and approved at project registration. (Once a project is 
registered with the Reserve, the uncertainty discount does not change.) 

8. A calculation of total net GHG reductions and removals (or reversals) for the year, 
following the requirements in Section 6. 

9. The project’s reversal risk rating, as determined following the requirements in Section 7 
and Appendix A. The risk rating is updated during each full site visit verification. Between 
verification site visits, the project’s reversal risk rating does not change. 

10. A calculation of the project’s Buffer Pool contribution. 
 
In addition to data reported using the project calculation worksheet, the following must be 
submitted to the Reserve as part of a monitoring report. 
 
For each Reporting Period: 
 

1. A description of how the project meets (or will meet) the definition of Natural Forest 
Management (refer to Section 3.9.2), including progress on criteria that have not been 
fully met in previous years.  

2. An updated estimate of canopy cover across the Project Area. Estimates may be 
conducted using recent satellite images from within the last year. 

 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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Conditional reporting, as pertinent: 
 

1. An explanation for any decrease over any ten-year consecutive period in the standing 
live carbon pool. 

2. Any changes in the status of the Project Operator including, if applicable per Section 
3.9.1, the acquisition of new forest landholdings. 

3. If a reversal has occurred during the previous year, the report must provide a written 
description and explanation of the reversal, whether the Reserve classified the reversal 
as Avoidable or Unavoidable, and the status of compensation for the reversal. 

8.3 Reporting and Verification Cycle 
A Forest Project is considered automatically terminated (see Section 3.5) if the Project Operator 
chooses not to report data and undergo verification at required intervals.  

8.3.1 Reporting Period Duration and Cycle 

A Reporting Period is a discrete period of time for which a Project Operator quantifies and 
reports GHG reductions and removals, as well as required project data to the Reserve. The 
initial Reporting Period may cover any length of time, up to one year. Reporting Periods 
subsequent to the initial Reporting Period must cover 12 months of project activity. 
 
Reporting Periods must be contiguous, i.e., there must be no gaps in reporting during the 
crediting period of a Forest Project once the project has begun receiving CRTs.  

8.3.2 Verification Cycle 

All Forest Projects must be initially verified within 30 months of being submitted to the Reserve. 
The initial verification of all project types must include the initial Reporting Period, confirm the 
project’s eligibility, and confirm that the project’s initial inventory and the baseline have been 
established in conformance with the FPP. Subsequent verification may include multiple 
Reporting Periods and is referred to as the “Verification Period.” The end date of any 
Verification Period must correspond to the end date of a Reporting Period. 
 
Verification is required at specific intervals to ensure that ongoing monitoring of forest carbon 
stocks, inventory confidence, and risk ratings are accurate and up to date. Optional verification 
is at the Project Operator’s discretion and may be conducted between required verifications for 
crediting (non-aggregated projects), to adjust the project’s confidence estimate and/or risk 
ratings, among other rationale, based on changed management circumstances. Submission of 
annual monitoring reports to the Reserve is required even if the Project Operator chooses to 
forego an optional verification. The schedule of required verification is dependent upon the 
project type and whether the project is aggregated or non-aggregated. Details of verification 
scheduling requirements are provided in Table 8.1. 
 
Verification must be completed within 12 months of the end of the Reporting Period(s) being 
verified. For required verifications, failure to complete verification within the 12 month time 
period will result in account activities being suspended until the verification is complete. The 
project will terminate if the required verification is not completed within 36 months of the end of 
the Reporting Period(s) being verified. There is no consequence for failure to complete 
verification activities within 12 months for optional verifications. 
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8.3.2.1 Site Visit and Desk Review Verification Schedule 

Refer to the table below for minimum required site visit schedules, optional desk reviews, and 
any exceptions to the minimum requirements by project type. 
 
Table 8.1. Forest Project Verification Schedule 

Aggregation Project Type Verification Type Required Timing 

All All Forest 
Projects 

Initial verification 
of the first 
Reporting Period 
(with or without 
site visit, as 
detailed below) 

Must be completed within 30 months of being 
submitted to the Reserve 

All All Forest 
Projects 

All verifications 
(full site visit 
verifications, and 
desk reviews) 

Must be completed within 12 months of the end 
of the Reporting Period(s) being verified 

All All Forest 
Projects 

Site Visit Required any time the Project Operator would 
like to establish new confidence deductions 
and/or reversal risk ratings, except when 
confidence deduction changes as a result of a 
project joining an aggregate 

Required to be completed within one year of 
notifying the Reserve of an avoidable reversal, 
when the threshold in section 7.3.2 is met 

Required to be completed within 2 years of 
notifying the Reserve of an unavoidable 
reversal 

Desk Review Required to be completed within one year of 
notifying the Reserve of an avoidable reversal, 
unless the threshold in section 7.3.2 is met 

Non-
aggregated 

All Forest 
Projects 

Site Visit Required for initial verification 

Required for the verification following the end 
of every 6th Reporting Period thereafter, unless 
one of the exceptions below are applicable (for 
under 4,000 CRTs/year, or no CRTs in a given 
year) 

Desk Review Optional, between required site visit years 

Any Forest 
Project 
receiving 
under 4,000 
CRTs/year26 

Site Visit Required for the verification following the end 
of every 12th Reporting Period after a site visit 
verification has taken place, or once 48,000 
CRTs have been accumulated across the 
unverified Reporting Periods.27 If the Reserve 
has reason to believe that a project proponent 
has been reporting artificially low numbers to 
take advantage of this option, the Reserve will 
require the project to revert to the 6 year site 
visit cycle.28 

                                                
26 The 4,000 CRT/year threshold will be assessed as an average of the reported annual gross CRTs (including buffer 
pool credits) since the last site visit. 
27 When the 48,000 CRT threshold is met, a site visit will be required after the following reporting period. For 
example, if the threshold is met during reporting period 7, a site visit will be required following reporting period 8. 
28 “Artificially low numbers” will be assessed based on the verifier’s review of quantitative materiality. If the project 
experiences an avoidable reversal, then it will not be eligible for the 12-year verification cycle and will revert to 
following the 6-year verification cycle until the completion of the next site visit.  
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Aggregation Project Type Verification Type Required Timing 

Desk Review Optional, between required site visit years 

Any Forest 
Project not 
seeking CRTs 
by the time a 
site visit is 
required 

Desk Review If a forest project opts not to receive additional 
CRTs during a normal site visit year and has 
not experienced a reversal, they must undergo 
a desk review of the monitoring reports 
submitted since the last verification. If canopy 
cover has declined on the project area by more 
than 5%, then the project must be evaluated 
for a potential reversal and a site visit may be 
required as described in Section 7.3.. 
Reporting periods evaluated as part of this type 
of desk review are considered to be part of the 
project crediting period, even though credits 
are not sought. This type of verification cannot 
be used in the last year of a project’s crediting 
period.29 

Aggregated All Forest 
Projects 

Site Visit Refer to the Reserve’s Guidelines for 
Aggregating Forest Projects 

Desk Review Refer to the Reserve’s Guidelines for 
Aggregating Forest Projects 

 

8.3.3 Issuance and Vintage of CRTs 

The Reserve will issue Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs) for quantified GHG reductions and 
removals that have been verified through either site visits, desk reviews, or in an aggregate 
through the aggregated method of site visits and desk reviews described above. A site visit 
verification may determine that earlier desk reviews overestimated onsite carbon stocks. A net 
downward adjustment to carbon stock estimates will be treated as a reversal (see Section 7.1). 
In this case, the Project Operator must retire CRTs in accordance with the requirements for 
compensating for a reversal (Section 7.3). 
 
Vintages are assigned to CRTs based on the proportion of days in each calendar year within a 
reporting period. 

8.4 Record Keeping 
For purposes of independent verification and historical documentation, Project Operators are 
required to keep all documents and forms related to the project for a minimum of 100 years after 
the final issuance of CRTs from the Reserve. This information may be requested by the 
verification body or the Reserve at any time. 

8.5 Transparency 
The Reserve requires data transparency for all Forest Projects, including data that displays 
current carbon stocks, reversals, and verified GHG reductions and removals. For this reason, all 
non-confidential project data reported to the Reserve will be publicly available on the Reserve’s 
website. 

                                                
29 This option is not possible in the project’s final year because certain aspects of project quantification (like leakage) 

are assessed over the 100-year time frame of the project. A verification is required in the final year in order to true-up 
this quantification and ensure the project has not been over-credited. 
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9 Verification Guidance 
This section provides guidance to Reserve-approved verification bodies for verifying GHG 
emission reductions associated with a planned set of activities to remove, reduce or prevent 
CO2 emissions in the atmosphere by conserving and/or increasing forest carbon stocks. 
 
This section supplements the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual,30 which provides 
verification bodies with the general requirements for a standardized approach for independent 
and rigorous verification of GHG emission reductions and removals. The Verification Program 
Manual outlines the verification process, requirements for conducting verification, conflict of 
interest and confidentiality provisions, core verification activities, content of the verification 
report, and dispute resolution processes. In addition, the Verification Program Manual explains 
the basic verification principles of ISO 14064-3:2006 which must be adhered to by the 
verification body. 
 
Forest Project verification bodies must read and be familiar with the following International 
Organization for Standardization (ISO) and Reserve documents and reporting tools: 
 

1. Forest Project Protocol (this document) 

2. Reserve Program Manual 

3. Reserve Verification Program Manual 

4. Reserve software 

5. ISO 14064-3:2006 Principles and Requirements for Verifying GHG Inventories and 
Projects 

 
Only Reserve-approved Forest Project verification bodies are eligible to verify Forest Project 
reports. To become a recognized Forest Project verifier, verification bodies must become 
accredited under ISO 14065. Information on the accreditation process can be found on the 
Reserve website at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/how-to-become-a-
verifier/. 
 
The verification of reports that reference carbon stocks must be conducted with the oversight of 
a Professional Forester, for jurisdictions with a Professional Forester law or regulation, or a 
Certified Forester,31 managed by the Society of American Foresters, so that professional 
standards and project quality are maintained. Any Professional Forester or Certified Forester 
verifying a project in an unfamiliar jurisdiction must consult with a Professional Forester or 
Certified Forester practicing forestry in that jurisdiction to understand all laws and regulations 
that govern forest practice within the jurisdiction. The Reserve may evaluate and approve 
alternative certification credentials if requested, but only for jurisdictions where professional 
forester laws or regulations do not exist.  

9.1 Standard of Verification 
The Reserve’s standard of verification for Forest Projects is the Forest Project Protocol (FPP), 
the Reserve Program Manual, and the Reserve Verification Program Manual. To verify a land 
owner’s initial Forest Project Design Document and annual monitoring reports, verification 

                                                
30 Found on the Reserve website at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/. 
31 See www.certifiedforester.org. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/how-to-become-a-verifier/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/how-to-become-a-verifier/
file://///www.certifiedforester.org
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bodies apply the verification guidance in the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual and this 
section of the FPP to the requirements and guidance described in Sections 2 through 8 of the 
FPP.  
 
This section of the protocol provides requirements and guidance for the verification of projects 
associated with the two Forest Project types defined in Section 2. Both project types involve 
planned activities that result in conserving and/or increasing forest carbon stocks. This section 
describes the core verification activities and criteria for both Forest Project types that are 
necessary for a verification body to provide a reasonable level of assurance that the GHG 
removals or reductions quantified and reported by Project Operators are materially correct. 
 
Verification bodies will use the criteria in this section to determine if there exists reasonable 
assurance that the data submitted on behalf of the Project Operator to the Reserve addresses 
each requirement in the FPP, Sections 2 through 8. Project reporting is deemed accurate and 
correct if the Project Operator is in compliance with the Section 2 through 8. 
 
Further information about the Reserve’s principles of verification, levels of assurance, and 
materiality thresholds can be found in the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/. 

9.2 Emission Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 
For all verification activities, verification bodies review a project’s reported sources, sinks, and 
reservoirs to ensure that all are identified properly and to confirm their completeness. Table 5.1 
and Table 5.2 in Section 5 provide comprehensive lists of all GHG sources, sinks, and 
reservoirs that must be included in the quantification and reporting of GHG reductions and 
removals for the two Forest Project types. 
 
It is the Project Operator’s responsibility to ensure that verifications are conducted according to 
the minimum required schedule specified in Section 8.3.2. A Verification Report, List of 
Findings, and Verification Statement must be submitted within twelve months of the end of any 
verification period. Site visit verification requirements are described in Section 9.3.2. Desk 
review verification requirements are described in Section 9.3.3. 

9.3 Project Verification Activities 
Required verification activities for Forest Projects will depend on whether the verification body is 
conducting an initial verification for registration on the Reserve, a minimum required verification 
involving a site visit, or an optional annual verification involving a desk review. Both the initial 
verification and ongoing verifications must include review of the criteria for Natural Forest 
Management, inventory of onsite carbon stocks, assessment of carbon in harvested wood 
products, and review of reversal risk ratings. The following sections contain guidance for all of 
these verification activities. 

9.3.1 Initial Verification 

Initial verification includes verification that the Forest Project has met the FPP criteria and 
requirements for eligibility, Project Area definition, modeling baseline onsite carbon stocks, and 
calculating baseline carbon in harvested wood products. The initial verification must include a 
site visit. The verification body must assess and ensure the completeness and accuracy of all 
required reporting elements for the Forest Project Design Document (Section 8.1.1). Initial 
verification items are presented in Table 9.1A through 9.1H.  
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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At a Forest Project’s initial verification, these items must be verified in addition to all the items 
required for a standard site visit verification, as detailed in Section 9.3.2. 

9.3.1.1 Initial Eligibility 

Verification bodies are required to affirm the project’s eligibility according to the rules in this 
protocol. Tables 9.1A and 9.1B provide the initial verification items concerning eligibility for the 
different Forest Project types and include references to sections of this protocol where 
requirements are further specified.  
 
Table 9.1A. Initial Eligibility Verification Items – Improved Forest Management Projects 

Verification Items  
Section of 

FPP 

Apply 
Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Project 
Definition 

a. Evidence is provided indicating the canopy cover 
exceeds 10%. 
 
b. No evidence exists for use of broadcast 
fertilization. 

2.1.1 Yes (for 1.b) 

2. Legal 
Requirement 
Test 

Proof that a signed Attestation of Voluntary 
Implementation form is on file with the Reserve. 

3.3.1.1 No 

3. Start Date 
Identification of a discrete, verifiable action that 
delineates a change in practice relative to the 
project’s baseline. 

3.2 No 

4. Project 
Implementation 
Agreement 

Proof that a Project Implementation Agreement 
(PIA) between the Project Operator and the Reserve 
has been signed and recorded in the county of 
interest. 

3.6 No 

5. Project 
Location 

a. Project is located in the United States of America. 
 
b. Project is on private land, or 
 
c. If non-federal public lands, provide documentation 
showing approval by the government agency or 
agencies responsible, or 
 
d. If tribal land, provide documentation that 
demonstrates that the land within the Project Area is 
owned by a tribe or private entities. 

3.1 No 
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Table 9.1B. Initial Eligibility Verification Items – Avoided Conversion Projects 

Verification Items  
Section of 

FPP 

Apply 
Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Project 
Definition 

a. Proof that the project is/was on private land prior 
to project initiation. 
 
b. Proof that a conservation easement was 
recorded, or the land was transferred to public 
ownership. 
 
c. Demonstration that conversion out of forest is a 
significant risk (following the requirements of Section 
6.2.1 – see also Table 9.1H). 
 
d. No evidence exists for use of broadcast 
fertilization. 

2.1.2, 
6.2.1 

Yes (for 1.c and 
1.d) 

2. Legal 
Requirement 
Test 

a. Proof that a signed Attestation of Voluntary 
Implementation form is on file with the Reserve.  
 
b. Documentation has been provided that 
demonstrates that the type of land use conversion 
anticipated by the project is legally permissible; 
documentation must fall into at least one of the three 
categories specified in Section 3.3.1.2. 

3.3.1.2 No 

3. Performance 
Test 

Copy of real estate appraisal(s) for the Project Area 
indicating conformance to criteria in Section 3.3.2.2. 

3.3.2.2 No 

4. Start Date 

Identification of date on which a conservation 
easement that dedicates the Project Area to 
continuous forest cover was recorded or the Project 
Area was transferred to public ownership. 

3.2, 3.7 No 

5. Project 
Implementation 
Agreement 

Proof that a Project Implementation Agreement 
(PIA) between the Project Operator and the Reserve 
has been signed and recorded in the county of 
interest. 

3.6 No 

6. Project 
Location 

a. Project is located in the United States of America. 
 
b. Project is on private land, or 
 
c. If non-federal public lands, provide documentation 
showing approval by the government agency or 
agencies responsible, or 
 
d. If tribal land, provide documentation that 
demonstrates that the land within the Project Area is 
owned by a tribe or private entities. 

3.1 No 

 

9.3.1.2 Project Area Definition 

Verification bodies are required to review the geographic boundaries defining the Project Area 
and their compliance with the requirements outlined in Section 4 of this protocol. These items 
are verified only at the project’s initiation. 



Forest Project Protocol Version 5.0, October 2019 

79 

Table 9.1C. Project Area Definition Verification Items 

Project Type Verification Items Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. All 
Proof that a description, shapefile, and maps of the 
geographic boundaries defining the Project Area are 
on file at the Reserve.  

4, 8.1 No 

2. Avoided 
Conversion 

Project Area has been defined following the 
guidance in Section 4, Table 4.1 for the appropriate 
conversion type. 

4 No 

 

9.3.1.3 Baseline Onsite Carbon Stocks 

Verification bodies are required to confirm that the Project Operator has developed a baseline 
characterization for onsite carbon stocks according to the requirements in this protocol. These 
items are verified only at the project’s initiation. 
 
Table 9.1D. Baseline Estimation Verification Items – Improved Forest Management Projects – Private 

Lands 

Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Inventory of 
Onsite Carbon 
Stocks 

An inventory of the Project Area’s carbon stocks in 
required and optional pools has been conducted in 
accordance with the requirements of the FPP (see 
Section 9.3.5 for further verification guidance). 

6.1.2, Appendix B Yes 

2. Compare 
Initial 
Aboveground 
Standing Live 
Carbon Stocks 
with Common 
Practice 

a. Initial aboveground standing live and standing 
dead carbon stocks have been estimated correctly 
following the requirements of the FPP. 
 
b. The baseline analysis utilizes the correct value for 
Common Practice 
 
c. The project has undertaken the correct baseline 
analysis, according to whether initial carbon stocks 
are above or below Common Practice. 

6.1.1, 6.1.2, 
Appendix B 

No 

3. Estimating 
Baseline 
Carbon Stocks 

a. The project is qualified to use the conservative 
default approach, and has correctly implemented the 
baseline in accordance with the guidance in Section 
6.1.1.  
 
b. Where using the modeled approach, a 100-year 
forest management simulation of standing live and 
dead carbon stocks has been conducted in 
accordance with the requirements and guidance in 
Section 6.1.2 and Appendix B (see Section 9.3.6 for 
further verification guidance). 

6.1.1, 6.1.2, 
Appendix B 

Yes 

4. Description 
of Forest 
Project 
Activities 

A description has been provided of the management 
activities that will lead to increased carbon stocks in 
the Project Area compared to the baseline. 

2 No 
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Table 9.1E. Baseline Estimation Verification Items – Improved Forest Management Projects – Public 
Lands 

Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Initial Forest 
Carbon Stock 
Inventory 

An inventory of the Project Area’s carbon stocks in 
required and optional pools has been conducted in 
accordance with the requirements of the FPP (see 
Section 9.3.5 for further verification guidance). 

6.1.3, Appendix B Yes 

2. Estimating 
Baseline 
Carbon Stocks  

A COLE report and analysis has been conducted 
per the requirements in Section 6.1.3 and the 

Appendix B. 

6.1.3, 
Appendix B 

Yes 

3. Description 
of Forest 
Project 
Activities 

A description has been provided of the management 
activities that will lead to increased carbon stocks in 
the Project Area compared to the baseline. 

2 No 

 
Table 9.1F. Baseline Modeling Verification Items – Avoided Conversion Projects 

Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Initial Forest 
Carbon Stock 
Inventory 

An inventory of the Project Area’s carbon stocks in 
required and optional pools has been conducted in 
accordance with the requirements of the FPP (see 
Section 9.3.5 for further verification guidance). 

6.2.1, Appendix B Yes 

2. Baseline 
Carbon Stock 
Modeling 

a. An alternative highest-value land use for the 
Project Area has been clearly identified by the 
required appraisal(s). 
 
b. The rate of conversion and removal of onsite 
forest carbon stocks has been appropriately 
estimated in accordance with the requirements of 
Section 6.2.1. 
 
c. A 100-year forest management simulation of 
standing live carbon stocks has been conducted per 
the requirements in Section 6.2.1, and Appendix B 
(see Section 9.3.6 for further verification guidance). 

3.3.2.2, 
6.2.1 

Yes 

3. Discount for 
the Uncertainty 
of Conversion 
Probability 

The Avoided Conversion Discount factor has been 
correctly calculated per Equation 6.6 in Section 
6.2.1.  

3.3.2.2, 6.2.1 No 

4. Description 
of Forest 
Project 
Activities 

A description has been provided of the management 
activities that will lead to increased carbon stocks in 
the Project Area compared to the baseline. 

2 No 
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9.3.1.4 Calculating Baseline Carbon in Harvested Wood Products 

Verification bodies are required to confirm that the Project Operator has developed a baseline 
characterization for carbon in harvested wood products according to the requirements of this 
protocol and requirements and guidance in Section 6.1.1, Section 6.1.2, Section 6.1.3, or 
Section 6.2.2, and Appendix B. 
Table 9.1G. Baseline Carbon in Wood Products Verification Items – Improved Forest Management 

Projects 

Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Baseline 
Harvest 
Volume 

The average volume of harvesting in the baseline 
has been derived from the growth and harvesting 
regime used to develop the baseline for onsite 
carbon stocks, following the requirements and 
guidance in Section 6.1.2, or through the 
appropriate default approach in Section 6.1.1 or 
Section 6.1.3, and Appendix B (see Section 9.3.7 
for further verification guidance). 

6.1.1, 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 
Appendix B 

No 

2. Long-Term 
Storage in 
Wood Products 

The average amount of carbon expected to be 
transferred to wood products each year and stored 
over the long-term (100 years) has been calculated 
following the requirements and guidance in 
Appendix B (see Section 9.3.7 for further 
verification guidance). 

Appendix B No 

 
Table 9.1H. Baseline Carbon in Wood Products Verification Items – Avoided Conversion Projects 

Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Baseline 
Harvest 
Volume 

The volume of harvesting in each year of the 
baseline over 100 years has been derived from the 
harvesting regime assumed for the baseline for 
onsite carbon stocks, following the requirements 
and guidance in Section 6.2.2, and Appendix B 
(see Section 9.3.7 for further verification guidance). 

6.2.2, Appendix B No 

2. Long-Term 
Storage in 
Wood Products 

The amount of harvested wood that would be 
delivered to mills in each year has been 
determined, and the amount of carbon expected to 
be transferred to wood products each year and 
stored over the long-term (100 years) has been 
calculated following the requirements and guidance 
of Section 6.2.2 and Appendix B (see Section 9.3.7 
for further verification guidance). 

6.2.2, Appendix B No 

 

9.3.2 Site Visit Verification 

Site visit verification involves review of the Forest Project’s carbon stock inventory estimates, 
relevant attestations, soil carbon emissions associated with management activities, risk of 
reversal ratings, and compliance with Natural Forest Management criteria. After a Forest 
Project’s initial verification, subsequent site visits must assess and ensure accuracy in 
measurement and monitoring techniques and onsite record keeping practices. 
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Table 9.2. Site Visit Verification Items 

Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Attestation of 
Title 

Proof that a signed Attestation of Title is on file 
at the Reserve for the dates of the verification 
period. In addition to reviewing this form, the 
verification body must conduct a review to 
confirm ownership and claims to GHG 
reductions/removals that have occurred over the 
verification period.  

3.7 Yes 

2. Attestation of 
Regulatory 
Compliance 

Proof that a signed Attestation of Regulatory 
Compliance form is on file with the Reserve for 
the reporting period. In addition to reviewing this 
form, the verification body must perform a risk-
based assessment to confirm the statements 
made by the Project Operator in the Attestation 
of Regulatory Compliance form. 

3.8 Yes 

3. Attestation of 
Voluntary 
Implementation 

Proof that a signed Attestation of Voluntary 
Implementation form is on file with the Reserve 
for the reporting period. Required for every 
reporting period for Improved Forest 
Management projects, and for initial reporting 
periods only for Avoided Conversion projects. 

3.3 No 

4. Sustainable 
Harvesting 
Practices  

a. Commercial Rotational Harvesting has not 
commenced within the Project Area, or 
 
b. At the time Commercial Rotational Harvesting 
is initiated within the Project Area, the Project 
Operator meets sustainable harvest practices on 
all of its landholdings, as described in Section 
3.9.1. 

3.9.1 No 

5. Change in 
Project 
Operator 
Landholdings 

If the Project Operator has acquired additional 
forestlands outside of the Project Area, the 
Project Operator must incorporate the newly 
acquired land in their demonstration of 
sustainable long-term harvesting practices within 
5 years of the acquisition. 

3.9.1 No 

6. Maintenance 
of Standing Live 
Carbon Pool 

No decrease has occurred in the Project Area’s 
standing live carbon stocks over any ten-year 
consecutive period not accounted for by 
allowable exceptions. 

3.9.3 No 

7. Natural 
Forest 
Management  

Natural Forest Management eligibility criteria in 
Section 3.9.2 have been and continue to be met 
(see Section 9.3.4 for further verification 
guidance).  

3.9.2 Yes 

8. Estimates of 
Actual Onsite 
Carbon Stocks 

An inventory of the Project Area’s carbon stocks 
in required and optional pools has been 
conducted in accordance with the requirements 
in Section 6 and the requirements and guidance 
in Appendix B (see Section 9.3.5 for further 
verification guidance) 

6, Appendix B Yes 

9. Estimates of 
Actual Carbon 

The amount of harvested wood that has been 
delivered to mills over the reporting period has 
been determined correctly, and the amount of 

6, Appendix B No 
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Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

in Harvested 
Wood Products 

carbon expected to be transferred to wood 
products and stored over the long-term (100 
years) has been calculated correctly, per the 
requirements in Section 6 and Appendix B (see 
Section 9.3.7 for further verification guidance). 

10. 
Quantification 
of Primary 
Effect 

Calculations for the Primary Effect are complete 
and accurate for both onsite carbon stocks and 
harvested wood products.  

6 No 

11. 
Quantification 
of Secondary 
Effects 

Calculations for quantifying Secondary Effects 
are complete and accurate. 

6.1.6, 6.2.5 No 

12. Reversal 
Determination 

If a reversal has occurred, the type of reversal 
(avoidable or unavoidable) has been properly 
identified. 

7.3 Yes 

13. Reversal 
Risk Rating 

Project’s risk rating has been calculated 
following the requirements of Appendix A 

Appendix A No 

9.3.3 Desk Review Verification 

For reporting periods in between required site visits, project verification activities may consist of 
a desk review. During a desk review, the verification body will review the data in annual 
monitoring reports to check calculations and information for reasonability, accuracy, and 
completeness.  
 
Table 9.3. Desk Review Verification Items 

Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Attestation of 
Title 

Proof that a signed Attestation of Title is on file 
at the Reserve for the dates of the verification 
period. In addition to reviewing this form, the 
verification body must conduct a review to 
confirm ownership and claims to GHG 
reductions/removals that have occurred over the 
verification period.  

3.7 Yes 

2. Attestation of 
Regulatory 
Compliance 

Proof that a signed Attestation of Regulatory 
Compliance form is on file with the Reserve for 
the reporting period. In addition to reviewing this 
form, the verification body must perform a risk-
based assessment to confirm the statements 
made by the Project Operator in the Attestation 
of Regulatory Compliance form. 

3.8 Yes 



Forest Project Protocol Version 5.0, October 2019 

84 

Verification Items  Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

3. Attestation of 
Voluntary 
Implementation 

Proof that a signed Attestation of Voluntary 
Implementation form is on file with the Reserve 
for the reporting period. Required for every 
reporting period for Improved Forest 
Management projects, and for initial reporting 
periods only for Avoided Conversion projects. 

3.3 No 

4. Maintenance 
of Standing Live 
Carbon Pool 

No decrease has occurred in the Project Area’s 
standing live carbon stocks over any ten-year 
consecutive period not accounted for by 
allowable exceptions. 

3.9.3 No 

5. Estimates of 
Actual Onsite 
Carbon Stocks 

Reported onsite carbon stocks are within 
expected bounds given reported harvest, growth, 
and disturbance effects since the prior reporting 
period. 

6, Appendix B Yes 

6. Estimates of 
Actual Carbon 
in Harvested 
Wood Products 

The reported amount of wood that has been 
delivered to mills over the reporting period is 
consistent with reported harvest levels, and the 
amount of carbon expected to be transferred to 
wood products and stored over the long-term 
(100 years) has been calculated correctly, per 
the requirements in Section 6 and Appendix B 
(see Section 9.3.7 for further verification 
guidance). 

6, Appendix B Yes 

7. Quantification 
of Primary 
Effect 

Calculations for the Primary Effect are complete 
and accurate for both onsite carbon stocks and 
harvested wood products.  

6 No 

8. Quantification 
of Secondary 
Effects 

Calculations for quantifying Secondary Effects 
are complete and accurate. 

6.1.6, 6.2.5 No 

9. Reversal 
Determination 

If a reversal has occurred, the type of reversal 
(avoidable or unavoidable) has been properly 
identified. 

7.3 Yes 

10. Reversal 
Risk Rating 

Reversal risk rating is the same used since the 
previous site visit verification. 

Appendix A No 

 

9.3.4 Natural Forest Management 

All Forest Projects must promote and maintain a diversity of native species and utilize 
management practices that promote and maintain native forests comprised of multiple ages and 
mixed native species at multiple landscape scales (Natural Forest Management). At a Forest 
Project’s first site visit verification and at all subsequent site visit verifications, the verification 
body must evaluate the project against the Natural Forest Management criteria described in 
Section 3.9.2, referencing the most current Assessment Area Data File available on the Forest 
Project Protocol webpage. Forest project carbon stock inventories (requirements for which are 
contained in Appendix B) should be used as the basis of these assessments where applicable. 
Forest projects that do not initially meet Natural Forest Management criteria but can 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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demonstrate progress towards meeting these criteria within the required timelines are eligible to 
register and maintain that registration with the Reserve. 
 
Table 9.4. Natural Forest Management Verification Items 

Verification Items  
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Native 
Species 

Completed inventory demonstrates that project consists of at least 95% 
native species. Must demonstrate continuous progress toward goal and 
criterion must be met within 50 years. 

No 

2. Composition 
of Native 
Species 

Completed inventory demonstrates distribution of average basal area of 
standing live tree species meets composition of native species goal. 
Project is not eligible unless it is demonstrated that management 
activities will enable this goal to be achieved over the project life or an 
exception has been made through a letter from the State Forester as 
described in Section 3.9. 

No 

3. Sustainable 
Harvesting 
Practices 

a. Documentation showing that the forest, including entity lands outside 
Project Area, is currently under one of the following:  

i. Third party certification under the Forest Stewardship Council or 
Sustainable Forestry Initiative/ Tree Farm System, or 
ii. A renewable long-term management plan sanctioned and 
monitored by a state or federal agency within a Reserve-approved 
Assessment Areas, or 
iii. Silvicultural practices that maintain canopy retention averaging at 
least 40% across the entire forestland owned by the Project Operator 
in the same Assessment Areas covered by the Project Area, as 
measured on any 20 acres within the Project Operator’s landholdings 
found in any of these Assessment Areas, including land within and 
outside of the Project Area (areas impacted by Significant 
Disturbance may be excluded from this test), or 
iv. Possessing a deeded conservation easement(s) that contain terms 
that ensure growth equals or exceeds harvest over time. Verifiers 
should make a reasonable attempt to contact the steward of the 
conservation easement to confirm compliance.  

No 

4. Forest 
Structure 

a. If the project employs even-aged management, ensure the retention 
guidelines have been followed. 
 
b. Completed inventory demonstrates the project maintains, or makes 
progress toward maintaining, no more than 40% of forested acres in 
ages less than 20 years (on a watershed scale up to 10,000 acres, or 
the Project Area, whichever is smaller). Project must show continuous 
progress and this criterion must be met within 25 years. 

No 

5. Structural 
Elements (Lying 
and Standing 
Dead Wood) 

Completed inventory work demonstrates that lying and standing dead 
wood is retained in sufficient quantities and for sufficient duration 
depending on whether portions of the Project Area have undergone 
salvage harvesting.  

Yes 

 

9.3.5 Verifying Carbon Inventories 

Verification bodies are required to verify carbon stock inventory estimates of all sampled carbon 
pools within the Project Area. Inventories of carbon stocks are used to determine the project 
baseline and to quantify GHG reductions and removals against the project baseline over time. 
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Verification of carbon inventories consists of ensuring the Project Operator’s sampling 
methodology conforms to requirements listed in the protocol and that the project’s inventory 
sample plots are within specified tolerances when compared to the verifier’s sample plots. 
Verification is effectively an audit to infer that the inventory estimate is sound. Verification of the 
project’s onsite stocks must occur at each site verification and focus on ensuring that the 
project’s inventory methodology is technically sound and that the methodology has been 
correctly implemented.  
 
The project must meet the inventory standards in Table 9.5 prior to the verification body 
initiating field sampling activities. The verifier will re-measure existing monumented sample plots 
or install sample plots, consistent with the objectives of a random, risk-based, and efficient 
approach. In doing so, the verifier may weigh the probability of selecting strata and plots based 
on various criteria – including carbon stocking, access difficulty, and vegetation heterogeneity. 
Verifiers may choose to sample project plots within a given stratum with a cluster design. The 
selection of a stratum may use probability proportional to carbon stocks or probability 
proportional to the risk of errors (as hypothesized by the verifier).  

9.3.5.1 Sequential Sampling for Verification 

As a policy to ensure a trend of agreement with sampled data is sustained between the verifier 
and Project Operator, this protocol requires a sequential sampling method for verification of 
project estimates. Sequential sampling is intended to provide an efficient sampling method for 
verifiers to determine if randomly selected project measurements are within specified tolerance 
bounds established by the protocol.  
 
Verification using the sequential sampling methodology requires the verification body to 
sequentially sample successive plots. Sequential approaches have stopping rules rather than 
fixed sample sizes. Verification is successful after a minimum number of successive plots in a 
sequence indicate agreement. Where the stopping rules indicate the potential presence of a 
bias, additional verification plots may be collected after that time if it is felt that random chance 
may have caused the test to fail and a convergence towards agreement is expected with 
additional verification samples. The results of any additional verification plot may also be 
inconclusive and require additional verification plots for a determination to be made. For 
effective application of the sequential statistics in the field, the determination of when the 
stopping rule is met is made as soon as is convenient for the verification team and will include 
the full set of plots measured in that timeframe.  
 
Worksheets are available on the Reserve’s website for use by verifiers to assist in verifying 
sampled data. The verifier will review the descriptive statistics of the carbon stocks 
independently for each pool or combination of pools that is being reported for crediting 
(applicable pool) as shown below: 
 

▪ Standing live and dead trees 
▪ Soil 

 
To increase efficiency in the verification process, three nested levels of sequential sampling are 
processed in the sequential sampling worksheets, based on a single sampling exercise 
performed by the verifier. All tests are performed with the same randomly selected plots and can 
only be completed by analysis of the plots in the sequential order they were randomly selected. 
However, inventory data is only considered successfully verified when the stopping rules for the 
CO2e/acre test have been met. Passing the diameter and height tests only improves the overall 
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efficiency of the verification effort. The data identified below used for each test are input into the 
appropriate sequential sampling tool.  
 

▪ CO2e/acre: The testing of inventory data can only be satisfied when the CO2e/acre 
comparison between the verifier and Forest Owner is completed. This test is conducted 
on a plot by plot basis using estimates of CO2e/acre. The verifier’s estimates of 
CO2e/acre are derived by measurements of diameter and height (measured by verifier or 
using Forest Owner’s data, as described below), species determinations, defect and 
decay determinations, and a determination of the appropriate trees to be included in the 
sample (“in” or “out” trees).  

▪ Diameter Test (paired sequential sampling only): A comparison of diameter data 
between the verifier and the Forest Owner is conducted on a tree by tree basis until 
sequential sampling stopping rules have been achieved, indicating that the verifier and 
Forest Owner measurements of diameter are aligned within acceptable tolerance levels. 
If the stopping rule for diameter is met before the sequential sampling exercise has 
ended for CO2e/acre, verifiers may stop taking their own diameter measurements and 
may instead use the diameter data provided for each tree from the Forest Owner’s 
database for any additional data inputs needed for the CO2e/acre comparison. If this 
happens, the focus of the sampling exercise from that point on will be measuring height 
(if applicable, see below), making species determinations, defect and decay 
determinations, and “in” or “out” tree assessments. 

▪ Height Test (paired sequential sampling only): Like the diameter test, a comparison of 
height data is performed between the verifier and the Forest Owner until sequential 
sampling stopping rules have been achieved, indicating that the verifier and Forest 
Owner measurements of height are aligned within acceptable tolerance levels. If the 
stopping rule for height is met before the sequential sampling exercise has ended for 
CO2e/acre, verifiers may stop taking their own height measurements and may instead 
use the height data provided for each tree from the Forest Owner’s database for any 
additional data inputs needed for the CO2e/acre comparison. If this happens, the focus 
of the sampling exercise from that point on will be measuring diameter (if applicable, see 
above), making species determinations, defect and decay determinations, and “in” or 
“out” tree assessments. 

 
Separate worksheets have been developed to assess both monumented (paired) and non-
monumented (unpaired) plots as well as for DBH, height, and CO2e/acre. Worksheets are found 
on the Forest Project Protocol webpage.  
 
The Reserve has established a ten percent allowance as an acceptable level of agreement 
between the verifier and the Project Operator, without adjusting the project estimates for 
uncertainty. 

9.3.5.2 Inventory Estimates 

The items in Table 9.5 are evaluations that should be made before the verifier goes to the field 
and analyzes the plots. If a project opts to utilize the Reserve’s Standardized Inventory 
Methodology, the methodology need not be assessed beyond correct implementation. 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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Table 9.5. Inventory Methodology Verification Items 

Verification/Evaluation Standards 

1.a 
Inventory methodology describes the methodology for plot location in the field. The plot locations are either 
random or systematic with a random initial point. 

1.b 

If inventory methodology describes a stratification design: 
The stratification methodology, including rules for stratification, is clearly defined.  
 
The stratification design is relevant for the sampling of biomass. In particular, the stratification design 
applies to all tree species without a bias for commercial tree species.  
 
Verifier shall randomly select 10% of the vegetation units, or strata polygons, by area, or 500 acres 
(whichever is least) to evaluate that the vegetation (or stratum) label assigned to the polygon is consistent 
with the stratification rules documented in the inventory methodology. The selection shall be made from a 
database or spreadsheet list of all vegetation (stratum) polygons within the project that have not 
experienced a harvest or disturbance that affects carbon stocks by more than 10%, using verifier judgment, 
within the past 10 years. Evaluation of post-harvest polygons and plots is described in 1.c. 
 
Evaluation for consistency shall be conducted through comparison with aerial photos or other remotely 
sensed data, and/or field observation. During evaluation, a verifier must use professional judgment to 
determine if a polygon is consistent or inconsistent with the stratification rules. Inconsistent means the 
existing vegetation (stratum) label is grossly incorrect to an extent that would substantially alter the 
associated carbon stocks.  
 
If more than 10% of the polygons evaluated are determined to be inconsistent with the stratification rules 
documented in the inventory methodology, the verification shall expand the assessment to an additional 
10% of the vegetation units (stratum polygons), or an additional 500 acres (whichever is least) and expand 
the analysis, or determine that the project has failed to meet the standard.  

1.c 

Inventory methodology states how the inventory is updated on an annual basis to reflect growth, harvest, 
and other disturbances. An event is deemed to be a disturbance, whether natural or the result of human 
activities, if the event results in an estimated loss of more than 10% of the pre-disturbance carbon stocks in 
the applicable carbon pools. The methodology includes a process to: 
 

▪ Update the inventory for harvest and other disturbances. The immediate updating of an inventory 
for disturbances will require that a tree list is assigned to the area disturbed, rather than developing 
a tree list from field measurements, to represent the area disturbed. This may occur by assigning a 
vegetation label (stratifying) and compiling the inventory so that the area disturbed obtains a tree list 
representative of the disturbed condition. For stratified inventories, this may be a solution that lasts 
many years until the forest vegetation is re-stratified due to changes from forest growth. 
Immediately updating an inventory may also occur by assigning a ‘best-fit’ tree list that represents 
the stand conditions to the plots that were affected by disturbance. This solution is a shorter term 
solution since the plots used to estimate the inventory have been affected. 

 
During all site visit verifications (following the initial site visit verification in cases where the project start 
date is the same year as the initial site visit verification), the Project Operator must provide a map(s) that 
displays areas where disturbance has occurred. For stratified inventories, a pre-disturbance map must 
display the vegetation stratum prior to the disturbance and a post-disturbance map must display the 
vegetation stratum following the disturbance. For non-stratified inventories, the disturbance map must 
display the underlying plots, if any, affected by the disturbance. For stratified inventories, a summary tree 
list associated with the updated vegetation strata shall be provided. For non-stratified inventories, tree lists 
shall be provided for each plot affected by disturbance. 
 
During site verification, verifiers shall randomly select a minimum of 10% of the vegetation polygons (strata 
polygons) or plots updated for disturbance and determine if the assigned tree lists do not obviously 
overestimate the carbon associated with the forest structure remaining after the disturbance. Where plots 
are updated through assignment of a tree list (instead of assigning a vegetation stratum) following the 
disturbance, the verifier shall ensure all plots have been updated and the updated tree list is consistent with 
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the forest structure remaining after disturbance. For non-stratified inventories, it is not acceptable for a 
Project Operator to simply remove disturbed plots from the inventory. The plots must be assigned a tree list 
to estimate the post-disturbance condition. It is acceptable to remove plots from an inventory that is strata-
based upon disturbance that affects the plots. 
 
Tree lists resulting from stratification or assignment are determined to be inconsistent if the tree list would 
result in carbon stocks substantially above what in the verifier’s professional judgment would associate with 
the post-disturbance condition. The determination for consistency can be made through an office review by 
comparing the assigned tree lists with the disturbance events. A verifier can choose to enhance their 
review for consistency by visiting disturbed sites in the field. 
 
To minimize the risk of inaccuracies to the inventory, no more than 10% of the plots used to characterize 
the project’s inventory can be developed from estimated tree lists without increased scrutiny from 
verification. The plots assigned an estimated tree list must be appropriately coded in the inventory 
database so that they can be queried and isolated. Plots assigned with an estimated tree list are not to be 
used in sequential sampling efforts unless the number of plots with estimated tree lists exceeds 10%, in 
which case all plots, measured or estimated, must be available for random selection for sequential 
sampling during verification. 
 

▪ Update the inventory for growth using and approved growth model or a stand table projection, as 
described in Appendix B. 

 
The inventory being verified is determined to be current using the update methodology. 

1.d 

The inventory methodology has been implemented in a consistent manner since the project’s inception. 
 
If changes have been made to the inventory methodology, such changes have been discussed and 
approved in writing by the Reserve. 

1.e 
The inventory methodology describes the volume and biomass equations used to compute the project’s 
carbon stocks and these equations are consistent with those required by the protocol. Appropriate use of 
biomass equations is demonstrated. 

 
Each applicable pool/combination of pools must meet the minimum precision threshold of +/- 20 
percent at the 90 percent confidence interval. Project Operators can improve the precision of 
their estimates through additional inventory effort but can only include it in their reporting after 
the confidence estimate has been verified. Projects must include the uncertainty adjustment 
associated with their most recent verification effort.  
 
Use of the Standardized Inventory Methodology (available on the Reserve’s Forest Project 
Protocol webpage) will be considered to automatically meet the evaluation standards in Table 
9.5 and does not need to be verified beyond ensuring proper implementation. The Reserve has 
also developed the Climate Action Reserve Inventory Tool (CARIT), an inventory management 
computer application that Project Operators may also optionally use to manage and update their 
forest inventories. The use of the Standardized Inventory Methodology does not obligate a 
Project Operator to use CARIT, nor does the use of CARIT obligate a Project Operator to use 
the Standardized Inventory Methodology. However, CARIT will only function properly if certain 
inventory standards are followed. Refer to Appendix B for more information. 

9.3.5.3 Measurement Specifics for Verifiers 

Verifiers must use the highest standard to conduct measurements during field measurements. 
Measurements utilized by verifiers during field inspections shall be consistent with the tolerance 
standards for measurements identified in Appendix B, with the following exceptions: 
 

1. Verifiers shall measure the heights of all trees according to the height measurement 
used for the species-specific biomass equation on the Reserve’s Forest Project Protocol 
webpage.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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2. The use of regressions to estimate heights is allowable for Forest Operators; verifiers 
should measure each height for comparisons with Forest Operator’s estimates. 

3. Tools and methods used for distance measurements for plot boundaries should be 
accurate within 1”/30’. 

4. Tools and methods used for distance measurements for height measurements must be 
able to obtain an accuracy of 6”/100’. 

5. Rules for determining ‘in’/’out’ trees:  

a. All borderline trees should be measured to determine status as an ‘in’ or ‘out’ 
tree. 

b. Verifiers may encounter trees that are ‘in’ that were not measured by the Project 
Operator. The cause of the omission(s) may be that the trees were determined to 
be too small to be included, per sampling methodology criteria, at the time of the 
Project Operator measurement. Per Appendix B, inventory estimates developed 
by the Project Operator must include all trees 5 inches DBH and larger.  

c. Additionally, Appendix B permits Project Operators to develop an inventory 
methodology with varying plot areas that are expanded on a per acre basis 
depending on the size of the plots and with varying DBH requirements for which 
trees are included in each plot. In such cases, trees that were determined to be 
too small to be included in a larger plot by the Project Owner, may have grown 
and now exceed the minimum threshold for inclusion in the larger plot.  

d. To account for this limited growth, the verifier shall not include trees in the verifier 
measurements (for sequential sampling purposes) if the tree was omitted by the 
Forest Owner and the tree diameters, at time of verification audit, are less than 7 
inches DBH. Similarly, trees that were included by the Forest Owner in a plot with 
a certain expansion factor and, at the time of verifier audit, have not exceeded 
the threshold for being switched to a plot with a different expansion factor by 
more than 10%, shall continue to be entered in the plot determined by the Project 
Operator, such that the expansion values are consistent for the Project Operator 
and the verifier.  

i. This applies a reasonable cushion to Project Operators who apply the 
sampling methodology correctly, but through no fault of their own would 
otherwise be penalized due to forest growth changing measurement 
parameters. It should be noted that the cushion is minimal and will not 
relieve Project Operators from growth over long periods of time that would 
exceed these allowances. Hence, Project Operators need to base the re-
measurement of the plots on an adequate timeframe to avoid verification 
problems with their inventory data.  

ii. Any trees that do not meet the criteria of the standards listed above shall 
be included as part of the verifier’s plot estimate for purposes of 
sequential sampling. 

6. Verifiers shall insert their own determination of species for each tree included in the 
verifier’s inventory. 

7. For defect and decay, verifiers may first consider the inputs of the Forest Owner and 
determine whether or not they were reasonable. If considered reasonable, the verifier 
may insert the same classification as the Forest Owner for each tree included in the 
verifier’s inventory. If, however, not considered reasonable, or not recorded by the 
Forest Owner, the verifier shall insert their own determination.  
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9.3.5.4 Verifying a Stratified Inventory 

If the Project Operator’s inventory is based on a stratified design, verification shall be based on 
the measurement error that can be assessed at the stratum level, using the sequential sampling 
tools developed by the Reserve. Individual plots within the strata selected for assessment shall 
be selected randomly. The verifier shall perform independent assessments on a minimum of 
three strata, unless the stratification design has less than three strata, in which case the 
assessment is conducted on two strata. Verifiers shall select the strata used to perform the 
assessment based on their own professional judgement of where the risks of measurement 
error are likely to have the biggest effect on the overall inventory estimate. This may be based 
on criteria related to: 
 

▪ Carbon stocking levels 
▪ Area of a particular stratum relative to other strata 
▪ Strata that may be found in difficult to access areas due to remoteness or terrain which 

could lead to a reduced effort by forest inventory personnel 

9.3.5.5 Verifying a Non-Stratified Inventory 

If the project is not stratified for each applicable pool, the verifier shall select the plots randomly 
(if plot center can be located) or allocate the plots systematically or in clusters for efficiency. 
Plots may be measured and assessed one at a time or in reasonable batches that correspond 
to logistical realities of fieldwork.  

9.3.5.6 Verification Within a Strata 

Plots must be independently selected using a random or systematic design. 
 
Table 9.6. Number of Passing Plots in Sequence, as a Function of Project Size 

Test 

Number 
of 

Strata 
Verified 

Project Acres 

 <100 – 500 501 - 5,000 5,001 – 10,000 >10,000 

Paired/Unpaired 

3  3 4 5 6 

2  4 6 8 10 

1  8 10 12 12 

 
The project passes sequential sampling when the minimum number of passing plots in 
sequence is achieved (as identified in Table 9.6), or the first passing plot after a minimum of 12 
plots (paired) or 30 plots (unpaired) have been measured – whichever is achieved first. There 
are two possible statistical procedures that can be applied to the stratum-level verifications. A 
paired test can be applied when plot locations can be found and it is statistically appropriate to 
use a paired test (i.e., plot measurements can be replicated). An unpaired test can be applied 
when plots cannot be relocated. The range of acceptable error (δ, delta) is fixed at ten percent 
for both tests. 

Paired Plots 

The statistical test is based on a comparison of the verifier’s measurements of plots within a 
selected stratum, calculated as CO2e compared to the Project Operator’s measurements of 
plots, which may include any adjustments for growth.  
 
Use α=0.05 and β=0.20 to control for error.  
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The null hypothesis (H0) is that the verification and project plots are equal.  
 

1) Perform verification sampling on at least the minimum number of passing plots required 
in a sequence from Section 9.3.5.4.  
 

2) If n ≥ ((Zα + Zβ)2 × Sn
2) / D2 then stop and evaluate. Otherwise take another sample. 

 
Where, 
n = Number of verification plots measured 
Zα = α% N(0,1) = 1.645 
Zβ = β% N(0,1) = 0.8416 
Sn

2 = sample variance of the differences 
D = δ × project average estimate 
 

3) If stopped, then evaluate. 
 

If  �̅�𝑁 ≤ K then accept H0, 

If  �̅�𝑁 > K then reject H0. 
 

 Where, 

�̅�𝑁= sample mean of the differences 
N = total number of plots measured 
K = (Zα × D) / (Zα + Zβ). 
 

4) If H0 was rejected, then additional samples may be taken as long as the verifier is of the 
opinion that there is a chance that H0 may be accepted based on the variability and trend 
observed. 

Unpaired Plots 

The statistical test is based on comparing the average CO2e estimates for each stratum from 
the verifier plots to the Project Operator plots.  
 
Use α=0.05 to control for error; the β is not specified because we are constructing a confidence 
interval not a test. The null hypothesis (H0) is that the verification and stratum averages are 
equal. The following procedure is appropriate for the unpaired test. 
 

1) Perform verification sampling on at least the minimum number of plots required in a 
sequence from Section 9.3.5.5. Calculate n as the sum of the number of plots from both 
the stratum (np) and the verification (nv). 
 

2) Calculate the following: 
 

Tn = �̅�𝑃 - �̅�𝑛  
 
Where, 
Tn = the difference between the means 

�̅�𝑃 = stratum mean 

�̅�𝑛 = verification mean after sample n 
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3) If n ≥ (a2/D2) × (Sn
2 + SP

2) then stop and evaluate. Otherwise take another sample. 
 
Where, 
a = the percentile from a standard normal distribution for one half of alpha; 1.96 for 
α=0.05 

 n = np + nv  
Sn

2 = sample variance of the verification plots 
 SP

2 = sample variance of the stratum plots 
D = δ × stratum average estimate 

 
4) If stopped, then evaluate. Construct a confidence interval Tn ± D. 

If the confidence interval includes zero then accept H0, 
Otherwise reject H0. 
 

5) If H0 was rejected, then additional samples may be taken until as long as the verifier is of 
the opinion that there is a chance that H0 may be accepted based on the variability and 
trend observed. 

 
If the stopping rule in step (3) above cannot be attained within 100 plots, then apply a standard 
unpaired t-test comparison using α=0.05 and β=0.80. 

9.3.5.7 Determining if the Stopping Rules Have Been Met 

The verifier must determine if the stopping rules have been met for each stratum as soon as is 
convenient. The Reserve provides tools to assist verifiers with determining if the stopping rules 
have been met or not. The tools are Microsoft Excel based and are distinct for paired designs 
and for unpaired designs. 
 
The verifier must enter their data into the appropriate spreadsheet based upon use of a paired 
or unpaired test. It is required that the verifier apply the random order selection in the sampling 
process. The verifier is free to measure the set of plots that were randomly selected in any order 
that provides the greatest efficiency while sampling in the field, but when the verifier inputs data 
into the spreadsheet, the verifier must follow the random selection order in order to properly 
conduct the analysis and maintain the integrity of sequential analysis. This may provide 
significant efficiencies when selected stands and/or plots are in close geographic proximity and 
it is hypothesized that the stopping rules will require the full number of plots. 
 
The statistical test is based on a comparison of the verifier’s measurements of plots, calculated 
as CO2e per acre compared to the Forest Owner’s measurements of plots, which may include 
any adjustments for growth. The inventory verification is complete based on the stopping rules 
detailed in Section 9.3.5.1. Passing of the plot height and/or diameter stopping rules is not 
required to pass the inventory verification; however, as discussed above, verifiers may 
separately compare their measurements for height and diameter with the Forest Owner’s 
measurements in the sequential sampling tool. When those inputs have met the sequential 
sampling stopping requirements, verifiers may use the height and diameter data provided for 
each tree from the Forest Owner’s database for any additional data inputs needed for the 
CO2e/acre comparison. 
 
Finally, in addition to evaluating and verifying adherence to the Project Operator’s inventory 
methodology, the verification body must verify the items in Table 9.7. If the project is using the 
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Standardized Inventory Methodology and/or CARIT, the verification team need not verify these 
tools beyond proper implementation. 
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Table 9.7. Additional Verification Items for Inventory Methodology and Implementation 

Verification Items 

Apply 
Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Inventory 
Update 
Processes 

a. Project Operator’s inventory document describes methodology for 
updating inventory data resulting from growth, harvest, and disturbances. 
Methodology adheres to acceptable forestry practices* 
 
b. Harvest/Disturbance updates in inventory management system are 
implemented per the specified methodology and are representative of the 
harvest or disturbance. 
 
c. Growth is accounted for using an approved growth model or using a stand 
table projection, as described in Appendix B. 

Yes 

2. Biomass 
Equations 
and 
Calculations 

a. The carbon tonnes per acre for a representative sample plot, computed 
using the Project Operator’s calculation tools, replicate output computed by 
the verification body.** 
 
b. All conversions and expansions are accurate. 

Yes 

 
*A forest biometrician employed by the state in which the project is located, or a consulting forest biometrician may be 
consulted in the event of a dispute between the verification body and Project Operator. The written opinion of the 
forest biometrician, submitted to the Reserve as part of the verification report, shall be considered the authoritative 
word. 
**The verification body must provide an (idealized) ‘verification plot’ consisting of all tree species in Project Area with 
varying heights and diameters existing within the Project Area. The plot need not correspond to an actual plot within 
the Project Area. 

9.3.6 Baseline Estimation 

Forest Project baselines include assumptions about forest growth and harvest, as influenced by 
legal and financial constraints, and assumptions regarding the extent of harvest operations 
under Business As Usual conditions. These are based on either modeled assumption, or default 
assumptions, as described in Section 6. 
 
Verification bodies are required to verify the baseline estimate for the project at the initial site 
visit verification for Improved Forest Management Projects and Avoided Conversion Projects.  
 
All reports that reference carbon stocks must be submitted by the Project Operator with the 
oversight of a Professional Forester. If the project is located in a jurisdiction without a 
Professional Forester law or regulation, then Certified Forester credentials managed by the 
Society of American Foresters (see http://www.certifiedforester.org) are required so that 
professional standards and project quality are maintained. 
 
Table 9.8. Modeled Baseline Verification Items 
(Improved Forest Management projects using the modeling approach, and Avoided Conversion Projects) 

Verification Items Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Document 
A modeling document exists that contains all the 
verification items in this table. 9 No 
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Verification Items Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

2. Qualitative 
Characterization 
(Avoided 
Conversion 
Projects Only) 

A sufficiently detailed qualitative characterization 
has been included in the modeling document that 
documents the general assumptions of the 
project’s baseline. The qualitative assessment 
addresses the vegetative conditions and activities 
that would have occurred. 

6.2 Yes 

3. Model Choice 
and Calibration 

a. The model used is an approved model. 
 
b. The Project Operator has provided a rationale 
for any model calibrations or a sufficient 
explanation of why calibrations were not 
incorporated. 
 
c. The Project Operator has provided a description 
of the site indexes used for each species and a 
sufficient explanation of the source of the site index 
values used. 

Appendix B Yes 

4. Legal 
Constraints 

A list of legal constraints is provided that includes 
an accurate description of the type and effect of 
each constraint on the ability to harvest trees and 
the area constrained. 

3.3.1, 6.1.2, 6.2.1 Yes 

5. Financial 
Constraints 

a. A sufficient qualitative description is provided 
indicating that the harvesting activity modeled in 
the baseline is a financially viable activity. 
 
b. For Improved Forest Management projects, 
Project Operator has provided either a financial 
analysis of the anticipated growth and harvesting 
regime that captures all relevant costs and returns, 
taking into consideration all legal, physical, and 
biological constraints. 

3.3.2, 6.1.3, 6.2.1 Yes 

6. Silviculture 
Guidelines 

The silviculture guidelines incorporated in the 
model demonstrate all legal constraints are applied 
in the model. The silviculture guidelines must 
include: 

i. A description of the trees retained by 
species group 
ii. The level of retention 
iii. Harvest frequency 
iv. Regeneration assumptions 

Appendix B No 

7. Modeling 
Guidelines 

a. Improved Forest Management: Modeling is 
conducted per Section 6.1.  
 
b. Avoided Conversion: Modeling is conducted per 
Section 6.2. 

6.1, 6.2 No 

8. Modeling 
Outputs 

a. The Project Operator has provided reports that 
display periodic harvest, inventory, and growth 
estimates for the entire Project Area presented as 
total carbon tonnes and carbon tonnes per acre.  
 
b. Estimates are within the range of expected 
growth patterns for the Project Area.  

9, 
Appendix B 

Yes 
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Table 9.9. Default Baseline Verification Items 
(Improved Forest Management projects using the conservative default approach, and Improved Forest 
Management projects on public lands) 

Verification Items Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Document 
The PDD explains the baseline quantification steps 
undertaken. 

9 No 

2. Default 
Approach 

a. The project is eligible to use the conservative 
default approach and has followed the steps to 
establish a default baseline in Section 6.1.1 
 
b. The project has correctly run the COLE report as 
described in Section 6.1.3 

6.1.1, 6.1.3, 
Appendix B 

No 

4. Legal 
Constraints 

The project has correctly accounted for baseline 
legal constraints 

6.1.1, 6.1.3 
Yes 

5. Incorporating 
Other Carbon 
Stocks 

The final baseline has been adjusted to account for 
all required SSRs  

6.1.1, 6.1.3, 
Appendix B 

No 

 

9.3.7 Verifying Estimates of Carbon in Harvested Wood Products 

Verification bodies are required to verify the estimates of carbon that are likely to remain stored 
in wood products over a 100-year period, as submitted in the Forest Project Design Document 
(for baseline estimates) and annual monitoring reports (for actual wood product production). 
Accounting for wood product carbon must be applied only to actual or baseline volumes of wood 
harvested from within the Project Area. Trees harvested outside of the Project Area are not part 
of the Forest Project and must be excluded from any calculations. 
 
Table 9.10. Carbon in Harvested Wood Products Verification Items 

Verification Items Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Carbon in 
Harvested 
Wood Delivered 
to Mills 

a. Amount of wood harvested that will be delivered 
to mills has been estimated and reported. 
 
b. The appropriate wood density factor has been 
applied and/or water weight subtracted to result in 
pounds of biomass with zero moisture content.  
 
c. Total dry weights for all harvested wood have 
been calculated.  
 
d. Total carbon weight has been computed.  
 
e. The total has been converted to metric tons of 
carbon.  

Appendix B No 

2. Account for 
Mill Efficiencies 

The correct mill efficiency factors have been used 
to calculate total carbon transferred into wood 
products.  

Appendix B No 
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3. Wood 
Product 
Classification 

The percentages of harvest by wood product class 
has been determined correctly with verified reports 
from the mill(s) where the Project Area’s logs are 
sold; or by looking up default wood product classes 
for the project’s Assessment Area(s); or if not 
available from either of these sources, by 
classifying all wood products as “miscellaneous.” 

Appendix B No 

4. Calculation of 
In-Use and 
Landfill Carbon 
Storage 

a. The average amount of carbon stored in in-use 
wood products over 100 years has been calculated 
correctly using the worksheets referenced in 
Appendix B. 
 
b. The average amount of carbon stored in 
landfilled wood products over 100 years has been 
calculated correctly using the worksheets 
referenced in Appendix B. 

Appendix B No 

5. Total Average 
Carbon Storage 
in Wood 
Products Over 
100 Years 

Total average carbon storage in wood products 
over 100 years for a given harvest volume has 
been calculated and reported. 

Appendix B No 

 

9.3.8 Verifying Calculations of Reversal Risk Ratings and Contributions to the 
Buffer Pool 

At each site visit verification, Project Operators must derive a reversal risk rating for their Forest 
Project using the worksheets in Appendix A. The worksheets are designed to identify and 
quantify the specific types of risks that may lead to a reversal, based on project-specific factors.  
 
Table 9.11. Reversal Risk Rating Verification Items 

Verification Items Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

1. Financial Risk 
Use of a Qualified Conservation Easement or 
Qualified Deed Restriction, occurrence on public 
lands, or use of a PIA alone. 

Appendix A.1 No 

2. Management 
Risk 

a. Management Risk I – Illegal removals of forest 
biomass. 
 
b. Management Risk II – Conversion of Project 
Area to alternative land uses. 
 
c. Management Risk III – Over-harvesting. 

Appendix A.2 No 

3. Social Risk Social Risk. Appendix A.3 No 

4. Natural 
Disturbance 
Risk 

a. Natural Disturbance Risk I – Wildfire, Disease or 
insect outbreak. 
 
c. Natural Disturbance Risk II – Other episodic 
catastrophic events. 

Appendix A.4 Yes 
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Verification Items Section of FPP 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

5. Completing 
the Risk Rating 
Analysis 

Reversal risk rating calculated correctly using the 
formula in Appendix A.5. 

Appendix A.5 No 

 

9.4 Completing the Verification Process 
After completing the core project verification activities for a Forest Project, the verification body 
must do the following to complete the verification process: 
 

1. Complete a detailed List of Findings containing both immaterial and material findings (if 
any) and deliver it to the Project Operator (private document). 

2. Exchange correspondence as necessary to resolve issues detailed in the List of 
Findings, until all material misstatements and nonconformances have been addressed. 

3. If a reasonable level of assurance opinion is successfully obtained, complete a 
Verification Report to be delivered to the Project Operator (public document). 

4. Complete the Verification Statement form, detailing the vintage and the number of GHG 
reductions and removals verified and deliver it to the Project Operator (public document). 

5. Verify that the number of GHG reductions and removals, as well as the reversal risk 
rating, specified in the Verification Report and Statement match the number entered into 
the Reserve software. 

6. Conduct an exit meeting with the Project Operator to discuss the Verification Report, List 
of Findings, and Verification Statement. 

7. Upload electronic copies of the Verification Report, List of Findings, Verification 
Statement, and Verification Activity Log into the Reserve. 

 
The recommended content for the Verification Report, List of Findings, and Verification 
Statement can be found in the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual.32 The Verification 
Program Manual also provides further guidance on quality assurance, negative verification 
statements, use of an optional Project Verification Activity Log, goals for exit meetings, dispute 
resolution, and record keeping. 
 
 

                                                
32 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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10  Glossary of Terms 
 
Aboveground Live Biomass Live trees including the stem, branches, and leaves or 

needles, brush, and other woody live plants aboveground. 
 

Activity-Based Funding The budget line items that are dedicated to agency 
accomplishments in vegetation management, including pre-
commercial thinning, commercial thinning, harvest, hazard 
tree removal, hazardous fuel reductions, and other 
management activities designed to achieve forest 
sustainability health objectives. 
 

Additionality A criterion for Forest Project eligibility. A Forest Project is 
“additional” if it would not have been implemented without 
incentives provided by the carbon offset market, including 
the incentives created through the Climate Action Reserve 
program. Under this protocol, Forest Projects meet the 
additionality criterion by demonstrating that they pass a 
legal requirement test and a performance test, as described 
in Section 3.1, and by achieving GHG reductions and 
removals quantified against an approved baseline, 
determined according to the requirements in Section 6. 
 

Affiliate An “affiliate” is defined as any person or entity that, directly 
or indirectly, through one or more intermediaries, controls 
or is controlled by or is under common control with the 
Forest Owner(s) participating in a project, including any 
general or limited partnership in which the Forest Owner is 
a partner and any limited liability company in which the 
Forest Owner is a member. For the purposes of this 
definition, "control" means the possession, direct or indirect, 
of the power to direct or cause the direction of the 
management and policies of a person, whether through the 
ownership of voting securities, by contract or otherwise, 
and “person” means an individual or a general partnership, 
limited partnership, corporation, professional corporation, 
limited liability company, limited liability partnership, joint 
venture, trust, business trust, cooperative or association or 
any other legally-recognized entity. 
 

Allometric Equation An equation that utilizes the genotypical relationship among 
tree components to estimate characteristics of one tree 
component from another. Allometric equations allow the 
belowground root volume to be estimated using the 
aboveground bole volume. 
 

Assessment Area A distinct forest community within geographically identified 
ecoregions defined by the Reserve that consists of 
common regulatory and political boundaries that affect 
forest management. The size of the Assessment Areas is 
determined by efforts to achieve optimal statistical 
confidence across multiple scales using U.S. Forest 
Service Forest Inventory and Analysis Program (FIA) plots 
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for biomass. Maps of the Assessment Areas and the 
associated data may be found on the Reserve’s website. 
 

Avoidable Reversal An avoidable reversal is any reversal that is due to the 
Project Operator’s negligence, gross negligence, or willful 
intent, including harvesting, development, and harm to the 
Project Area  
 

Avoided Conversion Project A type of Forest Project consisting of specific actions that 
prevent the conversion of forestland to a non-forestland use 
by dedicating the land to continuous forest cover through 
conservation easement recordation or transfer to public 
ownership. 
 

Baseline  The level of GHG emissions, removals, and/or carbon 
stocks at sources, sinks or reservoirs affected by a Forest 
Project that would have occurred under a Business As 
Usual scenario. For the purposes of this protocol, a 
project’s baseline must be estimated following standard 
procedures in Section 6. 
 

Best Management Practices Management practices determined by a state or designated 
planning agency to be the most effective and practicable 
means (including technological, economic, and institutional 
considerations) of controlling point and nonpoint source 
pollutants at levels compatible with environmental quality 
goals.33 
 

Biological Emissions For the purposes of the Forest Project Protocol, biological 
emissions are GHG emissions that are released directly 
from forest biomass, both live and dead, including forest 
soils. For Forest Projects, biological emissions are deemed 
to occur when the reported tonnage of onsite carbon 
stocks, relative to baseline levels, declines from one year to 
the next. 
 

Biomass The total mass of living organisms in a given area or 
volume; recently dead plant material is often included as 
dead biomass.34 
 

Bole A trunk or main stem of a tree. 
 

Broadcast Fertilization A fertilizer application technique where fertilizer is spread 
across the soil surface by tractor or aerial application. 
 

Buffer Pool The buffer pool is a holding account for Forest Project 
CRTs administered by the Reserve. It is used as a general 
insurance mechanism against unavoidable reversals for all 
Forest Projects registered with the Reserve. If a Forest 
Project experiences an unavoidable reversal of GHG 
reductions and removals (as defined in Section 7.3), the 
Reserve will retire a number of CRTs from the buffer pool 

                                                
33 Helms. (1998). 
34 Metz, Davidson, Swart, & Pan. (2001). 
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equal to the total amount of carbon that was reversed 
(measured in metric tons of CO2-equivalent).  
 

Business As Usual The activities, and associated GHG reductions and 
removals that would have occurred in the Project Area in 
the absence of incentives provided by a carbon offset 
market. Methodologies for determining these activities – 
and/or for approximating carbon stock levels that would 
have resulted from these activities – are provided in Section 
6 of this protocol for each type of Forest Project. 
 

Carbon Pool A reservoir that has the ability to accumulate and store 
carbon or release carbon. In the case of forests, a carbon 
pool is the forest biomass, which can be subdivided into 
smaller pools. These pools may include aboveground or 
belowground biomass or harvested wood products, among 
others. 
 

Climate Reserve Tonne  
(CRT) 

The unit of offset credits used by the Climate Action 
Reserve. Each Climate Reserve Tonne represents one 
metric ton (2204.6 lbs) of CO2 reduced or removed from the 
atmosphere. 
 

Commercial Rotational Harvesting For the purpose of this protocol, commercial rotational 
harvesting refers to harvesting activities undertaken by a 
Forest Owner with the intent to create a new cohort of 
regenerated trees, where the harvested trees are delivered 
to a mill.  
 

Common Practice The average stocks of the aboveground standing live and 
dead carbon pools from within the Forest Project’s 
Assessment Area, derived from FIA plots on all private 
lands within the defined Assessment Area. 
 

Computational Reversal A computational reversal is any reversal that is due to 
required protocol calculations (including the confidence 
deduction and secondary effects). 
 

Even-Aged Management Management where the trees in individual forest stands 
have only small differences in their ages (a single age 
class). By convention, the spread of ages does not differ by 
more than 20 percent of the intended rotation.  
 

FIA USDA Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis 
program. FIA is managed by the Research and 
Development organization within the USDA Forest Service 
in cooperation with State and Private Forestry and National 
Forest Systems. FIA has been in operation under various 
names (Forest Survey, Forest Inventory and Analysis) for 
70 years. 
 

Forest Carbon The carbon found in forestland resulting from 
photosynthesis in trees and associated vegetation, 
historically and in the present. Forest Carbon is found in 
soils, litter and duff, plants and trees, both dead and alive. 
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Forest Management The commercial or noncommercial growing and harvesting 
of forests. 
 

Forest Owner A corporation or other legally constituted entity, city, county, 
state agency, individual(s), or a combination thereof that 
has legal control (described in Section 2.2) of any amount 
of forest carbon within the Project Area  
 

Forest Project A planned set of activities designed to increase removals of 
CO2 from the atmosphere, or reduce or prevent emissions 
of CO2 to the atmosphere, through increasing and/or 
conserving forest carbon stocks. 
 

Forest Project Design Document A standard document for reporting required information 
about a Forest Project. The Forest Project Design 
Document must be submitted for review by a verification 
body and approved by the Reserve before the Forest 
Project can be registered with the Reserve.  
 

Forestland Land that supports, or can support, at least ten percent tree 
canopy cover and that allows for management of one or 
more forest resources, including timber, fish and wildlife, 
biodiversity, water quality, recreation, aesthetics, and other 
public benefits. 
 

GHG Assessment Boundary The GHG Assessment Boundary defines all the GHG 
sources, sinks, and reservoirs that must be accounted for in 
quantifying a Forest Project’s GHG reductions and 
removals (Section 6). The GHG Assessment Boundary 
encompasses all the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs 
that may be significantly affected by Forest Project 
activities, including forest carbon stocks, sources of 
biological CO2 emissions, and mobile combustion GHG 
emissions. 
 

GHG Reductions and Removals See definitions for Reduction and Removal. 
 

Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) 

Gas that contributes to global warming and climate change. 
For the purposes of this Forest Project Protocol, GHGs are 
the six gases identified in the Kyoto Protocol: carbon 
dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O), methane (CH4), 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). 
 

Improved Forest Management 
Project 

A type of Forest Project involving management activities 
that increase carbon stocks on forested land relative to 
baseline levels of carbon stocks. 
 

Listed A Forest Project is considered “listed” when the Project 
Operator has created an account with the Reserve, 
submitted the required Project Submittal form and other 
required documents, paid the project submission fee, and 
the Reserve has approved and accepted the project for 
listing. 
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Litter Any piece(s) of dead woody material from a tree, e.g., dead 
boles, limbs, and large root masses, on the ground in forest 
stands that is smaller than material identified as lying dead 
wood. 
 

Lying Dead Wood Any piece(s) of dead woody material from a tree, e.g., dead 
boles, limbs, and large root masses, on the ground in forest 
stands. Lying dead wood is all dead tree material with a 
minimum average diameter of five inches and a minimum 
length of eight feet. Anything not meeting the measurement 
criteria for lying dead wood will be considered litter. Stumps 
are not considered lying dead wood. 
 

Metric Ton or “tonne” 
(t) 

A common international measurement for the quantity of 
GHG emissions, equivalent to about 2204.6 pounds or 1.1 
short tons. 
 

Native Forest For the purposes of this protocol native forests shall be 
defined as those occurring naturally in an area, as neither a 
direct nor indirect consequence of human activity post-
dating European settlement. 
 

Natural Forest Management Forest management practices that promote and maintain 
native forests comprised of multiple ages and mixed native 
species at multiple landscape scales. The application of this 
definition, its principles, detailed definition, and 
implementation are discussed further in Section 3.9.2. 
 

Non-Forest Cover Land with a tree canopy cover of less than ten percent. 
 

Non-Forest Land Use An area managed for residential, commercial, or 
agricultural uses other than for the production of timber and 
other forest products, or for the maintenance of woody 
vegetation for such indirect benefits as protection of 
catchment areas, wildlife habitat, or recreation. 
 

Non-Harvest Disturbance Reduction in forest cover that is not a direct result of 
harvest, such as wildfire and insect disturbances. 
 

Onsite Carbon Stocks Carbon stocks in living biomass, dead biomass, and soils 
within the Project Area. 
 

Permanence The requirement that GHGs must be permanently reduced 
or removed from the atmosphere to be credited as carbon 
offsets. For Forest Projects, this requirement is met by 
ensuring that the carbon associated with credited GHG 
reductions and removals remains stored for at least 100 
years. 
 

Primary Effects The Forest Project’s intended changes in carbon stocks, 
GHG emissions or removals. 
 

Professional Forester A professional engaged in the science and profession of 
forestry. A professional forester is credentialed in 
jurisdictions that have professional forester licensing laws 
and regulations. Where a jurisdiction does not have a 
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professional forester law or regulation then a professional 
forester is defined as having the Certified Forester 
credentials managed by the Society of American Foresters 
(see www.certifiedforester.org). 
 

Project Area The area inscribed by the geographic boundaries of a 
Forest Project, as defined following the requirements in 
Section 4 of this protocol. Also, the property associated with 
this area.  
 

Project Life Refers to the duration of a Forest Project and its associated 
monitoring and verification activities, as defined in Section 
3.5. 
 

Public Lands Lands that are owned by a public governmental body such 
as a municipality, county, state or country. 
 

Project Operator A Forest Owner responsible for undertaking a Forest 
Project and registering it with the Reserve. The Forest 
Owner who executes the Project Implementation 
Agreement, as described in Section 2.2. 
 

Qualified Conservation Easement A qualified conservation easement must explicitly refer to 
the terms and conditions of the Project Implementation 
Agreement, apply to current and all subsequent Project 
Operators for the full duration of the Forest Project’s 
minimum time commitment, as defined in Section 3.5 of this 
protocol. 
 

Qualified Deed Restriction A qualified deed restriction shall ensure that the Project 
Implementation Agreement runs with the land and applies 
to all current and subsequent Project Operators for the full 
duration of the Forest Project's minimum time commitment, 
as defined in Section 3.4 of this protocol, to be determined 
in the Reserve's reasonable discretion. A deed restriction is 
not “qualified” if it merely consists of a recording of the 
Project Implementation Agreement or a notice of the 
Project Implementation Agreement, as such a recording is 
already required by the Project Implementation Agreement. 
 

Reduction The avoidance or prevention of an emission of CO2 (or 
other GHG). Reductions are calculated as gains in carbon 
stocks over time relative to a Forest Project’s baseline (also 
see Removal). 
 

Registered A Forest Project becomes registered with the Reserve 
when it has been verified by a Reserve-approved and ISO-
accredited verification body, all required documentation 
(see Section 8) has been submitted by the Project Operator 
to the Reserve for final approval, and the Reserve approves 
the project. 
 

Removal Sequestration (“removal”) of CO2 from the atmosphere 
caused by a Forest Project. Removals are calculated as 
gains in carbon stocks over time relative to a Forest 
Project’s baseline (also see Reduction). 

file://///www.certifiedforester.org


Forest Project Protocol Version 5.0, October 2019 

106 

 
Reporting Period The period of time over which a Project Operator quantifies 

and reports GHG reductions and removals. 
 

Reservoir Physical unit or component of the biosphere, geosphere or 
hydrosphere with the capacity to store or accumulate 
carbon removed from the atmosphere by a sink, or 
captured from a source.  
 

Retire To retire a CRT means to transfer it to a retirement account 
in the Climate Action Reserve’s software system. 
Retirement accounts are permanent and locked, so that a 
retired CRT cannot be transferred or retired again. 
 

Reversal A reversal is a decrease in the stored carbon stocks 
associated with quantified GHG reductions and removals 
that occurs before the end of the Project Life. Under this 
protocol, a reversal is deemed to have occurred if there is a 
decrease in the difference between project and baseline 
onsite carbon stocks from one year to the next, regardless 
of the cause of this decrease (i.e., if the result of (∆ AConsite 
- ∆ BConsite) in Equation 6.1 is negative).  
 

Secondary Effects Unintended changes in carbon stocks, GHG emissions, or 
GHG removals caused by the Forest Project. 
 

Sequestration The process of increasing the carbon (or other GHGs) 
stored in a reservoir. Biological approaches to 
sequestration include direct removal of CO2 from the 
atmosphere through land-use changes35 and changes in 
forest management. 
 

Significant Disturbance Any natural impact that results in a loss of least 20 percent 
of the aboveground live biomass that is not the result of 
intentional or grossly negligent acts of the Project Operator. 
 

Sink Physical unit or process that removes a GHG from the 
atmosphere. 
 

Source Physical unit or process that releases a GHG into the 
atmosphere. 
 

Stand An individual unit or polygon that is relatively homogeneous 
in terms of the carbon stocking within its borders. For live 
and dead trees, the determination of stand boundaries is 
usually based on forest vegetation attributes, such as 
species, size (age), and density characteristics. For soils, 
the determination of soil stand boundaries is made on 
similar soil orders. 
 

Standing Dead Carbon Stocks The carbon in standing dead trees. Standing dead trees 
include the stem, branches, roots, or section thereof, 
regardless of species, with minimum diameter (breast 

                                                
35 Metz, Davidson, Swart, & Pan. (2001). 
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height) of five inches and a minimum height of 15 feet. 
Stumps are not considered standing dead stocks. 
 

Standing Live Carbon Stocks The carbon in the live tree pool. Live trees include the stem, 
branches, roots, and leaves or needles of all aboveground 
live biomass, regardless of species, with a minimum 
diameter (breast height) of five inches and a minimum 
height of 15 feet (inventory methodology must include all 
trees five inches and greater) 
 

Stocks (or Carbon Stocks) The quantity of carbon contained in identified carbon pools. 
 

Strata Plural of stratum. The set of different groupings for a 
specific attribute, such as vegetation or soil. 
 

Stratum A group of stands that contain a similar attribute, such as 
vegetation or soils attributes. 
 

Submitted The Reserve considers a Forest Project to be “submitted” 
when all of the appropriate forms have been uploaded and 
submitted to the Reserve’s software system, and the 
Project Operator has paid a project submission fee. 
 

Tree A woody perennial plant, typically large and with a well-
defined stem or stems carrying a more or less definite 
crown with the capacity to attain a minimum diameter at 
breast height of five inches and a minimum height of 15 feet 
with no branches within three feet from the ground at 
maturity.36 
 

Unavoidable Reversal An unavoidable reversal is any reversal not due to the 
Project Operator’s negligence, gross negligence or willful 
intent, including wildfires or disease that are not the result 
of the Project Operator's negligence, gross negligence or 
willful intent. 
 

Uneven-Aged Management Management that leads to forest stand conditions where 
the trees differ markedly in their ages, with trees of three or 
more distinct age classes either mixed or in small groups. 
 

Verification The process of reviewing and assessing all of a Forest 
Project’s reported data and information by an ISO-
accredited and Reserve-approved verification body, to 
confirm that the Project Operator has adhered to the 
requirements of this protocol. 
 

Verification Period The period of time over which GHG reductions/removals 
are verified. A verification period may cover multiple 
reporting periods. The end date of any verification period 
must correspond to the end date of a reporting period. 
 

 

                                                
36 Helms. (1998). 
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Appendix A Determination of a Forest Project’s Reversal 
Risk Rating 

Project Operators must derive a reversal risk rating for their Forest Project using the worksheets 
in this section. The worksheets are designed to identify and quantify the specific types of risks 
that may lead to a reversal, based on project-specific factors.  
 
This risk assessment must be updated every time the project undergoes a verification site visit. 
Therefore, a project’s risk profile and its assessment are dynamic. Furthermore, estimated risk 
values and associated mitigation measures will be updated periodically by the Reserve as 
improvements in quantifying risks or changes in risks are determined. Any adjustments to the 
risk ratings will affect only current and future year contributions to the Buffer Pool. The Reserve 
may, from time to time, transfer Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs) from the Buffer Pool to the 
Project Operator’s account if the Reserve determines that previously assessed risk ratings were 
unnecessarily high. Alternatively, the Reserve may waive a Project Operator’s future 
contributions to the Buffer Pool until excess contributions from previous years are recouped. If a 
Forest Project’s risk rating increases, the Project Operator must contribute additional CRTs to 
the Buffer Pool to ensure that all CRTs (including those issued in prior years) are properly 
insured. 
 
Risks that may lead to reversals are classified into the categories identified in Table A.1. 
 
Table A.1. Forest Project Risk Types 

Risk 
Category 

Risk Type Description 
How Risk is Managed in 

this Protocol 

Financial 

Financial Failure 
Leading to 
Bankruptcy 

Financial failure can lead to 
bankruptcy and/or alternative 
management decisions to 
generate income that result in 
reversals through over-
harvesting or conversion 

Default Risk 

Project 
Implementation 

Agreement (PIA) 
Subordination 

Subordinating the PIA to 
mortgages or deeds on or 
affecting the Project 

Default Risk 

Management 

Illegal Harvesting 
Loss of project stocks due to 
timber theft 

Default by Area 

Conversion to 
Non-Forest Uses 

Alternative land uses are 
exercised at project carbon 
expense 

Default Risk 

Over-Harvesting 
Exercising timber value at 
expense of project carbon 

Default Risk 

Social Social Risks 
Changing government policies, 
regulations, and general 
economic conditions 

Default Risk 
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Risk 
Category 

Risk Type Description 
How Risk is Managed in 

this Protocol 

Natural 
Disturbance 

Wildfire 
Loss of project carbon through 
wildfire 

Project-specific Risk 
Disease/Insects 

Loss of project carbon through 
disease and/or insects 

Other Episodic 
Catastrophic 

Events 

Loss of project carbon from wind, 
snow and ice, or flooding events 

A.1  Financial Risk 
Financial failure of an organization resulting in bankruptcy can lead to dissolution of agreements 
and forest management activities to recover losses that result in reversals. Projects that employ 
a Qualified Conservation Easement or Qualified Deed Restriction, or that occur on public lands, 
are at a lower risk than projects with a PIA alone. 
 
Table A.2. Financial Failure Leading to Bankruptcy 

Applies to all projects 

Identification of Risk Contribution to Reversal Risk Rating 

Default Financial Risk 

PIA only 

PIA combined with Qualified 
Conservation Easement or 

Qualified Deed Restriction or on 
public or tribal37 lands 

5% 1% 

 
Table A.3. PIA Subordination 

Applies to all projects 

Identification of Risk Contribution to Reversal Risk Rating 

Default Financial Risk 

PIA with 
“Subordination 
Clause Type II” 

PIA with “Subordination Clause 
Type I” 

10% 2% 

A.2 Management Risk 
Management failure is the risk of management activities that directly or indirectly could lead to a 
reversal. Projects that employ a conservation easement or deed restriction, or that occur on 
public lands, are exempt from this risk category. 

Management Risk I – Illegal Removals of Forest Biomass 

Illegal logging occurs when biomass is removed either by trespass or outside of a planned set of 
management activities that are controlled by regulation. Illegal logging is exacerbated by lack of 
controls and enforcement activities. 

                                                
37 For the purposes of this protocol, “tribal lands” includes tribal land, land owned by Alaska Native Corporations, and 
Hawaiian home land. 
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Table A.4. Risk of Illegal Removals of Forest Biomass 

Applies to all projects 

Identification of Risk 
Contribution to 
Reversal Risk 

Rating 

United States Default Harvesting Risk 0% 

Management Risk II – Conversion of Project Area to Alternative Land Uses 

High values for development of housing and/or agriculture may compete with timber and carbon 
values and lead to a change in land use that affects carbon stocks. The risk of conversion of 
any Project Area to other non-forest uses is related to the probability of alternative uses, which 
are affected by many variables, including population growth, topography, proximity to provisions 
and metropolitan areas, availability of water and power, and quality of access to the Project 
Area.  
 

Table A.5. Risk of Conversion to Alternative Land Use 

Applies to all projects 

Identification of Risk 
Contribution to 
Reversal Risk 

Rating 

With Qualified Conservation Easement or Qualified Deed Restriction that explicitly 
encumbers all development rights or on public or tribal lands 

0% 

Without Qualified Conservation Easement or Qualified Deed Restriction 2% 

Management Risk III – Over-Harvesting 

Favorable timber values, among other reasons, may motivate some project managers to realize 
timber values at the expense of managing carbon stocks for which CRTs have been credited. 
Additionally, reversals can occur as the result of harvest associated with fuels treatments. 
 
Table A.6. Risk of Over-Harvesting 

Applies to all projects 

Identification of Risk 
Contribution to 
Reversal Risk 

Rating 

With Qualified Conservation Easement or Qualified Deed Restriction that explicitly 
encumbers timber harvesting associated with project stocks or on public or tribal 

lands 
0% 

Without Qualified Conservation Easement or Qualified Deed Restriction  2% 

A.3  Social Risk 
Social risks exist due to changing government policies, regulations, and general economic 
conditions. The risks of social or political actions leading to reversals are low but could be 
significant.  
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Table A.7. Social Risk Identification 

Applies to all projects 

Identification of Risk 
Contribution to 
Reversal Risk 

Rating 

United States Default Social Risk 2% 

A.4  Natural Disturbance Risk 
Natural disturbances can pose a significant risk to the permanency GHG reductions and 
removals. Natural disturbance risks are only partially controllable by management activities. 
Management activities that improve resiliency to wildfire, insects, and disease can reduce these 
risks. Management activities that shift harvesting practices from live sequestering trees to trees 
that have succumbed to natural disturbances reduce or negate the reversal depending on the 
size and location of the disturbance. 

Natural Disturbance Risk I – Wildfire, Disease, or Insect Outbreak 

Wildfire, disease, or insect outbreak have the potential to cause significant reversals, especially 
in certain carbon pools. These risks can be reduced by certain techniques including reducing 
surface fuel loads, removing ladder fuels, adding fuel breaks, and reducing stand density. 
However, these techniques cannot reduce emission risk to zero because all landowners will not 
undertake fuel treatments, nor can they prevent wildfire from occurring. Strategies implemented 
to reduce fuel loads can also improve resiliency to disease or insect outbreak. 
 
Table A.8. Natural Disturbance Risk I – Wildfire, Disease, or Insect Outbreak 

Applies to all projects 

Identification of Risk 
Contribution to 
Reversal Risk 

Rating 

Refer to the Assessment Area Data File for the project’s Natural Disturbance risk 
rating X%  

If vegetation management treatments have been implemented for the Project 
Area, reduce the value above by the appropriate percent as indicated below. X% x Y% 

 

Vegetation treatments must be available in a report and aligned with aa comprehensive 
vegetation management plan that identifies specific temporal and spatial actions to enhance 
forest resilience across the Project Area. The vegetation management plan must be approved 
by a state agency or, if approval by a state agency is not possible, developed under the 
oversight of a Professional Forester and reviewed by the Reserve. Verifiers must confirm the 
status of implementation of the management plan.  

 

Table A.9. Vegetation Management Treatments (Y) 

Description of Status of Vegetation Management Y 

Approved vegetation management plan exists, and the plan is being implemented 
across at least 80% of the intended implementation area detailed in the plan  

20% 

Approved vegetation management plan exists, and the plan is being implemented 
across at least 50% of the intended implementation area detailed in the plan 

70% 

Approved vegetation management plan does not exist, or the plan has not yet 
been implemented across at least 50% of the intended implementation area 
detailed in the plan  

100% 
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Natural Disturbance Risk II – Other Episodic Catastrophic Events 

A major wind-throw event (hurricane, tornado, high wind event) has the potential to cause a 
reversal, especially in certain carbon pools.  
 
Table A.10. Natural Disturbance Risk III – Other Episodic Catastrophic Events 

Applies to all projects 

Identification of Risk 
Contribution to 
Reversal Risk 

Rating 

Default Risk Contribution from Other Catastrophic Events  3% 

A.5 Summarizing the Risk Analysis and Contribution to Buffer Pool 
Use the table below to summarize the Forest Project’s reversal risk rating. As indicated above, 
projects that employ a conservation easement or deed restriction, or that occur on public or 
tribal lands, are exempt from certain risk categories. Such Qualified Conservation Easements 
and Qualified Deed Restrictions must clearly identify the goals and objectives of the Forest 
Project according to the terms of this protocol. 
 
Table A.11. Project Contribution to the Buffer Pool Based on Risk 

Risk Category 

Contribution from Risk Descriptions Above 

Source PIA Only 

PIA and Qualified 
Conservation 

Easement and/or a 
Qualified Deed 

Restriction and/or 
Public or Tribal 

Ownership 

Financial Failure38  
Default Risk -Remedies for 
reversals addressed in PIA 

15% or 7% 11% or 3% 

Illegal Forest Biomass Removal Default Risk 0% 0% 

Conversion 
Default Risk - Remedies for 
reversals addressed in PIA 

2% 0% 

Over-Harvesting 
Default Risk - Remedies for 
reversals addressed in PIA 

2% 0% 

Social Default Risk 2% 2% 

Wildfire, Disease, or Insect 
Outbreak 

Calculated Risk from Table A.8 
X% or  

(X% x Y%) 
X% or  

(X% x Y%) 

Other Catastrophic Events Default Risk 3% 3% 

                                                
38 When determining the appropriate risk rating for the Financial Failure Risk Category, use the higher value if 
intending to use PIA Subordination Clause Type I and the lower value if intending to use PIA Subordination Clause 
Type II. Please refer to the Project Implementation Agreement on the Reserve website for further information. 
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Completing the Risk Rating Analysis 

The project’s reversal risk rating is calculated as follows: 
 
100% −  [(1 − 𝐹𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝐹𝑎𝑖𝑙𝑢𝑟𝑒%) × (1 − 𝐼𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑙𝐹𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝐵𝑖𝑜𝑚𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑅𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑣𝑎𝑙%)

× (1 − 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛%) × (1 − 𝑂𝑣𝑒𝑟𝐻𝑎𝑟𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔%) × (1 − 𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘%)
× (1 − 𝑊𝑖𝑙𝑑𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑒 / 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑒/ 𝐼𝑛𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑏𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑘%)
× (1 − 𝑂𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝐶𝑎𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑝ℎ𝑖𝑐𝐸𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠%)] 
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Appendix B Quantification Guidance for Use with Forest 
Carbon Projects 

This appendix provides guidance for quantifying a forest project’s onsite carbon stocks and 
carbon in harvested wood products, both for purposes of estimating a project’s baseline as well 
as providing ongoing estimates of onsite project carbon stocks throughout the project life. 

B.1 Reporting Requirements for Forest Carbon Pools 
Onsite forest carbon pools are broadly grouped into living biomass, dead biomass, and soils. 
Living biomass includes biomass in live trees and shrubs and herbaceous understory (live non-
tree biomass). Onsite dead biomass includes biomass in dead trees, lying dead wood, and litter. 
Offsite dead biomass includes harvested wood products.  
 
For standardized reporting, all estimates of forest carbon stocks must be provided in terms of 
metric tons (tonnes) of CO2-equivalent (CO2e) on a project and a per acre basis. Unless 
otherwise required in the referenced biomass equations, the following conversion formulae shall 
be used: 
 

Base Unit Conversion 

= 

Final Unit 

Biomass 0.5 x biomass Carbon 

Carbon 3.667 x carbon CO2e 

Pounds lbs / 2204.6 Metric tons or tonnes (t) 

Acres 0.404686 x acres Hectares 

 
Reporting requirements vary for each of the carbon pools. The estimates for the pools that are 
derived from sampling must meet the quality standards described later in this document. Table 
B.1 displays the reporting requirements for each of the carbon pools. 
 

Table B.1. Reserve Requirements for Carbon Pool Categories and Determination of Value for Pool 

Category Carbon Pool 
Improved Forest Management 

 
Avoided Conversion 

Living 
Biomass 

Live Trees Required for project reporting 

Shrubs and 
Herbaceous 
Understory 

Not allowed for project reporting 

Onsite 
Dead 
Biomass 

Standing 
Dead Trees 

Required for adherence to Natural Forest Management criteria 

Required for project reporting 

Lying Dead 
Wood 

Required for adherence to Natural Forest Management criteria 

Not allowed for project reporting 

Litter Not allowed for project reporting 

Soil Soil 
Required for emissions reporting associated with management activities, if 

applicable 
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Not allowed for reporting of project 
benefits 

Optional for reporting of project 
benefits in Avoided Conversion 

projects only 

Offsite 
Dead 
Biomass 

Harvested 
Wood 
Products 

Required for project reporting 

 

B.2 Guidance for Estimating Carbon in Forest Carbon Pools 
This section describes requirements for the development of values for the forest carbon pools 
described in Table B.1. Project Operators must include an inventory methodology in the Project 
Design Document. The inventory methodology must include the required provisions identified in 
this section. 

B.2.1 Inventory Methodologies 
All inventory methodologies must be based on randomized or systematic sampling and include 
the minimum quality parameters described in this section for each carbon pool. Inventory 
methodologies must describe the process for locating sample plots. Sample plot locations may 
be monumented in such a way to assist in relocating them for quantification and verification 
purposes. Plot monument strategies that incorporate Global Positioning Systems (GPS) along 
with additional navigational strategies at close range to plot centers (that direct verifiers to the 
precise plot location) that are resistant to weather, wildlife, and other environmental factors, can 
substantially reduce verification costs. Project Operators are advised to consider the verification 
guidance (Section 9) associated with verification of sampled carbon pools (in particular, the 
sequential sampling guidance) prior to settling on a strategy to monument plot locations. 
 
To increase the efficiency of both project development by Project Operators and verification by 
verifiers, the Reserve has developed a Standardized Inventory Methodology that Project 
Operators may optionally use to determine how to collect sample data. The Standardized 
Inventory Methodology is available on the Forest Project Protocol webpage and draws on 
observations about the standards and methodologies that have performed well for registered 
forest carbon projects. Designed in consultation with experienced project developers, verifiers 
and forest mensuration experts, it was created in consideration of a variety of factors, such as 
being suitable for use in a variety of forest conditions, achieving consistent results in 
consecutive plot measurements, and minimizing ambiguity in interpretation of conditions in the 
field. 
 
Additionally, the Standardized Inventory Methodology was developed to be consistent with the 
Climate Action Reserve Inventory Tool (CARIT), an inventory management computer 
application that Project Operators may also optionally use to manage and update their forest 
inventories. CARIT is available on the Forest Project Protocol webpage at no cost. With CARIT, 
Project Operators will be able to manage forest inventories, calculate timber and carbon 
stocking, and update inventories for growth, disturbances (including harvests), and updated 
sampling data. The volume and biomass equations required by the Forest Project Protocol are 
already programmed into CARIT, eliminating the need for Project Operators to apply such 
equations on their own and ensure they are correctly applied. Additionally, CARIT generates 
reports that are tailored specifically to the reporting requirements of the Forest Project Protocol. 
 
The use of the Standardized Inventory Methodology does not obligate a Project Operator to use 
CARIT, nor does the use of CARIT obligate a Project Operator to use the Standardized 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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Inventory Methodology. However, CARIT will only function properly if certain inventory 
standards are followed. For example, only fixed area plots may be used—variable radius plots 
are not allowed. 

B.2.2 Updating Forest Inventories 
Forest inventories are always in flux due to forest growth, harvest, and natural disturbances. 
Therefore, inventories of carbon pools must either be updated or re-measured at a frequency 
commensurate with the anticipated or actual changes in the specific carbon pools so that 
sample plots and forest stratification reflect current conditions. Project Operators must report 
their estimated carbon stocks on an annual basis. Since it is infeasible to immediately re-
measure all plots following forest growth and disturbances that affect plot measurements, 
acceptable strategies for updating project inventory estimates are described in this section. 

B.2.2.1 Updating for Forest Growth 

Updating plot data for forest growth can be accomplished through the use of growth models or 
stand table projections that mimic the diameter and height increment of trees in the inventory 
database. Any plot data that are updated to reflect current conditions with the use of predicted 
increments of height and diameter data will be used during site visit verifications to compare 
against verifier’s field measurements using the sequential sampling techniques described in 
Section 9 of the protocol. This provision ensures that plot measurements and update processes 
are within accuracy thresholds.  
 
Plot data reported should always coincide with the end of the reporting period. If plot data was 
taken before the end of the reporting period, it should be grown forward to coincide with the end 
date. Similarly, if plot data was taken after the end of the reporting period, it should be degrown 
to the end date. The Project Operator may determine a reasonable method for apportioning 
growth to the reporting period end date, and should employ the same method whenever new 
inventory measurements are taken. Projects utilizing CARIT should report plot data for the 
relevant reporting period year as output by CARIT.  

B.2.2.2 Updating for Disturbances (Including Harvest) 

Inventory estimates must be updated annually for any disturbance (including harvest 
disturbance) that results in an estimated reduction to the reported carbon pools of 0.5 percent or 
more. However, given that it may be infeasible to re-measure all plots following a disturbance, 
up to 5 percent of the total inventory plots used to derive the inventory estimate can be excluded 
at any one time. Only plots in disturbed areas may be excluded, and no plot can be excluded for 
a period of time greater than one reporting period. Plots that are geographically situated in 
areas that experienced forest cover class-changing harvests and/or natural disturbances in the 
previous year must be excluded from the inventory analysis until the plots are updated with re-
measured data from field visits, subject to the 5 percent limit on excluded plots outlined above. 
 
If the inventory is stratified, the area that has been disturbed can simply be re-stratified with a 
stratum that reflects the post-disturbance forest condition, following the stratification rules 
developed for the project. Any plots that existed in the disturbed area must be removed from the 
set of plots used to estimate the stratum average unless, and until, the affected plots are re-
measured. Verification of stratified inventories must ensure that the area disturbed is accurately 
characterized in the inventory GIS system and that the assigned stratum reflects the forest 
condition. 
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For non-stratified inventories, an estimated tree list that represents the post-disturbance 
condition of the forest must be assigned to any plots affected by the disturbance. The tree list 
must be carefully selected to not overstate the carbon pools present. Site verification of post-
disturbance plots will evaluate whether the tree list assigned is appropriate for the post-
disturbance condition. No more than 10 percent of the project’s area may be represented 
through estimated plots without increased verification scrutiny during a site visit. Specifically, 
where more than 10 percent of the project’s area is based on estimated tree lists assigned to 
plots, verification using sequential sampling techniques shall include all plots (including 
estimated plots) in the sequential sampling comparison between Project Operator estimates and 
verifier estimates.  
 
Plots that are estimated shall not be used in the calculations for sampling error. Estimates from 
sampled pools must meet a minimum confidence standard of +/- 20 percent at the 90 percent 
confidence interval. It is acceptable to calculate the descriptive statistics, including confidence 
intervals, using plot data that have been updated to a current date. Discounts for uncertainty are 
applied to project estimates when confidence standards are below +/- 5 percent at the 90 
percent confidence interval. This is described in greater detail below. 

B.2.3 Requirements for Estimating Carbon in Standing Live and 
Dead Trees 

It is required that both standing live and standing dead trees be sampled. It is acceptable, but 
not required, to combine standing live and dead trees during sampling such that descriptive 
statistics, including confidence statistics, address the combined pools. Whether combined or 
not, tree data must be coded so that mean estimates can be interpreted independently for 
standing live and standing dead pools to allow monitoring of standing dead trees with respect to 
requirements in Section 3.9.2 (Natural Forest Management). 
 
Inventory methodologies must include a description of how the sampled data will be archived 
and the analytical tools that will be included in the analysis of carbon stocks. The tree lists that 
are developed from inventory sampling and used to expand inventory estimates to the project 
level must be available for verification review. It is acceptable for the tree list to be presented 
and reviewed in an electronic format, such as in a database or spreadsheet application. Table 
B.2 displays the requirements that all project inventory methodologies must include for standing 
live and dead trees. 
 
Table B.2. Requirements for Sampling Standing Live and Standing Dead Trees 

Species 

1. All trees sampled must include a species identifier. The inventory methodology 
must provide a crosswalk between any codes used to identify a species and 
the species name the codes represent. 

2. Since all trees contain carbon, the inventory methodology must indicate that 
the sample methodology will include all species present within the project area. 

Diameter at 
Breast Height 
(DBH) 
Measurements 

1. Inventory estimates must include all trees 5 inches DBH and larger. It is 
acceptable that inventory methodologies include trees with DBH less than 5 
inches. 

2. The location of the measurement of DBH must follow U.S. FIA sampling 
guidelines (can be found on the Forest Project Protocol webpage). 

3. Measurement precision must be no greater than the nearest inch. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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Height 

1. Inventory methodologies must describe whether all trees on sample plots are 
measured for height or whether a subset of the sample plot heights is 
measured and regression estimators are developed for unmeasured heights.  

2. Inventory methodology must describe whether height measurements describe 
the tree’s total height or some other top height measurement (regression 
estimators, or published form equations, may also be used to estimate top 
heights from a partial height or vice versa). Where regression estimators are 
used for tree heights, the inventory methodology must describe the 
populations from which the regression estimators were acquired. 

3. The sampling precision for tree heights (when measured) must be stated in the 
inventory methodology. Stated acceptable precision for measured heights not 
to be greater than +/- 10 feet. 

4. The inventory methodology must include a description of the maximum angle 
accepted for measuring tree heights. The stated maximum acceptable slope to 
the measured height shall not exceed 120 percent. 

Weight (Plot 
Area and 
Forest Strata) 

1. All methodologies must describe the sample plot areas used to determine 
which trees are included for measurement. 

2. All tree lists must include a field(s) that displays the weighting of each sampled 
tree in order to expand the sampled tree to a per acre value. 

3. Where inventories are stratified, the governing rules for stratification and 
stratification methodology must be described. The process for updating forest 
strata must be described. 

4. Where inventories are stratified, stratum areas must be provided at verification 
with maps and tabular outputs. 

Status 

1. Each sampled tree must be identified as live or dead. 
2. Dead trees must be coded with the decay status so density adjustments can 

be made. Decay class descriptions and density adjustments are provided 
below. 

Biomass 
Equations 

1. All projects must calculate the biomass in each tree using the biomass 
equations provided by the Reserve (can be found on the Forest Project 
Protocol webpage). 

2. The project’s inventory methodology must include a list of the equations and 
cite the version of the Reserve’s equation file from which they were copied. 

a. The CARIT tool (optional) includes approved biomass equations to 
reduce the burden of verification. 

Deductions for 
Missing 
Biomass 

1. Both live and dead trees may have cavities, broken tops or other deformities 
that reduce the biomass in the trees. Therefore, the inventory methodology 
must include a description of how deductions are estimated to account for 
missing biomass. The Reserve has provided guidance below that is 
acceptable. Alternative methods that address deductions for missing biomass 
are subject to approval by the Reserve. 

 
Sampling methodologies and measurement standards should be consistent throughout the 
duration of the forest project. If new sampling methodologies are incorporated during the project 
life, they must be approved by the Reserve. Sampling methodologies and measurement 
standards will be evaluated for their statistical validity. Additionally, uncertainties in estimates 
associated with modifications to sampling methodologies may require reconciliation to project 
data and/or baseline estimates and shall be conducted at the Reserve’s sole discretion. The 
application of a revised sampling methodology can only occur as part of a site visit verification.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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B.2.4 Use of Regression Equations 
It is acceptable to develop carbon inventories using regression estimators to estimate tree 
heights. Project Operators must keep in mind that plots or (sub) populations will be randomly 
selected for verification and that regression estimators should be used where a high level of 
certainty can be developed from the estimators. Failure to do so will result in increased effort 
and cost to meet the standards of verification. 

B.2.5 Forest Vegetation Stratification 
Stratification is not required, but it may simplify verification and possibly lower the costs of 
verification. Where forest vegetation is stratified, inventory methodologies must describe the 
guidelines used for stratification. Traditional stratification decisions are usually based on species 
composition, forest stem size (DBH or height), and density. It is important that the stratification 
be relevant to sampling forest carbon. The minimum polygon size to which the stratification 
guidelines apply must be included in the methodology. A map of current forest strata must be 
included in the Project Design Document. The methodology must also include the process 
guidelines for updating forest strata for disturbance and growth events. 

B.2.6 Quantification of Carbon in Live Trees from Project Data 
All projects must use the appropriate biomass equations for the assessment areas the project is 
located in. The required biomass equations are found on the Reserve’s Forest Project Protocol 
webpage. The calculation of CO2e for each tree must be conducted in a manner that provides 
project estimates for: 
 

▪ Whole tree biomass (roots, stump, bark, bole, top, and branches). Whole tree estimates 
are used to provide project totals and estimates of emissions associated with harvest 
activities. 

▪ Bole biomass. The bole must be calculated when the bole portion of harvested trees are 
delivered to manufacturing facilities for processing. It is used as the basis for determining 
carbon persisting in long-term wood products. 

▪ Aboveground portion (stump, bark, bole, top, and branches) used to compare project data 
to Common Practice statistics for Improved Forest Management projects. 

 
Projects outside of California, Oregon, Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii use estimators for non-
bole portions of the tree referred to as the Component Ratio Method (CRM). The CRM must be 
used to compute the various portions of the tree mentioned above. Guidance for the use of the 
CRM is provided in the biomass equations section of the Reserve’s Forest Project Protocol 
webpage. 
 
Projects in California, Oregon, Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii must use the biomass 
equations provided on the Reserve’s Forest Project Protocol webpage to calculate the 
aboveground portion of the trees. The Cairn’s equations (Cairns, Brown, Helmer, & 
Baumgardner, 1997) must be used to calculate CO2e in the below-ground portion of the trees. 
The Cairn’s equations must be used for the appropriate latitude for the project. The Cairn’s 
equations are as follows: 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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Equation B.1. California, Oregon, Washington (Temperate Equation) 

BBD = exp[-0.7747 + 0.8836 x ln(ABD)] 

Where,   Units 

BBD = Belowground biomass density of standing live trees tonnes/hectare 
ABD = Aboveground biomass density of standing live trees tonnes/hectare 

 
Equation B.2. Alaska (Boreal Equation) 

BBD = exp[-0.8713 + 0.8836 x ln(ABD)] 

Where,   Units 

BBD = Belowground biomass density of standing live trees tonnes/hectare 
ABD = Aboveground biomass density of standing live trees tonnes/hectare 

 
Equation B.3. Hawaii (Tropical Equation) 

BBD = exp[-1.0587 + 0.8836 x ln(ABD)] 

Where,   Units 

BBD = Belowground biomass density of standing live trees tonnes/hectare 
ABD = Aboveground biomass density of standing live trees tonnes/hectare 

 
This estimate must be converted from biomass in tonnes per hectare to CO2e in tonnes per acre 
using the conversions identified earlier in this guidance. 

B.2.7 Adjustments to Standing Live and Standing Dead Trees for 
Missing Volume and Decay 

Both standing dead trees and standing live trees may be missing portions of the tree as the 
result of physical and biological disturbances. Tree biomass needs to be adjusted for missing 
parts to produce an improved estimate of the tree’s biomass. Calculating CO2e in standing dead 
trees raises additional challenges since they may be in stages of decay such that density 
equations in standard biomass equations for live trees do not provide an accurate estimate. The 
guidance in this section provides a standardized method to account for biomass adjustments.  
 
The first step is to estimate the gross biomass in the tree as if it were whole, using the biomass 
equations (the first step in the biomass and carbon calculations) provided on the Reserve’s 
Forest Project Protocol webpage. The tree’s biomass is then adjusted based on the tree’s ‘net’ 
biomass and adjusted density estimates for standing dead trees. To standardize, the tree is 
divided into four parts: top, middle, bottom (visually estimating the original disposition of the 
aboveground portion of the tree when it was alive and vigorous), and the below-ground portion. 
The below-ground portion must be calculated as it would for a normal, healthy tree, using the 
Cairn’s equation where the regional biomass equations are used instead of the CRM. It is 
assumed that the below-ground portion is intact and complete. The standardized percentages 
assumed to be in each portion of the tree are shown in Table B.3. 
 
Table B.3. Assumed Percentages of Biomass in Each Portion of the Tree 

Tree Portion Percent of Tree Biomass 

Top 1/3 10% 

Middle 1/3 30% 

Bottom 1/3 60% 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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An ocular estimate is made of the portion remaining in each section of the tree during field 
sampling. Deductions from gross volume are made for anything that reduces the tree’s gross 
biomass, including breakage and cavities. The percentage remaining in each third is then 
summed to calculate the net biomass remaining in the tree. 
 
The tree’s density must be adjusted to account for the varying states of decay in the remaining 
portion of the tree. Because standing dead wood does not have the same density as a live tree, 
a density reduction must be applied. Standing dead wood may fall into five decay classes, which 
must be recorded during the field sampling. The five decay classes, described in Table B.4, are 
qualitative, based on the physical characteristics of the dead tree (USDA 2007, Woundenberg et 
al., 2010). 
 
Table B.4. Decay Classes 

Decay Class Description of Condition of Standing Dead Wood 

1 
All limbs and branches are present; the top of the crown is still present; all bark 
remains; sapwood is intact with minimal decay; heartwood is sound and hard. 

2 
There are few limbs and no fine branches; the top may be broken; a variable amount 
of bark remains; sapwood is sloughing with advanced decay; heartwood is sound at 
base but beginning to decay in the outer part of the upper bole. 

3 
Only limb stubs exist; the top is broken; a variable amount of bark remains; sapwood 
is sloughing; heartwood has advanced decay in upper bole and is beginning at the 
base. 

4 
Few or no limb stubs remain; the top is broken; a variable amount of bark remains; 
sapwood is sloughing; heartwood has advanced decay at the base and is sloughing 
in the upper bole. 

5 
No evidence of branches remains; the top is broken; less than 20 percent of the bark 
remains; sapwood is gone; heartwood is sloughing throughout. 

 
The density identified for each species in the biomass equations posted on the Reserve’s Forest 
Project Protocol webpage must be modified for decay classes 2 to 5 using the reduction factors 
displayed in Table B.5,39 which are multiplied by the densities provided in the biomass 
equations. 
 
Table B.5. Average Density Reduction Factors for Standing Dead Wood for Hardwoods and Softwoods 

by Decay Class 

Softwoods Hardwoods 

Decay Class Reduction Factor Decay Class Reduction Factor 

2 1.0 2 0.8 

3 0.92 3 0.54 

4 0.55 4 0.43 

5 0.29 5 0.22 

 

                                                
39 Harmon et al. (2011). Differences between standing and downed dead tree wood density reduction factors: A 
comparison across decay classes and tree species. Res. Pap. NRS-15. Newtown Square, PA: U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Research Station. 40 p. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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An example of field data that has all of the required elements for calculating the standing dead 
tree’s CO2e is shown in Table B.6. 
 
Table B.6. Example: Data Attributes Needed to Calculate CO2e in Standing Dead Trees 

Tree 
Number 

Species 
(type) 

Status 
DBH 

(inches) 

Height* 

(feet) 

Percent Remaining 

Decay 
Class 

Top 
1/3 of 
Tree 

Middle 
1/3 of 
Tree 

Bottom 
1/3 of 
Tree 

1 Hardwood Dead 16 95 0% 50% 100% 3 

*Estimated height prior to death 

 
The density of the tree must be adjusted based on its decay class. The first step is to calculate 
the tree’s biomass as if the tree were a normal tree to determine the tree’s gross biomass. Net 
biomass is determined by multiplying the gross biomass of the tree by the reduction factor 
displayed in Table B.5. An example is provided in Table B.7. 
 
Table B.7. Example: Adjusting Biomass Calculation for Decay Using Density Adjustment Factors 

Tree Gross Biomass Density Reduction Based on Decay Net Biomass  

(tonnes CO2e) 
(Assumed) 

(from Table B.5 for a hardwood with a 
decay class ‘3’) 

(tonnes CO2e) 
(Assuming tree is whole) 

0.100 0.54 0.054 

 
As an example of the application of the biomass deductions for missing sections of the tree, 
using the data from Table B.6 above, a tree (assuming normal form) with a net biomass of 0.054 
CO2e tonnes would be further adjusted to a net biomass for the missing portions of the tree as 
shown in Table B.8.  
 
Table B.8. Example: Calculating Net Biomass in a Tree 

Tree 
Portion 

Percent of 
Tree Biomass 

Gross Biomass 
Percent Remaining 

in Tree 
Net Biomass 

 (from Table 
B.3) 

(tonnes CO2e) 
 

Percent of tree biomass 
x tree biomass adjusted 
for density (Table B.7) 

(from example in 
Table B.6) 

(tonnes CO2e) 
 

Percent remaining 
in tree x gross 

biomass 

Top 1/3 10% 10% x 0.054 = 0.0054 0% 0.00000 

Middle 1/3 30% 30% x 0.054 = 0.0162 50% 0.0081 

Bottom 1/3 60% 60% x 0.054 = 0.0324 100% 0.0324 

Total Biomass  200 0.0405 

 
 



Forest Project Protocol Version 5.0, October 2019 

123 

B.2.8 Requirements for Estimating Lying Dead Wood Carbon 
All projects must either maintain an inventory of lying dead wood for the project area or monitor 
harvested areas according to the guidance in this section to ensure the project meets the 
conditions identified in Section 3.9.2 (Natural Forest Management). Lying dead wood is not 
eligible for crediting due to the high variability associated with estimating lying dead wood, 
resulting in estimates with unacceptable levels of uncertainty for crediting. Project Operators are 
required to include the status of lying dead wood with each monitoring report. 
 
Project Operators that choose to meet the monitoring requirement by maintaining an inventory 
of lying dead wood must meet the following requirements: 
 

1. Inventory plots or transects used to provide the lying dead wood estimate must be no 
older than 12 years. 

2. Data collected for lying dead wood must include the estimated species, adequate data to 
estimate volume, and decay class, as defined by Table B.9 below, to estimate the 
density of the piece of lying dead wood to determine biomass. 

3. The sampling methodology must be included in the Project Design Document. The 
Reserve is not prescriptive with regards to the sampling design, other than adhering to 
general statistical principles of randomness. Fixed area plots and line transects, among 
other sampling methodologies, are acceptable. 

4. The inventory sampling confidence in the estimate of lying dead wood must be at +/- 30 
percent at 1 standard error. 

 
Project Operators that choose to meet the monitoring requirement through monitoring of 
harvested areas must meet the following requirements: 
 

1. A harvested area is any area where commercial removal of forest vegetation has 
occurred. 

2. A map of all areas harvested during the last reporting period must be submitted with the 
annual monitoring report and must include the harvest date. 

3. All harvested areas must be monitored within one year of the harvest date. 

4. Fixed area strips shall be randomly located on compass bearings chosen by the Project 
Operator (but maintained consistent within each harvest area). A recommended width of 
the fixed area strip is 66 feet (1 chain), which will require monitoring in each of the 33 
foot areas on either side of the center line. Ten square chains equals one acre. Project 
Operators can determine the width of the strip that best suits the vegetation conditions 
present in the harvested area. 

5. A map shall be produced that displays the location of the fixed area strips on the 
harvested areas. The width of the strip shall be documented for each strip. 

6. The minimum area monitored shall be 5 percent of each harvested area. 

7. Data collected within the fixed area strip must include the estimated length of the piece 
of lying dead wood, the average diameter of the lying dead wood, the estimated species, 
and the decay class as defined by Table B.9 below. 
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Lying dead wood density must be adjusted to account for the state of decay. Because lying 
dead wood does not have the same density as a live tree, a density reduction must be applied. 
Lying dead wood may fall into five decay classes, which must be recorded during the field 
sampling. The five decay classes are qualitative based on the physical characteristics of the 
dead tree (USDA 2007, Woundenberg et al., 2010). 
 
Table B.9. Decay Class Descriptions of Lying Dead Wood 

Decay Class Description of Condition of Lying Dead Wood 

1 
Sound, freshly fallen, intact logs with no rot; no conks present indicating a lack of 
decay; original color of wood; no invading roots; fine twigs attached with tight bark. 

2 
Sound log sapwood partly soft but cannot be pulled apart by hand; original color of 
wood; no invading roots; many fine twigs are gone and remaining fine twigs have 
peeling bark. 

3 

Heartwood is still sound with piece supporting its own weight; sapwood can be pulled 
apart by hand or is missing; wood color is reddish-brown or original color; roots may 
be invading sapwood; only branch stubs are remaining which cannot be pulled out of 
log. 

4 

Heartwood is rotten with piece unable to support own weight; rotten portions of piece 
are soft and/or blocky in appearance; a metal pin can be pushed into heartwood; 
wood color is reddish or light brown; invading roots may be found throughout the log; 
branch stubs can be pulled out. 

5 

There is no remaining structural integrity to the piece with a lack of circular shape as 
rot spreads out across ground; rotten texture is soft and can become powder when 
dry; wood color is red-brown to dark brown; invading roots are present throughout; 
branch stubs and pitch pockets have usually rotten down. 

 
The density identified for each species in the biomass equations posted on the Reserve’s 
website must be modified for decay classes 2 to 5 using the reduction factors displayed in Table 
B.10,40 which are multiplied by the densities provided in the biomass equations. 
 
Table B.10. Average Density Reduction Factors for Lying Dead Wood for Hardwoods and Softwoods by 

Decay Class 

Softwoods Hardwoods 

Decay Class Reduction Factor Decay Class Reduction Factor 

2 0.87 2 0.74 

3 0.70 3 0.51 

4 0.40 4 0.29 

5 0.29 5 0.22 

 
An adjusted density coefficient for the downed logs is calculated by multiplying the density 
coefficient provided with the biomass equations on the Reserve’s Forest Project Protocol 
webpage by the reduction value in the table above. The adjusted density value is multiplied by 
the volume estimate in the lying dead wood to determine the biomass.  

                                                
40 Harmon et al. (2011). Differences between standing and downed dead tree wood density reduction factors: A 
comparison across decay classes and tree species. Res. Pap. NRS-15. Newtown Square, PA: U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Research Station. 40 p. 
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B.2.9 Requirements for Estimating Soil Carbon Emissions and Soil 
Carbon Quantification for Avoided Conversion Projects 

All projects must estimate the soil carbon emissions associated with project management 
practices. Avoided Conversion projects are eligible (optional) to report the baseline soil carbon 
emissions the project activity is avoiding. This section provides guidance for estimating soil 
CO2e within the project boundaries, and quantifying emissions associated with project activities.  
 
No direct sampling of soil carbon is required for projects that are reporting soil carbon emissions 
only as part of project management practices. Rather, the estimate of emissions is based on soil 
carbon estimates from United States Geological Survey (USGS) data for project sites and 
comparing the data to standardized guidance to assess emissions based on management 
activities. 
 
For Avoided Conversion projects, the project benefit is determined by comparing the project soil 
carbon estimate (from sampling) to the standardized estimate of emissions associated with the 
activity. Currently, only Avoided Conversion projects that demonstrate a risk of conversion to 
agriculture (all soil orders, grazing not included) and projects that demonstrate a risk of 
conversion to residential and commercial use (only histosols) are eligible to report soil carbon 
benefits associated with the avoided conversion activity. Other conversion risks are not currently 
eligible for this type of reporting.  
 
To summarize, Table B.11 provides the two different approaches to quantifying soil carbon 
benefits and/or emissions.  
 
Table B.11. Soil Carbon Quantification Methods by Project Type 

Project Description 
Project Type 
Identification 

Method to Estimate 
Project Soil Carbon 
(CO2e) Stocks 

Method to Estimate Project 
Effects on Soil Carbon (CO2e) 

Project will provide 
benefits by avoiding 
soil carbon emissions 
associated with 
conversion to 
agriculture and, in 
certain cases, 
residential or 
commercial (Avoided 
Conversion) 

1 

Soil carbon sampling 
required at project 
initiation 

Initial avoided conversion effects 
estimated through standardized 
guidance 

Follow guidance in Step 7 

Follow guidance in 
Steps 1, 4, 5, and 6 

Ongoing project effects estimated 
through default estimates of soil 
carbon emissions 

Follow guidance in Steps 1, 4, 5, 
and 6 

Project is reporting 
management-related 
emissions 

2 

Use of USGS data 
Project effects estimated through 
default estimates of soil carbon 
emissions 

Follow guidance in 
Steps 1, 2, 3, and 6 

Follow guidance in Step 7 

 

B.2.9.1 Developing an Estimate of Soil CO2e within the Project Boundaries 

Step 1: Identify Soil Orders Present Within Project (Project Types 1 and 2) 

Project Operators must determine the soil orders present in their project area and the area each 
soil order represents. Where Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil data is 
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available on the NRCS website (http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx), 
projects must use this data. Where NRCS data is either unavailable or believed to be in error at 
the project site, Project Operators may present the soil orders and area represented by each 
order with an official letter from a local NRCS representative stating that the portrayal of the soil 
orders by the Project Operator is accurate. The letter must state why existing data is either 
absent on the NRCS website or why the data is not accurate. 
 
On the NRCS website mentioned above, users must create an Area of Interest (AOI), using the 
website tools, that approximates the project boundaries. To determine the soil order, users 
select the soil reports tab, select land classifications, and select “Taxonomic Classification of 
Soils”. This report provides a taxonomic classification of each of the soils in the AOI. The last 
four letters of the soil descriptions correspond to the soil order. For example, a soil classified as 
Xerochrepts is in the Inceptisol order. Table B.12 below displays the soil orders associated with 
the last four letters in the soil descriptions. 
 
Table B.12. Soil Orders 

Soil Order Last Four Letters in Soil Description 

Alfisol -alfs 

Andisol -ands 

Inceptisol -epts 

Mollisol -olls 

Spodosol -ods 

Ultisol -ults 

Histosol -ists 

Step 2: Obtain Soil Organic Matter Values (Project Type 2) 

Select the tab entitled ‘Soil Properties and Qualities’, then select ‘Soil Organic Matter’ and within 
the advanced options, select ‘Weighted Average’. For the aggregation method, select ‘Higher’ 
as the tie break rule, and designate ‘0-30 cm’ for the soil depth. Next, click ‘View Ratings’ to 
review the organic matter percentage for each soil type in the AOI. Convert the number from the 
rating to decimal percent by dividing by 100. 

Step 3: Obtain the Soil Bulk Density Values (Project Type 2) 

Soil bulk density estimates are determined by first selecting the ‘Soil Properties and Qualities’ 
tab, the ‘Bulk Density’ tab next, followed by the ‘On-third Bar’. Specify the ‘Weighted Average’ 
method and soil depth (0-30 cm, unless otherwise noted). Select ‘View Ratings. The ratings will 
provide bulk density values for each soil type in the AOI. If the bulk density values are not 
available in the database, determine whether the soil orders are qualified as sandy, loamy, or 
clay using the ‘Surface Texture’ value in the Soil Properties and Qualities tab and then apply 
default values of 1.2 g/cm3 for clay soils, 1.6 g/cm3 for sand soils, and 1.4 g/cm3 for loam soils. 

Step 4: Sample for Soil Organic Matter (Project Type 1) 

Soil carbon estimates are based on sampling soil organic matter for the project. Materials 
needed include: 
 

▪ Rubber mallet 
▪ Square spade (for removing organic material from core site) 
▪ Soil probe 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx
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▪ Compass 
▪ Trowel and/or sturdy knife (for cleaning soil off outside service of probe) 
▪ Plastic bags (1 bag for each soil core) 
▪ Marking pen 
▪ Measuring tools (meters and centimeters) 

Step 4a: Identifying the Plot Locations 

Plots must be located randomly or systematically with a random start in each of the soil orders 
that occur on the project site. An adequate number of plots is needed to ensure the overall 
estimate of soil carbon meets or exceeds the minimum confidence levels stated in the protocol 
(+/- 20 percent at 90 percent confidence level). It is acceptable to use the same, or a subset 
of, plot locations as used for biomass sampling, so long as each soil order is sampled and the 
overall soil carbon estimate achieves the confidence standards stated above. 

Step 4b: Identify Four Random Locations at Each Plot and Extract Soil Organic Matter 
Samples 

4b-i: Select a random number by glancing at a watch’s second hand (or digital version). 
Multiply this number by six to derive a compass bearing to use for the soil sample locations. 
Following the determined compass bearing, measure 10 meters from the plot center and 
establish each of the four soil sample locations. Minimal spatial adjustments (less than 2 
meters) can be made to avoid rocks and roots from impacting the ability to sample. If 
obstacles cannot be avoided within 2 meters, an additional sample location must be 
selected using the method described above. 

 
4b-ii: For each sample location, insert a soil core probe (minimum diameter, ½ inch) into the 
soil at the sample location to a depth of 30 cm. A rubber mallet may be used to facilitate 
penetration. If the probe will not penetrate to the required depth, the probe must be 
removed, wiped free of soil, and inserted in an alternate location with a 2 meter radius from 
the sample location. If repeated efforts result in difficulties achieving full penetration, an 
additional sample location must be chosen as described in Step 4b-i. If full penetration is not 
achieved within two efforts to locate a satisfactory sampling location, the sample must be 
taken from the initial sample location and the depth recorded.  

 
4b-iii: Soil must be extracted carefully from the probe to avoid losing any of the soil 
collected. Should any soil be lost, the sample must be rejected and a new sample location 
selected as described above. The extracted soil is placed in a sealable plastic bag. Label 
the bag with the plot number followed by the letter “SOM”, indicating the sample is a “soil 
organic matter” sample (not a bulk density sample). 

 
4b-iv: The soil organic matter samples must be sent to a laboratory with expertise in 
analyzing soil carbon and physical properties within 106 hours of the acquisition of the 
samples from the plot sites. The laboratory must receive instructions that the samples are to 
be heated to over 1000 degrees Celsius. This heat will burn off the carbon and a detector is 
to be used to measure the amount of carbon dioxide produced and reported as a percent of 
the volume sampled. 
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Step 5: Sample for Bulk Density (Project Type 1) 

Sampling for soil bulk density must be conducted on the project site. Materials needed include: 
 

▪ Rubber mallet 
▪ Piece of wooden 2x4 approximately 1 to 2 feet in length 
▪ Square spade 
▪ Soil core/ring with known volume 
▪ Trowel and/or sturdy knife 
▪ Plastic bags (1 bag for each soil pit) 
▪ Marking pen 
▪ Measuring tools (meters and centimeters) 

 
Step 5a: One random location 4 meters from each plot center must be selected for soil data 
collection to dig a soil pit to a depth of at least 30 cm3. The measure of depth must be below 
the organic layer (branches, leaves, moss, etc.). The sides of the pit can be made straight 
using the trowel or the study knife. Random selection is achieved through the use of the 
second-hand method described in Step 4b-i. Adjustments to the location of the pit can be 
made using the adjustments allowed for difficulties associated with inserting soil probes 
described in 4b-ii.  

 
Step 5b: Two samples will be taken from the soil pit. The sample is taken by centering the soil 
ring at a depth of 7.5 cm and the second is taken by centering the ring at a depth of 22.5 cm. 
The ring is inserted perpendicular to the pit face. The location of each insertion must be into 
undisturbed soil, as occurs during the process of extracting the soil rings. The soil pit can be 
expanded to ensure that undisturbed soil is sampled. 

 
5b-i: For each of the samples the sharp end of the ring is pushed in, without twisting, as far 
as possible with the hands. 

 
5b-ii: The piece of wood is placed over the ring and gently hammered evenly into the soil. If 
strong resistance is encountered, an alternate location may be found within the pit, or a new 
pit located using the guidance described above. 

 
5b-iii: Using the trowel or sturdy knife, soil is removed around the outside of the ring to allow 
for extraction of the ring without losing soil. The surfaces of the ring should be cleaned and 
cut flush to the surface of the ring. Small losses during extraction and cleaning (up to 2 cm3) 
can be restored by filling the void with soil from the pit site and smoothing. Samples must be 
rejected if soil losses from the ring occurring during extraction and cleaning are greater than 
2 cm3. 

 
5b-iv: The soil from both ring samples is placed in one sealable plastic bag and labeled with 
BD and the plot number. 

 
5b-v: The bulk density samples must be sent to laboratory with expertise in analyzing soil 
carbon and physical properties within 106 hours of the acquisition of the samples from the 
plot sites. Bulk density instructions sent with the samples shall describe that the samples are 
to be dried at 105 degrees centigrade for at least 48 hours and that all portions of the 
sample are to be retained (including rocks). The laboratory shall present the results of the 
analysis of bulk density estimates as g/cm3, displaying dry weight over total sample volume. 
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Step 6: Calculate the Total Soil CO2 per Acre (Project Types 1 and 2) 

Use Equation B.4 (below) to calculate the soil CO2 per acre. 
 
Equation B.4. Soil CO2e per Acre 

Soil CO2e = Organic Matter Value (Steps 2 or 4) x 
0.58 (Conversion of Organic Matter to Carbon) x 
Bulk Density Value (Steps 3 or 5) x Soil Depth Sampled (30 cm) x 
40,468,600 (Conversion of 1 cm2 to 1 acre) x 
10-6 (Conversion of 1 gram to 1 metric ton) x 3.667 (Conversion of Carbon to CO2) 

 
An example is provided in Table B.13 below. 
 
Table B.13. Example: Calculation for Total CO2 per Acre 

Organic Matter from Steps 2 or 4 0.05 

Conversion of Organic Matter to Carbon x 0.58 

Bulk Density (g/cm3) from Steps 3 or 5 x 1.2 

Soil Depth Sampled (30 cm) x 30 

Conversion of 1 cm2 to 1 acre 
(1 acre = 40,468,600 cm2) 

x 40,468,600 

Conversion of 1 gram to 1 metric ton Carbon x 0.000001 

Conversion of 1 metric ton Carbon to 1 metric ton CO2 x 3.667 

Estimated Metric Tons CO2 per Acre = 155.05 

Step 7: Quantify the Project Effects on Soil CO2e (Project Types 1 and 2) 

Project effects are calculated using the standardized guidance below. Avoided Conversion 
projects must use the standardized guidance for purposes of estimating project benefits. Soil 
carbon emissions resulting from management activities are determined where the activity, or set 
of activities, leads to a net loss of soil carbon across the entire project. Net emissions can occur 
across the project area in a sustainably managed forest where emissions from management 
activities are not restored during the rest, or growth, cycle of the stand. The default values 
provided are derived from scientific literature and address the high-end estimates of net 
emissions associated with management activities, except in the case of conversion where it is 
more conservative to underestimate the emissions associated with the avoided activity. The 
background documentation41 for the default values is found on the Reserve’s Forest Protocol 
Version 3.3 webpage under References.  
 
Default emission values are provided as percentages for each soil order, based on harvesting 
intensity, site preparation intensity, and the frequency of disturbance. Project Operators must 
report their soil carbon emissions by grouping the total acres in each permutation, or class of 
soil order, harvesting intensity, site preparation intensity, and frequency of disturbance, rather 
than reporting on an individual stand basis. An example of reporting classes of management 
activities is provided below, following the descriptions of the management activities. 
 

                                                
41 Gershenson, Alex. Establishing a Standardized Method to Account for Soil Carbon Emissions Associated with 
Management Activities. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/dev/version-3-3/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/dev/version-3-3/
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Net carbon emissions are estimated as the difference between carbon stocks (CO2e) in the soil 
prior to the management activity and the carbon stocks (CO2e) in the soil immediately prior to 
the subsequent harvest event for each harvested stand. Index values are provided for both 
harvesting intensity and site preparation intensity that, when combined, classify the harvesting 
intensity for the stand. The index value for harvesting intensity is derived from both the amount 
of biomass removed during harvest and the soil disturbance associated with the biomass 
removal. The index value for site preparation is based on the amount of soil disturbance 
associated with site preparation activities. 
 
For each stand harvested in a given reporting year, Project Operators must determine the 
harvesting intensity using the guidance below. For Avoided Conversion projects, the guidance is 
used below to assist in determining baseline conditions and applied to the project rather than 
individual stands. 

Step 7a: Harvesting Intensity 

First, the biomass removal index value is determined for the stand based on the amount of 
biomass removed during harvest. The harvesting intensity value is calculated using a factor 
for the amount of biomass removed and the amount of soil disturbance that occurs removing 
the biomass. Both values are added together to calculate the harvesting intensity. The value 
for disturbance related to biomass removal is determined using Table B.14 below: 

 
Table B.14. Determination of Biomass Removal Index 

Biomass Affected by Harvest 

Percentage Pre-Harvest 
Aboveground Biomass Removed 

Silviculture Activities Generally Associated 
with Level of Biomass Removed 

Biomass 
Removal Index 

< 10% Sanitation Salvage 0 

10 – 50% Selection, Thinning 0 

51 – 80% Rotation harvest with biomass remaining in 
tree tops, seed/shelterwood and/or retained 
trees 

1 

> 80% Rotation harvest with whole tree harvesting 
and little retention 

2 

Not a Silvicultural Activity – There is no intent to follow up with efforts to regenerate forested conditions 

Based on Table 6.3 Conversion – only relevant to assessment of 
Avoided Conversion baseline 

10 

Step 7b: Soil Disturbance from Harvesting Activities 

The second value considered for determining the harvest intensity is based on the level of soil 
disturbance associated with biomass removal. Soil disturbance within the harvested stands 
boundary may be the result of skidding logs, tree falling, and harvesting equipment. The 
disturbance may be extensive or minimized, depending on site-specific conditions and care 
taken during harvesting operations. The soil disturbance index is based on the amount of 
mineral soil (below the organic layer, including litter and duff) exposed due to harvest 
activities. The determination of the amount of mineral soil disturbance is from ocular 
inspection of harvested stands. Table B.15 below is used to determine the soil disturbance 
index from harvesting. 
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Table B.15. Determination of Soil Disturbance Index 

Percent of Mineral Soil 
Exposed during Harvest 

Soil Disturbance 
Index 

< 5% 0 

5 - 20% 2 

20 - 40% 3 

40 - 60% 4 

> 60% 5 

Step 7c: Determining the Harvesting Intensity Class  

The values for the biomass removal index and the soil disturbance index are summed 
together to determine the harvesting intensity class, displayed below in Table B.16. 

 
Table B.16. Harvesting Intensity Classes based on Summing the Biomass Removal and Soil Disturbance 

Indexes 

Harvesting Intensity Classes  

Harvesting 
Intensity Class 

Sum of Biomass Removal and 
Soil Disturbance Indexes 

Light to Medium < 3 

High 3 - 4 

Very High 5 - 7 

Conversion > 7 

Step 7d: Determining Site Preparation Classes 

For each stand harvested, the Project Operator must determine the site preparation index 
using the guidance in Table B.17. 

 
Table B.17. Site Preparation Classes and Descriptions of Management Activities 

Site Preparation  

Site Preparation Class Description 

Very Light Less than 5% surface area disturbance of soil below litter and duff due to 
ripping, grading, raking, etc. 

Light 5% to 24% surface area disturbance below litter and duff due to ripping, 
grading, raking, etc. 

Medium 25% to 59% surface area disturbance below litter and duff due to ripping, 
grading, raking, etc. 

Heavy 60% to 100% surface area disturbance below litter and duff due to ripping, 
grading, raking, etc. 

Conversion Soils cleared of trees, stumps and other forest vegetation and prepared for 
agriculture, grazing, and/or development. No return to forest vegetation. 

Step 7e: Determining the Frequency of Disturbance 

The frequency of disturbance is determined as the time between harvest activities associated 
with the specific silviculture event that is being evaluated for soil carbon emissions. The value 
for frequency of disturbance is assigned to each harvested stand based on the amount of pre-
harvest basal area remaining in the post-harvest stand. The standardization of these values is 
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based on protocol requirements that onsite forest carbon stocks be maintained or increased 
and the minimum rotation age in even-aged management silviculture effectively set at 50 
years. 

 
Table B.18. Frequency of Disturbance Classification 

Frequency of Disturbance Harvest Retention Assumed Years to Next Harvest 

Short > 75% of pre-harvest basal area Up to 15 years 

Medium 51 – 75% of pre-harvest basal area 16 to 35 years 

Long 26 – 50% of pre-harvest basal area 36 to 50 years 

Very Long < 26% or pre-harvest basal area > 51 years 

Step 7f: Determining Emissions Associated with Management Activities 

For each class of harvested stands, or stands that have received site treatment, a value is 
determined for each combination of harvest intensity, frequency of disturbance, site 
preparation, and soil order. A percent value is derived from Table B.19 below based on the 
combination of the various classes.  
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Table B.19. Estimated Net Carbon Loss 

Harvesting 
Intensity 

Frequency 
of 

Disturbance 

Site 
Treatment 

Estimated Net Carbon Loss by Soil Order 

Alfisol Andisol Inceptisol Mollisol Spodosol Ultisol Histosol 

Light to 
Medium 

Short 

Very Light 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 80% 

Medium 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 80% 

Long 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 80% 

Very Long 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 80% 

High 

Short 

Very Light 
Conifers 0% 

Hardwoods 20% 0% 8% 0% 10% 9% 80% 

Light 
Conifers 5% 

Hardwoods 20% 5% 8% 5% 10% 9% 80% 

Medium 
Conifers 10% 

Hardwoods 20% 10% 10% 10% 20% 11% 80% 

Heavy 
Conifers and 

Hardwoods 20% 20% 20% 20% 41% 22% 80% 

Medium 

Very Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 0% 0% 0% 33% 24% 80% 

Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 5% 5% 5% 33% 24% 80% 

Medium 
Conifers 10% 

Hardwoods 20% 10% 10% 10% 33% 24% 80% 

Heavy 
Conifers and 

Hardwoods 20% 20% 20% 20% 41% 24% 80% 

Long 

Very Light 
Conifers 0% 

Hardwoods 20% 0% 0% 0% 31% 0% 80% 

Light 
Conifers 5% 

Hardwoods 20% 5% 5% 5% 31% 5% 80% 

Medium 
Conifers 10% 

Hardwoods 20% 10% 10% 10% 31% 11% 80% 

Heavy 
Conifers and 

Hardwoods 20% 20% 20% 20% 41% 22% 80% 

Very Long 

Very Light 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 80% 

Light 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 5% 80% 

Medium 0% 0% 0% 0% 20% 11% 80% 

Heavy 0% 0% 0% 0% 41% 22% 80% 
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Harvesting 
Intensity 

Frequency 
of 

Disturbance 

Site 
Treatment 

Estimated Net Carbon Loss by Soil Order 

Alfisol Andisol Inceptisol Mollisol Spodosol Ultisol Histosol 

Very High 

Short 

Very Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 6% 28% 6% 1% 6% 80% 

Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 6% 28% 6% 10% 6% 80% 

Medium 
Conifers 10% 

Hardwoods 20% 10% 28% 10% 20% 11% 80% 

Heavy 
Conifers and 

Hardwoods 20% 20% 53% 20% 41% 22% 80% 

Medium 

Very Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 6% 6% 6% 0% 5% 80% 

Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 6% 6% 6% 10% 6% 80% 

Medium 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 10% 10% 10% 20% 11% 80% 

Heavy 
Conifers and 

Hardwoods 20% 20% 20% 20% 41% 22% 80% 

Long 

Very Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 5% 6% 6% 0% 6% 80% 

Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 6% 6% 6% 10% 6% 80% 

Medium 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 20% 10% 10% 10% 20% 11% 80% 

Heavy 
Conifers and 

Hardwoods 20% 20% 20% 20% 41% 22% 80% 

Very Long 

Very Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 6% 6% 6% 6% 0% 6% 80% 

Light 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 6% 6% 6% 6% 10% 6% 80% 

Medium 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 6% 6% 6% 6% 20% 6% 80% 

Heavy 
Conifers 6% 

Hardwoods 6% 6% 6% 6% 41% 6% 80% 
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Harvesting 
Intensity 

Frequency 
of 

Disturbance 

Site 
Treatment 

Estimated Net Carbon Loss by Soil Order 

Alfisol Andisol Inceptisol Mollisol Spodosol Ultisol Histosol 

Conversion Conversion 

Agriculture 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 80% 

Residential 
- 

Commercial 
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 80% 

Timing of 
Estimated 
Emissions 

30% in first 10 
years 

30% in first 
10 years 

30% in first 
10 years 

30% in first 
10 years 

30% in first 
10 years 

30% in first 
10 years 

8% every 
10 years 
over 100 

years 
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This percentage is multiplied by the soil carbon (CO2e) estimate on a per acre basis and 
multiplied by the stand’s acres to determine the emissions to report for each stand. The stand 
emissions are summed to determine the soil carbon emissions (CO2e) reported annually. An 
example of the calculation is provided in Table B.20 below. For avoided conversion projects 
calculating baseline soil carbon, a weighted average must be used, taking into account the 
decadal soil carbon emissions, as shown in Table B.21. 
 
Table B.20. Example: Calculations for Annual Soil Carbon Reporting 

Reporting Year 2012  

A B C D E F G H I J 

Stand 
ID 

Soil 
Order 

Soil 
Carbon 
(tCO2e) 
per Acre 

Acres 

Stand 
Soil 

Carbon 
(tCO2e) 

Harvesting 
Intensity 

Disturbance 
Frequency 

Site 
Preparation 

Estimated 
Soil 

Carbon 
Loss % 

Stand 
Soil 

Carbon 
Loss 

(tCO2e)  

 From 
Step 1 

From 
Step 6 

 C x D 
From 

Step 7a 
From 

Step 7e 
From 

Step 7d 
Table 
B.19 

I x E 

1 Alfisol 85 595 50,575 Very High Very Long Heavy 6% 3,035 

2 Alfisol 85 683 58,055 
Light - 

Medium 
Short Very Light 0% - 

3 Alfisol 85 2,232 189,720 High Long Light 5% 9,486 

Sum of Soil Carbon Emissions (tonnes CO2e) for 2012 12,521 

 
Table B.21. Example: Calculations for Avoided Conversion Baseline Soil Carbon Estimates 

Conversion Type Agriculture  

A B C D E F G H … I 

Stand 
ID 

Soil Order 

Soil 
Carbon 
(tCO2e) 
per Acre 

Acres 
Timing of 
Estimated 
Emissions 

Project 
Start 

Date Soil 
Carbon 
(tCO2e) 

Soil 
Carbon 
after 10 
Years 

(tCO2e) 

Soil Carbon 
after 20 
Years 

(tCO2e) 

… 

Soil Carbon 
after 100 

Years 
(tCO2e) 

 From 
Step 1 

From 
Step 6 

  C x D E x F  Table 
B.19 

 

1 Inceptisol 70 150 
30% of stand 
soil carbon in 
first 10 years 

10,500 7,350 7,350 … 7,350 

2 Histosol 110 3500 
8% of stand 
soil carbon 

every 10 years 
385,000 354,200 323,400 … 77,000 

 

B.2.10 Total Onsite Carbon Stocks and Calculating the Confidence 
Deduction 

Annual reporting is conducted by summing the carbon stocks present at the end of the reporting 
period in all of the relevant carbon sources, sinks, and reservoirs for the project. The Reserve 
has developed a Monitoring Calculation Worksheet to assist in the reporting relevant pools and 
calculation of CRTs. The worksheet is available on the Reserve’s Forest Project Protocol 
webpage in a bundle with the Harvested Wood Products Calculation Worksheet, and contains 
instructions for its use. Certain reported pools are sampled and the mean estimate is used for 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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annual reporting. The number reported for the sampled pools is adjusted based on the 
confidence in the estimate of the carbon. The sampling error is calculated for each of the 
sampled pools at the 90 percent confidence level and subsequently calculated as a percentage 
of the mean, using the following steps: 
 

Step 1: Calculate the mean and the standard error42 of the inventory estimate (for each pool 
or combined pools where applicable, such as with standing live and dead wood). 
 
Step 2: Multiply the standard error by 1.645. 
 
Step 3: Divide the result in Step 2 by the total inventory estimate and multiply by 100. This 
establishes the sampling error (expressed as a percentage of the mean inventory estimate 
from field sampling) for a 90 percent confidence level. 

 
 

                                                
42 Under certain circumstances, the finite population correction factor is normally required for the calculation of the 
standard error. As a conservative measure, Project Operators may opt not to apply the finite population correction 
factor.  
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Table B.22. Example: Summing All Onsite Carbon Stocks and Calculating the Confidence Deduction 

Carbon 
Pool 

Source of 
Data 

Project 
Type(s) 

Required/
Optional 

Mean 
CO2e 

(Tonnes 
per Acre) 

Sampling Error 
at 90% 

Confidence 
Level 

Sampling Error as a 
Percentage of the 
Mean Carbon Pool 

Estimate 

Data Derived from Sampling  

 Example Data 

Standing 
Live Trees 

Sampled 
within project 
boundaries 

All project 
types 

Required 95 6 6.32% 

Standing 
Dead 
Trees 

Sampled 
within project 
boundaries 

All project 
types 

Required 6 2 33.33% 

Soil 
Carbon  

Sampled 
within project 
boundaries 

Avoided 
Conversion 

Optional 65 8 12.31% 

 
Sum of 

Reported 
Pools 

Calculation of 
Combined Sampling 

Error 

Calculation of 
Combined Sampling 

Error as a 
Percentage 

Summarizing Sampled Data 

All 
Reported 

Pools from 
Sampling 

Combined Sampling 
Error as a 

Percentage*Sum of 
All Reported Pools 

from Sampling Used 
to Determine the 

Confidence 
Deduction 

 
US =  

((U1xR1)2+(U2xR2)2+ 
 ...+(UnxRn)2)^0.5 

|R1 + R2 +… + Rn| 
 

Where, 
US = percentage 

uncertainty of the 
sum 

Ui = percentage 
uncertainty 
associated with 
pool i 
Ri = removal 

(emission) estimate 
for pool i 

Summary of Example Data from Sampled Pools 166 10.20 6.14% 

Data Not Derived from Sampling 

Soil 
Carbon 

Emissions 

Standardized 
Guidance 

All Projects Required  
-5 

(Example) 

NA 
Not Subject to 
Sampling Error 

NA 
Not Subject to 
Sampling Error 

Sum of Onsite CO2e Tonnes  156 NA NA 

 
The per-acre unit must be expanded to the project area based on the number of acres in the 
project. The sum of onsite CO2e tonnes for the project is input into the calculation worksheet for 
annual reporting. 

B.2.10.1 Applying a Confidence Deduction to Sampled Estimates 

Any forest carbon inventory derived from sampling will be subject to statistical uncertainty. 
Where statistical confidence is low, there is an increased risk of overestimating a project’s 
actual carbon stocks and therefore a higher risk of over-quantifying GHG reductions and 
removals. To help ensure that estimates of GHG reductions and removals are conservative, 
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Project Operators are required each year to apply a confidence deduction to the inventory of 
actual onsite carbon stocks. A confidence deduction is not applied to the forest carbon inventory 
when it is used to model baseline carbon stocks. Confidence deductions are applied, where 
appropriate, to estimated onsite forest carbon stocks each reporting period. 
 
The confidence deduction must be updated each time the project is subject to a site visit 
verification but must remain unchanged between verification site visits. If increased sampling 
over time results in a lower confidence deduction at the time of a site visit verification, the lower 
deduction may be applied to inventory estimates in all previous years. The Reserve will issue 
CRTs in the current year for any increase in quantified GHG reductions and removals in prior 
years associated with the new (lower) confidence deduction. Conversely, if a loss of qualified 
sampling plots results in a higher confidence deduction, this higher deduction must also be 
applied to inventory estimates in all previous years. Any resulting decrease in creditable GHG 
reductions and removals for prior years will be treated as an avoidable reversal and must be 
compensated for by retiring CRTs in accordance with Section 7.3.2. 

B.2.10.2 Applying a Confidence Deduction to Non-Aggregated Projects 

The target sampling error for the combined inventory estimates for non-aggregated projects is 
+/- 5 percent of the mean at the 90 percent confidence level. Projects that cannot meet this 
target statistic are still eligible but may have to take a “confidence deduction” that reduces their 
net reported carbon stocks. 
 
The process for calculating the combined sampling error at the 90 percent confidence level is 
shown above. The combined sampling error must be compared to the table below to determine 
the confidence deduction for the reporting period in which a site visit verification has occurred. 
The confidence deduction shall not be modified in the interim years between site visit 
verifications. The percent deduction from the table below is input into the calculation worksheet 
which calculates the net reported onsite stocks. 
 
Table B.23. Forest Carbon Inventory Confidence Deductions Based on Level of Confidence in the 

Estimate Derived from Field Sampling 

Sampling Error (Percent of Inventory Estimate) Confidence Deduction 

0 to 5% 0% 

5.1 to 19.9% 
(Sampling Error – 5%)  
to the nearest 1/10 percentage 

20% or greater 100% 

 

B.2.10.3 Applying a Confidence Deduction for Aggregated Projects 

The target sampling error for the combined inventory estimates for aggregated projects is on a 
sliding scale based on the number of projects participating within the aggregate. Project 
Operators enrolled in an aggregate may submit project inventories with reduced sampling 
requirements based on the statistical principle that the targeted standard error (+/- 5 percent of 
the mean at the 90 percent confidence level) is achieved across the entire aggregate. Refer to 
the Reserve Guidelines for Aggregating Forest Projects for the targeted sampling error for 
individual aggregate participants. 
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B.2.11 Requirements for Calculating Carbon in Harvested Wood 
Products 

A portion of the carbon in harvested trees continues to be sequestered for long periods of time 
as wood products. Standardized guidance is provided to account for forest carbon that remains 
sequestered in harvested wood products. The protocol bases the accounting of harvested wood 
products on the average amount of carbon sequestered over a 100-year period. The 100-year 
period is consistent with the Forest Project Protocol’s definition of permanence. The average 
amount of carbon remaining sequestered over the 100-year period is determined by calculating 
the amount of carbon delivered to the mills, the portion of the carbon that is converted to wood 
products using a coefficient that estimates the mill’s efficiency, and determining the wood 
product classes manufactured by the mill, as different wood products have different decay rates.  
 
An estimate of the average carbon remaining in use over the 100-year term is provided for each 
wood product class, which is the basis of baseline and annual reporting of harvested wood 
products. Furthermore, some wood products eventually end up in landfills where anaerobic 
conditions serve to reduce the rate of further decomposition. Since the amount of harvested 
wood products that end up in landfills and the actual decay rate of the wood products in landfills 
are highly uncertain, the accounting of harvested wood products in landfills is included only 
when it is conservative to do so. Conservative in this case means that if, in a given reporting 
year, the amount of harvested wood products in the baseline exceeds the amount of harvested 
wood products in the project activity, the carbon in landfills is reported. If there is more 
harvesting of wood products in the project case than in the baseline case, harvested wood 
products are not considered in either the baseline or the project case. 
 
The Reserve has developed a spreadsheet tool to assist in the calculation of harvested wood 
products, which is available on the Reserve’s Forest Project Protocol webpage. The Harvested 
Wood Products Calculation Worksheet contains step by step instructions for its use. Project 
reporting of harvested wood products occurs on an annual basis. The volume of logs delivered 
to the mill in the baseline case remains static throughout the project life. However, the mill 
efficiencies and the wood product classes identified in a reporting period are applied to the 
baseline harvested wood products the same way they apply to the project harvested wood 
products. The intent of this policy is to provide the best comparison of project activity to baseline 
activity possible. 
 
The spreadsheet is designed with default values for converting volumetric units from logs 
delivered to mills to cubic feet and the values of mill efficiencies to be used on a geographic 
basis. The annual reporting of carbon in trees harvested for wood products is based on the 
relative proportion of volume in trees harvested for wood products and volume delivered to the 
mill(s) in the baseline case. Therefore, the reporting of volume delivered to mills is essential to 
calculating the volume in trees harvested for wood products. 
 
Mill efficiency estimates from the actual mills the project logs are delivered to can be used if 
data exists to support the claim in a form that can be verified. Users must identify the mill(s) the 
project logs are delivered to and input the volume that is manufactured into lumber, plywood, 
oriented strand board, non-structural panels, miscellaneous products, and paper/pulp. Where 
the wood product class is unknown, the Project Operator must classify the product as 
miscellaneous products. In order to quantify unknown products categorized as miscellaneous 
conservatively, miscellaneous products are assigned a default storage factor of zero. 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
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Project Operators must provide an affidavit from the mill that the reported wood product classes 
are reasonable according to production records at the mill, unless they use the default product 
classes provided in the Assessment Area Data file. Again, the wood product classes reported 
for a given reporting year apply both to the project and the baseline case which eliminates the 
calculation of project benefits or detriments based on comparisons of the decay rates of wood 
products alone. 

B.2.12 Improved Forest Management Leakage 
Secondary Effects, or leakage, reflect market responses to changes in harvesting levels. The 
general assumption in this protocol is that modifying harvest in a Forest Project relative to 
baseline harvesting levels will lead the market to compensate via modifications to harvesting 
levels by other landowners. The greater the change in harvest by a Forest Project relative to 
baseline levels, the greater the response by the market to compensate. 
 
Market leakage effects are accounted for under Improved Forest Management Projects by 
considering the impacts of shifting activities over the life of the project. Recognizing that risk of 
Secondary Effects from a project may be influenced by long term harvesting trends, the 
evaluation in Equation 6.10 considers cumulative harvest amounts since project inception. In 
some years, Secondary Effects may be negative, if project harvesting is below baseline 
harvesting (on both a cumulative and individual reporting period basis). If project harvesting 
later increases, deductions for prior negative Secondary Effects can be recouped. However, 
once all prior negative Secondary Effects are recouped, Secondary Effects when actual 
harvested carbon exceeds baseline harvested carbon are zero – under no circumstances shall 
the net balance of the Secondary Effects over the course of a project be positive. However, 
positive Secondary Effects may accrue as uncredited positive carryover that can counteract the 
amount of future negative Secondary Effects applied if baseline cumulative harvested carbon 
were to exceed actual harvested carbon again. Accruals of positive Secondary Effects carryover 
and their application against future negative Secondary Effects, if they occur, are calculated 
within the calculation worksheet.  
 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/assessment-area-data/
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Table B.24. Examples: How Secondary Effects Can Be Recouped and Positive Carryover Can Be 
Applied Over Time 

a. Qualitative example 

Reporting 
Period 

Greater of Actual or 
Baseline 

Protocol 
Equation 
Reference 

Secondary Effect 

Annual Cumulative 

1 Baseline Baseline Equation 6.10.B 
Negative Secondary Effect resulting in deduction 
applied to GHG reductions 

2 Actual Baseline Equation 6.10.B 
Positive Secondary Effect resulting in recouping of 
previously deducted GHG reductions up until the 
cumulative Secondary Effect is zero 

3 Actual Actual Equation 6.10.A 

No Secondary Effect, excepting any previous 
negative Secondary Effect deductions that have not 
been recouped and including any positive 
Secondary Effects that are carried over to the 
following year 

4 Baseline Actual Equation 6.10.C 
No Secondary Effect, though adjusting any positive 
Secondary Effect carryover and carrying forward 
any remaining balance to the following year 

5 Baseline Baseline Equation 6.10.B 

Negative Secondary Effect resulting in deduction 
applied to GHG reductions, with deduction lowered 
by any positive secondary effects carryover from 
when actual cumulative harvest carbon exceeded 
baseline cumulative harvested carbon  

b. Quantitative example 

Reporting Period 1 2 3 4 5 

Annual actual carbon in harvested 
trees 

500 1,400 1,400 800 800 

Annual baseline carbon in 
harvested trees 

1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

Cumulative actual carbon in 
harvested trees 

500 1,900 3,300 4,100 4,900 

Cumulative baseline carbon in 
harvested trees 

1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 

Cumulative difference between 
actual and baseline C in 

harvested trees 
(500) (100) 300 100 (100) 

Annual difference between actual 
and baseline C in harvested trees 

(500) 400 400 (200) (200) 

Gross annual Secondary Effects (100) 80 80 (40) (40) 

Adjusted gross annual Secondary 
Effects, not allowing positive 

cumulative Secondary Effects but 
not including positive Secondary 

Effects carryover 

(100) 80 20 0 (40) 

Carryover of positive Secondary 
Effects from prior year 

NA 0 0 60 20 

Net annual Secondary Effects (100) 80 20 - (20) 
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B.3 Modeling Carbon Stocks 
This protocol requires the use of certain empirical models to estimate the baseline carbon 
stocks and project stocks of selected carbon pools within the project area for private land IFM 
projects (with the exception of the IFM default baseline approach). These models may also be 
used to supplement assessments of actual changes in carbon stocks resulting from the forest 
project. 

B.3.1 Models and their Eligibility for Use with Forest Projects 
Empirical models are used for estimating existing values where direct sampling is not possible 
or cost-effective. They are also used to forecast the estimations derived from direct sampling 
into the future. Field measurements (standing live and dead trees) provide the base input data 
for these models. Project Operators should be careful to ensure that all required data inputs for 
the models are included in the inventory methodology. 
 
The models that simulate growth projections have two basic functions in the development and 
management of a forest project. Models project the results of direct sampling through simulated 
forest management activity. These models, often referred to as growth and yield simulation 
models, may project information regarding tree growth, harvesting, and mortality over time – 
values that must ultimately be converted into carbon in an additional step. Other models may 
combine steps and estimate tree growth and mortality, as well as changes in other carbon pools 
and conversions to carbon, to create estimated projections of carbon stocks over time.  
 
Models are also used to assist in updating inventory plots so that the plots can represent a 
reporting year subsequent to their actual sample date. The model simulates the diameter and 
height increment of sampled trees for the length of time between their sampled date and the 
reporting year. Plot data can be projected for the length of time the projection method is 
expected to accurately reflect actual forest growth. Inaccurate updating of plot data can lead to 
the inability of a project to be verified. Verifiers are directed to randomly select plots or stands 
for verification. If the Project Operator’s estimates deviate from the verifier’s measurements, the 
verification will fail. Hence, it is required that plot data be no older than 12 years. 
 
The following growth models have been approved:  
 

▪ CACTOS: California Conifer Timber Output Simulator 
▪ CRYPTOS: Cooperative Redwood Yield and Timber Output Simulator 
▪ FVS: Forest Vegetation Simulator 
▪ SPS: Stand Projection System 
▪ FPS: Forest Projection System 
▪ FREIGHTS: Forest Resource Inventory, Growth, and Harvest Tracking System 
▪ CRYPTOS Emulator 
▪ FORESEE 

 
A Project Operator may update inventory plot data for estimating diameter and height growth by 
incorporating data obtained from sample plots, as in a stand table projection. An example of an 
appropriate method of applying a stand table projection is as follows: 
 

1. The project area is stratified into even-age management and uneven-age 
management. 
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2. Diameter increment shall be based on the average annual increment of a minimum 
of 20 samples of radial growth for diameter increment for each 8 inch diameter-at-
breast-height (DBH) class, beginning at 0 to 8 inch DBH for each management type 
(even-age or uneven-age). The average annual increment shall be added for each 
year according to the plot’s sample date. 

3. Height increment is based on regression curves for each management type (even-
age or uneven-age) developed from height measurements from the same trees the 
diameter increment data was obtained. The estimated height shall be determined 
using the regression estimators for the ‘grown’ diameters as described above. 

 
The Reserve may include additional models following approval of a state forestry authority (i.e., 
a state agency responsible for oversight of forests) who will acknowledge in writing that the 
model:  
 

▪ Has been peer reviewed in a process that 1) primarily involved reviewers with necessary 
technical expertise (e.g., modeling specialists and relevant fields of biology, forestry, 
ecology, etc.), and 2) was open and rigorous  

▪ Is parameterized for the specific conditions of the project area 
▪ Limits use to the scope for which the model was developed and evaluated 
▪ Is clearly documented with respect to the scope of the model, assumptions, known 

limitations, embedded hypotheses, assessment of uncertainties, and sources for 
equations, data sets, factors or parameters, etc. 

▪ Underwent a sensitivity analysis to assess model behavior for the range of parameters 
for which the model is applied 

▪ Is periodically reviewed 

B.3.2 Using Models to Forecast Carbon Stocks 
The use of simulation models is required for estimating a forest project’s baseline carbon stocks 
(with the exception of projects using the Improved Forest Management default baseline 
approach). Models may also be required to forecast actual carbon stocks expected under the 
forest project (e.g., in conjunction with determining expected harvesting volumes or in updating 
forest carbon inventories).  
 
Standing live tree information must be incorporated into the simulation models to project carbon 
stocks over time. If a model has the ability to convert biomass to carbon, it must include all the 
carbon pools required by this protocol. Standing dead trees must be assumed to be static over 
the baseline modeling. Exceptions to this rule are allowed if approved in writing by the Reserve 
prior to verification. 
 
Projected baseline carbon stocks must be portrayed in a graph depicting time in the x-axis and 
carbon tonnes in the y-axis. Baseline carbon stocks must be projected forward from the forest 
project’s start date. The graph should be supported with written characterizations that explain 
any annual changes in baseline carbon stocks over time. These characterizations must be 
consistent with the baseline analysis required in Section 6. 

B.3.3 Modeling Requirements 
A modeling plan must be prepared that addresses all required forecasting of baseline carbon 
stocks for the forest project (with the exception of projects using the Improved Forest 
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Management default baseline approach). The modeling plan shall contain the following 
elements: 
 

1. A description of all silviculture methods modeled. The description of each silviculture 
method will include: 

a. A description of the trees retained (by species groups if appropriate) at harvest. 
b. The harvest frequency (years between harvests) for each silviculture method 

modeled.  
c. Regeneration assumptions. 

2. A list of all legal constraints that affect management activities on the project area. This 
list must identify and describe the legal constraint, how the legal constraint affects the 
project area, and discusses the silviculture methods that will be modeled to ensure the 
constraint is respected. 

3. A description of the site indexes used for each species and an explanation of the source 
of the site index values used. 

4. A description of the model used and an explanation of how the model was calibrated for 
local use, if applicable. 

 
Modeling outputs must include: 
 

1. Periodic harvest, inventory, and growth estimates for the entire project area presented 
as total carbon tonnes and carbon tonnes per acre. 

2. Harvest yield streams on modeled stands, averaged by silviculture method and 
constraints, which must include the period over which the harvest occurred and the 
estimated CO2e of wood (CO2e in logs delivered to mills) removed. 
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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 

AGC Avoided grassland conversion 

AGD Animal grazing days 

AOI Area of Interest (within the NRCS Web Soil Survey application) 

CARB California Air Resources Board 

CDL Cropland Data Layer 

CDM Clean Development Mechanism 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CH4 Methane 

CO2 Carbon dioxide 

CRP Conservation Reserve Program 

CRT Climate Reserve Tonne 

CTIC Conservation Tillage Information Center 

DAYCENT Daily CENTURY Model 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ERS USDA Economic Research Service 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

ESD Ecological Site Description 

FWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

GHG Greenhouse gas 

GRP Grassland Reserve Program 

GWP Global warming potential 

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 

ICC Irrigated Land Capability Classification 

IDB Inventory Database (from the NRI) 

IPCC United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

IRT The Army Corps of Engineers-led Interagency Review Team 

ISO International Organization for Standardization 

lb Pound 

LCC Land Capability Classification 

MODIS Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer 

MLRA Major Land Resource Area designations 

NARR North American Regional Reanalysis Product 
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NASA National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

NASS USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

NICC Non-Irrigated Land Capability Classification 

NLCD National Land Cover Database 

N2O Nitrous oxide 

NRCS USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRI Natural Resources Inventory 

PIA Project Implementation Agreement 

QCE Qualified Conservation Easement 

Reserve Climate Action Reserve 

SHA Safe Harbor Agreement 

SOC Soil organic carbon 

SSR Source, sink, and reservoir 

SSURGO Soil Survey Geographic database 

t Metric ton (or tonne) 

tCO2e Metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalent 

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

USDA United States Department of Agriculture 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

WSS NRCS Web Soil Survey application 
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1 Introduction 
The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) Grassland Protocol provides guidance to account for, 
report, and verify greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions associated with projects that 
avoid the loss of soil carbon due to conversion of grasslands to cropland, as well as other 
associated GHG emissions. This protocol is designed to ensure the complete, consistent, 
transparent, accurate, and conservative quantification and verification of GHG emission 
reductions associated with an avoided grassland conversion project.1 
 
The Reserve is an offset registry serving the California cap-and-trade program and the voluntary 
carbon market. The Reserve encourages actions to reduce GHG emissions and works to 
ensure environmental benefit, integrity, and transparency in market-based solutions to address 
global climate change. It operates the largest accredited registry for the California compliance 
market and has played an integral role in the development and administration of the state’s cap-
and-trade program. For the voluntary market, the Reserve establishes high quality standards for 
carbon offset projects, oversees independent third-party verification bodies, and issues and 
tracks the transaction of carbon credits (Climate Reserve Tonnes or CRTs) generated from 
such projects in a transparent, publicly-accessible system.2 The Climate Action Reserve is a 
private 501(c)(3) non-profit organization based in Los Angeles, California. 
 
Project Owners and Cooperative Developers that initiate avoided grassland conversion (AGC) 
projects use this document to quantify and register GHG reductions with the Reserve. The 
protocol provides eligibility rules, methods to calculate reductions, performance-monitoring 
instructions, and procedures for reporting project information to the Reserve. Additionally, all 
project reports receive independent verification by ISO-accredited and Reserve-approved 
verification bodies. Guidance for verification bodies to verify reductions is provided in the 
Reserve Verification Program Manual and Section 8 of this protocol. There are several 
additional resources which accompany this protocol document. Additional details for all of these 
resources can be found at the Grassland Protocol page on the Reserve’s website: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 
 

Resource 
Required or 

Optional 
Description 

Grassland 
Project 
Parameters 
(MS Excel 
spreadsheet) 

Required 

This spreadsheet file contains parameters and emission factors which 
are required for the quantification of a grassland project. This includes 
stratum-level parameters, county-level parameters, and other 
necessary reference values. The parameters contained in this 
spreadsheet may be updated when new data becomes available. 
Stakeholders will be given advanced notice and guidance before 
updated parameters become effective for projects. 

GrassTool v2.1 
(MS Excel 
spreadsheet) 

Optional 

The GrassTool is built upon the quantification section of this protocol, 
allowing for Project Owners to conduct project quantification without 
first developing their own tool. It is updated periodically to enhance 
usability or correct errors. 

 
1 See the WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol for Project Accounting (Part I, Chapter 4) for a description of GHG reduction 
project accounting principles. 
2 The online registry may be accessed from the Reserve homepage at: www.climateactionreserve.org.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
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Resource 
Required or 

Optional 
Description 

Project 
Development 
Handbook (PDF) 

Optional 

This document provides additional context and description for the rules 
and requirements contained in the protocol. It is not considered to be 
official protocol language, and is not meant to be a standard of 
verification. It is informal guidance to help understand protocol 
requirements, and it is updated periodically. 
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2 The GHG Reduction Project 
This section describes the GHG reduction project in terms of defining the project site, the 
related activities, the parties involved, and the possible project structures. 

2.1 Background 
Grasslands have the ability to both emit and sequester carbon dioxide (CO2), the primary GHG 
responsible for human-caused climate change (1). Grasses and shrubs, through the process of 
photosynthesis, naturally absorb CO2 from the atmosphere and store the gas as carbon in their 
biomass (i.e., plant tissues). As plants die and regrow, some of this carbon is also stored in the 
soils that support the grassland. 
 
When grasslands are disturbed, such as when the land is tilled for crop cultivation, a portion of 
the stored carbon oxidizes and decays, releasing CO2 into the atmosphere. The quantity and 
rate of CO2 that is emitted may vary, depending on the particular circumstances of the land and 
the disturbance. Grasslands function as reservoirs in the global carbon cycle. Depending on 
how grasslands are managed or impacted by natural and human events, they can be a net 
source of emissions, resulting in a decrease to the reservoir, or a net sink, resulting in an 
increase of CO2 to the reservoir. In other words, grasslands may have a net negative or net 
positive impact on the climate, depending on their characteristics and management. 
 
Through sustainable management and protection, grasslands can play a positive and significant 
role to help address global climate change. This protocol is designed to take advantage of 
grasslands’ unique capacity to sequester, store, and emit CO2 and to facilitate the positive role 
that grasslands can play to address climate change. The protocol focuses on the avoided 
conversion of grasslands to cropland. Because conversion is avoided, we can never measure 
the exact GHG impacts of conversion activities on the project area, and thus cannot know 
exactly how much carbon would have been released if a particular area of land were converted. 
To avoid the cost and uncertainty related to site-specific soil sampling and ecosystem modeling, 
the Reserve has adopted a standardized, probabilistic approach to estimating baseline 
emissions for AGC projects. This approach is discussed in more detail in Section 5, as well as 
Appendix B. 

2.2 Project Definition 
For the purpose of this protocol, the GHG reduction project is defined as the prevention of 
emissions of GHGs to the atmosphere through conserving grassland belowground carbon 
stocks and avoiding crop cultivation activities on an eligible project area, as initiated by the 
recording of a perpetual conservation easement or an eligible transfer of ownership, as 
described in Section 3.2. The project area must be grassland, as defined below, and it must be 
suitable for conversion to crop cultivation, as defined in Section 3.3.1.2. The project area must 
have been in continuous grassland cover for at least 10 years prior to the project start date. The 
baseline scenario for all AGC projects is conversion to crop cultivation. 
 
For the purposes of this protocol, grassland is defined as an area of land dominated by native or 
introduced grass species with little to no tree canopy. Other plant species may include woody 
shrubs, legumes, forbs, and other non-woody vegetation. Tree canopy may not exceed 10% of 
the land area on a per-acre basis. Areas that exceed this threshold may be eligible to use the 
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Forest Protocol.3 For the purposes of this protocol, grassland may include managed rangeland 
and/or pastureland (as defined in Section 9). 
 
The entire project area must be protected through a single conservation easement, except in 
cases where there are multiple easements with the same grantor (Grassland Owner) and 
grantee (Easement Holder). Multiple projects may be managed together as a project 
cooperative, as described in Section 2.2.2. In addition, the project area must have been 
privately-owned prior to the project start date, except in the case of non-federal public lands, 
where: 
 

▪ The project area is legally able to be converted to cropland without requiring a 
rulemaking activity; and either 

▪ The public agency in charge of management of the project area must have a legal 
directive to manage the lands that include the project area for profit; or 

▪ A history of such management for profit,4 including existing conversion, for similarly-
situated lands can be documented during the 10 years prior to the start date. 

 
An AGC project may involve moderate levels of seeding, organic fertilizer application (i.e., 
manure, compost, etc.), haying, forage harvesting, livestock grazing and/or irrigation as part of 
the project activity. Projects may not employ synthetic fertilizer additions; CRTs will not be 
issued for any calendar year during which this occurs. If grazing is employed in the project 
scenario, the livestock manure must not be managed in liquid form (i.e., containing less than 
20% dry matter and subject to active management), and grazing activities must meet the criteria 
in Section 6.2.  
 
Other recreational or economic activities incidental to the project activities may also occur on 
the project area (e.g., hunting, bird-watching, light haying), but only to the extent that the 
incidental activity does not threaten the integrity of the soil carbon stocks and is otherwise 
compatible with the maintenance of grassland under conservation. The Reserve maintains the 
right to determine whether an activity is “incidental” to the project or whether the presence of the 
activity would cause part or all of the project area to be considered an entirely different land use 
(i.e., not grassland). In those cases, the area used for such activities may not be considered to 
be part of the project area. For example, the extensive conversion of grasslands to forage crop 
production may result in that activity no longer being considered incidental to the project, and 
the subject land no longer eligible to be part of the project area. 
 
The project lifetime for an AGC project is up to 150 years. This includes the crediting period, 
which may be up to 50 years (Section 3.4) and the permanence period, which is the 100 years 
following the crediting period (Section 3.5). 

2.2.1 Defining the Project Area 

An eligible project area consists of grassland that meets the criteria in Section 3 regarding the 
threat of conversion to cropland and the lack of legal barriers to such conversion. Only areas 
that are suitable for conversion to cropland, as defined in Section 3.3.1, are eligible to report 
under this protocol. The entire project area must be protected by the recording of one or more 

 
3 Information regarding the Reserve’s voluntary forest carbon program can be accessed at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/. Information regarding the California Compliance Offset 
Protocol for forest projects can be accessed at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/california-compliance-
projects/compliance-offset-projects/. 
4 A practice of carrying out all leasing and sales based on fair market value may be considered “management for 
profit.” 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/california-compliance-projects/compliance-offset-projects/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/california-compliance-projects/compliance-offset-projects/
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conservation easements (see Section 3.5.1). The area bound by the conservation easement(s) 
does not need to match the project area. However, the entire project area must be included 
within the area of a conservation easement. A single project may include multiple legal parcels if 
all of these conditions can be met. The project does not need to include every parcel listed on a 
deed, and project boundaries do not necessarily need to be coincident with parcel boundaries 
(i.e., the project area may contain a portion of a parcel without necessarily including the entire 
parcel). 
 
The geographic boundaries defining the project area must be described in detail at the time a 
grassland project is listed on the Reserve (see Section 7.2 for details on project documentation). 
The boundaries must be defined using a georeferenced map, or maps, that displays legal 
property boundaries, public and private roads, major watercourses (fourth order or greater), 
topography, towns, and public land survey townships, ranges, and sections or latitude and 
longitude. The maps should be of adequate resolution to clearly identify the required features. 
The shapes delineating the project area must contain only areas that meet the eligibility 
requirements of this protocol. If the project area contains more than one legal parcel, these 
delineations must also be included. This map is not publicly accessible. 
 
A Geographical Information System file (GIS shapefile) must be submitted with project 
documentation for the initial verification (see Section 7.2 for a full list of documentation required 
for each verification). If the project area is changed during a reporting period, the shapefile must 
be updated and resubmitted for the subsequent verification. The shapefile may be submitted as 
a KML file. The acres reported for the project must be based on the acres calculated from the 
shapefile. The project area can be contiguous or separated into tracts, but must share a 
common Grassland Owner, Project Owner, Easement Holder, and project start date. See 
Section 5.1 for guidance regarding the stratification of the project area.  
 
After the project has been verified, sections of the project area may be removed (subject to the 
requirements of Section 5.4). The project area may also be expanded, so long as the new 
area(s) meets all requirements of this section. Any areas added to a project will share the same 
start date as the initial project area, but may not be eligible for crediting for the entire period (see 
Section 3.4). There are also timing requirements in relation to the date the new areas become 
bound by eligible easements, and the date the new areas are incorporated into the existing 
project area. The easements covering the new areas must have been put in place within 12 
months of the start of the first reporting period for the new or expanded areas, in order to 
include the expanded project area. Project expansions may not be allowed in cases where a 
new area would change the eligibility determination of the original project. In such cases, the 
new area may need to be submitted as a new project. New projects may always be added to a 
project cooperative (see Section 2.3.4).  

2.2.2 Project Cooperative 

A “project cooperative” or “cooperative” is a collection of two or more individual grassland 
projects managed by a common entity (referred to as the “Cooperative Developer,” Section 2.3) 
that engage in joint monitoring, reporting, and verification (Sections 6.4, 7.6, and 8.1). 

2.3 Project Ownership Structures and Terminology 
A grassland project can be implemented using various ownership structures. Figure 2.1 displays 
possible ownership structures for grassland projects, indicating the flow of information and 
which entities are required to hold Reserve accounts. These are simplified representations; 
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actual project and cooperative structures may be more complex, but the relationships follow the 
same approach. 
 

 
Figure 2.1. Grassland Project Ownership Structures and Terminology 

 
Depending on the project structure, the existence and/or status of certain legal instruments must 
be verified in order to successfully register a project. The instruments required are described in 
general below. For every project, the fee owner of the land on which the project is implemented 
must demonstrate an understanding of the potential participation in a carbon offset program, 
either through implementing a project himself, or through clear conveyance of the GHG 
reduction rights associated with the land through a recorded legal instrument as described 
below. The sections outlined in Table 2.1 should be referred to for specific requirements for 
each respective legal instrument required. Additional discussion of these legal instruments can 
be found in Appendix D. 
 

Table 2.1. Guide to Protocol Sections Related to Legal Instruments for Grassland Projects 

Legal Instrument Protocol Section(s) 

GHG reduction rights contract 2.3.2 

Indemnification agreement 2.3.2 

Conservation easement 2.2, 3.2 

Qualified Conservation Easement 3.5.1 

Project Implementation Agreement 3.5.2 

Reserve attestations (title, voluntary implementation, 
regulatory compliance) 

2.3.2, 3.3.2, 3.6 

Instruments associated with concurrently-joined 
conservation programs 

3.3.2.1 

2.3.1 Qualifications and Role of Grassland Owners 

A Grassland Owner is an individual or a corporation or other legally constituted entity, city, 
county, state agency, or a combination thereof that has fee ownership and legal control of the 
land within the project area. A lessee is not a Grassland Owner. Deeded encumbrances that 
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exist within the project area may prevent a fee owner from satisfying the definition of a 
Grassland Owner. The Grassland Owner is the entity that has the authority to execute and 
record a conservation easement on the project area. Any unencumbered soil carbon is 
presumed to be controlled by the Grassland Owner. Notwithstanding this presumption, the 
Reserve maintains the right to determine whether an individual or entity meets the definition of 
Grassland Owner. 

2.3.2 Qualifications and Role of Project Owners 

A Project Owner is the entity that holds legal title to the emission reductions related to the 
grassland project, and is responsible for undertaking the grassland project and registering it with 
the Reserve. The Project Owner may be a Grassland Owner, a holder of a conservation 
easement on the property, or they may be a third-party entity who has a signed contract with the 
Grassland Owner conveying title to the emission reductions. Title to the emission reductions 
may be conveyed through the conservation easement or in a separate contract, but in any case 
such rights must be legally established. If there are any Grassland Owners who are not party to 
the GHG reduction rights agreement, the Project Owner must also execute an indemnification 
stating that they will indemnify the Reserve in connection with any claims brought by other 
grassland owners or would-be grassland owners against the Reserve.5 The Project Owner shall 
execute the Project Implementation Agreement (PIA) (see Section 3.5.2). The Project Owner is 
also responsible for the accuracy and completeness of all information submitted to the Reserve, 
and for ensuring compliance with this protocol, even if the Project Owner contracts with an 
outside entity to carry out these activities. The Project Owner must have a Reserve registry 
account6 and must sign all required legal attestations (e.g., Attestation of Title, Attestation of 
Voluntary Implementation, and Attestation of Regulatory Compliance). Sample language related 
to ownership of emission reductions is included below, to be amended to fit each project’s 
specific situation: 
 

“TITLE TO CARBON OFFSET CREDITS. The [grantor/grantee- i.e., whichever party to 
the easement or agreement is the Project Owner] hereby retains, owns, and holds legal 
title to and all beneficial ownership rights to the following (the “Project Reductions”): (i) 
any removal, limitation, reduction, avoidance, sequestration or mitigation of any 
greenhouse gas associated with the Property including without limitation Climate Action 
Reserve Project No. [___] and (ii) any right, interest, credit, entitlement, benefit or 
allowance to emit (present or future) arising from or associated with any of the foregoing, 
including without limitation the exclusive right to be issued carbon offset credits or 
Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs) by a third party entity such as the Climate Action 
Reserve.” 

 
In all cases, the Project Owner must attest to the Reserve that they have exclusive claim to the 
GHG reductions resulting from the project. Each time a project is verified, the Project Owner 
must attest that no other entities are reporting or claiming (e.g., for voluntary reporting or 
regulatory compliance purposes) the GHG reductions caused by the project.7 The Reserve will 
not issue CRTs for GHG reductions that are reported or claimed by entities other than the 
Project Owner (e.g., grassland owners who are not the Project Owner). In the case of project 

 
5 A sample indemnification agreement is available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/.  
6 Information regarding Reserve accounts and the process for project submittal and registration is available here: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/.  
7 This is done by signing the Reserve’s Attestation of Title form, available at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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cooperatives, each Project Owner must sign an attestation for each individual project. 
Attestations may be submitted by a third party, but must be signed by the Project Owner. 
 
A Project Owner who will be managing the submittal, reporting, and verification of the grassland 
project through their own Reserve account will open a Project Developer account. A Project 
Owner whose project will be managed as part of a cooperative, and who will not be utilizing their 
Reserve account for any action beyond outgoing transfers of CRTs, will open a Project Owner 
account. 
 
Project Owners are ultimately responsible for timely submittal of all required forms and 
complying with the terms of this protocol. Project Owners may designate a technical consultant 
or Cooperative Developer to manage the flow of documents and information to the Reserve. 
The scope of services provided by a technical consultant or Cooperative Developer should be 
determined by the Project Owner and the relevant management entity and reflected in the 
contracts between the Project Owner and the relevant management entity. 

2.3.3 Qualifications and Role of Cooperative Developers 

A “Cooperative Developer” is the entity that manages reporting and verification for a project 
cooperative, i.e., two or more individual grassland projects that report and verify jointly. A 
cooperative may consist of grassland projects involving multiple Project Owners. A Cooperative 
Developer must have an account on the Reserve.  
 
A Cooperative Developer must open a Project Developer account on the Reserve and must 
remain in good standing throughout the duration of the cooperative(s) it manages. Failure to 
remain in good standing will result in all account activities of the participant projects in the 
cooperative(s) managed by that Cooperative Developer being suspended until issues are 
resolved to the satisfaction of the Reserve. In order for a Cooperative Developer to remain in 
good standing, Cooperative Developers must perform as follows: 
 

▪ Complete cooperative contracts with Project Owners (see following section on Joining a 
Cooperative) 

▪ Engage the services of a single verification body for all grassland projects enrolled in the 
cooperative in any given verification period 

▪ Coordinate the submittal, monitoring, and reporting activities required by this protocol for 
all projects in the cooperative(s), observing all cooperative deadlines 

▪ Coordinate a verification schedule that maintains appropriate verification status for the 
cooperative. Document the verification work and report to the Reserve on an annual 
basis how completed verifications demonstrate compliance (see Sections 6.4, 7.6, and 
8.1) 

▪ Maintain a Reserve account in good standing 
 
As discussed in Section 2.3.2, Project Owners are ultimately responsible for timely submittal of 
all required forms and complying with the terms of this protocol. 

2.3.4 Forming or Entering a Cooperative 

Individual grassland projects may join a cooperative by being included in the cooperative’s 
Cooperative Submittal Form8 (if joining a cooperative at initiation) or by being added through the 

 
8 All forms referenced in this section are available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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submission of a New Grassland Project Enrollment Form (if joining once the cooperative is 
underway). 
 
The Cooperative Developer will initiate the creation of the cooperative by submitting a 
Cooperative Submittal Form. The Cooperative Submittal Form includes the submittal 
information for all of the individual projects to be initially included in the cooperative. If the 
Cooperative Developer is not the Project Owner for one or more projects within the cooperative, 
the appropriate Project Owner account will be confirmed at the time of project submittal. All 
documentation related to the cooperative and its participant projects is submitted by the 
Cooperative Developer. After successful verification, CRTs are issued to the accounts of the 
Project Owners for each project. 
 
Individual grassland projects that have already been submitted to the Reserve may choose to 
join an existing cooperative by submitting a Cooperative Transfer Form to the Reserve. The 
Cooperative Developer must also submit a New Project Enrollment Form, listing that project 
area, if the cooperative is already underway. Emission reductions occurring on individual 
projects or new projects entering a cooperative are reported as part of the cooperative during 
the reporting period in which the transfer occurred.9 The project will begin reporting with the 
cooperative no earlier than the beginning of the cooperative’s current verification period. If the 
project has already been registered, either as an individual project or as part of another 
cooperative, reporting under the new cooperative may not include any period of time that has 
already been reported and verified. 
 
The crediting periods of the individual projects within a cooperative are derived from their 
individual project start dates, and are not affected by the crediting periods of other projects 
within the cooperative. All projects within a cooperative must follow the same version of this 
protocol. If a project that is subject to a more recent version of the protocol wishes to enter an 
existing cooperative, the rest of the projects in that cooperative must elect to upgrade to the 
newer version of the protocol. 

2.3.5 Leaving a Cooperative 

Individual grassland projects must meet the requirements in this section in order to leave or 
change cooperatives and continue reporting emission reductions to the Reserve. Reporting 
must be continuous. 
 
Individual Project Owners may elect to leave a cooperative and participate as an individual 
grassland project for the duration of their crediting period, effective as of the day after the end 
date of the project’s most recently registered reporting period. To leave a cooperative and 
become an individual grassland project, the Project Owner must submit a Project Submittal 
Form to the Reserve, noting that it is a “transfer project” and identifying the cooperative from 
which it is transferring. For projects which leave a cooperative to become an individual project, 
the deadline for submittal of the subsequent monitoring or verification report (whichever is 
sooner) is extended by 12 months beyond the deadline specified in Section 7.4. The Project 
Owner must submit either a monitoring report or verification report (whichever is due) by this 
new deadline in order to keep the project active in the Reserve. If the Project Owner has a 
Project Owner account in the Reserve at the time they leave the cooperative, they must contact 
the Reserve Administrator to set up a Project Developer account. 
 

 
9 The transfer is considered to have occurred once the Reserve has approved the Cooperative Transfer Form and the 
New Project Enrollment Form. 
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To leave one cooperative and enter another cooperative, the Project Owner must submit a 
Cooperative Transfer Form to the Reserve prior to enrolling in the new cooperative. Reporting 
under the destination cooperative shall continue according to the guidance in Section 7.6.1.  

2.4 Environmental Best Management Practices 
The Grassland Protocol is intended to generate GHG reductions through the avoided 
conversion of grassland to cultivated cropland. The protocol also seeks to limit potential 
environmental harms caused by project activities through the requirements for regulatory 
compliance specified in Section 3.6. Environmental enhancements in addition to GHG 
reductions are beyond the scope of this document. However, the Reserve does strongly 
encourage Project Owners and Grassland Owners to adopt practices that provide additional 
benefits to the grassland ecosystem beyond the GHG reductions. Project Owners and 
Grassland Owners are encouraged to review and implement the appropriate recommendations 
for rangeland management developed by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Conservation Effects Assessment Project (2). 
It is furthermore recommended that best management practices relevant to the project area be 
included as terms of the conservation easement(s) and/or the GHG reduction rights contract. 
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3 Eligibility Rules 
Projects must fully satisfy the following eligibility rules in order to register with the Reserve. The 
criteria only apply to projects that meet the definition of a GHG reduction project (Section 2.2). 
 

Eligibility Rule I: Location → Conterminous U.S. and tribal areas 

Eligibility Rule II: Project Start Date → 
No more than 12 months prior to project 
submission 

  → 
Record a conservation easement or eligible 
transfer of ownership 

Eligibility Rule III: Additionality → Meet performance standard 

  → Exceed legal requirements 

  → 
Satisfy credit and payment stacking 
requirements 

Eligibility Rule IV: Project Crediting Period → 

Emission reductions may only be reported 
during the crediting period, up to a 
maximum of 50 years 

Eligibility Rule V: Permanence → 
Maintain stored carbon for at least 100 
years following issuance of CRTs 

  → 
Employ a Qualified Conservation Easement 
and Project Implementation Agreement 

Eligibility Rule VI: Regulatory Compliance → Compliance with all applicable laws 

Eligibility Rule VII: Rangeland Health → 
Periodic monitoring and adaptive 
management 

3.1 Location 
Only projects located in the conterminous United States and on U.S. tribal lands are eligible to 
register reductions with the Reserve under this protocol. All sources within the project boundary 
(Figure 4.1) must be located within the conterminous United States. Under this protocol, 
reductions from international projects are not eligible to register with the Reserve. Grassland 
projects in tribal areas must demonstrate that the land within the project area is owned by a tribe 
or private entities. Projects are not eligible on organic soils (histosols),10 including areas 
identified as wetlands or peatlands. 
 
In addition, the project area must be located on land whose particular combination(s) of Major 
Land Resource Area (MLRA), soil texture, and prior land use history would result in emissions 
of soil carbon in the baseline scenario. To be eligible, the grassland project must be able to 
generate emission reductions through project activities. This is determined by identifying the 
project strata following the guidance in Section 5.1. The project location is ineligible if there are 
no baseline emission reductions from soil organic carbon in the first 10-year emission factor 
period.11  

 
10 Wherever soil types or characteristics are referenced in this protocol, they shall be assumed to describe the upper 
20 cm soil layer, unless otherwise specified. 
11 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate document, 
Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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3.2 Project Start Date 
The project start date is defined as the date on which the project area is committed to the long-
term management and protection of grassland and therefore avoids conversion to cropland.  
 
Commitment to long-term management and protection of grassland must be demonstrated by 
one of the following: 
 

1. Submitting the project to the Reserve.12 Note that the project must meet the tests for 
additionality as of the project start date. Thus, this option is not applicable if the project is 
submitted after the recordation of a conservation easement covering the project area. 

2. Recordation of a conservation easement on the project area, with a provision to maintain 
the project area as grassland for the protection of soil carbon. The project start date is 
the date the easement was recorded. If an easement is amended to meet the 
requirements of a Qualified Conservation Easement (Section 3.5.1), the recordation date 
of the unamended easement may be used for purposes of determining the project start 
date. If the Project Owner intends to use the date of recordation of the amended 
easement as the project start date, they must be able to show that, prior to amendment, 
the original conservation easement would not have violated any provisions of the legal 
requirement test (Section 3.3.2). If the project area is protected through multiple 
easements, the date of recordation of the earliest easement will establish the project 
start date under this option. 

3. Transferring of property ownership to a public or private entity. The project start date is 
the date of property transfer. Projects are still required to record a conservation 
easement, as described above, prior to the initial registration. 

 
To be eligible, the project must be submitted to the Reserve no more than 12 months after the 
project start date.12  
 
Projects that have previously been submitted to and accepted by another offset project registry 
(transfer projects) may be eligible with a historical start date. Start date requirements for those 
projects are described in the Reserve Offset Program Manual.13 Projects may always be 
submitted for listing by the Reserve prior to their start date. 

3.3 Additionality 
The Reserve strives to register only projects that yield surplus GHG reductions that are 
additional to what would have occurred in the absence of a carbon offset market. 
 
Projects must satisfy the following criteria to be considered additional: 
 

1. The performance standard test 
2. The legal requirement test 
3. Limits on payment and credit stacking 

 
12 Projects are considered submitted when the Project Developer has fully completed and filed the appropriate Project 
Submittal Form, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 
13 Please refer to the most current version of the Reserve Offset Program Manual, available at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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3.3.1 The Performance Standard Test 

Projects pass the performance standard test by meeting a performance threshold, i.e,. a 
standard of performance applicable to all grassland projects, established by this protocol. The 
performance standard test is applied at the time a project applies for registration with the 
Reserve. The performance standard test for a grassland project has two parts: 
 

1. Financial threshold 
2. Suitability threshold 

3.3.1.1 Financial Threshold 

The Reserve has determined that there is a financial barrier to project activities due to the 
economic incentives to convert grassland to cropland. Rather than have each project 
demonstrate the existence of this barrier individually, the Reserve has developed a 
standardized threshold for financial additionality, referred to as the cropland premium. The 
cropland premium is determined as the percentage difference in the value (represented by land 
rental rates in $/acre) of cropland over pastureland in the county where the project is located. 
Project eligibility is based on the cropland premium for the county where the project is located, 
based on the conditions below: 
 

1. Projects in counties with a cropland premium greater than 100% are eligible without 
any discount for uncertainty 

2. Projects in counties with a cropland premium greater than 40% but less than 100% 
are eligible, but must apply a discount to their baseline emissions (see Section 5.2.4 
for a description of DFconv), unless the county can meet the requirements of step 4 

3. Projects in counties with a cropland premium less than 40% are not eligible, unless 
the project meets the requirements of step 4 

4. Projects in counties that meet the description of step 2 or step 3, or which are 
identified in the tables as having “No Data,” have the option to obtain a certified 
appraisal to determine a site-specific cropland premium, following the guidelines 
below for the appraisal process.  

 
If more than 10% of the project area is located in a particular county, then eligibility must be 
assessed separately for that county.14 If the county is not eligible, then that portion must be 
removed from the project area. If less than 10% of the project area is located in an ineligible 
county, that area may be included in the project area as long as it is physically contiguous with a 
portion of the project area which is located in an eligible county. A document and a spreadsheet 
with the eligibility status of each county are available from the Reserve website.15 A paper copy 
of this list will be provided upon request. The standardized financial threshold will be updated 
whenever new rental rate data are published by the NASS. The new table of county-specific 
parameters will be published prior to the date on which the new values become effective.16 
When new tables are published, guidance will be given regarding the effective date. Figure 3.1 
displays the county eligibility for projects submitted after December 31, 2019 (until such time as 
a new table and guidance are published by the Reserve). For counties that are identified as 

 
14 If this 10% threshold is exceeded only after an expansion of the project area per Section 2.2.1, the Project Owner 
must consult with the Reserve to determine whether the new project area is subject to an eligibility assessment 
separate from the existing project area. 
15 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate document, 
Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 
16 Typically, rental rate data are released in September, in which case the Reserve will publish a new table in October 
with an effective date of January 1 of the following year. However, this could change if the NASS adopts a different 
schedule for data release. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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having no data, a Project Owner may request that the Reserve examine the data for 
surrounding counties and determine whether the county may be considered eligible (and the 
appropriate value for DFconv, if applicable). Additional information regarding the development of 
this threshold can be found in Appendix A. 
 

 
Figure 3.1. County Eligibility Map for Projects Submitted after December 31, 2019 

 
Appraisal Option 

If using step 4 above, a project may satisfy the financial threshold if the Project Owner provides 
an up-to-date17 real estate appraisal for the project area (as defined in Section 2.2.1) indicating 
the following: 
 

1. The project area is suitable for conversion to cropland. The appraisal must clearly 
indicate how the physical characteristics of the project area are suitable for crop 
cultivation, including the particular crops expected to be grown.  

2. The appraisal must conform with the following minimum standards18: 
a. Appraisal reports shall be prepared and signed by a third-party, Licensed or 

Certified Real Estate Appraiser in good standing. 

b. Appraisal reports shall include descriptive photographs and maps of sufficient 
quality and detail to depict the subject property and any market data relied upon, 
including the relationship between the location of the subject property and the 

 
17 An appraisal will be considered “up-to-date” if it is finalized no more than12 months before or after the project start 
date. 
18 Adapted from Sections 5096.501 and 5096.517, Public Resources Code, State of California.  
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market data. The appraisal must provide a map that displays specific portions of 
the project area that are suitable for crop production. (For example, an appraisal 
that identified corn production as an alternative land use must specify the 
approximate acres suitable for both the crops and any related roads, buildings, or 
other infrastructure.) 

c. Appraisal reports shall include a complete description of the subject property 
land, site characteristics and improvements. Valuations based on a property’s 
development potential shall include: 

i. Verifiable data on the conversion potential of the land (e.g., Certificates of 
Compliance, Tentative Map, Final Map, approval for crop insurance, new 
breakings request form). 

ii. A description of what would be required for a conversion to cropland to 
proceed (e.g., legal entitlements, infrastructure). 

iii. Presentation of evidence that sufficient demand exists, or is likely to exist 
in the future, to provide market support for the conversion to cropland. 

iv. The appraisal must demonstrate that the slope of project area land is 
compatible with crop production by identifying two areas with similar 
average slope conditions to the project area within the project’s MLRA 
that are currently in crop cultivation.  

v. The appraisal must also provide: 
1. Evidence of soil suitability for the type of expected agricultural 

land use. 
2. Evidence of water availability for the type of expected agricultural 

land use. 

d. Appraisal reports shall include a statement by the appraiser indicating to what 
extent land title conditions were investigated and considered in the analysis and 
value conclusion. 

e. Appraisal reports shall include a discussion of implied dedication, prescriptive 
rights or other unrecorded rights that may affect value, indicating the extent of 
investigation, knowledge, or observation of conditions that might indicate 
evidence of public use.  

f. Appraisal reports shall include a separate valuation for ongoing grassland 
management prepared and signed by a certified or registered professional 
qualified in the field of specialty interest. This valuation shall be reviewed and 
approved by a second qualified, certified or registered professional, considered 
by the appraiser, and appended to the appraisal report. The valuation must 
identify and incorporate all legal constraints that could affect the valuation of the 
ongoing grassland management. 

g. The appraisal must be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice19 and the appraiser must meet the qualification 
standards outlined in the Internal Revenue Code, Section 170 (f)(11)(E)(ii).20 

 
19 The Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice may be accessed at: 
http://commerce.appraisalfoundation.org/html/2006%20USPAP/toc.htm 
20 Section 170 (f)(11)(E) of the Internal Revenue Code defines a qualified appraiser as “an individual who: 
(I) has earned an appraisal designation from a recognized professional appraiser organization or has otherwise met 
minimum education and experience requirements set forth in regulations prescribed by the Secretary,  
(II) regularly performs appraisals for which the individual receives compensation, and  
(III) meets such other requirements as may be prescribed by the Secretary in regulations or other guidance.” 

http://commerce.appraisalfoundation.org/html/2006%20USPAP/toc.htm
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3. The alternative land use for the project area has a higher market value than maintaining 
the project area for sustainable grassland management, such that it meets the financial 
additionality threshold. The appraisal for the property must provide an estimated fair 
market value for the rental rate (in US$ per acre per month) for the current grassland 
use condition of the project area (considering the land to be encumbered and thus 
unable to be converted to cropland) and an estimated fair market value of the rental rate 
for the anticipated use the project area as cropland. The appraisal must identify whether 
or not irrigation is considered in the valuation (or, alternatively, may provide estimations 
both with and without irrigation). The difference between the rental rate for cropland and 
the rental rate for grassland, divided by the rental rate for grassland, is the cropland 
premium for the project area. Eligibility is then determined according to the thresholds as 
outlined in the beginning of Section 3.3.1.1.  

 
If a project that has been registered using the appraisal option later applies to expand the 
project area, they must first consult with Reserve staff to determine if a new appraisal is needed 
for the expanded project area. 

3.3.1.2 Suitability Threshold 

The project area must be suitable for conversion to cropland. Suitability is demonstrated by 
determining the Land Capability Classification (LCC) for the soil map units that are contained 
within or intersect the project area. Soil map units and their corresponding characteristics, such 
as LCC, are defined in the Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO).21 The LCC is divided 
into eight classes of decreasing value as cropland, with LCC I-IV being considered generally 
suitable for cultivation (3). SSURGO contains LCC for both irrigated and non-irrigated land uses. 
The Project Owner shall refer to the non-irrigated LCC (NICC) to determine eligibility for the 
project area. If a Project Owner would like to use the irrigated LCC (ICC) for a project, they must 
provide evidence that the project area would have access (both legal and physical) to irrigation 
in the baseline scenario. The entire project area must be assessed using a single version of the 
LCC and a single suitability threshold. This can be demonstrated by one or more of the following 
methods, subject to the verifier’s professional judgment: 
 

▪ Comprehensive assessment of the existence of available groundwater,22 and the legal 
and economic feasibility of the Grassland Owner to access it from within the project area 

▪ Documentation of the current availability of water rights and/or permits for the project 
area on or around the project start date 

▪ Documentation of installation of new irrigation on lands within the project county within 
the 24 months prior to the project start date 

▪ Evidence of ongoing irrigation practice on other parcels within the county 
 
Grassland projects are generally only eligible on LCC I-IV soils, with allowances for a limited 
amount of LCC V-VI soils. LCC VII-VIII soils are not eligible for crediting. This protocol offers 
two options for determining the allowable amount of LCC V-VI soils in the project area: a default 
MLRA-specific threshold or an assessment of the LCC of local cropland. Project Owners may 
select either of the two options below. 
 

 
21 Additional background and details regarding SSURGO may be found at: 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/?cid=nrcs142p2_053627 (accessed 10/27/16). 
22 The groundwater assessment should be completed by an appropriately-trained professional, such as a 
Professional Geologist, Professional Engineer, or Certified Hydrogeologist. 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/?cid=nrcs142p2_053627
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If the project area is expanded at a later date, the suitability threshold is applied to the new, 
expanded project area as a whole. If the original suitability threshold was based on the ICC the 
project developer must demonstrate that the added land would have access to irrigation in the 
baseline scenario by either proving that the evidence for the initial project area applies to the 
expanded area or by providing additional evidence for the expanded area.  
 
Option 1: Default Land Capability Classification Threshold Based on Major Land 
Resource Area 

The Reserve has developed a table of default, MLRA-specific LCC thresholds. The specific 
default value for each MLRA is contained in the Grassland Project Parameters spreadsheet.23 
The percentage of cultivated land that is classified as NICC I-IV (rounded to the nearest whole 
number) represents the minimum allowable percentage of the project area for those land 
classes. For example, if the default value is 80%, the threshold for eligibility for that MLRA is 
80% NICC I-IV, allowing for up to 20% NICC V-VI. Please see Appendix A for a description of 
how these thresholds were derived. 
 
The default MLRA-specific thresholds are calculated using the NICC. Certain MLRAs with high 
levels of irrigation also have a default threshold provided based on the ICC. Project Owners 
have the option of applying the default NICC threshold, using the NICC values for their project 
area, or the default ICC threshold, using the ICC values for their project area. Use of the ICC 
values is subject to the requirements above to demonstrate access to irrigation in the baseline 
scenario. 
 
If the project area includes more than one MLRA, the appropriate threshold for Class I-IV soils 
shall be an area-weighted average of the MLRA-specific thresholds (e.g., if half of the project 
area is in a MLRA with a threshold of 80%, and the other half is in a MLRA with a threshold of 
70%, the overall threshold for the project area will be 75%). 
 
Option 2: Local Cropland Assessment 

In areas where the Project Owner believes that the option above does not accurately reflect the 
LCC of local cropland, a local assessment may be carried out. The assessment must include at 
least three actively-cultivated farms within 30 miles of the project area, with the total acreage of 
each farm being no less than the total acreage of the project area, and must include the entire 
area under cultivation for each property, excluding areas that are not used for crop cultivation. 
For each property the Project Owner shall identify the NICC of the soil map units, add up the 
acreage for each NICC across all properties in the assessment, and determine the percentage 
by area for NICC I-IV land. The fraction of cultivated land that is classified as NICC I-IV 
(rounded to the nearest whole number) represents the minimum allowable fraction of the project 
area for those land classes. This analysis may be conducted using the ICC values, in which 
case the Project Owner must follow the requirements above to demonstrate access to irrigation 
in the baseline scenario. Project Owners are strongly encouraged to consult with Reserve staff 
when conducting an assessment under this option. 

3.3.2 The Legal Requirement Test 

All projects are subject to a legal requirement test to ensure that the GHG reductions achieved 
by a project would not otherwise have occurred due to federal, state, or local regulations, or 

 
23 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate resource, 
Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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other legally binding mandates. The legal requirement test for grassland projects involves three 
parts to ensure the project activity is allowed but not compelled: 
 

1. There must be no federal, state, or local regulation for the project area to be maintained 
as grassland, either pre-existing or subsequent, or other pre-existing legally binding 
mandate, agreement, contract24, deed restriction or deeded encumbrance25 for the 
project area to be maintained as grassland (other than the easement that is enacted for 
the project); and, 

2. There must be no zoning, permitting, ownership, or other legal obstacle to the 
conversion of the project area to cropland; and, 

3. There must be no federal, state, or local regulation that would prohibit ongoing 
management of the project area as cropland. 

 
Parts 1 and 2 are assessed as of the project start date. Part 3 is assessed on an ongoing basis 
following the project start date. Voluntary agreements that can be rescinded, such as rental 
contracts, are not considered legal requirements. Temporary or emergency restrictions or 
regulations shall be assessed with regard to the legal requirement test so long as they 
constitute a legally binding mandate, as described in this section. If a temporary legal restriction 
would violate parts 1 and/or 2 above, the project may delay implementation until such time that 
the project may pass the legal requirement test. If a temporary legal restriction violates part 3 
above, the project is ineligible to receive CRTs for the period of time during which the regulation 
is effective. 
 
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) and Safe Harbor Agreements (SHAs) are voluntary 
agreements that shield landowners from certain liabilities under the Endangered Species Act. 
Agreements of this nature that were approved more than 6 months prior to the project’s start 
date are considered to be pre-existing legally binding agreements.26 Agreements of this nature 
that are approved no more than 6 months prior to the project’s start date and that satisfy Section 
3.3.2.1 are not considered pre-existing legally binding agreements for the purpose of the legal 
requirement test.27  
 
Any agreement that serves to generate credits or payments for ecosystem services derived 
from the land is subject to the eligibility requirements in Section 3.3.3. 
 

 
24 An agreement that can be enforced specifically, that is, where a party to the agreement (who is not participating as 
a “Grassland Owner”) can prevent the physical breaking of the grassland, is considered a binding legal requirement.  
25 Unless all parties with a potential claim to soil carbon ownership participate in the project as Grassland Owners, 
per Section 3.2, any pre-existing encumbrance or restriction or any other recorded agreement, must expressly and 
unequivocally assign soil carbon ownership and control to the participating Grassland Owner(s) and/or expressly 
permit the participating Grassland Owner(s) and Project Developer(s) to undertake a soil carbon offset project on the 
project area. Any subsequent legally binding agreement must be made subordinate to the PIA (if applicable) and 
project-related conservation easement; the terms of a subsequent legally binding agreement must not be 
incompatible with an AGC project. See Sections 2.3.2 and 3.5.1 for more information on eligibility requirements 
regarding title recordings and encumbrances. 
26 While voluntary in nature, the penalties for terminating HCPs or SHAs are such that they are effectively legally-
binding in the opinion of the Reserve. The allowance for agreements approved within 6 months of the project start 
date is based on the opinion that this represents a “concurrent” activity. 
27 While an agreement may not violate the legal requirement test, an easement or other deed restriction associated 

with the performance of that agreement may be a pre-existing legal requirement, and therefore disqualify certain 
portions, if not all, of the agreement area. See Section 3.3.2.1. 
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Deeded encumbrances, such as conservation easements, may effectively control soil carbon. 
Deeded encumbrances that are enacted prior to the project start date are considered legally 
binding mandates for the purposes of the legal requirement test.  
 
To satisfy the legal requirement test, the Project Owner must submit a signed Attestation of 
Voluntary Implementation form28 as part of the verification activities for the initial verification 
(see Section 8). In addition, the project’s Monitoring Plan (Section 6) must include procedures 
that the Project Owner follows to ascertain and demonstrate that the project at all times passes 
the legal requirement test. 

3.3.2.1 Requirements for Concurrent Legally Binding Agreements 

A Grassland Owner may concurrently enter into a legally binding agreement related to 
ecosystem services or protection on the project area, subject to Sections 3.3.2 for liability 
shielding agreements and/or Section 3.3.3 for ecosystem services or protection credit and 
payment stacking, under the following conditions. For liability shielding programs, i.e., HCPs 
and SHAs, an agreement is considered concurrently entered into if the legal agreement is 
approved no more than 6 months prior to the project start date. For credit and payment stacking 
programs, the agreement is considered concurrently entered into if the easement required by 
the ecosystem program serves both the ecosystem services program and the start date 
requirement of the Grassland Protocol.  
 
The Grassland Owner must ensure that the agreement, and/or the program under which the 
agreement is authorized, provides sufficiently clear language to demonstrate the legal 
additionality of the grassland project. Specifically, the agreement must make explicit that the 
Grassland Owner has the right to use the land covered by the agreement for the purposes of 
participating in a carbon offset market. The Reserve maintains the right to determine whether 
this issue is clear. 
 
For agreements that require land to be put under perpetual conservation easement, the 
easement may also serve the requirements of a grassland project so long as the easement 
conforms to the requirements of Section 3.2. For agreements that require at least one perpetual 
conservation easement but allow for multiple subsequent easements, each easement should be 
evaluated individually. If any easement does not conform to Section 3.2, the portion of the land 
covered by that easement is ineligible as a project area.  

3.3.3 Ecosystem Services Credit and Payment Stacking 

When multiple ecosystem services credits or payments are sought for a single activity on a 
single piece of land, with some temporal overlap between the different credits or payments, it is 
referred to as “credit stacking” or “payment stacking,” respectively (4). Under this protocol, credit 
stacking is defined as receiving both offset credits and other types of mitigation credits for the 
same activity on spatially overlapping areas (i.e., in the same acre). Mitigation credits are any 
instruments issued for the purpose of offsetting the environmental impacts of another entity, 
such as emissions of GHGs, removal of wetlands or discharge of pollutants into waterways, to 
name a few. Payment stacking is defined as issuing mitigation credits for a best management or 
conservation practice that is also funded by the government or other parties via grants, 
subsidies, payment, etc., on the same land.  
 

 
28 Attestation forms are available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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Any type of conservation or ecosystem service payment or credit received for activities on the 
project area must be disclosed by the Project Owner to the verification body and the Reserve on 
an ongoing basis. 

3.3.3.1 Credit Stacking 

The Reserve identified two mitigation credit market opportunities that need to be assessed as 
part of the eligibility of a grassland project. These markets credit the same activity on the same 
acreage as a grassland project: permanently conserving grassland.  
 
Endangered Species Habitat Credits 

Endangered species habitat credits can be generated through habitat conservation banks. 
These conservation banks are authorized under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) to restore, create or otherwise protect endangered species habitat (5). Section 10 allows 
landowner-developers to perform certain actions that would otherwise result in an illegal taking 
of an endangered species or its habitat under Section 9 of the ESA, provided that they receive 
and comply with an incidental take permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (FWS)29. The 
permit requires the landowner-developer to mitigate the negative impacts of the activity on the 
habitat, and may allow the landowner-developer to achieve this mitigation by purchasing – or 
generating – endangered species habitat credits from habitat conservation banks.  
 
In order to establish a conservation bank and generate endangered species credits, FWS 
requires landowner-bankers to enter into a conservation bank agreement with the FWS and 
other relevant government agencies, and to record a perpetual conservation easement on the 
land covered by the conservation bank. A Grassland Owner can concurrently seek the 
establishment of a conservation bank on the project area, but the Grassland Owner must 
ensure that both the conservation bank agreement and the perpetual easement provide 
sufficiently clear language to demonstrate the additionality of the grassland project, i.e., that 
potential revenues from the grassland project were considered at the time of the negotiation of 
both of these agreements.  
 
The date of the easement recordation is subject to the start date requirements in Section 3.2 
and the easement itself is subject to the easement requirements in Section 3.2. The 
conservation bank agreement is not considered to be a pre-existing legal requirement for the 
purposes of the legal requirement test so long as it satisfies Section 3.3.2.1. 
 
Furthermore, FWS specifies that land used to establish conservation banks must not be 
previously designated for conservation purposes.30 It is thus reasonable to assume that FWS 
would not approve a conservation bank and issue endangered species habitat credits to lands 
already engaged in a grassland project. However, it is ultimately the decision of FWS if such 
subsequent credit stacking is allowed. 
 
Wetland Credits 

Under the guidelines established for Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, developers may 
impact a wetland if those impacts are offset through the restoration, creation, enhancement or 
preservation of another wetland elsewhere. The Army Corps of Engineers-led Interagency 

 
29 U.S. Code Title 16, Chapter 35, §1539 - Exceptions (2009). 
30 Ibid. 
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Review Team (IRT)31 may issue a Department of Army permit to authorize such actions subject 
to the creation of a wetland mitigation bank.32 In some cases, wetland mitigation banks may 
include and credit the preservation of upland habitat that could be eligible under this protocol. 
 
Similar to conservation banks, the acreage covered by mitigation banks is required to be 
protected in perpetuity.33 A Grassland Owner can concurrently seek the establishment of a 
mitigation bank on the project area, but the Grassland Owner must ensure that both the 
mitigation bank agreement and the perpetual easement provide sufficiently clear language to 
demonstrate the additionality of the grassland project, i.e., that potential revenues from the 
grassland project were considered at the time of the negotiation of both of these agreements.  
 
The date of the easement recordation is subject to the start date requirements in Section 3.2 
and the easement itself is subject to the easement requirements in Section 3.2. The mitigation 
bank agreement is not considered to be a pre-existing legal requirement for the purposes of the 
legal requirement test so long as it satisfies Section 3.3.2.1. 
 
Furthermore, federal law states that under no circumstances may the same credits be used to 
provide mitigation for more than one permitted activity but that, where appropriate, mitigation 
banks may be designed to holistically address requirements under multiple programs and 
authorities for the same activity.34 It is then reasonable to assume that the IRT would not 
approve a mitigation bank and issue wetland credits to lands already engaged in a grassland 
project. However, it is ultimately the decision of the IRT if such subsequent credit stacking is 
allowed. 

3.3.3.2 Payment Stacking 

The Reserve has identified two general types of payments that support the grassland activities 
being credited under this protocol: “landscape-scale” payments and “enhancement” payments. 
The majority of these payments are available via programs implemented by the USDA NRCS. 
NRCS expressly allows the sale of environmental credits from enrolled lands,35 but does not 
provide any further guidance on ensuring the additional environmental benefit of any payment 
for ecosystem service stacked with an NRCS payment. 
 
Landscape-Scale Payments 

Landscape-scale payments generally come from land conservation programs that prevent 
grazing and pasture land from being converted into cropland, used for urban development, or 
developed for other non-grazing uses. Participants in these programs voluntarily limit future 
development of their land through the use of long-term contracts or easements, and payments 
are generally made based on the value of the land being protected. Thus, these payments are 
incentivizing the same project activity as this protocol. Examples of landscape-scale payments 
include: 
 

▪ NRCS Grasslands Reserve Program (2008 Farm Bill) 
▪ NRCS Conservation Reserve Program (2008 Farm Bill) 
▪ NRCS Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (2008 Farm Bill) 

 
31 The Army Corps of Engineers is the chair; other members can be EPA, FWs, NRCS, NOAA and other federal, 
state, tribal, and local agency representatives. 
32 Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33, Part 332 (33 CFR 332). 
33 33 CFR 332.3(h)(1)(v). 
34 33 CFR 332.3 (j)(1)(ii). 
35 Environmental Quality Incentives Program: 7 CFR §1466.36; CSP, 7 CFR §1470.37. 
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▪ NRCS Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (2014 Farm Bill) 
▪ Conservation easement support offered by non-governmental organizations such as 

Ducks Unlimited, The Nature Conservancy and the Trust for Public Land (which are 
often themselves funded by government programs) 

 
If a Grassland Owner concurrently seeks a landscape-scale payment on the project area, any 
easement or agreement on the project area is subject to the start date requirements in Section 
3.2 and the legal requirement test in Section 3.3.2. 
 
Furthermore, under the current rules of government funded programs the recordation of a new 
permanent conservation easement in order to initiate a grassland project would disqualify the 
lands from continued participation in any NRCS payment program.36 Therefore, the Reserve 
does not expect lands participating in such programs will have the opportunity to stack 
payments once the project easement has been recorded, or subsequently stack such payments. 
 
Because every available landscape-scale payment is not comprehensively addressed by the 
protocol at this time, the Project Owner must disclose any such payments to the verifier and the 
Reserve on an ongoing basis. The Reserve maintains the right to determine if payment stacking 
has occurred and whether or not it would impact project eligibility. 
 
Enhancement Payments 

Enhancement payments provide financial assistance to landowners in order to implement 
discrete conservation practices that address natural resource concerns and deliver 
environmental benefits. For government-funded enhancement payments, participants sign 
short-term contracts and receive annual cost-share payments specific to the conservation 
practice they have implemented. Examples of relevant enhancement payments include: 
 

▪ NRCS Environmental Quality Incentives Program (2014 Farm Bill) 
▪ NRCS Conservation Stewardship Program (2014 Farm Bill) 
▪ NRCS Continuous Conservation Reserve Program (2008 Farm Bill) 
▪ NRCS Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (2008 Farm Bill) 

 
The practices that are compensated for by the programs above can only occur on land that is 
being maintained as grassland; however the payment contracts do not purport to pay for the 
preservation of the grassland, only its enhancement. Furthermore, the programs do not, in 
practice, sufficiently incentivize the preservation of grassland, much less compensate for the 
permanent conservation of grassland. Because of this, Grassland Owners may pursue 
enhancement payments without restriction. 
 
Because every available enhancement payment is not comprehensively addressed by the 
protocol at this time, the Project Owner must still disclose any such payments to the verifier and 
the Reserve on an ongoing basis. 

3.4 Project Crediting Period 
The baseline for any grassland project registered under this protocol is valid for up to 50 years. 
This means that a registered grassland project is eligible to receive CRTs for GHG reductions 

 
36 Guidance on eligibility criteria for the CRP program, for both new enrollments and re-enrollments can be found 
here, respectively: 
http://www.fsa.usda.gov/Internet/FSA_File/gs43factsheet.pdf 
http://www.fsa.usda.gov/programs-and-services/conservation-programs/current-participants-general-public/index 

http://www.fsa.usda.gov/Internet/FSA_File/gs43factsheet.pdf
http://www.fsa.usda.gov/programs-and-services/conservation-programs/current-participants-general-public/index
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quantified using this protocol, and verified by Reserve-approved verification bodies, for a period 
of up to 50 years following the project’s start date. Certain strata may not generate baseline 
emissions for the full 50 years (as evidenced by a baseline emission factor for organic carbon 
loss equal to zero for a particular emission factor period), in which case the maximum crediting 
period is less than 50 years.  
 
In the case of project cooperatives, project crediting periods are tied to each individual 
grassland project within the cooperative and their respective start dates. Thus, unless all of the 
projects in the cooperative share the same start date, there is not a single crediting period 
applicable to the entire cooperative.  
 
In the case of project expansions, the entire project area will be bound to the existing project 
start date. However, the newly added project areas will only be eligible to receive credits 
beginning on the date the new portion of the project area became bound by the conservation 
easement or was transferred to the Grassland Owner, provided that this does not predate the 
reporting period during which the project area is expanded. In the latter case, the newly added 
project areas will be eligible to receive credits beginning with the reporting period start date 
during which the expansion took place.  
 
Projects may elect to end their crediting period at any time. Any CRTs that have been issued 
are subject to the permanence requirements described in Section 3.5. Any project that wishes to 
end its crediting period must notify the Reserve prior to the next monitoring or reporting 
deadline, as determined in Section 7.4. If a project chooses to end its crediting period, no future 
emission reductions may be reported. If a project would like to forgo credits for a period of time 
in order to delay verification, this is considered a zero-credit reporting period.37 

3.5 Requirements for Permanence 
To validly offset GHG emissions, the reversible emission reductions credited under this protocol 
must be permanent. An emission reduction is considered reversible if it is related to carbon 
which remains stored in a carbon pool, such as soil organic carbon. An example of a non-
reversible emission reduction on a grassland project would be the avoided N2O emissions 
related to baseline fertilizer use. For the purposes of this protocol, an emission reduction is 
considered “permanent” if the quantity of carbon associated with that reduction is stored for at 
least 100 years following the issuance of a credit for that reduction. Once an emission reduction 
is considered permanent, it is no longer considered reversible. For example, if CRTs are issued 
to a grassland project in year 24 following its start date, soil carbon in the project area must be 
maintained through at least year 124. To meet this requirement, Project Owners must monitor 
and verify a grassland project for a minimum period of 100 years following the issuance of any 
CRT for GHG reductions achieved by the project, unless the project is terminated. Failure to 
maintain ongoing monitoring and verification may result in the automatic termination of the 
project. Note that this means that monitoring and verification for a project must continue even 
after the end of the project’s crediting period. The period of time after the project crediting period 
has ended and before the minimum time commitment has been met is referred to as the 
“permanence period”. 
 
If carbon is released before the end of the 100-year period after a CRT is issued, the release is 
termed a “reversal”. A reversal occurs if stored carbon is actually released through a 
disturbance of the project area, or is deemed to be released through termination of the project 

 
37 See the Reserve Offset Program Manual, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-
manual/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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or a portion of the project. Reversals may impact only a portion of the project area or the entire 
project area. 
 
This protocol distinguishes between two categories of reversals, avoidable and unavoidable, 
and specifies separate remedies for each. Many biological and non-biological agents, both 
natural and human-induced, can cause reversals. Some of these agents cannot completely be 
controlled (and are therefore “unavoidable”), such as natural agents like fire, insects, and wind. 
This protocol also takes into consideration the extent to which a Project Owner has contributed 
towards the reversal through negligence, gross negligence or willful intent. Thus reversals 
caused by biological agents, where the Project Owner has not contributed to the reversal 
through negligence, gross negligence or willful intent, are considered unavoidable.  
 
An avoidable reversal occurs if: 
 

1. The Project Owner voluntarily terminates the project prior to the end of the 100-year time 
commitment. A Project Owner may voluntarily terminate the entire project, or a portion of 
the project area. If only a portion is terminated, then the reversal is considered to affect 
only the terminated area.  

2. There is a breach of certain terms described within the Project Implementation 
Agreement (see Section 3.5.2, below). Such a breach results in the entire project being 
automatically terminated. 

3. The Project Owner prematurely ceases ongoing monitoring and verification activities. 
Monitoring, reporting, and verification requirements are described in Sections 6, 7, and 
8. Cessation of monitoring and verification results in the entire project being 
automatically terminated.  

4. Any activity occurs on the project area that leads to a significant disruption of soil 
carbon. Examples include, but are not limited to, cropping activities (conversion to 
cropland), eminent domain, mining or drilling activities, or installation of wind turbines. In 
most cases, such disturbances would not constitute a reversal on the entire project area. 

5. A natural disturbance occurs to the soil carbon in the project area, and the Reserve 
determines that the disturbance is attributable to the Grassland Owner’s or Project 
Owner’s negligence, gross negligence, or intentional mismanagement of the project area 
as grassland. 

 
Avoidable reversals must be communicated to the Reserve and compensated for by the Project 
Owner, as prescribed in Section 5.4. 
 
To ensure that the permanence obligations are guaranteed for the duration of the minimum time 
commitment, projects are required to employ a Qualified Conservation Easement (QCE) 
(Section 3.5.1) and a Project Implementation Agreement (Section 3.5.2). 
 
For the purposes of this protocol, both QCEs and the PIA must be effective for 100 years 
following the issuance of CRTs. However, it may be the case that state law for the project area 
places limitations on the term length for contracts of this sort. For example, in North Dakota, 
property easements and restrictions are subject to a maximum limit of 99 years.38 CRTs will only 
be issued for periods of time for which the required easement(s) are effective for at least 100 
years following the year in which the emission reduction was generated. For projects where 

 
38 North Dakota Century Code §47-05-02.1, Requirements of easements, servitudes, or nonappurtenant restrictions 
on the use of real property. Accessible at: http://www.legis.nd.gov/cencode/t47.html.  

http://www.legis.nd.gov/cencode/t47.html
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length of property restrictions is limited by state law, CRTs issued for any given reporting period 
shall be held by the Reserve for a period of time based on the contract length. These CRTs 
shall be released following a subsequent renewal of the property restrictions such that the 
restrictions are effective through a date that is at least 100 years after the end of the relevant 
reporting period. 
 
For example, if a verification period covers two 12-month reporting periods, and a 99-year 
easement is recorded at the end of the verification period, CRTs will only be issued for the first 
reporting period. CRTs for the second reporting period shall be withheld until such time as the 
easement is rerecorded, thus ensuring permanence for at least 100 years from the end of the 
second reporting period. 

3.5.1 Qualified Conservation Easements 

A conservation easement is required for all grassland projects. The area bound by the 
conservation easement does not need to match the project area. However, the entire project 
area must be included in the area of the conservation easement. A Qualified Conservation 
Easement (QCE) is one whose terms prevent the conversion of the project area from grassland 
to another land use, such that avoidable reversals are sufficiently precluded as long as the 
easement is enforced. For example, whereas a basic conservation easement may only restrict 
the subdivision and/or development of the project area, a QCE would also restrict activities such 
as plowing and farming, which could release carbon stored in the soil. The QCE may allow for 
other activities, such as road or building construction, on the land bound by the easement. 
However, insofar as these activities would result in a land use other than grassland, the areas 
where they are allowed should be specified in the QCE and subsequently excluded from the 
project area in order to avoid the occurrence of a reversal due to such activities. Additionally, 
the QCE may make reference to the carbon project and simply specify that any non-grassland 
land use must occur outside of the specified project area. The language of the QCE should be 
sufficiently clear to reasonably prevent cultivation on the entire project area. 
 
All QCEs must include a statement indicating that the easement is granted pursuant to the state 
enabling statute for conservation easements for the state in which the project is located (e.g., 
California Civil Code Section 815). There are additional provisions for project conservation 
easements that the Reserve strongly encourages, but does not require. For enhanced 
transparency and legal clarity, the conservation easement should explicitly 1) refer to, and 
incorporate by reference, the terms and conditions of the PIA and the GHG reduction rights 
agreement, thereby binding both the grantor and grantee – as well as their subsequent 
assignees – to the terms of the agreements for the full duration of the grassland project’s 
minimum time commitment, as defined in Section 3.5 of this protocol; and 2) make all future 
encumbrances and deeds subject to the PIA.39 It is also recommended that the QCE 
incorporate and require environmental best management practices for rangeland management 
(Section 2.4). 

3.5.2 Project Implementation Agreement 

Permanence obligations must be guaranteed through a legal agreement that obligates the 
Project Owner to conduct monitoring activities on the project area for the required period of 100 
years following CRT issuance, and to compensate for avoidable reversals that occur during that 
period. For grassland projects this agreement is known as the Project Implementation 

 
39 The approach to subordination of the PIA will impact the project’s contribution to the risk buffer pool, as described 
in Section 5.4.3. 
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Agreement.40 Requirements for monitoring and reporting activities during the permanence 
period are detailed in Section 7.5. 
 
The PIA is an agreement between the Reserve and a Project Owner setting forth: (i) the Project 
Owner’s obligation (and the obligation of its successors and assigns) to comply with the 
Grassland Protocol, and (ii) the rights and remedies of the Reserve in the event of any failure of 
the Project Owner to comply with its obligations. The PIA must be signed by the Project Owner 
before a project can be registered with the Reserve. The PIA is executed and submitted after 
the Reserve has reviewed the verification documents and is otherwise ready to register the 
project. It is not possible to terminate the PIA for only a portion of the project area; however an 
amended PIA may be executed that reflects a change to the project area as provided for by the 
exceptions to the minimum time commitment at the beginning of this section. The PIA is also 
amended at each subsequent verification in order to extend the term of applicability. 
 
There are two types of PIAs available to a grassland Project Owner: 
 

Contract PIA 

A Contract PIA is a contract between the Project Owner and Reserve whereby the Project 
Owner agrees to the requirements of the protocol, including but not limited to monitoring, 
verification, and compensating for reversals. The PIA does not restrict the transferability of 
the specific CRTs issued, but does hold the Project Owner to the compensation 
requirements of Section 5.4. By the terms of the PIA, the contract is satisfied upon the 
Project Owner’s full performance of the requirements of this protocol (i.e., monitoring and 
verifying permanence for 100 years following CRT issuance). The PIA is executed at the 
completion of the initial project verification, and then amended at the completion of each 
subsequent verification (prior to or at the time of CRT issuance). The Contract PIA is not a 
public document. 
 
Recorded PIA 

In the case where the Project Owner is the Grassland Owner, or where the Grassland 
Owner is willing to record the PIA on the deed to the property, the Project Owner may 
employ a Recorded PIA. This is a contract between the Project Owner and the Reserve 
that is recorded on the deed to the property and binds the Project Owner and Grassland 
Owner to the terms of the protocol. This version of the PIA does not grant the Reserve a 
security interest, but rather grants the Reserve the ability to enforce the protocol 
requirements on the project area. The Recorded PIA is publicly available from the records 
office of the county in which the project is located. 

3.6 Regulatory Compliance 
As a final eligibility requirement, Project Owners must attest that project activities do not cause 
material violations of applicable laws (e.g., air, water quality, safety, etc.). To satisfy this 
requirement, Project Owners must submit a signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form41 
prior to the commencement of verification activities each time the project is verified. Project 
Owners are also required to disclose in writing to the verifier any and all instances of legal 
violations – material or otherwise – caused by the project activities. Where a temporary or 

 
40 The template PIA is available on the Grassland Protocol webpage: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 
41 Attestation forms are available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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emergency restriction or regulation is in force during the reporting period, it shall be included in 
the assessment of the project’s regulatory compliance. 
 
A violation should be considered to be “caused” by project activities if it can be reasonably 
argued that the violation would not have occurred in the absence of the project activities. If there 
is any question of causality, the Project Owner shall disclose the violation to the verifier.  
 
If a verifier finds that project activities have caused a material violation, then CRTs will not be 
issued for GHG reductions that occurred during the period(s) when the violation occurred. 
Individual violations due to administrative or reporting issues, or due to “acts of nature,” are not 
considered material and do not affect CRT crediting. However, recurrent administrative or 
reporting violations directly related to project activities may affect crediting, especially if related 
to negligence or intent on the part of the Project Owner or Grassland Owner. Verifiers must 
determine if recurrent violations rise to the level of materiality. If the verifier is unable to assess 
the materiality of the violation, then the verifier shall consult with the Reserve. 

3.7 Ecosystem Health 
Grassland project areas, regardless of location or management, are subject to forces that could 
degrade the grassland ecosystem and potentially cause the land to transition to a different 
landscape type, even in the absence of a single disturbance event. Such degradation or 
landscape transition not only has the potential to negatively impact the belowground carbon 
stocks (thus jeopardizing the integrity of the project quantification), but may also lead to 
eventual conversion of the project area to a land use other than grassland (e.g., dense 
shrubland, forest, bare soil, etc.). Project activities such as livestock grazing or recreation could 
also lead to impaired rangeland health, if not properly managed. Projects that are located 
adjacent to land that has already been converted to cropland or development may also be 
subject to a higher risk of rangeland health impairment due to encroachment of invasive species 
or increased grazing/foraging by wild animals whose habitat has been constrained by land 
conversion. The Reserve does not seek to prescribe specific land management activities. 
Rather, the intent of this section is to encourage thoughtful and proactive land management to 
maintain and/or improve rangeland health. 
 
In order to protect against long term degradation of the project area, periodic assessments of 
rangeland health42 must be conducted according to the guidance contained in Section 6.4. If a 
project area is expanded to include land with an Ecological Site Description that differs from the 
original project area, the rangeland health assessment must be updated to incorporate the initial 
health condition metrics of the new project area. For any metrics that are determined to display 
“moderate” departure from the reference condition, the Project Owner must document how the 
land management will be adapted to address these deficiencies. If the assessment determines 
that the project area exhibits greater than “moderate” departure from the defined reference 
condition for any metric, the Project Owner must not only show a plan for management 
adaptation, but must also show improvement in that metric at the subsequent rangeland health 
assessment. 
 
If projects that are required to improve rangeland health fail to do so at the subsequent 
assessment, the Reserve will determine whether the degradation was avoidable or unavoidable. 
Avoidable degradation could lead to ineligibility for the current reporting period, resulting in no 
CRTs being issued for that period. If the continued degradation is determined to be 

 
42 Additional details regarding the U.S. Federal Government’s multi-agency program for assessing Rangeland Health 
can be found at: http://jornada.nmsu.edu/monit-assess/manuals/assessment (accessed 10/14/16). 

http://jornada.nmsu.edu/monit-assess/manuals/assessment
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unavoidable, the project may still receive CRTs for the reporting period, but must abide by the 
requirements of the previous paragraph to implement new management approaches to improve 
rangeland health. 
 
In cases where there is a rangeland health assessment showing greater than moderate 
departure from the reference condition for one or more metrics, the Reserve will consult with 
rangeland health experts to determine whether the degradation is sufficiently significant to 
warrant the determination that a reversal has occurred. In cases where is the Reserve 
determines that a reversal has occurred, the requirements of Section 5.4 regarding avoidable 
and unavoidable reversals shall apply. 
 
The requirements of this section may be satisfied through alternative assessment methods with 
written approval from the Reserve (See section 6.4 for alternatives). 
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4 The GHG Assessment Boundary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary delineates the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs) 
that must be assessed in order to determine the net change in emissions caused by an avoided 
conversion of grasslands project.43 The GHG Assessment Boundary encompasses all of the 
GHG SSRs that may be significantly affected by project activities, including biological CO2 

emissions and soil carbon sinks and sources of N2O. 
 
Figure 4.1 illustrates all relevant GHG SSRs associated with grassland project activities and 
delineates the GHG Assessment Boundary. 
 
Table 4.1 provides greater detail on each SSR and justification for the inclusion or exclusion of 
certain SSRs and gases from the GHG Assessment Boundary. The SSRs that are marked with 
“(R)” represent those for which baseline emissions are reversible, and thus subject to the 
requirements for permanence in Section 3.5. 
 

 
Figure 4.1. General Illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary 

 
43 The definition and assessment of sources, sinks, and reservoirs is consistent with ISO 14064-2 guidance. 
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Table 4.1. Description of All Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

SSR Source Description Gas 
Included (I), 

Optional (O), or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

1 Soil organic carbon CO2 I 
Default emission 
factor modeled 
using DAYCENT 

Emissions from the loss of 
soil organic carbon are a 
primary effect and major 
emission source in the 
baseline. Reversible. 

2 Belowground biomass CO2 I 
Default factor 
modeled using 
DAYCENT 

Emissions from the loss of 
below-ground biomass are a 
primary effect and major 
emission source in the 
baseline. Reversible. 

3 
Soil nitrogen dynamics and 
fertilization 

N2O I 

Baseline: 
Default emission 
factors modeled 
using DAYCENT 
Project: 
Calculated 
based on 
monitored data 

Direct and indirect N2O 
emissions from conversion 
activities, soil processes and 
fertilization can be significant 
in the baseline. 
 
Direct and indirect N2O 
emissions from fertilization 
can be significant in the 
project scenario, if applicable. 

4 
Agricultural equipment from 
site preparation and ongoing 
operations 

CO2 I* 

Baseline: 
Default emission 
factor 
Project: 
Calculated 
based on 
monitored data 

Fossil fuel emissions from 
equipment used for 
conversion site preparation 
and ongoing field operations 
(tillage, fertilization, etc.) may 
be significant in the baseline.  
* Associated emission 
reductions excluded in 
jurisdictions where these 
emissions are subject to a 
binding cap (e.g., California). 
 
Fossil fuel and electricity 
emissions from equipment 
used for grassland 
management may be 
significant in the project 
scenario. 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission 
source is assumed to be very 
small.  

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission 
source is assumed to be very 
small.  

5 Burning CO2 E N/A 

CO2 emissions due to grass 
biomass burning are 
considered biogenic and thus 
are excluded from the project 
boundary. 
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SSR Source Description Gas 
Included (I), 

Optional (O), or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

CH4 I 
Calculated 
based on 
monitored data 

When grass biomass is 
burned, a portion of the 
carbon is released as CH4. 
Depending on the area 
burned, this could be a 
significant source of project 
emissions. 

N2O I 
Calculated 
based on 
monitored data 

When grass biomass is 
burned, a portion of the 
carbon is released as N2O. 
Depending on the area 
burned, this could be a 
significant source of project 
emissions. 

6 Grazing 

CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, as this is not a 
significant source of 
emissions. Additionally, any 
CO2 emissions from grazing 
would be considered 
biogenic. 

CH4 I 
Calculated 
based on 
monitored data 

Grazing livestock in the 
project scenario produces 
potentially significant 
quantities of CH4 through the 
decomposition of manure, as 
well as enteric fermentation. 

N2O I 
Calculated 
based on 
monitored data 

Grazing livestock in the 
project scenario produces 
potentially significant 
quantities of N2O through the 
decomposition of manure. 

7 Irrigation 

CO2 I 
Calculated 
based on 
monitored data 

Emissions from equipment 
used for grassland 
management may be 
significant in the project 
scenario. 

CH4 E N/A 
No significant CH4 emissions 
related to irrigation of the 
project area are expected. 

N2O I 
Calculated 
based on 
monitored data 

Indirect N2O emissions from 
irrigation can be significant in 
the project scenario, where 
livestock grazing and/or 
fertilizer application occurs. 

8 Aboveground shrub biomass CO2 E N/A  

Emissions from the loss of 
above-ground shrub biomass 
can be a significant emission 
source in the baseline for 
certain projects. Exclusion is 
conservative. 
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SSR Source Description Gas 
Included (I), 

Optional (O), or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

9 Aboveground tree biomass CO2 E N/A 

Trees may hold a significant 
amount of biomass, but the 
fate of that carbon after 
conversion is uncertain, 
depending upon the volume 
of wood, the species, and the 
accessibility of mills. This 
protocol conservatively 
excludes tree biomass from 
the baseline emissions 
calculations. 

10 
Aboveground non-woody 
biomass 

CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, as the permanent 
pool is assumed to be very 
small, despite seasonal 
fluxes. The exclusion is 
conservative. 

11 Soil inorganic carbon CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, as this source is 
not included in the baseline 
modeling. The exclusion is 
conservative. 

12 Dead wood CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, as this emission 
source is assumed to be very 
small. The exclusion is 
conservative. 

13 Wood products CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, as this emission 
source is assumed to be very 
small. The exclusion is 
conservative. 

14 Litter CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, as this emission 
source is assumed to be very 
small. The exclusion is 
conservative. 

15 Liming CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, as the direction 
and magnitude of this 
emission source is uncertain. 
Current IPCC emission 
factors treat liming as an 
emission source, whereas 
current USDA quantification 
methodologies treat it as a 
net sink (6) (7).  
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5 Quantifying GHG Emission Reductions 
GHG emission reductions from an avoided grassland conversion project are quantified by 
comparing actual project emissions to the calculated baseline emissions. Baseline emissions 
are an estimate of the GHG emissions from sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary 
(see Section 4) that would have occurred in the absence of the project. In the case of grassland 
projects, the baseline emissions include the loss of belowground organic carbon through 
conversion to cropland, as well as the GHG emissions from crop production. Project emissions 
are actual GHG emissions that occur at sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary. Project 
emissions include GHG emissions from grassland maintenance and grazing, as well as any 
leakage of baseline conversion activities. Project emissions must be subtracted from the 
baseline emissions to quantify the project’s total net GHG emission reductions (Equation 5.1).  
 
Quantification of baseline emissions is done through the use of default emission factors 
developed through a probabilistic composite modeling approach. This approach greatly 
simplifies the quantification and monitoring of grassland projects, as compared to an approach 
based on site-specific sampling and modeling. Additional discussion of this approach can be 
found in Appendix B. 
 
Timelines for quantifying and reporting GHG emission reductions are detailed in Section 7.4. 
Project Owners may choose to quantify and verify GHG emission reductions on a more frequent 
basis if they desire. The length of time over which GHG emission reductions are periodically 
quantified is called the “reporting period.” The length of time over which GHG emission 
reductions are verified is called the “verification period.” Under this protocol, a verification period 
may cover multiple reporting periods (see Section 7.4).  
 
As of this writing, the Reserve relies on values for global warming potential (GWP) of non-CO2 
GHGs published in the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (2007).44 The values relevant for this protocol are provided in Table 5.1, below. These 
values are to be used for all grassland projects unless and until the Reserve issues written 
guidance to the contrary. 
 

Table 5.1. 100-year Global Warming Potential for Non-CO2 GHGs 

Non-CO2 GHG 100-Year GWP (CO2e) 

Methane (CH4) 25 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 298 

 
For project cooperatives, the quantification of emission reductions is carried out separately for 
each individual project. The cooperative structure does not change the quantification 
methodology contained within this section. To report the total results for the cooperative, the 
Cooperative Developer shall sum the results of Equation 5.1 for each project in the cooperative. 
However, it should be noted that CRTs are serialized and issued to individual projects, rather 
than the cooperative. 
 

 
44 Available here: https://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/publications_and_data_reports.shtml.  

https://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/publications_and_data_reports.shtml
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Figure 5.1. Organization of Quantification for Grassland Projects 

 

Equation 5.1. GHG Emission Reductions 

𝑬𝑹 = 𝑩𝑬 − 𝑷𝑬 

Where, 
 

  Units 

ER = Total emission reductions for the reporting period tCO2e 

BE = Total baseline emissions for the reporting period, from all SSRs in the GHG 
Assessment Boundary (as calculated in Section 5.1) 

tCO2e 

PE = Total project emissions for the reporting period, from all SSRs in the GHG 
Assessment Boundary (as calculated in Section 5.3) 

tCO2e 

5.1 Stratification 
For the purposes of this protocol, the U.S. has been stratified in order to enable the 
development of baseline and project emissions estimates that correspond to local soil 
conditions, climatic conditions, starting condition, and agricultural practices. A stratum 
represents a unique combination of these variables. All baseline and project modeling has been 
performed at the stratum level, enabling the resulting emissions estimates to represent relatively 
fine distinctions in the primary drivers of variation in emissions. In total, this protocol establishes 
emissions estimates for 1,002 total strata within the U.S. By stratifying the country in this 
manner, the emissions estimates used in this protocol provide greater local accuracy and 
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representation than would emission estimates generated at a national scale or with fewer 
variables. These variables act as filters that bring greater specificity to the emissions estimates 
by more precisely estimating the conditions of the project. Land is first broken down by climate 
and geography, then further delineated by the major soil type and texture, and finally evaluated 
based on the previous land use. 
 
For large projects, the project area may cover more than one stratum. In these instances, the 
project itself shall be divided up on an acreage basis into all appropriate strata. Instructions for 
identifying and calculating acreage in each stratum are provided in Section 5.1.4. All 
calculations shall be performed at the stratum level and summed to the project level where 
indicated.  
 
The following variables are used to stratify the U.S., and shall be used to determine the 
appropriate stratum for a project or project area: 
 

▪ Geography and associated climate 
▪ Soil texture 
▪ Previous land use 

 
Each project shall be evaluated on the basis of each of these variables to determine its 
appropriate stratum, or strata, should its area contain multiple strata. The following sections 
provide guidance on determining the appropriate stratum for any parcel or portion of the project 
area.  

5.1.1 Geography and Associated Climate 

The first level of stratification used in this protocol delineates land based on its geography and 
associated climate, due to these factors’ important influence over carbon pools and sources in 
both natural and managed ecosystems (6). Regional climate and geographic conditions are 
determined through the use of Major Land Resource Area designations, as defined by the 
USDA NRCS (9). These designations are used for a variety of policy and planning decisions, as 
they represent information about land suitability for farming and other purposes. As such, they 
constitute a land area that has similar physical and climatic characteristics. In total, there are 
approximately 280 MLRAs in the U.S. However, some of these MLRAs contain very little 
cropland or grassland feasible for conversion. Appendix B provides an overview of the 
methodology used to screen out certain MLRAs based on the absence of significant areas of 
grassland or cropland, and constraints on data availability and modeling confidence. 
 
The USDA NRCS makes available tools for the geographic identification of MLRAs.45  

5.1.2 Soil Texture 

Soil texture has a significant impact on land productivity and carbon dynamics through 
influences on soil fertility and water balance and on soil organic matter stabilization processes 
(8). Accordingly, the second level of stratification requires differentiating by soil texture. While 
successively finer delineations of soil type and texture would yield greater precision, this 
protocol limits the stratification of soils into three major classes of surface soil texture as defined 
by USDA. These are: 
 

 
45 MLRA geographic data are available at: 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/geo/?cid=nrcs142p2_053624. 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/geo/?cid=nrcs142p2_053624
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▪ Coarse 
▪ Medium 
▪ Fine 

 
Table 5.2 explains how these three categories can be mapped to the various soil surface 
textures as they are listed in the soil database. 

5.1.3 Previous Land Use 

Initial carbon pools at project commencement are significantly influenced by previous land uses. 
Additionally, soil quality at project initiation influences nutrient inputs and farming practices in 
the baseline scenario. Because this protocol allows for the avoided conversion of grasslands 
with somewhat varied histories, the third level of stratification requires grasslands to be 
delimited by the duration of time the project area has been in a grassland state. This protocol 
defines the following two categories for grasslands: 
 

▪ Greater than 10, but less than 30 years continuous grassland 
▪ Greater than 30 years continuous, long-term permanent grassland 

 
Per Section 3.1, all lands enrolled under this protocol must have been in a documented 
grassland or pastureland state for at least 10 years prior to project commencement. This 
requirement is necessary to ensure the validity of the baseline soil carbon emission factors. 
Areas that have exceeded 30 years of pre-project grassland cover are classified in a different 
stratum. 
 
The Project Owner must document that the project site meets the definition of grassland as of 
the project start date. This may be done through a site visit by the verifier, or through other 
sources of evidence. Project Owners can use a wide variety of types of evidence, subject to 
review by the verifier. Evidence must cover every year that the land is asserted to have been 
grassland. It is easier for a verifier to confirm that the project area was in grasslands when the 
Project Owner provides evidence that is as specific and objective as possible. The list below 
contains examples of evidence that may be employed to document land use of the project area 
for a given period of time.  
 
Each piece of evidence must be corroborated by another piece of evidence of a different type. 
For example, if a Project Owner provides satellite data indicating grassland as the land cover on 
the project area for a given year, at least one additional form of documentation (such as a 
contract or an affidavit) is required for corroboration. Evidence cannot be corroborated by other 
evidence of the same type (e.g., satellite evidence cannot be corroborated by other satellite 
evidence). All land use evidence shall be subject to review and approval by the verifier.  
 
Examples of evidence demonstrating land use history: 
 
▪ Site visit by the verifier (applies only to the relevant reporting period) 
▪ Time-referenced photos of the project area taken during the relevant year(s) (applies to the 

areas that can reasonably be assessed with these photos) 
▪ Time-referenced aerial photos taken during the relevant year(s) 
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▪ Satellite data products, such as the Cropland Data Layer (CDL)46, National Land Cover 
Database,47 or MODIS Enhanced Vegetative Index48  

▪ Continuous Vegetation Cover Report developed by the Rangeland Analysis Platform 
demonstrating the permanence of annual and perennial forb & grass cover49 

▪ Contract(s) covering the relevant year(s) whose terms would require that the project 
area be grassland, but that would not cause the project to fail the legal requirement test 
(e.g., grazing leases or haying contracts) 

▪ Tax records that indicate the land use during the relevant year(s) 
▪ Notarized affidavit(s) from unrelated and unaffiliated parties attesting to the land use in 

the relevant year(s) 
▪ Notarized affidavit from the Grassland Owner(s) attesting to the land use in the relevant 

year(s) 
▪ Other official records submitted to or generated by a government agency that would 

indicate the land use or management during the relevant year(s) 
▪ Easement monitoring reports applicable to the totality of the relevant reporting 

period(s)50 and developed by the Grantee  
 
This list is not meant to be comprehensive. The Project Owner may employ alternative 
approaches to monitoring land use on the project area, subject to review by the verifier. The 
evidence provided to satisfy this requirement must be sufficient to provide reasonable 
assurance as to the nature of the land use during the relevant time period. The Reserve has 
developed a companion document to this protocol, the Grassland Project Handbook, that 
provides further detail and discussion of the various options for satisfying the requirements of 
this section.51 

5.1.4 Stratum Identification and Measurement 

In total, this protocol stratifies the U.S. into 1,674 unique strata based on the three variables 
previously discussed (although emission factors were only able to be generated for 1,002 strata; 
see Appendix B for further details). Box 5.1 describes the method for naming each individual 
stratum. These names are then used in the companion tables for default parameters provided 
for each stratum.52 
 

 
46 The Cropland Data Layer is a free remote sensing product developed and provided by the USDA National 
Agricultural Statistics Service. The data are available online at: http://nassgeodata.gmu.edu/CropScape/. 
47 The NLCD is a free remote sensing product provided by the Multi-Resolution Land Characteristics Consortium. The 
data are released every 5 years and is available online at: http://www.mrlc.gov/.  
48 MODIS data are provided by NASA and the USGS. Information regarding MOD13Q1 (the 16-day 250m global 
vegetation indices) is online at: https://lpdaac.usgs.gov/products/modis_products_table/mod13q1.  
49 The Continuous Vegetation Cover report can be generated by accessing https://rangelands.app and uploading a 
zip file of the project area to the service. These reports are only available for the Western United States.  
50 See this example for clarification: if a reporting period covers from January 1 to December 31 of one year and the 
easement monitoring report was issued on March of that year, the monitoring report cannot justify grassland 
permanence after March.  
51 The Grassland Project Handbook is available for download from the Reserve website at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. This handbook will be updated periodically. 
52 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate document, 
Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://nassgeodata.gmu.edu/CropScape/
http://www.mrlc.gov/
https://lpdaac.usgs.gov/products/modis_products_table/mod13q1
https://rangelands.app/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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Box 5.1. Stratum Naming Convention 

 
Name format: X_Y_Z 
 

Where, Range of Values 

X  = Numbered designation of the MLRA in which the stratum is found 1 – 278 

Y  = Soil texture classification coarse, medium, or fine 

Z  = Minimum year threshold for the previous land use 10 or 30 

   

EXAMPLES: 

 
Stratum MLRA 

Soil 
Texture 

Previous Land Use 

1_Medium_10 1 - Northern 
Pacific Coast 
Range, Foothills, 
and Valleys 

Medium Greater than 10, but less than 30 years 
continuous grassland or pastureland 

150A_Fine_30 150A - Gulf Coast 
Prairies 

Fine Greater than 30 years continuous, long-
term permanent grassland or pastureland 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Most quantification in this protocol is conducted at the stratum level. Equations require inputs in 
the form of total acreage within each stratum, and use of stratum-specific emission factors for 
various carbon pools and emissions sources. Project Owners must prepare a georeferenced 
map file that contains the entire project area, excluding any portion of the project parcels not 
legally permitted to be converted due to buffer restrictions53 or other requirements.  
 
Data from the Soil Survey Geographic Database must be used to identify the acres of the 
stratum for each soil texture class. It is recommended that Project Owners utilize the NRCS 
Web Soil Survey application (WSS),54 which is a user-friendly tool for accessing data from 
SSURGO. SSURGO data are also available for direct download from the USDA NRCS 
Geospatial Data Gateway.55 If an alternate source of data from the SSURGO is available, use of 
the WSS as described here is not required. At a minimum, Project Owners must be able to 
identify the acreage of each soil texture group based on the dominant condition56 of each 
SSURGO map unit within the project area. 
 
Through the WSS application, the user may locate the general area of the project and then draw 
a detailed polygon around the project area. This identifies the Area of Interest (AOI) for which 
the data are generated (it is preferable to use a previously-created shapefile to define the AOI, 
which ensures that the project boundaries are consistently defined). After identifying the correct 
AOI, select the “Soil Data Explorer” tab, then the “Soil Properties” subtab below it. Using the 

 
53 For example, a landowner may be subject to regulations which limit how close crops may be grown to property 
boundaries or watercourses, or may require the maintenance of forested areas around watercourses or as 
windbreaks. In these cases, those restrictions would be represented by creating buffers around those features and 
excluding the buffered region from the project area. 
54 This web application is available at: http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx.  
55 The USDA NRCS Geospatial Data Gateway may be accessed at: https://gdg.sc.egov.usda.gov/GDGOrder.aspx 
(last accessed 12/14/16). 
56 Soil map units are comprised of multiple components, which are not represented on the map. In order to assign a 
single value to the map unit based on the values of the components, some aggregation method must be selected. 
This protocol applies the “dominant condition” method, whereby the value which applies to the greatest total area of 
the map unit is used to represent the value of the entire map unit. 

http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx
https://gdg.sc.egov.usda.gov/GDGOrder.aspx
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menu to the left, select “Soil Physical Properties” and then “Surface Texture.” Within the options 
for Surface Texture, select the Aggregation Method as “Dominant Condition,” then click “View 
Rating.” This generates a table with the surface texture rating for each map unit within the AOI, 
identifying the acres for each. Then click “Printable Version” at the top right of the page to 
generate a PDF containing the AOI map and the table. This PDF aids with both stratification and 
verification. The texture ratings used in the soil data tables shall be aggregated into the three 
soil texture groups used in this protocol using the relationships described in Table 5.2. 
 

Table 5.2. Soil Texture Categorization  

SSURGO Texture Class Grassland Protocol Texture Group 

Sand 

Coarse 

Coarse sand 

Fine sand 

Very fine sand 

Loamy very fine sand 

Loamy fine sand 

Loamy sand 

Loamy coarse sand 

Coarse sandy loam 

Sandy loam 

Fine sandy loam 

Very fine sandy loam 

Loam 

Medium Silt loam 

Silt 

Sandy clay 

Fine 

Sandy clay loam 

Silty clay loam 

Clay loam 

Silty clay 

Clay 

5.2 Quantifying Baseline Emissions 
Total baseline emissions for the reporting period are estimated by calculating and summing the 
emissions from all relevant baseline SSRs that are included in the GHG Assessment Boundary 
(as indicated in Table 4.1). 
 
The baseline emission equations rely on emission factors that model the emissions of a full 
year. If this quantification methodology is being applied to a reporting period of less than one full 
year, Project Owners must refer to Box 5.2 in order to correctly pro-rate the annual baseline 
emission factors. Baseline emission factors for soil organic carbon, nitrous oxide, and fossil fuel 
emissions are organized in ten year groups. Those ten years are counted as calendar years 
from the year of the project start date, inclusive. The emission factor group to be used for a 
given reporting period is based on the beginning date of that reporting period, and applies 
throughout the reporting period. For example, if the project start date is May 9, 2015, the “Year 
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1-10” emission factor group shall be used for all reporting periods that begin during the years 
2015-2024. For reporting periods beginning during 2025-2034, the “Year 11-20” emission factor 
group shall be applied. 
 

Equation 5.2. Baseline Emissions 

𝑩𝑬 = [(𝑶𝑪𝑩𝑳 + 𝑵𝟐𝑶𝑩𝑳 + 𝑪𝑶𝟐,𝑩𝑳) × (𝟏 − 𝑫𝑭𝝈)] × (𝟏 − 𝑫𝑭𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒗) × 𝑷𝒓𝒐 

Where, 
 

  Units 

BE = Total baseline emissions for the reporting period, rounded down to 
the nearest whole number 

tCO2e 

OCBL = Baseline emissions due to loss of organic carbon in soil and 
biomass (Equation 5.3) 

tCO2e 

N2OBL = Baseline emissions of nitrous oxide (Equation 5.4) tCO2e 

CO2,BL = Baseline CO2 emissions due to fossil fuel combustion (Equation 
5.5) 

tCO2e 

DFconv = Discount factor for the uncertainty of baseline conversion (Equation 
5.6) 

% 

DFσ = Discount factor for the uncertainty of modeling future management 
practices and climatic conditions57 

% 

Pro = Pro-rating factor for reporting periods of less than one year (see 
Box 5.2) 

% 

 

Box 5.2. Pro-Rating for Reporting Periods of Less than One Year 

 
Projects may report GHG reductions more frequently than on an annual basis. If a project reports on a 
sub-annual basis, then annual emission factors and quantities used in this section must be prorated. The 
following equation shall be used to determine the pro-rating factor for a sub-annual reporting period: 
 

𝑷𝒓𝒐 =
𝒓𝒅

𝟑𝟔𝟓. 𝟐𝟓
  

Where,   Units 

Pro = Pro-rating factor % 

rd = Number of reporting days in the sub-annual reporting period (i.e., 
days for which the project is claiming credit for emission reductions) 

Days 

365.25 = Average number of days in a calendar year Days 

5.2.1 Baseline Organic Carbon Emissions 

The baseline assumption for grassland projects is that the project area would be converted to 
cropland absent the project activities. When grassland is converted to cropland, carbon 
emissions occur through the loss of stored soil organic carbon over time. There is an immediate 
loss of soil carbon when the soil is tilled (9), followed by potentially decades of loss until a new 
equilibrium is reached. Determining the exact nature of the converted land use (crop rotation, 
tillage practices, fertilization, ongoing management) is complex, uncertain, and subjective. The 
Reserve has adopted a modeled, composite approach to determining organic carbon emissions 
from the baseline scenario for grassland projects. Refer to Appendix B for the development of 

 
57 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate document, 
Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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the emission factors used in this quantification and the companion tables for the baseline 
emission factors. 
 

Equation 5.3. Baseline Organic Carbon Emissions from Soil and Belowground Biomass Loss 

𝑶𝑪𝑩𝑳 = ∑ (
𝑩𝑬𝑭𝑶𝑪,𝒔 × 𝑨𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒔

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
)

𝑺

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

OCBL = Baseline quantity of organic carbon emissions from soil and 
belowground biomass 

tCO2e 

S = Total number of strata  

S = Individual stratum  

BEFOC,s = Annual baseline emission factor for organic carbon in stratum s (refer 
to companion tables,58 selecting the appropriate stratum and time 
category) 

kg 
CO2e/ac/yr 

Areas = Area of project in stratum s acres 

1000 = Conversion factor kg/t 

5.2.2 Baseline N2O Emissions 

The use of fertilizer for crop cultivation results in emissions of nitrogen in the form of N2O, which 
is a potent GHG.59 Using emission factors developed with the composite modeling approach 
described in Appendix B, baseline emissions of N2O are estimated for each stratum. 
 

Equation 5.4. Baseline N2O Emissions 

𝑵𝟐𝑶𝑩𝑳 = ∑ (
𝑩𝑬𝑭𝑵𝟐𝑶,𝒔 × 𝑨𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒔 × 𝑮𝑾𝑷𝑵𝟐𝑶

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
)

𝑺

𝒔

 

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

N2OBL = Baseline emissions of N2O  tCO2e 

BEFN2O,s = Annual baseline emission factor for N2O emissions in stratum s (refer to 
companion tables,58 selecting the appropriate stratum and time category) 

kg 
N2O/ac/yr 

Areas = Area of the project in stratum s acres 

GWPN2O = 100-year global warming potential of N2O (refer to Table 5.1). CO2e/N2O 

1000 = Conversion factor kg/t 

5.2.3 Baseline CO2 Emissions from Fossil Fuels 

The conversion of grassland to cropland, as well as the ongoing cropland management 
activities, involves the use of fossil fuels for vehicles and equipment. This usage results in direct 
emissions of CO2. Using emission factors developed with the composite modeling approach 
described in Appendix B, baseline emissions of CO2 for fossil fuel usage are estimated for each 

 
58 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate document, 
Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 
59 For additional details regarding the pathways of N2O emissions due to fertilizer use, refer to the Reserve’s Nitrogen 
Management Protocol, available online: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/nitrogen-management/.  

 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/nitrogen-management/
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stratum. If the project is located in a jurisdiction where GHG emissions from mobile sources are 
subject to a binding emissions cap (such as California60), then those projects may not claim 
emission reductions for this source, and must use a value of zero for CO2,BL. 
 

Equation 5.5. Baseline CO2 Emissions from Fossil Fuel 

𝑪𝑶𝟐,𝑩𝑳 = ∑ (𝑩𝑹𝑪𝑪𝑶𝟐,𝒔 ×
𝟏𝟎. 𝟏𝟓

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
× 𝑨𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒔)

𝑺

𝒔

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

CO2,BL = Baseline emissions due to fossil fuel combustion tCO2e 

BRCCO2,s = Annual baseline rate of fossil fuel consumption for stratum s (refer to 
companion tables,61 selecting the appropriate stratum and time 
category) 

gal/ac/yr 

10.15 = Emission factor for diesel (distillate fuel #2)62 kg CO2/gal 

1000 = Conversion factor kg/t 

5.2.4 Discount Factors 

There are two discount factors that are applicable to the quantification of baseline emissions, 
DFconv and DFσ. DFconv represents the uncertainty of using a standardized financial additionality 
threshold to represent the likelihood of the baseline conversion scenario. As the cropland 
premium decreases, uncertainty around the likelihood of baseline conversion increases. 
Equation 5.6 explains how to determine the value of this discount based on the value of the 
cropland premium for the county in which the project area is located (found in the companion 
tables63). In Equation 5.2, this discount is applied to the entire estimate of baseline emissions. 
As stated in Section 3.3.1.1, if more than 10% of the project acres are in a different county, 
eligibility (including the value of DFconv) must be assessed separately for that county. 
 

Equation 5.6. Discount Factor for the Uncertainty of Baseline Conversion 

𝑫𝑭𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒗 = (𝟏 −
𝑪𝑷 − 𝑭𝑻𝒍

𝑭𝑻𝒖 − 𝑭𝑻𝒍
) × 𝟓𝟎% 

Where, 
 

  Units 

DFconv = Discount factor for the uncertainty of baseline conversion % 

CP = Cropland premium for the county where the project is located % 

FTl = Lower threshold for financial additionality (Section 3.3.1.1) % 

FTu = Upper threshold for financial additionality (Section 3.3.1.1) % 

50% = Maximum value of DFconv  

 
DFσ is meant to embody the uncertainty contained within the modeling of the baseline emission 
factors. The baseline emissions quantified in this protocol are discounted to account for 
increasing uncertainty about input assumptions and model outputs into the future. Uncertainty 

 
60 Additional information regarding the California cap-and-trade program is available at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade.htm.  
61 See the Reserve’s Grassland Protocol webpage at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/ 
62 40 CFR Part 98 Subpart C Table C-1. 
63 See the Reserve’s Grassland Protocol webpage at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade.htm
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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arises due to anticipated but unknown shifts in practices in, among other things, tillage, 
cropping, and nitrogen management, and the interaction of agricultural systems with a changing 
climate. Model inputs and outputs are expected to accurately reflect baseline conditions in early 
years, but have greater uncertainty in future years. Accordingly, the quantification of baseline 
emissions is discounted , with the discount increasing through time in accordance with 
increasing uncertainty. The value of DFσ for a given year is found in the separate file containing 
the companion tables.64 If the modeling exercise is updated in the future, it is likely that this 
discount schedule would reset back to 1% for new projects that would use the updated emission 
factors. The discount factor is assigned based on the year of the beginning date of the reporting 
period (i.e., a reporting period which begins on May 9, 2019 would apply the discount listed for 
2019 for an entire 12-month reporting period, even though a portion of the period is in the 
calendar year 2020). 

5.3 Quantifying Project Emissions 
Project emissions are actual GHG emissions that occur within the GHG Assessment Boundary 
as a result of the project activity. Project emissions must be quantified every reporting period on 
an ex post basis. In certain cases where these emissions are determined to be de minimis,65 
this protocol specifically allows for the Project Owner to use an alternative estimation 
methodology. Unless otherwise specified, project emission equations cover the entire reporting 
period, regardless of whether it covers a full year.  
 

Equation 5.7. Project Emissions 

𝑷𝑬 = 𝑩𝑼𝑷𝑹 + 𝑭𝑭𝑷𝑹 + 𝑭𝑬𝑷𝑹 + 𝑮𝑹𝑷𝑹 + 𝑳𝑬 

Where, 
 

  Units 

PE = Project emissions, rounded to the nearest whole number tCO2e 

BUPR = Emissions from burning in the project scenario (Equation 5.8) tCO2e 

FFPR = Emissions from fossil fuel and electricity use in the project scenario 
(Equation 5.9) 

tCO2e 

FEPR = Emissions from organic fertilizer use in the project scenario (Equation 
5.10) 

tCO2e 

GRPR = Emissions from livestock grazing in the project scenario (Equation 5.11) tCO2e 

LE = Leakage emissions (Equation 5.12) tCO2e 

5.3.1 Project Emissions from Burning 

The project scenario for a grassland project may involve periodic burning, either prescribed or 
accidental. Regardless of the reason for the fire, the combustion of aboveground biomass 
results in emissions of CO2, CH4, and N2O. The CO2 emissions from grass burning are 
considered biogenic and are excluded from this quantification. The project emissions of CH4 and 
N2O must be estimated using Equation 5.8. 
 

 
64 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate document, 
Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 
65 For the purposes of this protocol, emissions are de minimis if they are less than the relevant materiality threshold 
when applied to the overall calculation of emission reductions. The materiality threshold for projects is defined in the 
Verification Program Manual, available online at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-
program-manual/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-program-manual/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-program-manual/
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Equation 5.8. Project Emissions from Burning 

𝑩𝑼𝑷𝑹 = ∑ [(𝑨𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒃𝒖𝒓𝒏,𝒔 × 𝑫𝑴𝒔 ×
𝟐. 𝟑

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟎
× 𝑮𝑾𝑷𝑪𝑯𝟒

) + (𝑨𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒃𝒖𝒓𝒏,𝒔 × 𝑫𝑴𝒔 ×
𝟎. 𝟐𝟏

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟎
× 𝑮𝑾𝑷𝑵𝟐𝑶)]

𝑺

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

BUPR = Emissions from burning in the project scenario  tCO2e 

S = Total number of strata  

s = Individual stratum  

Areaburn,s = Area of stratum s that was burned acres 

DMs = Amount of aboveground dry matter in stratum s (refer to companion 
tables,66 selecting the appropriate stratum and time period) 

kg/acre 

2.3 = Emission factor for methane from biomass burning (6) g/kg dry matter 

0.21 = Emission factor for nitrous oxide from biomass burning (6) g/kg dry matter 

GWPCH4 = 100-year global warming potential for methane (Table 5.1). tCO2e/tCH4 

GWPN2O = 100-year global warming potential for nitrous oxide (Table 5.1) tCO2e/tN2O 

1000000 = Conversion factor g/t 

5.3.2 Project Emissions from Fossil Fuel and Electricity Use 

In the case that the project activities include the use of mobile or stationary equipment or 
vehicles that consume fossil fuels or electricity, these project emissions are estimated using 
Equation 5.9. However, if the project can demonstrate that the total value of FFPR is reasonably 
expected to be de minimis (i.e., less than the relevant materiality threshold67), these emissions 
may be estimated through a conservative method proposed by the Project Owner and deemed 
acceptable by the verifier. 
 
 

 
66 See the Reserve’s Grassland Protocol webpage at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 
67 Materiality thresholds for Reserve projects are specified in the Reserve Verification Program Manual, available at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-program-manual/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-program-manual/
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Equation 5.9. Project Emissions from Fossil Fuels and Electricity 

𝑭𝑭 𝑷𝑹 =
∑ (𝑸𝑭𝒇 × 𝑷𝑬𝑭𝑭𝑭,𝒇)𝒇

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
+

(𝑸𝑬 × 𝑷𝑬𝑭𝑬𝑳)

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
 

Where, 
 

  Units 

FFPR = Carbon dioxide emissions due to fossil fuel combustion and electricity 
use in the project scenario 

tCO2e 

QFf = Quantity of fossil fuel type f consumed volume 

PEFFF,f = Project emission factor for fossil fuel type f (refer to companion 
tables)68 

kgCO2/volume 
fossil fuel 

1000 = Conversion factor kg/t 

QE = Quantity of electricity consumed during the reporting period MWh 

PEFEL = Carbon emission factor for electricity used, referenced from the most 
recent U.S. EPA eGRID emission factor publication.69 Projects shall 
use the annual total output emission rates for the subregion where 
the project is located 

kg CO2/MWh 

5.3.3 Project Emissions from Organic Fertilizer Use 

Certain grasslands may see ecosystem improvements or possibly even enhanced carbon 
sequestration (not credited under this protocol) following the addition of organic soil 
amendments (10). In the case that the project activities include the application of organic 
fertilizer (such as compost or manure), the project emissions of N2O are estimated using 
Equation 5.10. This equation quantifies the total direct and indirect emissions of N2O related to 
the application of organic fertilizers through the use of project-specific activity data and default 
emission factors. Additional information regarding the default emission factors used in the next 
two equations can be found in Appendix C.  
 
Accounting for leaching is required for counties where, on average, the annual precipitation 
exceeds 80% of annual potential evapotranspiration. This protocol assigns the leaching factor 
based on an analysis carried out for the annual U.S. GHG Inventory which identifies the 
probability of leaching on non-irrigated land for every county (13). The results of this analysis 
are displayed in Figure 5.2 and are contained within the county-level companion tables.70 
Project Owners should refer to Figure 5.2 and the companion tables to determine if their project 
must account for leaching.71 Accounting for leaching is also required for any projects which 
employ irrigation on the project area during the reporting period.  

 
68 This information can be found in the Grassland Project Parameters, document available at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 
69 Available online at: http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/  
70 Ibid. 
71 Ibid. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/
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Figure 5.2. U.S. Counties Where Nitrogen Leaching is Expected to Occur 

 

Equation 5.10. Project Emissions from Fertilizer Use 

𝑭𝑬𝑷𝑹 = (∑ 𝑸𝑭𝑷𝑹,𝒄 × 𝑵𝑪𝒄 

𝑪

) × (𝟎. 𝟎𝟏𝟐 + 𝑳𝒆𝒂𝒄𝒉) ×
𝟒𝟒

𝟐𝟖
×

𝑮𝑾𝑷𝑵𝟐𝑶

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
 

 
Where, 
 

   
Units 

FEPR = Direct and indirect nitrous oxide emissions from organic fertilizer use in 
the project scenario 

tCO2e 

C = Total number of types of organic fertilizer applied, other than manure from 
grazing livestock  

 

QFPR,c = Quantity of fertilizer type c applied kg 

NCc = Nitrogen content of fertilizer type c kg N/kg 

0.012 = Default factor representing the direct emission factor of N2O from organic 
fertilizer, the fraction of N which is volatilized, and the indirect emission 
factor for N volatilization and deposition 

 

Leach = Default factor for the fraction and emission factor for N2O emissions due 
to leaching. Equal to 0.00225 for projects that are required to use this 
factor, and 0 for all other projects. Refer to the companion tables72 to 
determine whether leaching must be quantified for the county where the 
project is located.73 The 0.00225 factor must also be used when irrigation 
is employed. 

 

44/28 = Molar mass ratio of N2O to N kg N2O/kg 
N2O-N 

GWPN2O = 100-year global warming potential for N2O (Table 5.1) tCO2e/tN2O 

1000 = Conversion factor kg/t 

 
72 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate document, 

Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 
73 If the project area includes land in more than one county, and the companion tables specify that leaching must be 
accounted for in any of the given counties, then leaching must be accounted for across the entire project area. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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5.3.4 Project Emissions from Grazing 

It is likely that grasslands projects include livestock grazing on the project area in the project 
scenario, leading to enteric methane and manure (methane and nitrous oxide) emissions that 
would not exist in the baseline scenario. These emissions are quantified using Equation 5.11 
and the guidance in Box 5.3. For the purposes of this equation, the “grazing season” is defined 
as the period of time between the first and last grazing days of the reporting period. 
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Equation 5.11. Project Emissions from Livestock Grazing 

𝑮𝑹𝑷𝑹 = 𝑵𝟐𝑶𝑴𝑵 + 𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝑴𝑵 + 𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝑬𝑵𝑻 

Where,   Units 

GRPR = Project emissions from grazing activities in the project area tCO2e 

N2OMN = N2O emissions from manure deposited by grazing animals tCO2e 

CH4,MN = CH4 emissions from manure deposited by grazing animals tCO2e 

CH4,ENT = CH4 emissions from enteric fermentation in grazing animals tCO2e 

𝑵𝟐𝑶𝑴𝑵 = ∑(𝑨𝑮𝑫𝒍 × 𝑵𝒆𝒙𝒍 × (𝟎. 𝟎𝟐𝟐 + 𝑳𝒆𝒂𝒄𝒉))

𝑳

×
𝟒𝟒

𝟐𝟖
×

𝑮𝑾𝑷𝑵𝟐𝑶

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
 

Where,   Units 

L = Total number of livestock categories in the project scenario  

AGDl = Animal grazing days for livestock category l (see Box 5.3) animal days 

Nexl = Nitrogen excreted by grazing animals in livestock category l kg N/head/day 

0.22 = Default factor representing the emission factor of nitrogen from manure, 
the fraction of N which is volatilized, and the emission factor for N 
volatilization. Additional details can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Leach = Default factor for the fraction and emission factor for N2O emissions due to 
leaching. Equal to 0.00225 for projects which are required to use this 
factor, and 0 for all other projects. Refer to the companion tables to 
determine whether leaching must be quantified for the county where the 
project is located.74, 74 The 0.00225 factor must also be used when 
irrigation is employed. 

 

44/28 = Molar mass ratio of N2O to N N2O/N 

GWPN2O = 100-year global warming potential for N2O (Table 5.1) CO2e/N2O 

1000 = Conversion factor kg/t 

𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝑴𝑵 = ∑(𝑨𝑮𝑫𝒍 × 𝑽𝑺𝒍 × 𝑩𝟎,𝒍)

𝑳

×
𝑴𝑪𝑭𝑷𝑹𝑷 × 𝝆𝑪𝑯𝟒

× 𝑮𝑾𝑷𝑪𝑯𝟒

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
 

Where,   Units 

VSl = Volatile solids excreted by grazing animals in category l kg VS/animal/day 

B0,l = Maximum methane potential for manure from category l m3 CH4/kg VS 

MCFPRP = Methane conversion factor for pasture/range/paddock manure 
management, dependent on average temperature during grazing season 

% 

ρCH4 = Density of methane at 1 atm and the average temperature during the 
grazing season 

kg/m3 

GWPCH4 = 100-year global warming potential for CH4 (Table 5.1) CO2e/CH4 

𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝑬𝑵𝑻 = ∑(𝑨𝑮𝑫𝒍 × 𝑷𝑬𝑭𝑬𝑵𝑻,𝒍) ×

𝑳

𝑮𝑾𝑷𝑪𝑯𝟒

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
 

Where,   Units 

PEFENT,l = Project emission factor for enteric methane emissions from livestock 
category l in the project State74 

kg CH4/head/day 

 
74 Default emission factors and parameters can be found in a separate document, Grassland Project Parameters, 
available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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Box 5.3. Determining Animal Grazing Days (AGDl) 

 
Equation 5.11 requires the use of parameter AGDl, which represents the total number of days that 
were grazed by a single category of animals. This is the sum of the number of days each animal 
category was grazed during the relevant time period. A simplified example is below: 
 

Animal Category Population Grazing Days Animal Grazing Days 

Bulls 100 240 24,000 

Beef Cows 200 240 48,000 

Beef Replacements 40 240 9,600 

Note: the numbers in this table are fictional used only for illustrative purposes 

 
If the population of each category is not stable over the grazing period, a reasonable approach shall be 
applied to estimate AGDl for each category over the relevant time period. 

5.3.5 Project Emissions Due To Leakage 

Avoided grassland conversion projects would result in leakage if the project activities result in 
the conversion of other grassland outside of the project area. This would cause the “avoided” 
baseline emissions to simply shift and occur elsewhere, thus never actually being avoided. The 
extent to which this occurs depends on the economics of crop production. The project emissions 
due to leakage represent the probability that the avoided baseline emissions will occur outside 
of the project area due to the project activities. Calculating a precise value for this probability is 
both complex and uncertain. As this protocol relies on default baseline assumptions which are 
composites of multiple baseline scenarios, it is not possible to determine a precise leakage 
value for each specific project. 
 
Estimates of the leakage effects of grassland conservation are variable. Several studies have 
examined the Federal Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) to assess “slippage” (leakage) 
caused by conservation of arable land. One study determined the slippage effect of CRP 
enrollment to be 20% (i.e., for every 100 acres that are conserved, 20 acres are converted 
elsewhere) (12). A later study found no slippage effect from CRP enrollment (13). A third study 
determined that there is a range from 17.5% to 20.6%, depending upon the number of acres 
enrolled (higher enrollment led to higher slippage), as well as the elasticity of supply of nitrogen 
fertilizer (inelastic fertilizer supply led to higher slippage) (14). Lastly, another study, attempting 
to address the disagreement between the first two, used satellite imagery to attempt to estimate 
the magnitude of this effect, and came up with estimates that ranged from 3% to 11% (15). This 
is all to say that estimates of leakage from CRP enrollment, a reasonable proxy for avoided 
grassland conversion, range from 0% to 20%, with evidence to support various values in the 
middle of that range. Thus, the Reserve has taken a conservative approach, assuming a 20% 
leakage effect from grassland projects. 
 

Equation 5.12. Project Emissions from Leakage 

𝑳𝑬 = 𝟎. 𝟐 × 𝑩𝑬 

Where,   Units 

LE = Leakage emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

0.2 = Leakage discount factor  

BE = Baseline emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 
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5.4 Ensuring Permanence of GHG Emission Reductions 
If a reversal occurs during a reporting period (see Section 3.5), the reversal must be 
compensated for by retiring CRTs. Specific requirements depend on the whether the reversal 
was avoidable or unavoidable, as described below. Reversal compensation requirements do not 
apply to emission reductions unrelated to carbon stored in the project area soils (e.g., CH4 and 
N2O).  
 
Identification of a reversal is a binary decision based on area; either an area is subject to a 
reversal or not. For example, if the Grassland Owner decides to plow and cultivate a 10-acre 
portion of the project area, that entire 10-acre portion shall be considered to have experienced a 
complete and avoidable reversal. If an area is subject to a reversal, then the quantity of soil 
carbon reversed is considered to be equal to total number of CRTs issued for reversible 
emission reductions on that specific portion of the project area. For the purposes of this 
protocol, reversible emission reductions are those related to the avoided loss of organic carbon 
in soil and belowground biomass (Equation 5.3) for which CRTs were issued for reporting 
periods during the 100 years prior to the date of the reversal. The quantity of CRTs that must be 
retired is determined using Equation 5.13. 
 

Equation 5.13. Quantifying Reversals 

𝑹𝒆𝒗 = (𝑶𝑪𝑩𝑳,𝒓𝒆𝒗,𝑹𝑷) × (𝟏 − 𝑫𝑭𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒗) 

Where,   Units 

Rev = Quantity of emissions due to the reversal tCO2e 

𝑶𝑪𝑩𝑳,𝒓𝒆𝒗,𝑹𝑷 
= 

Baseline emissions due to the loss of organic carbon in soil and biomass 
for all reporting periods 

tCO2e 

DFconv = Discount factor for the uncertainty of baseline conversion  

𝑶𝑪𝑩𝑳,𝒓𝒆𝒗,𝑹𝑷 = ∑ ((𝑶𝑪𝑩𝑳,𝒔,𝒓𝒑 ×
𝑨𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒓𝒆𝒗,𝒔

𝑨𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒔

) × (𝟏 − 𝑫𝑭𝝆,𝒓𝒑) × [𝟏 − (𝒀𝒔,𝒓𝒑  × 𝟎. 𝟎𝟏)])

𝑹𝑷

𝒔,𝒓𝒑

 

Where,   Units 

RP 
= 

Total number of reporting periods for which CRTs have already been 
issued to the project 

years 

s = Individual stratum  

rp = Specific project reporting periods  

OCBL,s,rp = Baseline emissions due to the loss of organic carbon and biomass in 
stratum s during reporting period rp  

tCO2e 

Arearev,s = Area of stratum s affected by the reversal acres 

Areas = Total project area in stratum s acres 

DFρ,rp 
= 

Discount factor for the uncertainty of modeling future management 
practices and climatic conditions for reporting period rp 

 

Ys,rp 
= 

Total number of years that have elapsed since the first day of the reporting 
period rp until the first day of the reporting period when the reversal 
occurred and, for which CRTs were previously issued for stratum s 

years 

0.01 
= 

Simplified annual atmospheric impact of avoided GHG emissions in a 
given year 

tCO2e/tCO2e 
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5.4.1 Avoidable Reversals 

Requirements for avoidable reversals are as follows: 
 

1. If an avoidable reversal is identified during annual monitoring, the Project Owner must 
give written notice to the Reserve within thirty days of identifying the reversal. 
Additionally, if the Reserve determines that an avoidable reversal has occurred, it shall 
deliver written notice to the Project Owner. 

2. Within thirty days of receiving the avoidable reversal notice from the Reserve, the 
Project Owner must provide a written description and explanation of the reversal to the 
Reserve, including a map of the specific area that is affected. 

3. Within four months of receiving the avoidable reversal notice, the Project Owner must 
transfer to the Reserve a quantity of CRTs from its Reserve account equal to the size of 
the reversal as calculated in Equation 5.13. 

a. The surrendered CRTs must be those that were issued to the grassland project, 
or that were issued to other grassland projects registered with the Reserve. If 
there is not a sufficient quantity of grassland CRTs available for compensation, 
as determined by the Reserve, CRTs issued to a forest project registered with 
the Reserve are acceptable. 

b. The surrendered CRTs shall be retired by the Reserve and designated in the 
Reserve software as compensating for an avoidable reversal. 

5.4.2 Compensating for Unavoidable Reversals 

Requirements for unavoidable reversals are as follows: 
 

1. If the Project Owner determines there has been an unavoidable reversal, it must notify 
the Reserve in writing of the unavoidable reversal within 30 days of identifying the 
reversal. 

2. The Project Owner must explain the nature of the unavoidable reversal, including a map 
of the specific area affected, and provide an estimate of the size of the reversal using 
Equation 5.13. 

 
If the Reserve determines that there has been an unavoidable reversal, it shall retire a quantity 
of CRTs from the Reserve Grassland Buffer Pool equal to the size of the reversal in metric tons 
of CO2. 

5.4.3 Contributing to the Grassland Buffer Pool 

For each reporting period, the Project Owner must transfer a quantity of credits (determined by 
Equation 5.14) to the Reserve Grassland Buffer Pool at the time of credit issuance. Credits that 
enter the buffer pool are never returned to the project directly (except as specified for credits 
related to RiskSV), but instead are held in trust for the benefit of all registered grassland projects, 
to be used as compensation for unavoidable reversals, as described in Section 5.4.2. Equation 
5.14 shall be used to calculate the buffer pool contribution for the project during the reporting 
period. 
 
The risk of an unavoidable reversal to a grassland project is extremely low. Fires would not 
typically release the carbon that is stored underground. Catastrophic floods would typically only 
occur in areas that have already been screened out by the eligibility criteria. Volcanic activity is 
exceedingly rare in the conterminous U.S., and does not occur in the areas where grassland 



Grassland Protocol  Version 2.1, February 2020 

 54 

projects typically occur. Due to the fact that the risk of unavoidable reversals is not significantly 
differentiated by location or land management, the Reserve has decided to adopt a default 
buffer pool contribution for all projects that is intended to insure against all types of unavoidable 
reversals.  
 
In addition to the default contribution, projects may be obligated to make additional contributions 
to the buffer pool in certain situations. Where the Project Owner has elected to employ a 
Contract PIA, an additional contribution is required to reflect risks from financial failure; the 
value of RiskFF in Equation 5.14 shall be 0.1. Where the Grassland Owner has elected to 
employ a Recorded PIA, and has elected to allow the PIA to be subordinated to subsequent 
deed restrictions (such as a mortgage), an additional contribution is required to reflect risks from 
financial failure. If the property owner has employed Recorded PIA Subordination Clause Type 
1, the value of this risk is 0. If the property owner has employed Recorded PIA Subordination 
Clause Type 2, the value of this risk is 0.1.75 An exception to these rules is made for cases 
where the Project Owner is a land trust with accreditation through the Land Trust Accreditation 
Commission,76 in which case the value of RiskFF shall be 0, regardless of the particular format of 
the PIA. 
 
Site visits during verification are not mandatory for grassland projects. However, there is risk 
associated with a project that has never been visited for the purposes of a third-party 
verification. The Reserve believes that this risk is low enough that the site visit during 
verification has been made optional. However, an additional buffer pool contribution must be 
made to account for the increased risk (designated as “RiskSV” in Equation 5.14). For each 
project that has never had a site visit during verification, the value of RiskSV shall be 0.05 until 
such time that a site visit verification occurs.77 At that time, the CRTs contributed to the buffer 
pool due to this requirement shall be returned to the project in the form of either a reduced 
buffer pool contribution in future reporting periods or a lump sum refund of CRTs from the buffer 
pool, subject to agreement between the Project Owner and the Reserve. The amount of CRTs 
to be returned shall be determined by calculating what the buffer pool contributions would have 
been had the value of RiskSV been 0 for the previous reporting periods. If a site visit occurs 
during the initial verification, the value of RiskSV shall be 0 for the entire crediting period. This 
applies equally to individual projects as well as projects participating in a cooperative. For 
example, if a cooperative contains 10 projects and site visits occur on only 2 of them during the 
initial verification, the remaining 8 projects are subject to the increased buffer pool contribution, 
until such time that a site visit is carried out for those projects. If a project is expanded after a 
site visit has occurred, the value of RiskSV shall return to 0.05 for subsequent verifications until 
such time that either: 
 

a) The project developer can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the subsequent verification 
body that the previous site visit was sufficiently thorough to be applied to the new project 
area, in whole; or, 

b) Another site visit occurs at the new portion(s) of the expanded project area. 
 

 
75 The Project Implementation Agreements are available at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. Details on the buffer pool contribution related to 
subordination of the Recorded PIA are found in Exhibit E. 
76 Information regarding the Land Trust Accreditation Commission and the requirements for accreditation can be 
found at: http://www.landtrustaccreditation.org/.  
77 The reporting period during which the site visit occurs shall be the first reporting period not subject to the additional 
buffer pool contribution. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
http://www.landtrustaccreditation.org/
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Equation 5.14. Buffer Pool Contribution to Insure Against Reversals 

𝑩𝑷 = 𝑹𝒊𝒔𝒌𝒓𝒆𝒗 × 𝑶𝑪𝑩𝑳 

Where,   Units 

BP = Project contribution to the buffer pool tCO2e 

Riskrev = Risk of reversals, as determined below % 

OCBL = Baseline quantity of organic carbon emissions from soil and biomass 
(Equation 5.3) 

tCO2e 

𝑹𝒊𝒔𝒌𝒓𝒆𝒗 = 𝟏 − [(𝟏 − 𝟎. 𝟎𝟐) × (𝟏 − 𝑹𝒊𝒔𝒌𝑭𝑭) × (𝟏 − 𝑹𝒊𝒔𝒌𝑺𝑽)] 

Where,   Units 

0.02 = Default risk of unavoidable reversals, applicable to all projects78 fraction 

RiskFF = Additional risk related to financial failure, the value is either 0 or 0.1, as 
described above.  

fraction 

RiskSV = Risk of misstatement by projects which have not had a site visit by a third-
party verifier. The value is either 0 or 0.05. 

fraction 

 
As there are only three risk categories that contribute to Riskrev, one of which is mandatory, 
there are ten possible project scenarios, leading to four possible values for this parameter. The 
potential project scenarios and the resulting value of Riskrev are listed in Table 5.3. 
 

Table 5.3. Possible Values of Riskrev 

Default 
Risk 

PIA Project Owner RiskFF 
Site 
Visit 

RiskSV Riskrev 

0.02 Contract PIA Accredited land trust 0 Yes 0 0.020 

0.02 Contract PIA Accredited land trust 0 No 0.05 0.069 

0.02 Contract PIA Other 0.1 Yes 0 0.118 

0.02 Contract PIA Other 0.1 No 0.05 0.162 

0.02 
Recorded PIA, Type 1 
Subordination Clause 

Any 0 Yes 0 0.020 

0.02 
Recorded PIA, Type 1 
Subordination Clause 

Any 0 No 0.05 0.069 

0.02 
Recorded PIA, Type 2 
Subordination Clause 

Accredited land trust 0 Yes 0 0.020 

0.02 
Recorded PIA, Type 2 
Subordination Clause 

Accredited land trust 0 No 0.05 0.069 

0.02 
Recorded PIA, Type 2 
Subordination Clause 

Other 0.1 Yes 0 0.118 

0.02 
Recorded PIA, Type 2 
Subordination Clause 

Other 0.1 No 0.05 0.162 

 

 
78 Based on discussion between and among Reserve staff and external stakeholders regarding the risks of 
unavoidable reversals to grassland projects. Such risks were determined to be low, but also not zero. 
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6 Project Monitoring 
The Reserve requires a Monitoring Plan to be established for all monitoring and reporting 
activities associated with the project. The Monitoring Plan serves as the basis for verifiers to 
confirm that the monitoring and reporting requirements in this section and Section 7 have been 
and continue to be met, and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record keeping is ongoing 
at the project site. The Monitoring Plan must cover all aspects of monitoring and reporting 
contained in this protocol and must specify how data for all relevant parameters in Table 6.1 are 
collected and recorded.  
 
At a minimum, the Monitoring Plan shall include a description of ownership of both the property 
and the emission reductions; the methods and frequency of data acquisition; a record keeping 
plan (see Section 7.3 for minimum record keeping requirements), and the role of individuals 
performing each specific monitoring activity. The Monitoring Plan should include QA/QC 
provisions to ensure that data acquisition and recordkeeping are carried out consistently and 
with precision. 
 
Finally, the Monitoring Plan must include procedures that the Project Owner follows to ascertain 
and demonstrate that the project at all times passes the legal requirement test and the 
Regulatory Compliance Test (Section 3.3.2 and 3.6, respectively). 
 
Project Owners are responsible for monitoring the performance of the project.  

6.1 Monitoring Ongoing Eligibility 
To maintain eligibility on an ongoing basis, grassland projects must demonstrate that the project 
area has not been converted into another land use during the reporting period. If the project 
verification includes a physical site visit, that satisfies the requirements of this section. 
Otherwise, Project Owners shall refer to the guidance in Section 5.1.3 for guidance on 
documenting land use in the project area. 

6.2 Monitoring Grazing 
Livestock grazing is allowed in the project scenario. While low to moderate levels of grazing 
intensity may have a beneficial effect on the grassland ecosystem and net soil carbon storage 
(16), overgrazing can be detrimental to both the storage of soil carbon (17) and the health of the 
grassland ecosystem (18). Project grazing must be limited to moderate levels of intensity, 
balancing stocking rates with forage production and accounting for site characteristics, including 
climate variability (especially periods of drought), range condition, slope, distance from water, 
and the needs of the particular animals (19) (20).  
 
Grassland projects must employ a mechanism to detect and prevent overgrazing on project 
lands, which is tailored to the specific conditions of their project and its ecosystem. It is up to 
each project developer to determine the appropriate means to safeguard the project against 
overgrazing. The project developer must obtain Reserve approval for the particular 
administrative means they will use to ensure project land is not overgrazed. Such approval must 
be obtained prior to listing of the project, and any changes to the mechanism must be approved 
by the Reserve prior to the completion of verification activities in a given reporting period.  
 
The mechanism in question should include requirements for monitoring and enforcement, as 
well as identify the entity or entities that are responsible for such enforcement. The entity 
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empowered to enforce this mechanism must be an entity (or entities) other than the Reserve or 
project verifier, and can be a third-party to the offset project (e.g., the easement holder, in 
certain cases). Project developers shall include in their monitoring plan full details of the 
administrative mechanism they are employing to safeguard against over-grazing.  
 
For each reporting period, Project Owners must provide both a quantitative and qualitative 
accounting of grazing activities for the reporting period. In terms of quantitative data, projects 
must document the type of livestock being grazed and the total animal grazing days for each 
type (see Box 5.2). The livestock shall be categorized according to the categories in the 
Grassland Project Parameters spreadsheet.79 These data are used for the parameter AGDl in 
Equation 5.11. The frequency of monitoring and the form of the documentation is not prescribed 
by this protocol. In terms of qualitative reporting, project developers shall include in their 
monitoring report a description of grazing activity for the reporting period and whether this 
conforms to the administrative mechanism in place to guard against overgrazing. Written 
confirmation from the entity or entities providing oversight with respect to this administrative 
mechanism should be provided to the verifier, that no overgrazing has occurred during the 
verification period. The verifier shall use professional judgment to confirm with reasonable 
assurance that the quantification of project emissions from grazing is conservative, that effective 
monitoring of grazing has been maintained in accordance with this administrative overgrazing 
mechanism, and that no overgrazing has been detected using this administrative mechanism.  
 
Examples of documentation that may suffice to demonstrate the quantitative grazing monitoring 
requirements may include (this list is not comprehensive nor is it intended to define sufficiency 
of documentation): 
 

▪ Grazing logs (kept daily, weekly, or monthly) that specify the animal categories, 
populations, and grazing locations 

▪ Animal purchase and sale records, assuming all animals are grazed on the project area 
▪ Grazing management plan, assuming maximum allowable grazing activity 

 
CRTs will not be issued for any reporting period during which it is determined that there has 
been a violation of the administrative mechanism to prevent overgrazing. In addition, the 
Reserve may conduct additional review to confirm that a reversal has not occurred due to 
overgrazing. 

6.3 Monitoring Project Emission Sources 
For fossil fuels and electricity emissions (Equation 5.9), if the Project Owner can demonstrate 
that the total value of CO2,PR is reasonably expected to be de minimis (i.e., less than the 
relevant materiality threshold), these emissions may be estimated through a conservative 
method proposed by the Project Owner and deemed acceptable by the verifier. If not required 
for the alternative method, the monitoring of fossil fuels and electricity as described in this 
section is not required. 
 
Otherwise, for each reporting period, the Project Owner must provide documentation for the 
following parameters used for the quantification of project emissions: 
 

▪ Total acres burned and cause(s) of fire(s) 
▪ Animal grazing days by livestock category  

 
79 Available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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▪ Mass of organic fertilizer applied (other than manure from grazing), by type 
▪ Nitrogen content of organic fertilizer applied, by type 
▪ Purpose, type, and quantity of fossil fuels used (e.g., tractor, diesel, 100 gallons) 
▪ Purpose, source, and quantity of electricity (e.g., electric fence, MROW grid, 100 kWh) 

 
For projects that employ additions of organic fertilizer (beyond the manure from on-site grazing 
of livestock), it is strongly encouraged that the project develop a nutrient management plan. 
Nutrient management plans should consider the principles contained in NRCS Conservation 
Practice Standard 590 for Nutrient Management.80 Where a project also incorporates irrigation 
and/or grazing, such activities should be taken into account in developing any nutrient 
management plan for the project. Development of and adherence to a nutrient management 
plan is not required, but is strongly recommended. 

6.4 Monitoring Ecosystem Health 
As described in Section 3.7, grassland projects are subject to forces, both natural and cultural, 
active and passive, that could impair the long-term health and functioning of the rangeland 
system. Thus, it is required that projects undergo a periodic assessment of rangeland health 
according to the assessment protocol described in the Bureau of Land Management’s Technical 
Reference 1734-6, “Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health” (21).81 A rangeland health 
assessment must be submitted for review during one of the first two project verifications. 
Subsequent assessments may occur as frequently as desired by the Project Owner, with a 
minimum frequency of once every six years.82 These assessments are only required during the 
crediting period, and are not required during the permanence period, although it is strongly 
recommended that the practice be continued on a voluntary basis. If the project area is already 
subject to periodic rangeland health assessments according to TR 1734-6, then the most recent 
assessment may be submitted during the initial project verification, provided that it is dated no 
more than six years prior to the end of the initial reporting period. 
 
The reference conditions for the project area may be determined using the appropriate 
Ecological Site Description (ESD).83 If the ESD does not contain specified reference conditions 
for the project area, they may be developed following the guidance in TR 1734-6. The rangeland 
health assessment must be conducted by an appropriately-trained individual. The result of the 
assessment is the rating of 17 different metrics by the severity of their departure from the 
expected reference condition, categorized into five levels: 
 

1. None to Slight 
2. Slight to Moderate 
3. Moderate 
4. Moderate to Extreme 
5. Extreme to Total 

 
The Reserve understands that heterogeneity of ecosystems, land use history, and land 
management practices mean that it is likely that the project area exhibits at least slight deviation 

 
80 Available at: http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb1046896.pdf.  
81 The assessment protocol, associated documents, and information regarding training opportunities are available 
online at: http://jornada.nmsu.edu/monit-assess/manuals/assessment (accessed 10/14/16). 
82 The result of this schedule is that if a project elects to follow the most relaxed verification schedule (once every six 
years), there will be at least one rangeland health assessment during every verification period. 
83 An ESD may be obtained from the USDA NRCS at: https://esis.sc.egov.usda.gov/Welcome/pgESDWelcome.aspx 
(accessed 10/14/16). 

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb1046896.pdf
http://jornada.nmsu.edu/monit-assess/manuals/assessment
https://esis.sc.egov.usda.gov/Welcome/pgESDWelcome.aspx
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from the reference condition for at least one, if not several, rangeland health metrics. Projects 
are not required to meet reference conditions for rangeland health metrics. 
 
For any metric that is assessed to be at the third level (“Moderate”), the Project Monitoring Plan 
must be updated prior to the next verification to reflect planned management changes to 
address that metric, with a minimum goal of preventing further departure from the reference 
condition. A preferred goal would be a return to reference condition. 
 
For any metric that is assessed to be at the fourth or fifth levels (“Moderate to Extreme” or 
“Extreme to Total”) of departure from the reference condition, the Project Monitoring Plan must 
be updated prior to the next verification to reflect planned management changes to address that 
metric, with a goal of improving that metric toward reference condition. The subsequent 
rangeland health assessment must show improvement in these metrics. If a project does not 
improve (or declines) in these metrics at the next assessment, the Project Owner must notify the 
Reserve, which shall determine whether the project is eligible for crediting for the current 
reporting period. Projects that can demonstrate rangeland health impairment occurred despite 
reasonable, good-faith efforts in land management may not need to forfeit credits. However, 
significant degradation in rangeland health could be considered a reversal, despite the lack of a 
specific disturbance event. Refer to Section 3.7 for additional information regarding the 
consequences of significantly degraded rangeland health. 
 
Management planning for rangeland health should explicitly include management of livestock 
grazing. 
 
The requirements of this section may be satisfied through alternative assessment methods with 
written approval from the Reserve. Potential alternatives for complying with this requirement 
include (this list is not comprehensive nor is it intended to define sufficiency): 
 

1. Use of an alternative assessment protocol which employs a robust sampling design 
which avoids or reduces bias in the selection of sample plots, assesses widely 
recognized metrics for ecosystem health, is/was developed with input from relevant 
experts, and is applied consistently over time; or, 

2. Use of advanced remote sensing techniques, coupled with a clear, scientific evidence to 
support their use for this purpose. Such remote sensing must be of a sufficiently high 
resolution to detect ecosystem degradation at a scale which would be obvious from 
direct observation. 

6.5 Monitoring Project Cooperatives 
There can be gains in efficiency through centralized monitoring for project cooperatives. A 
Cooperative Developer may organize their monitoring plan such that information from individual 
projects is collected and processed together. However, all information and documentation must 
be organized in such a manner that the verifier can assess that the requirements of this protocol 
have been met for each individual project. For example, it is acceptable to submit a single 
spreadsheet of grazing data for the cooperative, but the grazing data for each individual project 
must still be clearly defined within that spreadsheet. 

6.6 Monitoring Parameters 
Prescribed monitoring parameters necessary to calculate baseline and project emissions are 
provided in Table 6.1. 
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Table 6.1. Grassland Project Monitoring Parameters 

Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated 
(C) 

Measured 
(M) 

Reference 
(R) 

Operating 
Records 

(O) 

Measuremen
t Frequency 

Comment 

General Project Parameters 

 
Project 

Definition 

Must confirm 
project land use 
has not changed 

 R, O 
Each 

reporting 
period 

Information used to 
asses that the project 
area remains as 
grassland. 

 Eligibility 

Must satisfy all 
requirements of 

the Eligibility 
section 

 N/A 
Each 

reporting 
period 

Information used to 
assess satisfaction of 
the requirements of 
Section 3. 

 Regulations 

Project Owner 
attestation of 

compliance with 
regulatory 

requirements 
relating to the 

project 

All applicable 
regulations 

N/A 
Each 

reporting 
period 

Information used to: 
1) Demonstrate 
ability to meet the 
legal requirement 
test – where 
regulation would 
prevent conversion 
of project area. 
2) Demonstrate 
compliance with 
associated 
environmental rules, 
e.g., criteria pollutant 
limits. 

Equation 
5.3, 

Equation 
5.4 

S 
Total number of 
strata relevant to 
the project area 

strata R Once84 

Information used to 
determine acres 
assigned to each 
relevant stratum. 

Equation 
5.1 

ER 
Emission 
reductions 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Emission reductions 
are quantified once 
per reporting period 
per project. May be 
summed for reporting 
of a project 
cooperative. 

Equation 
5.5 

Area 
Area of the entire 

project 
acres M Once84 

The project area is 
measured using GIS. 

Equation 
5.3, 

Equation 
5.4 

Areas 
Area of project in 

stratum s 
acres M Once84 

The area of each 
stratum is measured 
using GIS. 

 
84 This parameter would only change if a portion of the project area was subsequently removed from the project and 
excluded from future quantification or if the project area was expanded.  
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated 
(C) 

Measured 
(M) 

Reference 
(R) 

Operating 
Records 

(O) 

Measuremen
t Frequency 

Comment 

Baseline Emission Calculation Parameters 

Equation 
5.1, 

Equation 
5.2, 

Equation 
5.12 

BE 
Baseline 

emissions 
tCO2e C 

Per reporting 
period 

Calculated based on 
default factors. 

Equation 
5.2, 

Equation 
5.3, 

Equation 
5.14 

OCBL 

Baseline 
emissions due to 
loss of organic 

carbon from soil 
and belowground 

biomass 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Calculated for each 
stratum using default 
emission factors. 

Equation 
5.2, 

Equation 
5.4 

N2OBL 
Baseline 

emissions of 
nitrous oxide 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Calculated for each 
stratum using default 
emission factors. 

Equation 
5.2, 

Equation 
5.5 

CO2,BL 
Baseline 

emissions of 
carbon dioxide 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Calculated for each 
stratum using default 
consumption rates. 

Equation 
5.2, 

Equation 
5.6, 

Equation 
5.13 

DFconv 
Discount factor 

for the uncertainty 
of conversion 

% R Once 

The value of this 
uncertainty is based 
on the performance 
standard test. 

Equation 
5.2, 

Equation 
5.13 

DFσ 

Discount factor 
for the uncertainty 
of modeling future 

management 
practices and 

climatic 
conditions 

% R 
Per reporting 

period 

The value of this 
uncertainty is related 
to the amount of time 
that has passed 
since the baseline 
modeling was 
completed. 

Equation 
5.2 

Pro Pro-rating factor % C 
Per reporting 

period 

For reporting periods 
which do not cover 
an entire year 

Equation 
5.3 

CP 

Cropland 
premium for the 

project site 
county 

% R Once85 

The cropland 
premium for the 
project site county 
may be referenced 
from the companion 
tables.86 

 
85 If a new county is added due to project expansion, then this value needs to be updated. 
86 Certain parameters required for project eligibility and quantification are contained in a separate document, 
Grassland Project Parameters, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated 
(C) 

Measured 
(M) 

Reference 
(R) 

Operating 
Records 

(O) 

Measuremen
t Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 
5.3 

BEFOC,s,y 

Annual baseline 
emission factor 

for organic 
carbon 

kg CO2e/ac/yr R 
Per reporting 

period 
Default factor based 
on stratum. 

Equation 
5.4 

BEFN2O,s 

Annual baseline 
emission factor 

for N2O emissions 
in stratum s 

kg N2O/ac/yr R 
Per reporting 

period 
Default factor based 
on stratum. 

Equation 
5.5 

BRCCO2 

Annual baseline 
rate of 

consumption of 
diesel fuel due to 

cultivation 
activities 

gal/ac/yr R 
Per reporting 

period 

Default consumption 
rate based on 
stratum. 

Equation 
5.5 

EFFF 
Emission factor 
for diesel fuel 

kg CO2/gal R 
Per reporting 

period 
Default value for all 
projects. 

Project Emission Calculation Parameters 

Equation 
5.7 

PE Project emissions tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Actual emissions in 
the project area 
during the reporting 
period. 

Equation 
5.7, 

Equation 
5.8 

BUPR 
Emissions from 
burning in the 

project scenario 
tCO2e C 

Per reporting 
period 

Calculated only in 
the case of a fire 
during the reporting 
period. 

Equation 
5.7, 

Equation 
5.9 

FFPR 

Emissions from 
fossil fuels and 
electricity in the 
project scenario 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Calculated only if 
fossil fuels or 
electricity are used 
for the project during 
the reporting period. 

Equation 
5.7, 

Equation 
5.10 

FEPR 

Emissions from 
fertilizer use in 

the project 
scenario 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Calculated only if 
fertilizer is applied on 
the project area 
during the reporting 
period. 

Equation 
5.7, 

Equation 
5.11 

GRPR 

Emissions from 
livestock grazing 

in the project 
scenario 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Calculated only if 
livestock grazing 
occurs on the project 
area during the 
reporting period. 

Equation 
5.7, 

Equation 
5.12 

LE 
Emissions from 
leakage in the 

project scenario 
tCO2e C 

Per reporting 
period 

Based on a default 
factor for leakage. 

Equation 
5.8 

Areaburn,s 
Area of stratum s 
that was burned 

acres O Per fire event 

Estimated through 
either remote 
sensing or on-site 
measurement. 



Grassland Protocol  Version 2.1, February 2020 

 63 

Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated 
(C) 

Measured 
(M) 

Reference 
(R) 

Operating 
Records 

(O) 

Measuremen
t Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 
5.8 

DMs 

Amount of 
aboveground dry 
matter in stratum 

s 

kg/ac R 
Per reporting 

period 
Default factor based 
on stratum. 

Equation 
5.9 

QFf 
Quantity of fossil 

fuel type f 
consumed 

volume O 
Per reporting 

period 

Includes fossil fuels 
consumed for any 
activities on the 
project area. 

Equation 
5.9 

PEFFF,f 
Project emission 
factor for fossil 

fuel type f 

kg CO2/volume 
fuel 

R 
Per reporting 

period 
Default emission 
factors provided. 

Equation 
5.9 

QE 

Quantity of 
electricity 

consumed during 
the reporting 

period 

MWh O 
Per reporting 

period 

Includes any 
electricity consumed 
on the project area. 

Equation 
5.9 

PEFEL 
Emission factor 

for electricity 
consumed 

kg CO2/MWh R 
Per reporting 

period 

Referenced from the 
most recent U.S. 
EPA eGRID 
emission factor 
publication.87 
Projects shall use the 
annual total output 
emission rates for 
the subregion where 
the project is located. 

Equation 
5.10 

C 

Total number of 
types of organic 
fertilizer applied, 

other than 
manure from 

grazing livestock 

Categories O 
Per reporting 

period 

Must be documented 
if fertilizer is applied 
on the project area 
during the reporting 
period. 

Equation 
5.10 

QFPR 
Quantity of 

organic fertilizer 
type c applied 

kg O 
Per reporting 

period 

Must be documented 
if fertilizer is applied 
on the project area 
during the reporting 
period. 

Equation 
5.10 

NCc 
Nitrogen content 
of fertilizer type c 

kg N/kg 
fertilizer 

O 
Per reporting 

period 

Must be documented 
if fertilizer is applied 
on the project area 
during the reporting 
period. 

 
87 Available online at: http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/.  

 

http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated 
(C) 

Measured 
(M) 

Reference 
(R) 

Operating 
Records 

(O) 

Measuremen
t Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 
5.10, 

Equation 
5.11 

Leach 

Default factor for 
the fraction and 
emission factor 

for N2O emissions 
due to leaching 

N/A R Once88 

Default factor based 
on the county where 
the project area is 
located. Default 
factor also be used 
when irrigation 
employed in project 
reporting period. 

Equation 
5.11 

N2OMN 
N2O emissions 
from livestock 

grazing 
tCO2e C 

Per reporting 
period 

Based on AGD for 
each livestock 
category using 
default emission 
factors. 

Equation 
5.11 

CH4,MN 
CH4 emissions 
from manure 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Based on AGD for 
each livestock 
category using 
default emission 
factors. 

Equation 
5.11 

CH4,ENT 
CH4 emissions 

from enteric 
fermentation 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 

Based on AGD for 
each livestock 
category using 
default emission 
factors. 

Equation 
5.11 

L 
Total number of 

livestock 
categories 

Categories O 
Per reporting 

period 

Documented for 
every reporting 
period where 
livestock are grazed 
on the project area. 

Equation 
5.11 

AGDl 
Animal grazing 

days for livestock 
category l 

Animal days O 
Per reporting 

period 

Documented for 
every reporting 
period where 
livestock are grazed 
on the project area. 

Equation 
5.11 

Nexl 

Nitrogen excreted 
by animals in 

livestock category 
l 

kg N/animal 
grazing day 

R 
Per reporting 

period 

Default factors based 
on livestock category 
and project state. 

Equation 
5.11 

VSl 

Volatile solids 
excreted by 
animals in 

livestock category 
l 

kg VS/animal 
grazing day 

R 
Per reporting 

period 

Default factors based 
on livestock category 
and project state. 

Equation 
5.11 

B0,l 

Maximum CH4 
potential for 
manure from 

animal category l 

m3 CH4/kg VS R Per reporting 
period 

Default factors based 
on livestock 
category. 

 
88 If a new county is added due to project expansion, then this value needs to be updated. 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated 
(C) 

Measured 
(M) 

Reference 
(R) 

Operating 
Records 

(O) 

Measuremen
t Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 
5.11 

MCFPRP 

CH4 conversion 
factor for 

pasture/range/pa
ddock manure 
management  

% R Per reporting 
period 

Default value based 
on average ambient 
temperature during 
the grazing season. 

Equation 
5.11 

ρCH4 

Density of CH4 at 
1 atm pressure 

and the average 
ambient 

temperature 
during the grazing 

season 

kg/m3 R Per reporting 
period 

Based on average 
ambient temperature 
during the grazing 
season. 

Equation 
5.11 

PEFENT,l 

Project emission 
factor for enteric 

methane 
emissions from 

livestock category 
l 

kg CH4/animal 
grazing day 

R Per reporting 
period 

Default factors based 
on livestock category 
and project state. 

Equation 
5.13 

Rev 
Quantity of 

emissions due to 
a reversal 

tCO2e C 
Per reversal 

event 

Any event, avoidable 
or unavoidable, 
which causes a loss 
of belowground 
organic carbon 
results in a reversal 
of CRTs which have 
been issued. 
Reversals must be 
quantified and 
compensated for. 

Equation 
5.13 

Y 

Number of years 
for which CRTs 

have already 
been issued 

years O 
Per reversal 

event 

The magnitude of a 
reversal is related to 
the affected area and 
the number of CRTs 
which have already 
been issued. 

Equation 
5.13 

OCBL,rev,rp 

Baseline 
emissions of 

organic carbon in 
soil and biomass 

in reporting 
period y for the 

acres affected by 
the reversal 

tCO2e C 
Per reversal 

event 

The quantity of CRTs 
related to 
belowground organic 
carbon affected by 
the reversal. 

Equation 
5.14 

BP 
Buffer pool 
contribution 

tCO2e C 
Per reporting 

period 
Based on risk rating 
for the project. 

Equation 
5.14 

Riskrev 
Risk of 

unavoidable 
reversals 

% C 
Per reporting 

period 

Includes a default 
risk plus additional 
project-specific risks. 



Grassland Protocol  Version 2.1, February 2020 

 66 

Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated 
(C) 

Measured 
(M) 

Reference 
(R) 

Operating 
Records 

(O) 

Measuremen
t Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 
5.14 

RiskFF 
Risk related to 
financial failure 

% R 

Once, unless 
the PIA is 
updated to 
change the 

subordination 
clause 

The value is 
determined based on 
the specific 
subordination clause 
that is included in the 
PIA. Details can be 
found in Exhibit E of 
the PIA. 

Equation 
5.14 

RiskSV 
Risk related to 

site visit schedule 
% R 

Per reporting 
period 

The value is 
determined based on 
whether the project 
or cooperative 
adheres to the 
recommended 
minimum site visit 
schedule. 
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7 Reporting Parameters 
This section provides requirements and guidance on reporting rules and procedures. A priority 
of the Reserve is to facilitate consistent and transparent information disclosure across projects.  

7.1 Time Periods for Reporting 
Table 7.1 summarizes the various time periods that are relevant to AGC projects. Project 
Owners should recognize that recurring periods (such as reporting periods or verification 
periods) must always be contiguous, such that there are no gaps between recurring periods. 
CRTs can only be issued upon approval of a verification report by the Reserve. 
 

Table 7.1. Guide to Relevant Time Periods for Grassland Projects 

Description Time Period 
Protocol 
Section 

Project lifetime Up to 150 years 2.2 

Conservation easement term Perpetual 2.2 

Pre-project land use history No less than 10 years prior to project start date 2.2 

Crediting period No more than 50 years following project start date 3.4 

Reporting period (first) No more than 24 months 7.4 

Reporting period (subsequent) No more than 12 months 7.4 

Verification period (first) First reporting period 7.4 

Verification period (subsequent) No more than 6 reporting periods 7.4 

Permanence period 100 years following crediting period 3.5 

Monitoring period (easement 
enforcement) 

No more than 6 years 7.5.1 

Monitoring period (outside of 
easement enforcement) 

No more than 3 years 7.5.2 

Verification period (outside of 
easement enforcement) 

No more than 15 years 7.5.2 

7.2 Project Documentation 
Project Owners must provide the following documentation to the Reserve in order to register a 
grassland project: 
 

▪ Project Submittal form (or Cooperative Submittal form)* 
▪ Property ownership documentation* 
▪ Project conservation easement 
▪ Project Implementation Agreement 
▪ Project area map (this map is public; it is only required to show the outer extent of the 

project area and is not required to be in a georeferenced format)* 
▪ Signed Attestation of Title form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
▪ Verification Report 
▪ Verification Statement 

 
* Denotes items that are required at the time of project submittal. 
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Project Owners must provide the following documentation for each verification period during the 
crediting period in order for the Reserve to issue CRTs for quantified GHG reductions: 
 

▪ Verification Report 
▪ Verification Statement 
▪ Signed Attestation of Title form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
▪ Signed Project Implementation Agreement (for the initial verification) or signed, 

amended Project Implementation Agreement (for subsequent verifications) 
▪ Georeferenced project boundary map (this map is private; it must delineate the actual 

polygons of the eligible project area, and must be a shapefile or KML format) 
 
Documentation requirements for the Permanence Period are explained in Section 7.5. 
 
At a minimum, the above project documentation (except as noted) is available to the public via 
the Reserve’s online registry. Further disclosure and other documentation may be made 
available on a voluntary basis through the Reserve. Project submittal forms can be found at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

7.3 Record Keeping 
For purposes of independent verification and historical documentation, Project Owners are 
required to keep all information outlined in this protocol for a period of 10 years after the 
information is generated or 7 years after the last verification. This information is not publicly 
available, but may be requested by the verifier or the Reserve. 
 
System information the Project Owner shall retain includes: 
 

▪ Detailed, georeferenced project maps (created per guidance in Section 2.2.1) 
▪ Ongoing monitoring reports or documentation related to the conservation easement 
▪ All data inputs for the calculation of the project emission reductions, including all 

required sampled data 
▪ Documentation of the continued conservation of the grassland cover in the project area 

(see Section 6.1) 
▪ Copies of all permits, Notices of Violations, and any relevant administrative or legal 

consent orders dating back at least 3 years prior to the project start date 
▪ Executed Attestation of Title, Attestation of Regulatory Compliance, and Attestation of 

Voluntary Implementation forms 
▪ Onsite fossil fuel use records, if applicable 
▪ Onsite grid electricity use records, if applicable 
▪ Grazing management plan, if applicable 
▪ Nutrient management plan, if applicable 
▪ Grazing management records 
▪ Fertilizer use records, if applicable 
▪ Documentation of fires, if applicable 
▪ Results of annual CO2e reduction calculations  
▪ Initial and annual verification records and results 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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7.4 Reporting Period and Verification Cycle 
The reporting period is the length of time over which GHG emission reductions from project 
activities are quantified. Project Owners must report GHG reductions resulting from project 
activities during each reporting period. A reporting period may not exceed 12 months in length, 
except for the initial reporting period, which may cover up to 24 months. The Reserve accepts 
verified emission reduction reports on a sub-annual basis, should the Project Owner choose to 
have a sub-annual reporting period and verification schedule (e.g., monthly, quarterly, or semi-
annually). However, it is recommended that projects follow a calendar year reporting schedule 
to simplify the application of the quantification and monitoring requirements. Reporting periods 
must be contiguous; there must be no gaps in reporting during the crediting period of a project 
once the first reporting period has commenced.  
 
The verification period is the length of time over which GHG emission reductions from project 
activities are verified. The initial verification period for a grassland project is limited to one 
reporting period. Subsequent verification periods may cover up to six reporting periods. It is 
required that a project verification occur at least every six years during a project’s crediting 
period. CRTs will not be issued for reporting periods that have not been verified. Project Owners 
may choose to verify more frequently than every six reporting periods. For any reporting period 
that ends prior to the end of the verification period (i.e., years 1-5 of a 6 year verification period), 
an interim monitoring report must be submitted to the Reserve no later than 90 days following 
the end of the relevant reporting period. The interim monitoring report shall contain a summary 
of ownership (describing the entities and relationships detailed in Section 2.3), evidence of land 
use (as described in Section 5.1.3), and basic documentation of land management activities and 
project emissions during the relevant reporting period.89 See Section 7.5 for guidance on 
reporting and verification activities after the crediting period is concluded. 
 
To meet the verification deadline, the Project Owner must have the required verification 
documentation (see Section 7.2) submitted within 12 months of the end of the verification 
period. The end date of any verification period must correspond to the end date of a reporting 
period. No more than six reporting periods (a maximum of 72 months) can be verified at once 
during the project’s crediting period. 

7.5 Reporting and Verification of Permanence 
When the crediting period for a grassland project ends, the project enters the permanence 
period. Per Section 3.5, the project area must be monitored to ensure against reversals for a 
period of 100 years following the last issuance of CRTs related to carbon pools at the project 
site (i.e., soil organic carbon). During the permanence period, no emission reductions are 
claimed and no new credits are issued. Projects may elect to begin the permanence period prior 
to the end of their maximum allowable crediting period by notifying the Reserve in writing prior 
to their next reporting deadline. This monitoring can take different forms depending on the terms 
of the conservation easement which binds the project area. In any case, monitoring must 
continue through the permanence period to confirm that no reversals have occurred, and the 
results of this monitoring must be reported to the Reserve periodically. There are two categories 
of monitoring scenarios: projects may either be monitored as part of their easement monitoring 
activities, or they may be monitored specifically for the carbon project. In both cases, the 
required periodic monitoring reports shall, at a minimum, contain the following: 
 

 
89 A template monitoring report is available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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▪ Evidence to support the conclusion that no reversals have occurred on the project area 
since the previous reported time period 

▪ Information related to ongoing activities on the site, including grazing 
▪ Updated information related to ownership of the property, the easement, and the rights 

to the soil carbon 
 
In certain cases (see Section 7.5.1) these reports are not required to be verified, but in all cases 
they must be reviewed and approved by the Reserve in order for the terms of the PIA to be 
satisfied. Project emissions are not quantified during the permanence period. If a reversal is 
identified, it must be reported to the Reserve and the guidance in Section 5.4 regarding 
compensation for reversals shall apply. 

7.5.1 Monitoring through Easement Activities 

If a project area is subject to the terms of a Qualified Conservation Easement (Section 3.5.1) 
which includes provisions for ongoing monitoring and specific mechanisms for enforcement, 
such monitoring activities may be considered sufficient for the purposes of this protocol. The 
Project Owner must submit a monitoring report at least every six years (i.e., this report is due no 
later than 72 months after the end date of the previous verification or monitoring period, 
whichever is relevant). The Reserve maintains the right to determine whether the terms of a 
conservation easement are sufficient to meet the requirements of this section. An easement 
may be amended at any time to meet these requirements, subject to approval by the Reserve. If 
the monitoring is not carried out according to the terms of the easement or the monitoring 
reports are not received by the Reserve, the Project Owner may be in breach of the PIA. 

7.5.2 Monitoring for Carbon Separately 

If the conservation easement does not contain monitoring and enforcement terms that satisfy 
Section 7.5.1, the Project Owner must continue monitoring and reporting activities through other 
means. Projects must prepare and submit a monitoring report to the Reserve at least every 3 
years (i.e., this report is due no later than 36 months after the end date of the previous 
verification or monitoring period, whichever is relevant). These monitoring reports shall be 
verified at least every fifteen years, although verification may be more frequent. The verification 
deadlines described in Section 7.4 shall apply. 

7.6 Joint Reporting of Project Cooperatives 
Project cooperatives carry out a certain amount of joint effort for reporting. While the 
quantification section shall be applied to each project independently, the results may be 
collected and reported together to the Reserve by the Cooperative Developer. Reports and 
documentation may be combined for efficiency, but it must be possible to trace the evidence for 
the emission reductions from each individual project. 
 
In the management of a cooperative, certain documents are required to be submitted for each 
individual project, while certain other documents may be submitted once for the entire 
cooperative. Table 7.2 details which documents belong to which category. The Cooperative 
Developer shall submit all documentation through their Reserve account. Once the verification 
report is registered, CRTs shall be issued to the Project Owner account associated with each 
project in the cooperative. 
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Table 7.2. Document Management for Project Cooperatives 

May Apply to the Cooperative Must be Submitted for Each Individual Project90 

▪ Cooperative Submittal form 
▪ Verification Report 
▪ Verification Statement 

▪ Property ownership documentation 
▪ Attestation of Title form 
▪ Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
▪ Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
▪ Project maps 

7.6.1 Cooperative Verification Cycle 

The verification period for the entire cooperative must end on the same date, unless a project 
reaches the end of its crediting period during the verification period. In that case, it is acceptable 
for that project to end reporting prior to the end of the cooperative’s verification period. However, 
during a project’s first verification as a member of a cooperative, it may begin reporting at a date 
that is different from other projects in the cooperative. It is likely that each project in a 
cooperative has a different start date, and thus during the initial verification for a cooperative 
each project begins reporting on a different date. The initial verification period shall cover a 
single reporting period, and the initial reporting period may be up to 24 months in length. 
Although the individual projects begin their reporting periods on different dates, they shall all 
end on the same date, such that subsequent verifications of the cooperative will cover the same 
length of time for every project. When a project joins a cooperative that has already undergone 
verification, that project’s next reporting period must not begin prior to the end of the 
cooperative’s previous verification period, but it may begin at a date that is later than the 
beginning of the cooperative’s next reporting period. Table 7.3 describes various cooperative 
scenarios and the resultant outcomes for their respective verification cycles. 
 
If an individual project within a cooperative is unable to meet the requirements of this protocol 
for one or more reporting periods, that project may report zero credits for that time period and 
continue to be verified as part of the cooperative. For reporting periods where a project claims 
zero credits, the verifier shall confirm that project emissions were not greater than baseline 
emissions, and that no reversals occurred. Additional guidance regarding zero-credit reporting 
periods can be found in the Reserve Offset Program Manual.91 
 

Table 7.3. Example Cooperative Verification Scenarios 

Example Scenario Resulting Verification Cycle 

1. Cooperative X contains two projects: Project 
A has a start date of 1/1/15 and Project B has 
a start date of 7/22/15. 

The initial verification period for the cooperative 
would cover 1/1/15 – 12/31/16. Project A would 
report for the entire period, while Project B would 
report only for 7/22/15 – 12/31/16. 

2. Project C wishes to join Cooperative X. 
Project C has a start date of 5/9/17. 

The next reporting period for the cooperative is 
1/1/17 – 12/31/17. The first reporting period for 
Project C would be 5/9/17 – 12/31/17. 

 
90 These documents for individual projects may be electronically combined into a single PDF (e.g., one digital file may 
contain the individual Attestation of Title forms for every project in the cooperative). 
91 Available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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Example Scenario Resulting Verification Cycle 

3. Project D wishes to join Cooperative X. 
Project D has a start date of 1/1/16 and has 
not yet gone through verification. 

There are two options: 
Option i: The project may undergo verification 
as a standalone project for the period 1/1/16 – 
12/31/16, then subsequently join the 
cooperative for future reporting. 
Option ii: The project may join the cooperative 
immediately, taking a zero-credit reporting 
period for 1/1/16 – 12/31/16, and begin 
reporting on 1/1/17 with the cooperative’s next 
verification period. 

4. Project E wishes to transfer into Cooperative 
X from another, different cooperative, which 
has already undergone verification. The last 
verification period for Project E ended on 
6/30/16. 

There are two options: 
Option i: The project may undergo verification 
as a standalone project for the period 7/1/16 – 
12/31/16, then subsequently join the 
cooperative for future reporting. 
Option ii: The project may join the cooperative 
immediately, taking a zero-credit reporting 
period for 7/1/16 – 12/31/16, and begin 
reporting on 1/1/17 with the cooperative’s next 
verification period. 
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8 Verification Guidance 
This section provides verification bodies with guidance on verifying GHG emission reductions 
associated with the project activity. This verification guidance supplements the Reserve’s 
Verification Program Manual and describes verification activities specifically related to grassland 
projects. 
 
Verification bodies trained to verify grassland projects must be familiar with the following 
documents: 
 

▪ Reserve Offset Program Manual 
▪ Climate Action Reserve Verification Program Manual 
▪ Climate Action Reserve Grassland Protocol (this document) 

 
The Reserve Offset Program Manual, Verification Program Manual, and protocols are designed 
to be compatible with each other and are available on the Reserve’s website at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org. 
 
Only ANSI-accredited verification bodies trained by the Reserve for this project type are eligible 
to verify grassland project reports. Verification bodies approved under other protocol types are 
not permitted to verify grassland projects.92 

8.1 Joint Verification of Project Cooperatives 
Projects that participate in a project cooperative are verified together for every verification 
period. The Cooperative Developer has their own account on the Reserve through which they 
submit all documentation related to the cooperative. One set of verification documentation shall 
be submitted for the entire cooperative, but the project-specific attestations must be executed by 
the Project Owner for each project.  
 
If the verifier cannot reach a positive verification opinion for one or more projects within a 
cooperative, the verification may still be completed, and emission reductions registered for the 
projects for which the verifier can reach a positive opinion. However, the verification of the 
cooperative as a whole cannot be approved by the Reserve unless an opinion is rendered on 
every project within the cooperative. 

8.2 Standard of Verification 
The Reserve’s standard of verification for grassland projects is the Grassland Protocol (this 
document), the Reserve Offset Program Manual, and the Verification Program Manual. To verify 
a grassland project report, verification bodies apply the guidance in the Verification Program 
Manual and this section of the protocol to the standards described in Sections 2 through 7 of 
this protocol. Sections 2 through 7 provide eligibility rules, methods to calculate emission 
reductions, performance monitoring instructions and requirements, and procedures for reporting 
project information to the Reserve. 

 
92 Information about verification body accreditation and Reserve project verification training can be found on the 
Reserve website at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/
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8.3 Monitoring Plan 
The Monitoring Plan serves as the basis for verification bodies to confirm that the monitoring 
and reporting requirements in Section 6 and Section 7 have been met, and that consistent, 
rigorous monitoring and record keeping are ongoing at the project site. Verification bodies shall 
confirm that the Monitoring Plan covers all aspects of monitoring and reporting contained in this 
protocol and specifies how data for all relevant parameters in Table 6.1 are collected and 
recorded. 

8.4 Verifying Project Eligibility 
Verification bodies must affirm a grassland project’s eligibility according to the rules described in 
this protocol. The table below outlines the eligibility criteria for grassland projects. This table 
does not present all criteria for determining eligibility comprehensively; verification bodies must 
also look to Section 3 and the verification items list in Table 8.2. 
 

Table 8.1. Summary of Eligibility Criteria for a Grassland Project 

Eligibility Rule Eligibility Criteria 
Frequency of 
Rule 
Application 

Start Date 
Projects must be submitted for listing no more than 12 months 
after the project start date 

Once during first 
verification 

Start Date 
Recordation of a conservation easement, submittal of the 
project to the Reserve, transfer of the project area to Federal 
Government ownership, or execution of a notarized contract 

Once during first 
verification 

Location Conterminous United States and tribal areas 
Once during first 
verification 

Location 
Project strata must have a positive baseline emission factor for 
soil organic carbon during the reporting period 

Every verification 

Performance 
Standard 

Project county must pass the financial threshold at the time of 
project submittal 

Once during first 
verification 

Performance 
Standard 

Project area must pass the suitability threshold 
Once during first 
verification 

Legal Requirement 
Test  

Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form and 
monitoring procedures for ascertaining and demonstrating that 
the project passes the legal requirement test 

Every verification 

Credit and 
Payment Stacking 

Projects must meet credit and payment stacking requirements 
and disclose all credits or payments received in relation to the 
project area 

Every verification 

Regulatory 
Compliance Test 

Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form and 
disclosure of all non-compliance events to verifier; project must 
be in material compliance with all applicable laws 

Every verification 

Project 
Implementation 
Agreement 

The Project Owner must execute a PIA with the Reserve prior to 
the initial registration, and sign an amended PIA prior to each 
subsequent registration 

Every verification 
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8.5 Core Verification Activities 
The Grassland Protocol provides explicit requirements and guidance for quantifying the GHG 
reductions associated with the avoided conversion of grasslands to croplands. The Verification 
Program Manual describes the core verification activities that shall be performed by verification 
bodies for all project verifications. They are summarized below in the context of a grassland 
project, but verification bodies must also follow the general guidance in the Verification Program 
Manual. 
 
Verification is a risk assessment and data sampling effort designed to ensure that the risk of 
reporting error is assessed and addressed through appropriate sampling, testing, and review. 
The three core verification activities are: 
 

1. Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs) 
2. Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 
3. Verifying emission reduction estimates 

 
Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs 
The verification body reviews for completeness the sources, sinks, and reservoirs identified for a 
project, based on the guidance in Section 4.  
 
Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 
The verification body reviews and assesses the appropriateness of the methodologies and 
management systems that the grassland Project Owner uses to gather data and calculate 
baseline and project emissions, based on the guidance in Sections 5 and 6.  
 
Verifying emission reduction estimates 
The verification body further investigates areas that have the greatest potential for material 
misstatements and then confirms whether or not material misstatements have occurred. This 
may involve site visits to the project area (or areas if verifying a project cooperative) to ensure 
the activities on the ground correspond to and are consistent with data provided to the 
verification body. In addition, the verification body recalculates a representative sample of the 
performance or emissions data for comparison with data reported by the Project Owner in order 
to double-check the calculations of GHG emission reductions. 

8.5.1 Site Visits 

Site visits during verification are strongly recommended, but are not mandatory for grassland 
projects. However, there is risk associated with a project that has never been visited for the 
purposes of a third-party verification. This risk is related to the lack of direct, physical inspection 
of the project area and personal, face-to-face interaction with the project participants, which are 
valuable components of typical offset project verification activities. The Reserve believes that 
this risk is low enough in the case of grassland projects that the site visit during verification has 
been made optional. However, an additional buffer pool contribution must be made to account 
for the increased risk for those projects which forego a site visit verification. Section 5.4.3 details 
how this contribution is determined. Although the site visit is optional, it may be carried out at 
the discretion of the Project Owner or the verifier.  
 
When a site visit is carried out for the verification of a grassland project, the site visit may occur 
during the verification period or after its conclusion. During this visit the verifier confirms the 
eligibility of the existing land use, assess the accuracy of the project maps, assess the sources 
of project emissions, and assess the management and recordkeeping related to the project.  
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8.5.2 Desk Review Verification 

For verifications that do not include a site visit, the verification body must follow the same 
standards and procedures, but is not required to physically visit the project site. Desk review 
verifications must achieve the same standard of reasonable assurance. 

8.6 Grassland Verification Items 
The following tables provide lists of items that a verification body needs to address while 
verifying a grassland project. The tables include references to the section in the protocol where 
requirements are further specified. The table also identifies items for which a verification body is 
expected to apply professional judgment during the verification process. Verification bodies are 
expected to use their professional judgment to confirm that protocol requirements have been 
met in instances where the protocol does not provide (sufficiently) prescriptive guidance. For 
more information on the Reserve’s verification process and professional judgment, please see 
the Verification Program Manual. 
 
Note: These tables shall not be viewed as a comprehensive list or plan for verification 
activities, but rather guidance on areas specific to grassland projects that must be 
addressed during verification. 

8.6.1 Project Eligibility and CRT Issuance 

Table 8.2 lists the criteria for reasonable assurance with respect to eligibility and CRT issuance 
for grassland projects. These requirements determine if a project is eligible to register with the 
Reserve and/or have CRTs issued for the reporting period. If any requirement is not met, either 
the project may be determined ineligible or the GHG reductions from the reporting period (or 
subset of the reporting period) may be ineligible for issuance of CRTs, as specified in Sections 
2, 3, and 6. 
 

Table 8.2. Eligibility Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

2.2 Verify that the project meets the definition of a grassland project No 

2.2.1 
Verify that the project area, and subsequent modifications, have been 
correctly delineated on a map (or maps) that meets the requirements of 
the protocol 

No 

2.3 
Verify ownership of the GHG reductions by reviewing Attestation of Title 
and accompanying documentation 

No 

2.3 Verify the project and/or cooperative structure is appropriate No 

3.2 Verify project start date No 

3.2 Verify accuracy of project start date based on documentation Yes 

3.2 
Verify that the project has documented and implemented a Monitoring 
Plan 

No 

3.3, 3.4  
Verify that the entire reporting period is within the crediting period for the 
project 

No 

3.3.1 Verify that the project meets the performance standard test  No 

3.3.2 
Confirm execution of the Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form to 
demonstrate eligibility under the legal requirement test 

No 
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Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

3.3.2 
Verify that the project Monitoring Plan contains a mechanism for 
ascertaining and demonstrating that the project passes the legal 
requirement test at all times 

No 

3.3.3 
Confirm that disclosure has been made of any other credits or payments 
received in relation to the project area, and that these conform to the 
requirements of the protocol 

No 

3.5.1 Confirm that the Project Owner has executed a PIA with the Reserve No 

3.6 

Verify that the project activities comply with applicable laws by reviewing 
any instances of non-compliance provided by the Project Owner and 
performing a risk-based assessment to confirm the statements made by 
the Project Owner in the Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 

Yes 

6 
Verify that monitoring meets the requirements of the protocol. If it does 
not, verify that a variance has been approved for monitoring variations 

No 

 

8.6.2 Quantification 

Table 8.3 lists the items that verification bodies shall include in their risk assessment and 
recalculation of the project’s GHG emission reductions. These quantification items inform any 
determination as to whether there are material and/or immaterial misstatements in the project’s 
GHG emission reduction calculations. If there are material misstatements, the calculations must 
be revised before CRTs are issued. 
 

Table 8.3. Quantification Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Quantification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

4 
Verify that all SSRs in the GHG Assessment Boundary are accounted 
for (unless optional) 

No 

5 
Verify that the emission factors are all correctly selected for the 
relevant parameters, both for baseline emissions and project 
emissions 

No 

5.1 Verify that the stratification procedures were carried out properly Yes 

5.2 
Verify that the baseline emissions are properly aggregated (and pro-
rated, if applicable) 

No 

5.2.1 Verify that the project employed the appropriate discount factors No 

5.3 
Verify that the project emissions were calculated according to the 
protocol with the appropriate data 

No 

5.3.1 Verify that the Project Owner correctly monitored and quantified fires No 

5.3.2 
Verify that the Project Owner correctly monitored, quantified, and 
aggregated fossil fuel use 

Yes 

5.3.3 
Verify that the Project Owner correctly monitored and quantified 
fertilizer use 

No 

5.3.4 
Verify that the Project Owner correctly monitored and quantified 
grazing activities 

No 

5.4 
Verify that no reversals have occurred and that the correct contribution 
was calculated for the buffer pool 

No 
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8.6.3 Risk Assessment 

Verification bodies shall review the following items in Table 8.4 to guide and prioritize their 
assessment of data used in determining eligibility and quantifying GHG emission reductions. 
 

Table 8.4. Risk Assessment Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Item that Informs Risk Assessment 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6 
Verify that the project Monitoring Plan is sufficiently rigorous to support 
the requirements of the protocol and proper operation of the project 

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate monitoring practices are in place to meet the 
requirements of the protocol 

No 

6 
Verify that the individual or team responsible for managing and reporting 
project activities are qualified to perform this function 

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate training was provided to personnel assigned to 
greenhouse gas reporting duties 

Yes 

6 

Verify that all contractors are qualified for managing and reporting 
greenhouse gas emissions if relied upon by the Project Owner. Verify 
that there is internal oversight to assure the quality of the contractor’s 
work 

Yes 

7.3 Verify that all required records have been retained by the Project Owner No 

 

8.6.4 Completing Verification 

The Verification Program Manual provides detailed information and instructions for verification 
bodies to finalize the verification process. It describes completing a Verification Report, 
preparing a Verification Statement, submitting the necessary documents to the Reserve, and 
notifying the Reserve of the project’s verified status. 
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9 Glossary of Terms 
 

Accredited verifier A verification firm approved by the Climate Action Reserve to provide 
verification services for Project Owners. 

Additionality Project activities that are above and beyond “business as usual” 
operation, exceed the baseline characterization, and are not mandated by 
regulation. 

Anthropogenic emissions GHG emissions resultant from human activity that are considered to be an 
unnatural component of the Carbon Cycle (i.e., fossil fuel destruction, de-
forestation, etc.). 

Biogenic CO2 emissions CO2 emissions resulting from the destruction and/or aerobic 
decomposition of organic matter. Biogenic emissions are considered to be 
a natural part of the Carbon Cycle, as opposed to anthropogenic 
emissions. 

Carbon rights Legal ownership of carbon stored in pools located within the project area. 
Carbon rights may be separate from GHG reduction rights (defined 
below). 

Carbon dioxide 
(CO2) 

The most common of the six primary greenhouse gases, consisting of a 
single carbon atom and two oxygen atoms. 

CO2 equivalent 
(CO2e) 

The quantity of a given GHG multiplied by its total global warming 
potential. This is the standard unit for comparing the degree of warming 
which can be caused by different GHGs. 

Cooperative Developer The entity responsible for management of a project cooperative. The 
Cooperative Developer may or may not be one of the Project Owners 
participating in the project cooperative. 

Crediting period The period of time over which CRTs may be quantified and registered 
under this protocol. For a grassland project, the crediting period may be a 
maximum of 50 years. 

Cropland Land whose management is primarily conducted through “cultural” 
treatments, such as human and/or mechanical labor, fertilization, 
irrigation, tillage, seeding, and/or planting. While cropland may include 
seasonal livestock grazing, at least a portion of the year it is specifically 
given over to cultivation of a crop which is intended to be harvested for off-
site consumption. 

Direct emissions GHG emissions from sources that are owned or controlled by the reporting 
entity. 

Easement monitoring report Reports developed by an easement grantee that demonstrate easement 
terms have been met. 

Emission factor 
(EF) 

A unique value for determining an amount of a GHG emitted for a given 
quantity of activity data (e.g., metric tons of carbon dioxide emitted per 
barrel of fossil fuel burned). 

Fossil fuel A fuel, such as coal, oil, and natural gas, produced by the decomposition 
of ancient (fossilized) plants and animals. 
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Grassland An area of land dominated by native or introduced grass species with little 
to no tree canopy. Other plant species may include legumes, forbs, and 
other non-woody vegetation. Tree canopy may not exceed 10% of the 
land area on a per-acre basis. For the purpose of this protocol, grassland 
may include managed rangeland and/or pastureland. 

Greenhouse gas 
(GHG) 

Carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur 
hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), or perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs). 

GHG reduction rights Legal ownership of the GHG emission reductions resulting from avoided 
grassland conversion project activities on the project area during the 
reporting period. GHG reduction rights may be separate from carbon 
rights (defined above). 

Grassland Owner An individual or entity which has a right of ownership over a portion or all 
of the project area, or an ownership right whose exercise could reasonably 
be expected to impact soil carbon storage on a portion or all of the project 
area. 

Grazing season The period of time bounded by the first and last days of livestock grazing 
during the reporting period. 

GHG reservoir A physical unit or component of the biosphere, geosphere, or hydrosphere 
with the capability to store or accumulate a GHG that has been removed 
from the atmosphere by a GHG sink or a GHG captured from a GHG 
source. 

GHG sink A physical unit or process that removes GHG from the atmosphere. 

GHG source A physical unit or process that releases GHG into the atmosphere. 

Global Warming Potential 
(GWP) 

The ratio of radiative forcing (degree of warming to the atmosphere) that 
would result from the emission of one unit of a given GHG compared to 
one unit of CO2. 

Indirect emissions Reductions in GHG emissions that occur at a location other than where 
the reduction activity is implemented, and/or at sources not owned or 
controlled by project participants. 

Metric ton 
(t, tonne) 

A common international measurement for the quantity of GHG emissions, 
equivalent to about 2204.623 pounds or 1.102 short tons. 

Methane 
(CH4) 

A potent GHG with a GWP of 21, consisting of a single carbon atom and 
four hydrogen atoms. 

MMBtu One million British thermal units. 

Mobile combustion Emissions from the transportation of employees, materials, products, and 
waste resulting from the combustion of fuels in company owned or 
controlled mobile combustion sources (e.g., cars, trucks, tractors, dozers, 
etc.). 

Non-reversible emission 
reductions 

An emission reduction is not considered reversible if it represents the 
destruction or avoided emission of a GHG which does not rely on storage 
within a carbon pool. For example, the avoided emissions of N2O due to 
cultivation activities are considered non-reversible. 
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Pastureland An area of grassland which is managed through livestock grazing as well 
as other “cultural” treatments, such as human and/or mechanical labor, 
fertilization, irrigation, and/or seeding. For the purpose of this protocol, 
pastureland may not involve any level of tillage. 

Permanence period The period of time following the crediting period during which the Project 
Owner must continue monitoring, reporting, and verification activities 
under this protocol. The permanence period for a grassland project is 100 
years following the last issuance of CRTs related to reversible emission 
reductions. 

Project area The area defined by the physical boundaries of the project activities. The 
project area only contains land which meets the eligibility requirements of 
this protocol. 

Project baseline A “business as usual” GHG emission assessment against which GHG 
emission reductions from a specific GHG reduction activity are measured. 

Project Owner An entity that has title to the emission reduction credits issued under this 
protocol and undertakes a GHG project, as identified in Section 2.2 of this 
protocol. The Project Owner may also be the Cooperative Developer 
and/or a Grassland Owner. 

Rangeland An area of grassland which is managed principally through the use of 
livestock grazing. For the purpose of this protocol, rangeland must meet 
the definition of grassland. 

Reporting period The length of time over which GHG emission reductions from project 
activities are quantified. Under this protocol, the reporting period can be 
no more than 12 months. 

Reversible emission 
reductions 

An emission reduction is considered reversible if it represents an avoided 
emission or enhanced sequestration of carbon which must be stored in a 
carbon pool. For example, the avoided emissions of soil organic carbon 
due to cultivation activities are considered reversible, and the carbon must 
be permanently maintained through conservation of the project area. 

Shrub A woody perennial plant, generally more than 1.5 feet and less than 16.5 
feet in height at maturity and without a definite crown (24). Shrubs will 
usually have multiple stems no more than 3 inches in diameter (23). 

Tree A woody perennial plant, typically large and with a well-defined stem or 
stems carrying a more or less definite crown with the capacity to attain a 
minimum diameter at breast height of 5 inches and a minimum height of 
15 feet with no branches within three feet from the ground at maturity (24). 

Verification The process used to ensure that a given participant’s GHG emissions or 
emission reductions have met the minimum quality standard and complied 
with the Reserve’s procedures and protocols for calculating and reporting 
GHG emissions and emission reductions. 

Verification body A Reserve-approved firm that is able to render a verification opinion and 
provide verification services for operators subject to reporting under this 
protocol. 

Verification period The length of time over which GHG emission reductions from project 
activities are verified. Under this protocol, the verification period can cover 
up to six reporting periods during the crediting period, and up to ten 
reporting periods during the permanence period. 
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Appendix A Development of the Performance Standard 
The Reserve assesses the additionality of projects through application of a performance 
standard test and a legal requirement test. The purpose of a performance standard is to 
establish a standard of performance applicable to all grassland projects that serves as a proxy 
for a significant threat of conversion of the project area to crop cultivation. If this standard is met 
or exceeded by the Project Owner, the project satisfies the criterion of “additionality.”93 

A.1 Components of the Performance Standard Test 
The Grassland Protocol performance standard test has two components: 
 

1. Financial threshold 
2. Suitability threshold 

 
The intent of this two-part test is to create a standardized proxy for the complex decision-making 
process that leads to land use change. A project-specific approach would allow for the 
evaluation of all barriers to the project activity at the project site, but it would be fraught with 
subjectivity and uncertainty due to the counterfactual nature of the baseline scenario. Moreover, 
project-specific determinations of additionality tend to be very expensive and labor-intensive, 
thus rendering relatively low-volume projects, such as grassland projects, to be infeasible. While 
each individual component of the performance standard test would not, on its own, be a 
rigorous test of the additionality of the project, the Reserve believes that, taken as a whole with 
the other requirements for eligibility (e.g., location, legal surplus), the performance standard test 
does achieve such an outcome. 
 
In addition to the two components of the performance standard test, projects are subject to a 
location-based emission reductions threshold, discussed in Section 3.1. Although this eligibility 
screen is not part of the performance standard test, it works in conjunction with the performance 
standard test to identify eligible projects. 

A.1.1 Location-Based Emission Reductions Threshold  

This component of the eligibility screening is quantitative. Its premise is that projects should only 
be eligible if, based on the quantification methodology used by this protocol, the project will 
generate creditable emission reductions. The main focus of this protocol is the avoided emission 
and permanent protection of soil organic carbon (SOC). Thus, SOC is the focus of the emission 
reductions threshold. 
 
For the purposes of this protocol, the U.S. has been stratified in order to enable the 
development of baseline and project emissions estimates that correspond to local soil 
conditions, climatic conditions, starting condition, and agricultural practices. A stratum 
represents a unique combination of these variables. All baseline modeling was performed at the 
stratum level, enabling the resulting emissions estimates to represent relatively fine distinctions 
in the primary drivers of variation in emissions. In total, this protocol established emissions 
estimates for 1,002 total strata within the U.S. By stratifying the country in this manner, the 
emissions estimates used in this protocol provide greater local accuracy and representation 
than would emission estimates generated at a national scale or with fewer variables. These 
variables act as filters that each brings greater specificity to the emissions estimates by more 

 
93 See the Reserve Offset Program Manual for further discussion of the Reserve’s general approach to determining 
additionality: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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precisely estimating the conditions of the project. Land is first broken down by climate and 
geography, then further delineated by the major soil type and texture, and finally evaluated 
based on the previous land use. 
 
The following variables were used to stratify the U.S: 
 

▪ Geography and associated climate 
▪ Soil texture 
▪ Previous land use 

A.1.1.1 Geography and Associated Climate 

The first level of stratification used in this protocol delineates land based on its geography and 
associated climate, due to these factors important influence over carbon pools and sources in 
both natural and managed ecosystems (8). Regional climate and geographic conditions are 
determined through the use of Major Land Resource Area (MLRA) designations, as defined by 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Services (9). These 
designations are used for a variety of policy and planning decisions, as they represent 
information about land suitability for farming and other purposes. As such, they constitute a land 
area that has similar physical and climatic characteristics. In total, there are approximately 280 
MLRAs in the U.S. However, some of these MLRAs contain very little cropland or grassland 
feasible for conversion. Appendix B provides an overview of the methodology used to screen 
out certain MLRAs based on the absence of significant areas of grassland or cropland, and 
constraints on data availability and modeling confidence. 

A.1.1.2 Soil Texture 

Soil texture has a significant impact on land productivity and carbon dynamics through 
influences on soil fertility and water balance and on soil organic matter stabilization processes 
(10). Accordingly, the second level of stratification requires differentiating by soil texture. While 
successively finer delineations of soil type and texture would yield greater precision, this 
protocol limits the stratification of soils into three major classes of surface soil texture as defined 
by USDA. These are: 
 

▪ Coarse 
▪ Medium 
▪ Fine 

 
By adding soil texture to the stratification, the quantification is improved in two ways. First, the 
texture itself plays a considerable role in the carbon dynamics being modeled (27), allowing 
more refined and representative results. Second, defining the stratum with the soil texture limits 
the cropping systems and management practices that are modeled to those suitable to these 
soils by evaluating only those systems seen on other similar soils within the MLRA. Use of soil 
texture therefore gives greater precision to the crop system inputs and resulting model 
accuracy. 

A.1.1.3 Previous Land Use 

Initial carbon pools at project commencement will be significantly influenced by previous land 
uses. Additionally, soil quality at project initiation influences nutrient inputs and farming practices 
in the baseline scenario. Because this protocol allows for the avoided conversion of grasslands 
with somewhat varied histories, the third level of stratification requires grasslands to be 
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delimited by the duration of time it has been in a grassland state. This protocol defines the 
following two categories for grasslands: 
 

▪ Greater than 10, but less than 30 years continuous grassland or pastureland 
▪ Greater than 30 years continuous, long-term permanent grassland or pastureland 

 
To develop this threshold, the baseline scenario was modeled for a period of 50 years for each 
individual stratum. The outputs from the models were averaged over 10 year periods to smooth 
out any inter-annual variability and stochasticity inherent in the modeling. Due to the specific 
characteristics of the individual strata and the common management practices in those areas, 
some strata exhibit SOC loss after conversion to cropland, some do not, and some show 
consistent SOC gains. A stratum may only be eligible if we have an emission factor that shows 
a baseline loss of SOC for the first 10 year emission factor period. If the stratum shows baseline 
SOC gains for an emission factor period, then the project crediting period will end prior to that 
emission factor period. Table A.1 and Figure A.1 show a summary of the outcome of this test. 
 

Table A.1. Summary of Strata Eligibility Based on Emission Reduction Potential 

Categories Number of Strata in Each Category 

Total possible strata 1,668 

Strata with no data for modeling 667 

Strata with no emission reductions in first 10 
years 

331 

Potentially eligible strata 670 
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Figure A.1. Potentially Eligible Strata for Each MLRA 

A.1.2 Financial Threshold 

The first component of the performance standard test is a financial threshold. The concept is 
that the monetary incentive provided by offsets is needed to counteract the existing financial 
incentive to convert grassland to cropland. The incentive to convert to cropland is thus viewed 
as a barrier to the project. As a proxy for this financial incentive, the Reserve uses the concept 
of the “cropland premium.” The cropland premium for a county value of the cash rent rate for 
cropland compared to the cash rent rate for pastureland. In other words, the cropland premium 
represents the increased value (either as a percentage or in absolute dollars per acre) of land 
that is converted from pasture to crop production.  
 
This approach is also utilized by avoided conversion project type in the Reserve Forest 
Protocol,94 which requires the Project Owner to obtain a certified real estate appraisal of the 
project area to identify the land’s value as a forest (project scenario) and as the converted land 
use (baseline scenario). The percentage difference between these two must exceed 40% for 
eligibility and must exceed 80% to avoid the application of a discount, which is calculated on a 
sliding scale between the two thresholds.95 The discount represents the uncertainty of the 
baseline conversion and recognizes that the threshold for the decision to convert will vary 
between landowners. 

 
94 Climate Action Reserve, Forest Project Protocol Version 3.3 (November 15, 2012). Section 3.1.2.3. 
95 Climate Action Reserve, Forest Project Protocol Version 3.3 (November 15, 2012). Equation 6.14. 
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A.1.2.1 Calculating the Cropland Premium 

The rent rate data are collected through the annual cash rent survey of the USDA National 
Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS).96 This dataset is robust and published on a regular, 
annual schedule. The cash rent survey provides a value, in dollars per acre, of the cash rent 
paid for non-irrigated cropland, irrigated cropland, and pastureland. The non-irrigated cropland 
rent rate is used as a proxy for the value of cropland. The pastureland rent rate is used as a 
proxy for the value of grassland. Cropland premiums were calculated by subtracting the average 
pastureland rent rate from the average non-irrigated cropland rent rates, then dividing by the 
average pastureland rent rate.  
 
In order to smooth out inter-annual fluctuations and account for years with missing data, the 
financial threshold is based on an average of the cropland premium for the previous three years. 
If there are too few respondents in a particular county to ensure anonymity of the reported data, 
those counties are combined and averaged together by the NASS at the level of the Agricultural 
Statistics District (ASD) and identified in the data as “Other (Combined) Counties.” Thus, where 
a county did not have a value listed for a particular rent category for a particular year, the 
average for the ASD for that year was used. If there was no ASD average reported, the value 
was left out. When averaging the rent values over the three year period, only years with 
reported values were considered (i.e., “no value” was not considered to equal zero). For 
projects with start dates during the calendar year 2015, rent rate data from 2012-2014 were 
used. 

A.1.2.2 Setting the Threshold 

Once the cropland premiums were determined, a policy decision was made as to where the 
threshold should be set. There are several options for how to consider the cropland premium as 
a proxy for the financial incentive to convert the project area. There were also several other 
decisions that ultimately influenced the threshold, such as the most appropriate geographic level 
of analysis (county, ASD, state, region) and the particular metric for the cropland premium 
(absolute $/acre or percent difference).  
 
As the rent rate data are available at the county level, the Reserve chose to use this level for the 
analysis. Following the approach used in the Forest Protocol, the Reserve elected to continue to 
apply the financial threshold as a percent difference, rather than a dollar value, which limits the 
impact of other variables that affect land value. This approach is also used in the Avoided 
Conversion of Grasslands and Shrublands (ACoGS) methodology adopted by the American 
Carbon Registry, although that methodology does not rely on a standardized assessment of 
land value. 
 
The Forest Protocol sets a threshold of 40% premium for eligibility, and 80% premium for 
undiscounted eligibility. The ACR ACoGS methodology sets a threshold of 40% premium for 
eligibility and 100% premium for undiscounted eligibility. The Reserve has elected to adopt the 
thresholds described in the ACoGS methodology. Cropland premiums between these two 
values are subject to a discount on a sliding scale, following the guidance in Equation 5.6. 
 
Although the threshold will be applied to new rent rate data each year, the thresholds 
themselves will not change unless the Reserve carries out a new analysis and issues a new 
version of this protocol. 

 
96 Information available at: 
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Surveys/Guide_to_NASS_Surveys/Cash_Rents_by_County/index.asp. Accessed October 
13, 2014. 

http://www.nass.usda.gov/Surveys/Guide_to_NASS_Surveys/Cash_Rents_by_County/index.asp
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A.1.2.3 List of Eligible Counties 

Once the threshold was determined, it was then applied to the rent rate data to determine the 
list of eligible counties. Following the procedures above, the Reserve determined the average 
cropland premiums for the most recent three year period (2012-2014). The financial thresholds 
were then applied to these data (Figure A.2). This exercise will be conducted as new rent rate 
data become available. For counties which are identified as having no data, a Project Owner 
may request that the Reserve examine the data for surrounding counties and determine 
whether the county may be considered eligible (and the appropriate value for DFconv, if 
applicable). The revised list of eligible counties, along with their value for DFconv, if applicable, 
will be published and be effective for new projects submitted during the following year. The 
current tables, as well as any future updates, are available by individual request (email to 
policy@climateactionreserve.org or call (213) 891-1444) or for download at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/.  
 

 
Figure A.2. Eligibility of Counties Based on the Financial Threshold for Additionality 

 

mailto:policy@climateactionreserve.org
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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A.1.3 Suitability Threshold 

Projects should only be considered additional if the project area is actually suitable for 
conversion to crop cultivation. Otherwise, the baseline scenario is invalid, and the project area is 
not actually under threat of conversion to cropland. This is the premise behind the second 
component of the performance standard test: the suitability threshold. There are numerous 
parameters (slope, drainage, rockiness, etc.) that contribute to the overall suitability of a parcel 
for crop cultivation. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Land Capability 
Classification (LCC) system is widely used to simplify the description of land areas in regards to 
its suitability for cultivation (3). The Reserve has chosen to use the NRCS LCC system to 
assess the suitability threshold for grassland projects. 
 
There are eight LCC classes, numbered I through VIII:  
 

I. Soils have few limitations that restrict their use. (no subclasses) 
II. Soils have some limitations that reduce the choice of plants or require moderate 

conservation practices. (all subclasses) 
III. Soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or require special 

conservation practices or both. (all subclasses) 
IV. Soils have very severe limitations that restrict the choice of plants, require very 

careful management, or both. (all subclasses) 
V. Soils have little or no erosion hazard but have other limitations impractical to remove 

that limit their use largely to pasture, range, woodland, or wildlife food and cover. 
(subclasses w, s, c) 

VI. Soils have severe limitations that make them generally unsuited to cultivation and 
limit their use largely to pasture or range, woodland, or wildlife food and cover. (all 
subclasses) 

VII. Soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuited to cultivation and that 
restrict their use largely to grazing, woodland, or wildlife. (all subclasses) 

VIII. Soils and landforms have limitations that preclude their use for commercial plant 
production and restrict their use to recreation, wildlife, or water supply or to esthetic 
purposes. (all subclasses) 

 
In addition, there are four subclasses, indicated by letter: 
 

(e) Erosion 
(w) Excess wetness 
(s) Problems in the rooting zone 
(c) Climatic limitations 

 
Crop cultivation is generally not recommended for land classified above Class IV (3). We have 
received stakeholder feedback that would push this threshold in both directions, some saying 
that no land above Class III should be cultivated, and others saying that they have seen Class V 
and VI land being actively converted. Recent research has supported this conclusion (3). The 
Reserve has chosen to rely on the general recommendation that classes above IV are not 
suitable for cultivation, while recognizing that land characteristics tend to be more 
heterogeneous than legal boundaries by allowing for small components of the project area to be 
Class V or VI.  
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To determine the appropriate minimum threshold for NICC I-IV soils as a percentage of the total 
project area, the Reserve assessed the NICC for existing, non-irrigated cropland, as well as the 
NICC for non-irrigated cropland that was identified as being newly-converted. The irrigation data 
were from the most recent (2012) version of the Moderate Resolution Imaging 
Spectroradiometer (MODIS) Irrigated Agriculture Dataset for the United States (MIrAD-US).97 
The cultivated lands data used in the assessment, known as the USDA Cultivated Layer, were 
obtained by request from the USDA NASS98; the public CDL data portal, CropScape, only offers 
the most recent version of the Cultivated Layer. The Cultivated Layer is a 5-year composite of 
all land that has been identified as cropland. To align with the MIrAD-US data, the 2012 
Cultivated Layer (showing cropland from 2008-2012) was used. The data regarding which of 
these lands were considerednewly-converted croplands were obtained from researchers at the 
University of Wisconsin (24). These data are also based on the 2008-2012 Cropland Data 
Layers.  
 
For each state, the data for cultivation, irrigation, MLRA, and soil map unit were combined using 
ArcMap. The resulting data layer identifies all of this information for each 250m x 250m pixel; 
thus the resolution of the analysis is 15.44 acres. The tables were then combined into one large 
table, allowing for assessment of each MLRA, regardless of political boundaries. The area for 
each MLRA that is cultivated but not irrigated is summed according to its NICC, allowing for a 
determination of the percentage of non-irrigated cropland in that MLRA which is classified as 
NICC I-IV. The analysis was also conducted for irrigated lands, using the ICC. For any MLRAs 
with insufficient data to develop either a NICC or ICC threshold, the default threshold will be 
100%. This is a conservative approach given that those MLRAs do not show significant crop 
cultivation activity. Of course, projects will still have the option for the local, site-specific LCC 
assessment. 
 
The same analysis was then conducted using only areas of newly-converted cropland (2008-
2012). For areas with sufficient amounts of new cropland, the resulting values from the existing 
cropland and the newly-converted cropland were then averaged together to obtain the default 
value for the suitability threshold for that MLRA. This approach seeks to recognize that recent 
conversion trends may be different than historical conversion trends. In many places, the LCC 
of new cropland is higher than existing cropland (i.e., newly converted cropland may be 
considered of “marginal” quality for crop cultivation). 

A.1.4 Complete Performance Standard Test 

While neither of the individual components of this performance standard test (or the eligibility 
section as a whole) would represent a comprehensive test for additionality on their own, when 
considered together, along with the eligibility limitations arising from the baseline stratification 
and modeling, they function to provide a holistic assessment of the threat of conversion of 
grassland to cropland in different areas of the country.  
 

 
97 The MIrAD-US data are available at: http://earlywarning.usgs.gov/USirrigation. 
98 Information regarding the Cropland Data Layer and the Cultivated Layer is available at: 
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Research_and_Science/Cropland/SARS1a.php. 

http://earlywarning.usgs.gov/USirrigation
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Research_and_Science/Cropland/SARS1a.php
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Appendix B Development of Standardized Parameters and 
Emission Factors 

The approach outlined in this appendix was developed and executed by the Reserve’s technical 
contractor WSP. The team consisted of Tim Kidman and Michael Mondshine at WSP, and Dr. 
Keith Paustian, Ernest Marx, Mark Easter, Ben Johkne and Stephen Williams at Colorado State 
University. The effort described here has resulted in a fixed collection of emission factors. The 
Reserve will seek to replicate this process at a later date in order to generate updated emission 
factors for AGC projects. 

B.1 Introduction 
This appendix describes the standardized assumptions used by the Reserve’s technical 
contractor in modeling baseline GHG emissions from the conversion of grasslands to croplands. 
It also describes the modeling approach used by the Reserve’s contractor to estimate the 
baseline emissions from soil processes, soil organic carbon, below-ground biomass, and 
fertilizer N2O emissions using the DAYCENT model and a combination of national data sources. 
The methodology and standardized baselines are intended to provide accurate estimates of 
baseline emissions, give certainty over expected project outcomes, minimize project setup and 
monitoring costs, and reduce verification costs. The resulting emission rates, applied in the 
protocol as per acre emission factors, preclude the need for project-level modeling by Project 
Owners.  
 
Modeling was performed using the same build of the DAYCENT model that is used for 
estimation of the Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-201399 (U.S. 
Inventory) compiled by EPA, and which is incorporated in USDA’s entity level GHG 
quantification tool, COMET-Farm100. To compute the emissions associated with baseline 
conversion scenarios, the contractors utilized a DAYCENT model inputs database developed for 
the U.S. Inventory. The Inventory Database (IDB) was derived from national level soils and 
weather data sources, the USDA’s Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) as well as ancillary data 
sets on actual agricultural management practices across the U.S. The NRI is a statistically 
robust stratified sampling design that includes land use and management data since 1979 at ca. 
400,000 non-federal cropland and grassland locations.  
 
The DAYCENT model (i.e., daily time-step version of the Century model) simulates cycling of 
carbon, nitrogen, and other nutrients in cropland, grassland, forest, and savanna ecosystems on 
a daily time step. This includes CO2 emissions and uptake resulting from plant production and 
decomposition processes, and N2O emissions from the application of synthetic and manure 
fertilizer, the retention of crop residues and subsequent mineralization, and mineralization of soil 
organic matter. DAYCENT simulates all processes based on interactions with location-specific 
environmental conditions, such as soil characteristics and climate. 

 
99 Available at: http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/Downloads/ghgemissions/US-GHG-Inventory-2014-Main-Text.pdf.  
100 Available at: http://cometfarm.nrel.colostate.edu. 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/Downloads/ghgemissions/US-GHG-Inventory-2014-Main-Text.pdf
http://cometfarm.nrel.colostate.edu/


Grassland Protocol  Version 2.1, February 2020 

 94 

B.2 Conceptual Overview 
The approach to baseline determination and baseline modeling relies almost exclusively on 
geographic, historic, and physical characteristics of project parcels – most of which are publicly 
available in national geospatial databases – in assigning a baseline and associated emissions 
for any given project parcel. The methodology does not require project proponents to assert a 
single baseline cropping system, tillage, or management practice, support that assertion with 
detailed documentation, or justify why assertions represent reasonable baseline assumptions. 
Rather, this methodology establishes and dictates a composite baseline for any given parcel 
based on the practices documented on ecologically and geologically similar parcels using a 
variety of national databases. The methodology does not establish a single tillage practice, 
average fertilizer practice or other factors and use that as the baseline to model that single 
scenario to obtain baseline emission rates. Instead, the methodology acknowledges variability in 
practice, and the uncertainty associated with predicting future practice by assuming that there is 
a certain probability that the converted land could be managed in a variety of ways. The 
modeled management practices were generated based on survey data from land within the 
same eco-climatic region and soil type as the project parcel, based on the IDB and related data 
sources defined below.  
 
Through this exercise 154,639 long term grassland points and 162,460 short term grassland 
points were modeled. The resulting emission rates for each stratum represent a weighted 
average of the potential practices on the parcel were it to be converted to cropland, with 
weighting based on the relative prevalence of each practice within the survey data. This 
approach to baseline determination eliminates subjectivity by standardizing the baseline 
determination based exclusively on stratification (see Section 5.1).  
 
Similarly, the methodology does not require project proponents to execute complex 
biogeochemical process models. Instead, the methodology provides composite emission rates 
derived from these same biogeochemical process models utilizing geographic, soil, and 
cropping system assumptions representative of the project parcel.  
 
Compared to the alternative in which project proponents would be responsible for asserting and 
documenting their baseline assumptions, and then conducting modeling themselves, this 
method has several important advantages, which are outlined in Section B.7. 

B.3 Baseline Determination 
The baseline for any given project parcel is defined probabilistically as a composite of the likely 
practices that might occur on that parcel were it to be converted from grassland to cropland.  
 
The stratification regime defined in Section 5.1 of the protocol plays a fundamental role in 
establishing the range of practices and relative probabilities for baseline practice. Based on two 
of the three stratification elements – the Major Land Resource Area (MLRA) and the dominant 
surface soil texture from the Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) – the U.S. was first 
broken into individual super-strata (unique combinations of these two variables).101 By first 
stratifying by MLRA and surface soil texture, the U.S. is effectively subdivided into land areas 
based on suitability to certain cropping systems and the practices associated with those 
systems in those geographies. Because MLRAs are based on agroecological classification, they 
define areas of similar climate, geomorphology, native vegetation and land management 

 
101 The third variable, previous land use, will be used later in the modeling of baseline emissions. 
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systems – all of which are the fundamental drivers of the biogeochemical processes involved in 
greenhouse gas emissions. Thus MLRAs are well-suited as stratification variables than other 
land area designations that are politically-based (e.g., states) or defined by a more limited set of 
criteria (e.g., NRCS Crop Management Zones (CMZ) based on farm management practices). By 
adding soil texture to the stratification, the quantification is improved in two ways. First, the 
texture itself plays a considerable role in the carbon dynamics being modeled (27), allowing 
more refined and representative results. Second, defining the stratum with the soil texture limits 
the cropping systems and management practices that are modeled to those suitable to these 
soils by evaluating only those systems seen on other similar soils within the MLRA. Use of soil 
texture therefore gives greater precision to the crop system inputs and resulting model 
accuracy. 
 
For each unique super-strata, baseline practices were collected and estimated based on the 
real-world practices on agricultural land within the same super-stratum, as derived from the IDB, 
USDA National Resource Inventory (NRI), Economic Research Service Cropping Practice 
Survey (ERS), National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS), and Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) (29) (30).102,103 These resources represent the best available data 
sources for agricultural practice in the U.S. A brief description of the relevant data sources is 
included below: 
 

▪ Inventory Database (IDB): Developed by Colorado State University as input data for 
the Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2013 (13), the IDB is 
derived from a variety of data sources including SSURGO, NRI, CTIC, ERS, NASS 
(described below). The IDB describes typical management practices for distinct regions 
and soils at MLRA and county scales. 

▪ Major Land Resource Area (MLRA): Agro-ecological classification developed NRCS 
that defines areas of similar climate, geomorphology, native vegetation, and land 
management systems across the U.S.  

▪ Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO): Developed and managed by NRCS, 
the SSURGO database contains geographically linked information on soil properties 
including texture. SSURGO data were collected by the USDA National Cooperative Soil 
Survey, covering the states, commonwealths and territories of the U.S. It was generated 
from soil samples and laboratory analysis, and represents the finest resolution soil map 
data available in the U.S. 

▪ National Resource Inventory (NRI): Developed and managed by NRCS, the NRI is a 
statistical survey of land use and natural resource conditions on non-federal U.S. lands. 
It provides data on the status, condition, and trends of land, soil, water and related 
resources. The NRI utilizes established inventory sites for repeated sampling to provide 
national representation. 

▪ Conservation Tillage Information Center (CTIC): Since 1989, CTIC has conducted 
annual county-level surveys of tillage practices, by crop. These data are used to 
estimate probabilities for tillage practices and tillage transitions, for IDB locations within 
the surveyed counties.  

▪ Economic Research Service: Housed within the USDA, ERS gathers a variety of data 
on crop and livestock practices through the use of its annual Agricultural Resource 
Management Survey (ARMS). ERS provides both annual and trend data, illustrating 

 
102 USDA-NASS: https://www.nass.usda.gov/.  
103 USDA-NRCS (2012) Energy Estimator: Tillage, available at: http://ecat.sc.egov.usda.gov/.  

https://www.nass.usda.gov/
http://ecat.sc.egov.usda.gov/
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shifts in agricultural practice. ERS contains data on nutrient management, irrigation 
practices, and conservation practices.  

▪ National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS): Data on annual county-average crop 
area and yields from NASS are used as a secondary data source for availability control 
of model outputs.  

▪ Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)/Energy Tools: Data related to the 
energy inputs required for cropland management, including planting, tillage, fertilization, 
and harvesting. (http://energytools.sc.egov.usda.gov/) 

 
For each super-stratum combination of MLRA and soil texture, relevant variables about baseline 
conditions were established using these data sources, with specific variables pulled from each 
as defined in Table B.1. In many cases, these variables are linked. For example, IDB data are 
used to establish the various cropping sequences, and then each crop is assigned nitrogen 
application rate distributions based on regional ERS data. The methodology used to link data 
and determine practices within regions is based on the methodology used in the U.S. Inventory 
(13). For further detail on how these datasets are used to set appropriate conditions, please 
refer to the sections Agriculture and Land Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry in the U.S. 
Inventory. 
 

Table B.1. Derivation of Baseline Scenario Input Variables 

Baseline Variable Data Source Methodology 

Tillage practice IDB, CTIC Assignment of tillage practices established using CTIC data 
in each super stratum and associated expansion factors. 
County-level CTIC data were recalculated at the MLRA 
level, with practices assigned to simulations through use of 
NIDB area-weights. 

Typical cropping 
sequence 

IDB, NASS Assignment of each cropping sequence established using 
IDB data in each super stratum and associated area-
weights, based on the cropping sequence from 2000-2007, 
supplemented by NASS data. 

Fertilizer N application  ERS, NASS Crop-specific N rates assigned based on state-level 
statistics, subdivided by MLRA, based on the most recent 
five years period. 

Application of other 
nutrients/organic 
matter 

NRCS Livestock manure application frequency and rates 
estimated based on NRCS data and adjusted for county-
level estimates of manure availability, based on the most 
recent five years period. 

Irrigation practice IDB  Irrigated vs. non-irrigated status are specified for each IDB 
location, based on the most recent five years period. For 
irrigated land, full irrigation (i.e., no significant water stress) 
is modeled. 

Fuel consumption NRCS Energy consumption for each cropland management 
practice, based on CMZ, tillage practice, and crop.  

 
Table B.2 provides an illustrative overview of some of the crop system data elements that went 
into the establishment of the composite baseline conditions for any given super-stratum, and a 
highly simplified example distribution. Based on the cropping systems established from historic 
data, additional nutrient input data were applied based on ERS and NASS data. In addition to 
the cropping and management variables extracted from these data sources, the methodology 
employs IDB area-weights to appropriately weight each practice based on its 
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representativeness across the landscape. IDB area-weights are based on the spatial resolutions 
of source data, including NRI expansion factors, SSURGO map unit areas, and spatial scales of 
fertilizer and tillage data. The IDB area-weights indicate the number of acres across the 
landscape that each IDB location point represents.  
 
The baseline for this example super stratum would be, for example, 20% constructed from data 
point #1 which is a practice that includes the use of no till on irrigated land, and with a crop 
rotation of corn, soy, corn, soy, fallow. This is based on the existence of an IDB location with 
that practice and its area-weight (100) being 20% of the aggregate of IDB area-weights (500) 
within the super stratum. 
 

Table B.2. Example Crop Systems and Resulting Probabilities in Baseline 

IDB 
Data 
Point 

Tillage 
Practice 

Irrigation 
Practice 

Cropping System 
Area-
weight 

Probabilit
y 

#1 No Till Irrigated Corn, soy, corn, soy, fallow 100 20% 

#2 
Conservation 
Till 

Not 
Irrigated 

Corn, soy, fallow, wheat, soy 150 30% 

#3 
Conservation 
Till 

Irrigated 
Wheat, fallow, wheat, wheat, 
fallow 

50 10% 

#4 Standard Till 
Not 
Irrigated 

Corn, soy, fallow, wheat, soy 200 40% 

 
Using this methodology, each project parcel effectively has multiple baseline scenarios. One 
way to think about this approach would be that for every acre of a project in the above example, 
0.2 acres would be converted according to practice #1, 0.3 acres according to practice #2, 0.1 
acres according to practice #3, and 0.4 acres according to practice #4. 

B.4 Modeling Approach 
In order to model baseline emissions for use in quantifying emission reductions, the composite 
baseline practices defined in Section B.3 were combined with climatic and initial condition 
inputs. Local weather data inputs were based on values from the North America Regional 
Reanalysis Product (NARR).104 Weather for each year in the future was modeled on actual 
weather from a year in the past (within the last 30 years). Thus, inputs such as temperature and 
precipitation should reflect recent trends. All modeling was performed using stochastic modeling 
techniques and the DAYCENT model to evaluate the change in carbon pools and emissions 
sources across multiple scenarios. More specifically, this was done by modeling the conversion 
to cropland of IDB locations throughout the U.S. that are currently categorized as grasslands. It 
includes analysis of the composite baselines defined in Section B.3 in a manner consistent with 
the compilation of the U.S. Inventory. 
 
Modeling was conducted based on the strata delineated in Section 5.1 of the protocol, which 
include previous land use in addition to the variables used to define the super strata. For each 
stratum (unique combination of MLRA, soil texture, and previous land use), the following 
methodology was employed by utilizing the Colorado State University parallel computing 
capability, which includes dedicated database servers and a ca. 300 CPU computing cluster: 
 

1. Grassland modeling points were pulled from the IDB or modified for modeling: 

 
104 NOAA/OAR/ESRL PSD, North America Regional Reanalysis Product, available at: http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/. 

http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/
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a. For long term grassland (30+ years), all 154,639 IDB locations that have been 
continuous grassland were selected. 

b. For short term grassland (10-30 years) a period of 12-28 years of grassland 
management preceding project implementation was randomly assigned and 
area-weighted to 162,460 IDB locations in continuous cropland. 

2. Initial carbon pools at project start were established for each data point based on soil 
data and a long-term spin-up of the DAYCENT model using practices defined in the 
preceding step. 

3. For the 30+ year grassland baseline scenario, each IDB location was modeled forward 
applying the baseline practices determined in Section B.3 through the DAYCENT model 
for 50 years. The baseline practices for each IDB location were pulled at random without 
replacement. 

4. For the 10-30 year grassland baseline scenario, each IDB location was modeled forward 
applying the cropping practices associated with that point in the IDB through the 
DAYCENT model for 50 years. 

5. For the project scenario, each IDB location was modeled forward applying a continuation 
of the management practices established for the U.S. national GHG inventory analysis. 

6. DAYCENT output was summarized as average annual change or emission rates in ten 
year increments for the following:  

a. Soil organic carbon105 
b. N2O emissions (direct and indirect) 

7. The extracted emissions in ten year increments were area-weighted based on IDB area-
weights and averaged across points within the strata and translated into average annual 
per acre emission rates applicable to corresponding ten year increments.  

 
The resulting emission rates are provided by stratum in a tabular form and included as lookup 
tables106 where they function as per acre emission factors. A sample of the table format is 
provided as Table B.3 below. 
 
Table B.3. Sample Output of Emission Factor Table Format 

Stratum 
Annual Emission Factor (tCO2e/acre) 

Year 1-10 Year 11-20 Year 21-30 Year 31-40 Year 41-50 

      

 
In addition to modeling baseline emissions, the DAYCENT modeling exercise was also 
performed to estimate project soil carbon emissions or sequestration, emissions from nitrous 
oxide, and dry matter estimates. The dry matter estimates are used in the quantification portion 
of this protocol to estimate CH4 and N2O emissions from burning on project lands. 
 
Finally, fuel consumption was estimated by applying fuel consumption factors from the NRCS 
Energy Calculator to the practices modeled at each IDB location. The results from each IDB 

 
105 Other related pools including above- and below-ground biomass flow through this pool in the modeled carbon 
balance. Accordingly, this pool is intended to represent net system emissions or sequestration over longer time 
horizons such as the 50 years modeled in this exercise.  
106 See the Reserve’s Grassland Protocol webpage at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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location in the baseline scenario were area-weighted based on IDB area-weights to estimate 
fuel consumption per acre for each stratum. 

B.5 Results 
Over 317,099 individual grassland points were modeled to calculate composite emission rates 
based on 31.7 million point years. However, emission rates have been provided for only a 
subset of strata within the continental U.S. where data was available and deemed reliable. In 
order to maintain data integrity and robustness of modeling results, certain strata for which there 
was limited data were evaluated, but output results were not included in the published tables of 
emission rates. Specifically, strata with less than ten assigned IDB locations in grassland were 
excluded due to low sample size. Because strata include soil type (texture), the paucity of points 
in many cases (especially for coarse and fine soils) reflects the actual low occurrence of a 
particular soil type within a particular MLRA. Strata with 11-100 data points were considered to 
be of good availability, while those with more than 101 points were considered excellent data 
availability. The number of strata assigned to each category of data availability is summarized in 
Table B.4. 
 
Table B.4. Stratum Availability 

Count of strata deemed low availability (≤10 points), good availability (11-100 points), and excellent 
availability (>100 points) 

 
Fine Coarse Medium 

Total Strata 10-30 
years 

30+ 
years 

10-30 
years 

30+ 
years 

10-30 
years 

30+ 
years 

≤10 Points 89 70 70 54 45 26 354 

11-100 Points 64 79 98 77 73 61 452 

>100 Points 73 77 58 95 108 139 550 

TOTAL 226 226 226 226 226 226 1,356 

 
The maps in Figures B.1 through B.6 illustrate the distribution of the strata for which there was 
insufficient data to generate reliable emission rates (10 or fewer data points), and those for 
which there was good or excellent data availability. 
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Figure B.1. Map of 10-30 Year Grassland Data Points on Fine Soils 

Grey represents 10 or fewer points. Light green represents 11-100, and dark green represents greater 
than 100 data points. Emission rates have been provided for all green MLRAs. 

 

 
Figure B.2. Map of 30+ Year Grassland Data Points on Fine Soils 

Grey represents 10 or fewer points. Light green represents 11-100, and dark green represents greater 
than 100 data points. Emission rates have been provided for all green MLRAs. 
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Figure B.3. Map of 10-30 Year Grassland Data Points on Medium Soils 

Grey represents 10 or fewer points. Light green represents 11-100, and dark green represents greater 
than 100 data points. Emission rates have been provided for all green MLRAs. 

 

 
Figure B.4. Map of 30+ Year Grassland Data Points on Medium Soils 

Grey represents 10 or fewer points. Light green represents 11-100, and dark green represents greater 
than 100 data points. Emission rates have been provided for all green MLRAs. 
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Figure B.5. Map of 10-30 Year Grassland Data Points on Coarse Soils 

Grey represents 10 or fewer points. Light green represents 11-100, and dark green represents greater 
than 100 data points. Emission rates have been provided for all green MLRAs. 

 

 
Figure B.6. Map of 30+ Year Grassland Data Points on Coarse Soils 

Grey represents 10 or fewer points. Light green represents 11-100, and dark green represents greater 
than 100 data points. Emission rates have been provided for all green MLRAs. 

 
Due to the size and complexity of the emission rate output tables, results are not provided in the 
protocol, but instead are available for download in Microsoft Excel format from the Reserve’s 



Grassland Protocol  Version 2.1, February 2020 

 103 

website.107 In addition to the emission rate tables, there is an additional file that contains 
summary statistics for each stratum for which modeling was performed, which is available upon 
request. Although many variables went into the inputs for each modeling run, this file displays 
the percent of land that was modeled as irrigated in each stratum, as well as the distribution of 
crops that contributed to the composite baseline.  

B.6 Uncertainty 
Although some level of uncertainty is inherent in any modeling exercise, there are several 
important uncertainties unique to the establishment of baseline conditions and modeling 
performed over a 50 year horizon. Several sources of uncertainty are particularly noteworthy: 
 

▪ Tillage Practice. The use of no-till and conservation tillage practices in the U.S. has 
been increasing in recent decades, and this trend is expected to continue. The USDA 
ERS evaluated tillage data for a variety of crops and geographies across the U.S. and 
found that no-till has increased at a rate of 1.5% per year between 2000 and 2007, 
though there is considerable variation across crops and regions. No-till agriculture, 
particularly when practiced over a prolonged time, has the potential to lower soil carbon 
emissions or increase sequestration (31).  

▪ Fertilizer Use. Inorganic and organic nitrogen are common inputs for many cropping 
systems in the U.S., and have considerable GHG impacts through both direct and 
indirect N2O emissions. Nitrogen management best practices focus on minimizing 
excess nitrogen in the system by matching the rate, timing, placement, and source of 
nitrogen to the requirements of the crop system to efficiently utilize nitrogen and 
maximize crop yields. Despite data showing that nitrogen application rates on some 
crops have increased even since 1990 (e.g., corn, wheat) (32), emissions from this 
source may be flat or declining due to increased nitrogen use efficiency and yields. 
Shifts in practice and technology have the potential to reduce net N2O emissions from 
fertilization per unit of yield. 

▪ Climate Change. Over the coming decades, weather patterns across the country are 
expected to change in several ways. Temperatures are projected to rise; the intensity of 
the heaviest precipitation events is projected to increase; crop yields may be more 
strongly influenced by anomalous weather events; weeds, diseases and pests may 
increase crop stress; and other climate disruptions to agricultural production are 
projected to increase over the next 50 years (33). These impacts will vary considerably 
across regions, and will have varied impacts on agricultural GHG emissions. 

 
During the workgroup consultation process, the concept of including shifts in tillage practice and 
fertilizer use within the modeling environment was evaluated. However, because of data and 
modeling limitations, uncertainty around inputs, and the assumptions required to conduct 
modeling that included these shifts, it was deemed more appropriate to account for the 
uncertainty outside of the modeling exercise rather than compromise the model’s inherent 
strengths and data sources. Both tillage and nitrogen management practice will further interact 
with climate change and weather events, with the result being unknown net impacts to field-level 
GHG emissions. The quantification methodology includes a discount factor intended to 
conservatively address the uncertainty associated with these and other factors. The specific 
uncertainty related to these emission factors has not been quantified. In discussion with the 
contractor, the Reserve has set the discount as 1% per 10-year emission factor period. Thus, 
the discount increases as the time of quantification moves farther from the time the modeling 

 
107 See the Reserve’s Grassland Protocol webpage at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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was completed. If the Reserve is able to update this modeling exercise at a later date, then the 
discount for uncertainty will be reset for the new emission factors. 

B.7 Justification for a Standardized Baseline 
This section provides a brief overview of the benefits associated with use of a highly 
standardized approach to baseline determination and quantification of baseline emissions. 

B.7.1 Transaction Costs and Verifiability 

One of the primary goals to standardization is to cut down to the extent practicable on project 
costs and verification complexity. If the project proponent is required to assert the baseline 
cropping system and management practice, this would necessitate considerable costs both in 
project development and verification. Existing protocols rely on resources such as appraisals, 
government surveys, and universities in establishing baseline cropping systems. While 
government surveys provide some insight into dominant crops in a region, they are not 
generally differentiated by relevant soil characteristics, and do not reveal detailed crop rotation 
information nor do they link across variables (e.g., crop rotations and tillage practices). Further, 
while appraisals are useful in establishing that land may have a higher value as “cropland” 
versus grassland, it is unclear that these appraisals would consider specific cropping systems, 
inputs and management practices. Instead, these appraisals may assess only the publicly 
available rent information on cropland in the region, itself a composite of multiple practices.  
 
In short, relying on project proponent assertions would require considerable project proponent 
resources to identify and document the likely cropping system, provided it can reliably be done 
at all. Additionally, the asserted crop system would need to be verified by the verification body, 
adding additional costs and uncertainty. Alternatively, the standardized approach does not 
require the project proponent to assert a baseline cropping system or management practice at 
all, or the verifier to assure this data. The baseline scenario and emissions estimates are 
defined exclusively based on geographic, historic, and physical characteristics of the project 
parcels, most of which are publicly available in national geospatial databases. 

B.7.2 Customizability and Opportunity for Gaming 

One potential shortcoming of a standardized approach to baseline determination and baseline 
emissions modeling is that it limits the opportunity for projects to be customized. Greater project 
proponent input provides greater opportunity to reflect specific knowledge or greater detail. For 
example, there may be characteristics of the land (e.g., slope) or local market (e.g., proximity to 
processing) that cannot be captured in the standardized methodology that nonetheless can 
reasonably be expected to influence cropping or practice.  
 
However, this shortcoming of standardization is also a potential benefit in the ability it provides 
to avoid gaming. For example, if emission rates for two cropping systems are different, then 
gaming could occur if project proponents take steps to establish the system with higher 
emissions as their baseline. Given the complexity of verification and the potential 
methodological flexibility due to varying levels of data availability that may need to be afforded 
project proponents in establishing the baseline practice, it is possible that this gaming could 
occur without detection. Use of standardized composite baselines essentially eliminates this 
gaming risk by basing stratification and the determination of baseline emissions purely on 
geographic, historic, and physical characteristics of project parcels, most of which are publicly 
available in national geospatial databases. 
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B.7.3 Future Uncertainty 

While the uncertainty of knowing what may occur on grassland directly following conversion is 
obviously significant, the uncertainty about what may occur 10 years or 20 years hence is even 
greater. Given a crediting period of 50 years, it is therefore extremely important that the baseline 
determination and associated baseline emissions are not overly influenced by short-term 
considerations.  
 
Means of evaluating the highest value cropping systems are highly dependent on short-term 
projections about commodity and crop prices, which are subject to change in the future. As 
such, even if one knew with certainty that a parcel would be converted to a given crop rotation 
and management practice tomorrow, there is no reasonable way to know that it would persist in 
that manner for 10 or 20 years. As such, it is more reasonable to treat each parcel as essentially 
a composite of a multitude of crop systems in the area reflecting longer term practices and 
trends.  
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Appendix C Default Parameters and Emission Factors 
Most of the emission factors needed in this protocol can be found in the separate Grassland 
Project Parameters document, which can be downloaded from the protocol website. 108  

C.1 Development of Project Emission Factors for N2O 
To simplify the quantification of N2O emissions from fertilizer and manure, the Reserve is relying 
on default values from the IPCC (6). Because of this, the full equation necessary for accounting 
for emissions from nitrogen volatilization and leaching can be collapsed and simplified by 
combining multiple constants into a single constant.  
 
Equation 5.10 uses a value of 0.012 to represent direct emissions and emissions from the 
volatilization of fertilizer. This value is derived thusly: 
 

𝑨 = 𝑩 + (𝑪 × 𝑫) 

 
Where, 
A = Emission factor for direct and volatilized emissions of N2O from organic fertilizer (0.012) 
B = Emission factor for direction emissions of N2O from organic fertilizer (0.01) 
C = Fraction of organic fertilizer lost to volatilization (0.2) 
D = Emission factor for N2O due to volatilization and deposition (0.01) 
 
Equation 5.10 uses a value of 0.00225 to represent emissions from the leaching of fertilizer. 
This value is derived thusly: 
 

𝑳𝒆𝒂𝒄𝒉 = 𝑬 × 𝑭 
 
Where, 
Leach = Default factor for the fraction and emission factor for N2O emissions due to leaching 
(0.00225) 
E = Fraction of organic fertilizer lost to leaching (0.3) 
F = Emission factor for N2O due to leaching (0.0075) 
 
Equation 5.11 uses a value of 0.22 to represent direct emissions and emissions from the 
volatilization of manure nitrogen. This value is derived thusly: 
 

𝑮 = 𝑯 + (𝑰 × 𝑱) 

 
Where, 
G = Emission factor for direct and volatilized emissions of N2O from manure (0.22) 
H = Emission factor for direction emissions of N2O from manure (0.02) 
I = Fraction of organic fertilizer lost to volatilization (0.2) 
J = Emission factor for N2O due to volatilization and deposition (0.01) 
 
Equation 5.11 uses a value of 0.00225 to represent emissions from the leaching of manure 
nitrogen. This value is the same as the leaching value derived for fertilizer, above. 

 
108 Default emission factors can be found in a separate document, Grassland Project Parameters, available at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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Appendix D Legal Instruments 
Registration of a grassland project under this protocol requires the use of a number of specific 
legal instruments. This appendix provides additional guidance on the intent and usage of these 
instruments, as well as any requirements for their use with a grassland project. Table D.1 lists 
the relevant legal instruments and their relatedprotocol sections. 
 

Table D.1. Legal Instruments Relevant to Grassland Projects 

Legal Instrument When Required Protocol Section(s) 

GHG reduction rights contract 

Required when ownership of GHG 
emission reduction rights are not 
determined in the conservation 

easement 

2.3.2 

Indemnification agreement 

Required when there are multiple 
Grassland Owners who are not 
party to the legal instruments 

related to the project 

2.3.2 

Conservation easement 
Required, unless project area is 

owned by the Federal government 
2.2, 3.2 

Qualified Conservation Easement 
Required, unless project area is 

owned by the Federal government 
3.5.1 

Project Implementation Agreement Required for all projects 3.5.2 

Reserve attestations (title, voluntary 
implementation, regulatory compliance) 

Required for all projects 2.3.2, 3.3.2, 3.6 

Instruments associated with 
concurrently-joined conservation 
programs 

Required only if the project area is 
enrolled in other conservation 

payment/credit programs 
3.3.2.1 

 

D.1 GHG Reduction Rights Contract 
Purpose: This contract is required in order to clearly establish ownership over the GHG 
emission reductions associated with the grassland project. In order to meet the definition of a 
Project Owner, an entity must be able to demonstrate ownership of the GHG emission 
reductions associated with the project. Unless existing contracts specify otherwise, it is 
assumed that the Grassland Owner holds the rights to any GHG emission reductions that would 
be issued under this protocol. However, the recording of a conservation easement may create 
the expectation, on the part of the easement holder, that they hold ownership rights that include 
the GHG emission reductions. In addition, either the Grassland Owner or the easement holder 
may wish to transfer these rights to a third-party Project Owner. The grantee of the GHG 
Reduction Rights contract will be the Project Owner of record (the Account Holder) with the 
Reserve, and will be the entity to which the CRTs are issued upon successful registration of a 
reporting period. The Project Owner is also the entity who will execute the Project 
Implementation Agreement. 
 
Parties involved: Grassland Owner, Project Owner, easement holder. 
 
Timing: Ownership of the GHG emission reductions associated with the project activities must 
be documented during project verification. 
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Notes: 
▪ May be a standalone document, or it may be incorporated into another legal document, 

such as the project’s conservation easement. A standard, short form version is included 
as Exhibit B to the PIA. 

▪ Must clarify the ownership of the GHG emission reductions at the time of their creation, 
rather than just the sale of those credits 

▪ Must clearly define ownership of rights for GHG reductions related to the project 
activities 

▪ Must be signed by the Grassland Owner, the easement holder, and the Project Owner. 
▪ Must include clauses that specify steps to be taken if ownership changes for either the 

land, the GHG reduction rights, or the conservation easement 
▪ Recommended inclusions: 

o Description of the project area 
o Description of the offset project and the offset project registry 
o Reference to the Grassland Protocol as the method of quantifying GHG emission 

reductions 
o Specific reference to sources of GHG emissions which are covered by GHG 

assessment boundary for the Grassland Protocol 
o Discussion of responsibilities in the event of a reversal (see Section 5.4) 
o Any potential exclusions (i.e., GHG or other benefits not covered by this contract) 

D.2 Indemnification Agreement 
Purpose: Where there may be multiple entities who could meet the definition of Grassland 
Owner, the Reserve must be indemnified against future GHG reduction claims by those entities 
which are not acting as Grassland Owner for the purposes of the protocol, and are not party to 
the GHG reduction rights contract. 
 
Parties involved: Grassland Owner, Project Owner, Climate Action Reserve. 
 
Timing: This agreement must be executed following the initial verification, prior to registration 
by the Reserve. 
 
Notes: Must indemnify the Reserve in connection with any claims brought by other grassland 
owners or would-be grassland owners against the Reserve.109 

D.3 Cooperative Contract 
Purpose: For projects participating in a cooperative, this is a contract between the Project 
Owner and the Cooperative Developer. In general, this contract lays out the terms of the Project 
Owner’s participation in the cooperative. However, its relevance for this protocol is its 
usefulness as a clear signal from the Project Owner of their intent to initiate a GHG offset 
project. This is particularly useful for determining the project start date, in order to ensure the 
additionality of the project. 
 
Parties involved: Project Owner, Cooperative Developer. 
 
Timing: If being used to denote the project start date, then the notarization date of this contract 
will be chosen by the Cooperative Developer as a date which will result in more efficient 

 
109 A sample indemnification agreement is available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/grassland/
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management of the cooperative. This date can be no earlier than the earliest recorded 
easement on any project in the cooperative. 
 
Notes: 

▪ This contract is only required for projects which wish to use it to denote the project start 
date. In those cases, this contract must be notarized 

D.4 Qualified Conservation Easement (QCE) 
Purpose: The conservation easement is the principle mechanism by which the project area is 
protected against land use change during the project period, and in perpetuity. The QCE is a 
label applied to a conservation easement whose terms either explicitly prevent reversals of 
CRTs by referencing the Grassland Protocol, or implicitly prevent reversals of CRTs by 
including land use limitations which are sufficient to prevent land use that would disturb soil 
carbon in the project area. 
 
Parties involved: Grassland Owner, easement holder, Project Owner (optional). 
 
Timing: In most cases, the execution of the QCE will denote the project start date. In all cases 
the QCE must be executed prior to completion of the initial verification. 
 
Notes: 

▪ It is recommended that the QCE also include clear discussion of both the carbon rights 
and the GHG emission reduction rights, as defined in Section 9 (see section above 
regarding the GHG emission reduction rights contract). 

▪ It is required that the QCE include enforceable provisions for the ongoing monitoring of 
compliance with the terms of the easement. 

▪ It is recommended that access rights be granted to the Project Owner and the Reserve 
for the purposes of monitoring and enforcing the provisions of the Protocol. 

▪ If the project is at all likely to include livestock grazing, it is recommended that the QCE 
include prescriptive guidance for grazing management which explicitly limits grazing 
intensity. 

▪ It is recommended that the QCE make reference to and incorporate the PIA. 

D.5 Project Implementation Agreement (PIA) 
Purpose: The PIA is a contract between the Reserve and the Project Owner which binds the 
Project Owner to the terms of the protocol, including the avoidance of and compensation for 
reversals, and the monitoring of the project during the permanence period. If the Grassland 
Owner is the Project Owner, they may elect to have the PIA recorded on the deed to the 
property, thus binding the landholder to the protocol and reducing the risk of uncompensated 
reversals. 
 
Parties involved: Project Owner, Climate Action Reserve. 
 
Timing: The PIA is executed during the initial verification of the project, prior to registration and 
CRT issuance. The terms of the PIA are applicable for 100 years following the issuance of 
CRTs. The PIA is updated at each subsequent registration in order to extend its term to cover 
the new CRT issuance, as well as to potentially reflect any changes in Project Ownership. 
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Notes: 
▪ The Recorded PIA includes a clause specifying whether the PIA may be subordinated to 

any subsequent deed restrictions. The Project Owner will choose whether to use the 
Type I (not able to be subordinated) or the Type II (able to be subordinated) clause. Use 
of the Type II clause results in a value of 0.1 for the risk of financial failure in the 
calculation of the project’s contribution to the risk buffer pool. Use of the Type I clause 
results in a value of 0 for this parameter. 

▪ The Contract PIA, where the project area itself is not bound by the contract, always 
results in a value of 0.1 for the risk of financial failure in the calculation of the project’s 
contribution to the risk buffer pool. 

D.6 Reserve Attestations 
Required attestations: 

▪ Attestation of Title 
▪ Attestation of Voluntary Implementation 
▪ Attestation of Regulatory Compliance 

 
Purpose: These attestations are legal documents whereby the Project Owner legally attests to 
the truth of the statements and facts necessary to support the conclusions of a positive 
verification report. The Attestation of Title confirms that the Project Owner is the legal owner of 
the rights to the GHG emission reductions represented by the CRTs which will be issued into 
their account. The Attestation of Voluntary Implementation confirms that the project passes the 
legal requirement test. The Attestation of Regulatory Compliance confirms that the project met 
the eligibility requirements of Section 3.6 during the reporting period(s). 
 
Parties involved: Project Owner. 
 
Timing: These attestations are completed during verification and apply to a specific period of 
time for which CRTs are to be issued. The Attestation of Title and Attestation of Regulatory 
Compliance are completed at every verification. The Attestation of Voluntary Implementation is 
only completed during the initial verification. 

D.7 Other Instruments Associated with Concurrently-Joined 
Conservation Programs 

Purpose: If a project area is enrolled in any other credit or payment program, the contracts or 
legal instruments associated with that program is relevant to the verification of the offset project. 
These contracts or instruments must be disclosed to the verifier during the verification process. 
The verifier shall assess each payment or crediting program against the guidance of Section #, 
conferring with the Reserve for guidance where appropriate. 
 
Parties involved: Grassland Owner, others as relevant. 
 
Timing: At every verification. 
 



A.2.5 Rice Cultivation Project 

Protocol v1.1 

  



Rice Cultivation
Version 1.1 | June 3, 2013

Project Protocol



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Climate Action Reserve 
601 West 5th Street, Suite 650 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
www.climateactionreserve.org 
 
Released June 3, 2013 
 
© 2013 Climate Action Reserve. All rights reserved. This material may not be reproduced, displayed, 
modified or distributed without the express written permission of the Climate Action Reserve. 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

Acknowledgements  
 
 
Original Author 
 
Syd Partridge 
 

Supporting Staff (in alphabetical order) 
 
Derik Broekhoff 
Max DuBuisson  
Kathryn Goldman 
Teresa Lang 
Sami Osman 
Heather Raven 
Rachel Tornek 
Robert Youngs 

 
Workgroup 
 
Eliav Bitan National Wildlife Federation 
Jonathan Brewer Carbon Solutions America 
Hemant Bundele ibLaunch Energy, Inc. 
Paul Buttner California Rice Commission 
Michael Chang Deloitte Consulting 
Steven De Gryze Terra Global Capital, LLC 
Andrew Fielding Trinity Carbon Management, LLC 
Brannen McElmurray NRG Energy 
Belinda Morris Environmental Defense Fund 
Randall Mutters UC Agriculture & Natural Resources 
Lucinda Roth USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Melissa Weitz U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
  

Technical Contractor 
 
William Salas, Ph.D Applied Geosolutions, Inc. 

 
 
 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

Table of Contents 
 

Abbreviations and Acronyms ...................................................................................................... 1 

1 Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 2 

2 The GHG Reduction Project ............................................................................................... 3 

2.1 Background.................................................................................................................. 3 
2.1.1 Rice Cultivation Techniques .................................................................................. 4 
2.1.2 California Rice Cultivation Practices ..................................................................... 4 

2.2 Project Definition .......................................................................................................... 6 
2.2.1 Defining Field Boundaries ..................................................................................... 7 
2.2.2 Defining the Cultivation Cycle ............................................................................... 8 

2.3 The Project Developer ................................................................................................. 8 
2.4 Project Aggregates ...................................................................................................... 9 

2.4.1 Field Size Limits and Other Requirements ...........................................................10 
2.4.2 Entering an Aggregate .........................................................................................10 
2.4.3 Leaving an Aggregate ..........................................................................................10 
2.4.4 Changes in Land Ownership, Management or Tenant Occupancy .......................11 

3 Eligibility Rules ...................................................................................................................12 

3.1 Location ......................................................................................................................12 
3.1.1 Rice Growing Regions .........................................................................................12 
3.1.2 High Carbon Content Soils ...................................................................................12 
3.1.3 Fields Using Nitrification/Urea Inhibitors and Controlled Release Fertilizers ........12 

3.2 Project Start Date........................................................................................................13 
3.3 Crediting Period ..........................................................................................................13 
3.4 Anaerobic Baseline Conditions ...................................................................................13 
3.5 Additionality ................................................................................................................14 

3.5.1 The Performance Standard Test ..........................................................................14 
3.5.2 The Legal Requirement Test ................................................................................15 
3.5.3 Ecosystem Services Payment Stacking ...............................................................16 

3.6 Regulatory Compliance ...............................................................................................17 
3.6.1 California Rice Straw Burning Regulation ............................................................18 
3.6.2 Regulations on Special-Status Species................................................................18 

4 The GHG Assessment Boundary .......................................................................................19 

5 Quantification Overview .....................................................................................................23 

5.1 Defining the Reporting Period .....................................................................................23 
5.2 Baseline Modeling Inputs ............................................................................................24 
5.3 Deriving Cultivation Cycle Emissions from Calendar-Year Modeling Results ..............24 
5.4 Quantifying GHG Emission Reductions .......................................................................25 

5.4.1 Step 1: Calculate Primary Emissions for Baseline and Project Scenarios for Each 
Field 26 
5.4.2 Step 2: Calculate Primary Emission Reductions for Each Field (Unadjusted for 
Uncertainty) .......................................................................................................................29 
5.4.3 Step 3: Calculate Uncertainty-Adjusted Primary Emission Reductions for each 
Field 29 

5.5 Quantifying Secondary Effects ....................................................................................31 
5.5.1 Step 4: Calculate Project Emissions from Onsite Fossil Fuel Combustion ...........31 
5.5.2 Step 5: Calculate Project Emissions from Rice Straw Residue Management/Use 33 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

5.5.3 Step 6: Calculate GHG Emissions from the Shift of Rice Production Outside of 
Project Boundaries (Leakage) ............................................................................................35 
5.5.4 Step 7: Calculate Total Secondary Emissions from Project Activity ......................38 

6 Project Monitoring ..............................................................................................................39 

6.1 Single-Field Monitoring Plan .......................................................................................39 
6.2 Aggregate Monitoring Plan ..........................................................................................39 
6.3 Field Monitoring Plan for Project Participants in an Aggregate ....................................40 
6.4 Field Data ...................................................................................................................40 

6.4.1 General Field Tracking Data ................................................................................41 
6.4.2 Field Management Data .......................................................................................41 
6.4.3 Project Activity Data and Documentation .............................................................42 
6.4.4 Field Monitoring Parameters ................................................................................42 

7 Reporting and Record Keeping ..........................................................................................49 

7.1 Project Submittal Documentation ................................................................................49 
7.1.1 Determining Field Serial Numbers .......................................................................49 

7.2 Annual Reports and Documentation ...........................................................................49 
7.2.1 Single-Field Report ..............................................................................................50 
7.2.2 Aggregate Report ................................................................................................50 
7.2.3 Field Report .........................................................................................................51 

7.3 Record Keeping ..........................................................................................................51 
7.3.1 Record Keeping for Single-Field Projects .............................................................51 
7.3.2 Record Keeping for Project Aggregates ...............................................................52 

7.4 Reporting Period and Verification Cycle ......................................................................53 
7.4.1 Additional Reporting and Verification Options for Single-Field Projects ................53 

8 Verification Guidance .........................................................................................................55 

8.1 Preparing for Verification.............................................................................................55 
8.2 Verification Schedule for Single-Field Projects ............................................................56 

8.2.1 Option 1: Twelve-Month Maximum Verification Period .........................................56 
8.2.2 Option 2: Twelve-Month Verification Period with Desktop Verification ..................56 
8.2.3 Option 3: Twenty-Four Month Maximum Verification Period .................................57 

8.3 Verification Sampling and Schedule for Project Aggregates ........................................57 
8.3.1 Verification Schedule for Small Aggregates .........................................................58 
8.3.2 Verification Schedule for Large Single-Participant Aggregates ............................59 
8.3.3 Verification Schedule for Large Multi-Participant Aggregates ...............................59 

8.4 Standard of Verification ...............................................................................................60 
8.5 Monitoring Plan ...........................................................................................................60 

8.5.1 Annual Reports ....................................................................................................60 
8.6 Verifying Eligibility at the Field Level ...........................................................................61 
8.7 Core Verification Activities ..........................................................................................62 
8.8 Project Type Verification Items....................................................................................63 

8.8.1 Project Eligibility and CRT Issuance ....................................................................63 
8.8.2 Quantification .......................................................................................................64 
8.8.3 Risk Assessment .................................................................................................65 

8.9 Successful and Unsuccessful Verifications .................................................................65 
8.9.1 Field-Level and Project Participant-Level Errors ..................................................65 
8.9.2 Aggregate-Level Errors ........................................................................................66 

8.10 Completing Verification ...............................................................................................66 

9 Glossary of Terms .............................................................................................................67 

10 References .....................................................................................................................69 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

Appendix A Parameter Look-Up Tables ..............................................................................71 

Appendix B Step by Step Guide to Modeling RCPP Emissions Using DNDC ......................73 

Appendix C RCPP General Quantification Guidance ...........................................................91 

Introduction ............................................................................................................................91 
Development of Ex Ante Input Data and Assessment of Offset Potential ...........................91 
Collection of Climate Data for DNDC Modeling ..................................................................92 
Collection of Climate and Soil Data for DNDC Modeling ....................................................92 
Calculation of Input for Ex Post Offset Calculations ...........................................................92 
Example: Assessing Impact of Input Uncertainties on Modeled Offsets .............................93 

DNDC Modeling Overview .....................................................................................................95 
Sources of Data .................................................................................................................96 
Creating Site Input Files .....................................................................................................96 
Crop Model Calibration ......................................................................................................96 
Running the Model and Viewing Results ............................................................................98 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Scenarios: Overview .................................................................98 
General Effects of Model Parameter Changes ...................................................................98 
Modeling Potential Project Scenarios .................................................................................99 

Case Study: Paddy Rice ........................................................................................................99 
Entering Input Data ............................................................................................................99 
Crop Model Calibration .................................................................................................... 106 
Creating Alternative Management Scenarios ................................................................... 108 

Appendix D Derivation of Structural Uncertainty Deduction Factors .................................. 113 

Appendix E Summary of Performance Standard Research ............................................... 118 

Appendix F Wildlife Habitat Conservation and the Rice Industry ....................................... 122 

 
 
 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

List of Tables 
 
Table 2.1. Approved Project Activities ........................................................................................ 7 
Table 2.2. Maximum Field Size, as a Percent of Aggregate Acreage ........................................10 
Table 3.1. Approved Project Activities .......................................................................................15 
Table 3.2. Payment Stacking Scenarios ....................................................................................17 
Table 4.1. Description of RC Project Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs .......................................21 
Table 5.1. Overview of Quantification Steps ..............................................................................25 
Table 6.1. DNDC Model Input Parameters ................................................................................43 
Table 6.2. Field Monitoring Parameters.....................................................................................45 
Table 8.1. Summary of Eligibility Criteria for a Rice Cultivation Project .....................................61 
Table 8.2. Eligibility Verification Items .......................................................................................63 
Table 8.3. Quantification Verification Items ...............................................................................64 
Table 8.4. Risk Assessment Verification Items ..........................................................................65 
 
 

List of Figures 
 
Figure 2.1. California’s Sacramento Valley Rice Growing Region .............................................. 6 
Figure 4.1. General illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary ...........................................20 
 
 

List of Equations 
 
Equation 5.1. Calculating GHG Emission Reductions ...............................................................25 
Equation 5.2. Calculating GHG Emissions from Monte Carlo Runs for Field i ...........................28 
Equation 5.3. Total Primary Effect GHG Emission Reductions for each Field (Unadjusted for 
Uncertainty) ..............................................................................................................................29 
Equation 5.4. Applying Uncertainty Deductions to Primary Emission Reductions ......................30 
Equation 5.5. Project Emissions from Cultivation Equipment (Approach 1) ...............................32 
Equation 5.6. Increased Emissions from Cultivation Equipment (Approach 2) ..........................33 
Equation 5.7. Emissions from Rice Straw End-Use ...................................................................34 
Equation 5.8. Normalized Yield for Each Year t .........................................................................36 
Equation 5.9. GHG Emissions Outside the Project Boundary ....................................................37 
Equation 5.10. Change in Soil Organic Carbon in the Baseline Cultivation Cycle ......................38 
Equation 5.11. Total Secondary Effect Emissions from Project Activity .....................................38 
 
 
 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

 1 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 
CDM Clean Development Mechanism 

 
CH4 Methane 

 
CO2 Carbon dioxide 

 
CRT Climate Reserve Tonne 

 
CSV California Sacramento Valley 

 
DNDC  Denitrification-Decomposition biogeochemical process model 

 
DOC Dissolved organic carbon 

 
DS Dry seeding 

 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

 
GHG Greenhouse gas 

 
GUI Graphical user interface 

 
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 

 
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

 
ISO International Organization for Standardization 

 
lb Pound 

 
MT (t) Metric ton (or tonne) 

 
N2O Nitrous oxide 

 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service of the USDA 

 
RC Rice cultivation 

 
Reserve Climate Action Reserve 

 
SOC Soil organic carbon 

 
SHA Safe Harbor Agreement 

 
SSR Source, sink, and reservoir 

 
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
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1 Introduction 
The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) Rice Cultivation Project Protocol (RCPP) provides 
guidance to account for, report, and verify greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions 
associated with the implementation of rice cultivation practice changes that result in a decrease 
in methane emissions to the atmosphere. 
 
The Climate Action Reserve is the most experienced, trusted and efficient offset registry to 
serve the California cap-and-trade program and the voluntary carbon market. With deep roots in 
California and a reach across North America, the Reserve encourages actions to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and works to ensure environmental benefit, integrity and 
transparency in market-based solutions to address global climate change. It operates the 
largest accredited registry for the California compliance market and has played an integral role 
in the development and administration of the state’s cap-and-trade program. For the voluntary 
market, the Reserve establishes high quality standards for carbon offset projects, oversees 
independent third-party verification bodies and issues and tracks the transaction of carbon 
credits (Climate Reserve Tonnes) generated from such projects in a transparent, publicly-
accessible system. The Reserve program promotes immediate environmental and health 
benefits to local communities and brings credibility and value to the carbon market. The Climate 
Action Reserve is a private 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization based in Los Angeles, California.  
 
Project developers and aggregators that initiate rice cultivation (RC) projects use this document 
to quantify and register GHG reductions with the Reserve. The protocol provides eligibility rules, 
methods to calculate reductions, performance-monitoring instructions, and procedures for 
reporting project information to the Reserve. Additionally, all project aggregates receive annual, 
independent verification by ISO-accredited and Reserve-approved verification bodies. Guidance 
for verification bodies to verify reductions is provided in the Reserve Verification Program 
Manual and Section 8 of this protocol. 
 
This protocol is designed to ensure the complete, consistent, transparent, accurate, and 
conservative quantification and verification of GHG emission reductions associated with a rice 
cultivation project. 
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2 The GHG Reduction Project 

2.1 Background 
Methane (CH4), a potent GHG, can be formed as a by-product of microbial respiration reactions 
that occur when organic materials decompose in the absence of oxygen (i.e. under anaerobic 
conditions). In the United States, rice is almost exclusively grown on flooded fields.1 When fields 
are flooded during rice cultivation, oxygen retained in soil pores is rapidly depleted by aerobic 
decomposition of organic plant residues in the soil, and the soil environment becomes 
anaerobic. Organic matter continues to decompose under anaerobic conditions, resulting in 
formation of methane gas. While as much as 60 to 90 percent of the CH4 produced by the 
anaerobic microbes is oxidized within the soil by aerobic microbes, remaining un-oxidized CH4 
is transported from the soil to the atmosphere via diffusive transport through the rice plants and 
the floodwaters.1 
 
The annual quantity of methane emitted to the atmosphere at a given rice field will depend on 
numerous factors related primarily to the water and plant residue management systems in 
place. Other contributing factors include fertilization practices (using organic vs. synthetic 
fertilizer), soil properties (type, temperature), rice variety, and other cultivation practices (i.e. 
tillage, seeding, and weeding practices). 
 
According to the U.S. EPA, rice is currently cultivated in eight states (AR, CA, FL, LA, MS, MO, 
OK, TX), and rice cultivation is considered to be a relatively small source of CH4 emissions in 
the U.S., with total 2009 emissions estimated to be 7.3 MMT CO2e.2 Nevertheless, opportunity 
exists to reduce the methane generated by rice cultivation through implementation of cultivation 
practice changes related to water and residue management. Management practice changes that 
decrease the amount of organic matter deposited in the soil, or decrease the amount of time a 
field is flooded, will typically reduce GHG emissions compared to baseline management 
practices. 
 
Due to the complexities involved with accurately quantifying GHG emissions resulting from the 
biogeochemical interactions that occur in cropped rice field systems, this protocol relies on the 
application of the Denitrification-Decomposition (DNDC) biogeochemical process model for 
quantification of baseline and project GHG emissions to quantify associated emission 
reductions. Because of the significant geographic variability related to soil types, climate, and 
cultivation management practices, the DNDC model must be properly validated for the 
geographic area and for all relevant cultivation practices in order for the model to perform with 
an acceptable degree of certainty. Therefore, this protocol will apply only to the regions and 
practices for which the DNDC model has been explicitly validated with measured data. While 
this version of the RCPP is valid only in specified rice growing regions, the Reserve expects to 
periodically update the protocol to expand the geographic scope to include other U.S. rice 
growing regions as data and model calibration results become available. Currently, however, 
this protocol only applies to RC projects located in the California Sacramento Valley (CSV) rice 
growing region. 
 

                                                
1
 U.S. EPA Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks.  

2
 Ibid. 
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2.1.1 Rice Cultivation Techniques 

In the U.S. there are three dominant flooding systems for rice cultivation: continuous flood, 
pinpoint flood, and delayed flood.  
 

1. Continuous flood: In a continuous flood system, fields are flooded prior to seeding. 
Once the flood is established, pre-germinated or sprouted seeds are sown (typically by 
aircraft) into a flooded field. These fields are then maintained in a flooded state until they 
are drained just before harvest.  

2. Pinpoint flood: In the pinpoint flood system, pre-germinated seeds are sown into 
floodwater. The field is drained after seeding for several days to allow the roots to 
establish or “peg” in the soil. This drain period varies based on soil conditions and 
weather, but typically lasts for three to five days to enable the roots to establish. During 
this drain period, oxygen can permeate back into the soil. Once the rice seeds have 
pegged into the soil, the fields are re-flooded and maintained in flooded conditions until 
just before harvest.  

3. Delayed flood: In a delayed flood system, fields are either dry seeded and irrigated for 
germination or water seeded using pre-germinated seeds that are sown directly into 
flooded fields, after which the fields are immediately drained. The fields are then kept 
drained for three to four weeks while the rice canopy is established. Once the canopy is 
established then the fields are flooded and remain flooded until the typical pre-harvest 
drain. 

 
Producer decisions regarding which seeding method to use are targeted at selecting the method 
that will result in proper seedling emergence and lead to a uniform canopy. Seeding methods 
depend on soil type, weather conditions, and producer preferences. Differences in seeding 
methods for rice production relate to (a) dry versus water seeded, (b) drill seeding versus 
broadcast, and (c) use of stale seedbed or conventional seedbed.  
 

1. Water seeding: Water seeding describes sowing of dry or soaked seed into a flooded 
field. It is usually implemented for any or all of the following reasons: red rice control, wet 
planting season, planting efficiency and earlier crop maturity.  

2. Dry seeding: Dry seeding simply describes sowing seed into a dry seedbed by drilling 
or broadcasting. This method usually offers more flexibility in planting but may require 
more time to do so. This system is also weather dependent. 

2.1.2 California Rice Cultivation Practices 

In California’s Sacramento Valley rice growing region (see Figure 2.1 below), continuous flood is 
the dominant water management technique.3 Fields are typically flooded to a depth of 4 to 5 
inches just prior to aerial seeding. While deeper flooding reduces weed pressures, it also can 
lead to poor stand establishment. Once the rice stand is established and the panicle initiation 
has occurred, many growers will increase the depth of the flood water to 8 inches. This helps 
with further weed control and protects the rice from cool nighttime temperatures that can lead to 
reduced yields. Occasionally, several weeks after seeding, fields are drained for one day to 
apply herbicide for weed control. This drain is short-lived and does not lead to drying of the soil 
surface and does not affect CH4 emissions. Prior to harvest, water is drained from fields to allow 
fields to dry, as harvesting equipment cannot function as well on wet soil. The timing of pre-
harvest field draining varies from field to field, and can influence total yields. The University of 
California Cooperative Extension recommends growers to drain their fields when the panicles 

                                                
3
 Correspondence with Paul Buttner (CalRice). 
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are 100 percent “fully tipped and golden,” although fields are often drained earlier due to other 
contributing factors such as soil type (e.g. soils with high clay content require longer time for 
drying) and weather.  
 
A continuous flooding and water seeded regime is estimated to be used on over 96 percent of 
the acreage in California.4 A small fraction of the rice acreage is dry seeded in California. The 
flood for dry seeded rice starts approximately 25 to 30 days after seeding. During this period, 
fields are periodically irrigated to promote germination and stand establishment. 
 
Rice straw can have a significant impact on GHG emissions. Timing of straw 
amendment/incorporation can impact GHG emissions by altering the timing and availability of 
substrate (dissolved organic carbon or DOC) released from the fresh straw to methanogens in 
the soil. The timing of the residue incorporation relative to the flooding period will impact total 
methane production, as will the availability of rice straw on the field. Rice straw incorporation is 
currently the dominant management practice in California. 
 
Burning of rice straw was the prevailing management practice in California until 1991. Following 
the 1991 Rice Straw Burning Reduction Act, burning of rice straw decreased dramatically on an 
annual basis. By the 2001 growing season, burning of rice straw was permitted for disease 
control only with a cap of 25 percent of total rice acreage in the state burned annually. Currently, 
burning occurs on only 10 to 12 percent of rice acreage in California.5  
 
Some growers bale rice straw for off-field uses. The current estimate for baling adoption in 
California is 2 to 6 percent of California rice acres per year.6 This fluctuates slightly coincident 
with the various straw markets. Baling does not remove all of the rice straw following harvest. 
Due to operational constraints and the market for straw, baling typically removes between one 
and two tons of rice straw per acre, out of an average of about three tons of rice straw available 
per acre. Of the straw that is baled, much of the straw is sold to end-users, while the straw that 
goes un-used is typically left onsite. Presently, the majority of rice straw is sold for dairy heifer 
and beef cattle high roughage feed (estimated to be 75 to 85 percent), with some straw used for 
erosion control (15 to 25 percent), and very little sold for building construction. The straw that is 
baled and left onsite is typically composted in large static piles. 
 

                                                
4
 Based on communication with P. Buttner (CalRice), R. Mutters, and L. Espino (University of California Cooperative 

Extension). 
5
 Communication with Paul Buttner. 

6
 Based on communication with P. Buttner (CalRice), R. Mutters, L. Espino, and G Nader (University of California 

Cooperative Extension). 
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Figure 2.1. California’s Sacramento Valley Rice Growing Region 

2.2 Project Definition 
For the purpose of this protocol, a GHG reduction project (project) is defined as the adoption 
and maintenance of one or more of the approved rice cultivation project activities7 that reduce 
methane (CH4) emissions. Specific project activities must be adopted and maintained on 
individual rice fields, with at least one approved project activity implemented on each individual 
field. Approved rice cultivation project activities may be implemented on a single field, known as 
a “single-field project,” or may be implemented on two or more individual fields combined into a 
single project area, known as a “project aggregate.” Specific requirements for project 
aggregates are outlined in Section 2.4 below. Physical boundaries for individual fields must be 
defined according to the requirements in Section 2.2.1. 
 

                                                
7
 Note that a project is defined by the adoption of management changes; however, GHG reductions are quantified 

based on actual project performance in terms of reduced CH4 emissions. 
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Practice changes described in Table 2.1 below are the approved project activities (by 
geographic scope). 
 

Table 2.1. Approved Project Activities 

Project Activity Description 
Geographic 

Scope 

Dry seeding (DS) 
with delayed flood 

Adoption of a dry seeding method that involves sowing of dry 
seeds into dry or moist (non-flooded

8
) soil with field flooding 

delayed until rice stand is established (typically 25 to 30 days 
after seeding). Dry seeding can be performed by spreading 
seeds onto the soil surface and transferring soil on top of the 
seeds or by drilling seeds into a prepared seedbed, a practice 
known as “drill seeding.” Regardless of the dry seeding method 
utilized, the methane reductions occur due to the subsequent 
delay in flooding of the dry seeded field. 

California 

Post-harvest rice 
straw removal and 
baling (baling) 

After harvest, rice straw residue is traditionally left on 
agricultural fields and incorporated into soil; however, rice straw 
can be removed by baling. Doing so reduces the net soil 
dissolved organic carbon and therefore decreases methane 
production from anaerobic decay over the winter season. Baled 
straw can be sold even though the market is currently small. In 
California, rice straw can be used for erosion control, animal 
bedding or as an alternative feed for cow and calf producers.

9
  

California 

 

2.2.1 Defining Field Boundaries 

For the purposes of quantifying emission reductions with this protocol, a field must be defined 
as an area of rice cultivation across which management practices are homogenous.10 Thus if 
management practices differ across a single rice paddy, the paddy would need to be divided 
into multiple “fields” corresponding to different management practices for the purpose of this 
protocol. 
 
An individual rice field must be defined by the following criteria:11  
 

1. The field must be under the direct management control of a single rice-producing legal 
entity. 

2. The field area must be contiguous across field ‘checks’. 

3. Water management (flooding and drainage events) within the field boundary must be 
relatively homogenous across the field area during a reporting period. There is no set 
definition for homogeneous water management; however standard practice suggests 
that most rice fields have a flood-up duration across all field checks of less than 96 hours 
from start to finish (4 acre-inches per acre or more).12 

                                                
8
 For the purposes of this protocol, non-flooded should be interpreted to mean that there is not standing water (1 inch 

or more) on the field.  
9
 DANR, publication 8425. 

10
 More specifically, to effectively quantify field-level emissions using the biogeochemical process model DNDC, the 

management practices (model inputs) must be homogeneous across the field. 
11

 The Reserve believes that in most cases a field defined according to the specified criteria in this protocol will be 
compatible with a field as defined by the UDSA Farm Service Agency (FSA) Field I.D. protocols.  
12

 Note that when recording the date of flood-up for modeling purposes, the date shall be equal to the date when the 
last field ‘check’ was flooded to approximately 4 inches or more. This is conservative. 
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4. Fertilizer management must be relatively homogenous. This criterion is met when 
application rates across the field do not vary by more than 15 percent of the average 
application rate for the entire field. During a reporting period, every fertilizer application 
event must be completed for the entire field on the same day with the same type of 
fertilizer. A field may have multiple fertilizer application events, as long as each 
application is homogenous (e.g. consistent rate, timing and type) across the field. 

5. Crop residue management within the field boundary must be homogenous across the 
field area within a reporting period. For example, any burning or baling that occurs on a 
field must occur across the entire field; there can be no fields that have been partially 
burnt or baled. 

6. The field must have at least five years of rice yield data available for DNDC model 
calibration.13 

 
The above criteria shall be confirmed by the verification body using professional judgment when 
necessary. If a field does not meet the criteria above, the field shall be divided into sub-fields 
that meet the field definition criteria, and each sub-field shall be modeled and reported on 
separately. 

2.2.2 Defining the Cultivation Cycle 

For the purposes of this protocol, a cultivation cycle is defined as the period starting the day 
immediately after harvest of one rice crop and ending the last day of the next rice crop harvest 
the following calendar year. Since this protocol is only applicable to annual rice crops, the 
cultivation cycle is further defined as approximately 365 days. See Section 5.1 for guidance on 
how a reporting period is defined and Section 5.3 for guidance on requirements for modeling 
annual versus cultivation-cycle emissions. 

2.3 The Project Developer 
The project developer is an entity that has an active account in good standing on the Reserve, 
submits a project for listing and registration with the Reserve, and is ultimately responsible for 
all project reporting and verification. According to this protocol, project developers may also be 
project aggregators, and can represent one or more projects. Project developers/aggregators 
must be a legally constituted entity (e.g. a corporation, city, county, state agency, agricultural 
producer, or a combination thereof). An individual rice grower may serve as a project developer 
of a single-field project, project aggregator for his/her own fields, or as a project aggregator for a 
group of fields. Rice growers who elect to enroll in a project aggregate and not serve as a 
project developer are referred to as “project participants.” Project participants must have 
authority to make cultivation management decisions on their fields that are enrolled in the 
project aggregate. Project participants are also required to be a legally constituted entity (e.g. an 
individual, corporation etc.). 
 
Project developers/aggregators act as official agents to the Reserve on behalf of project 
participants and are ultimately responsible for submitting all required forms and complying with 
the terms of this protocol. Project developers/aggregators manage the flow of ongoing 
monitoring and verification reports to the Reserve and may engage in other project development 
activities such as developing monitoring plans, modeling emission reductions, managing data 
collection and retention etc., or may hire technical contractors to perform these services on their 

                                                
13

 USDA FSA Abbreviated Farm Records may be a useful resource for documenting historical yields and/or practices 
on a particular rice field, however these reports are not required to be used. Note that in this protocol yield refers to 
the weight of the rice before it is milled, so it includes the weight of the husks. 
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behalf. The scope of project developer/aggregator services is negotiated between the project 
participants and the project developer/aggregator and should be reflected in contracts between 
the project participants and the project developer/aggregator. 
 
Project aggregators have the authority to develop their own internal monitoring, reporting, and 
other participation requirements for individual fields as they deem necessary, as long as these 
internal requirements do not conflict with any requirements outlined in this protocol. 
 
Aggregators also have the discretion to exclude individual fields enrolled in their aggregate from 
participating in verification activities for any given reporting period; however, in such cases there 
can be no CRTs claimed by those fields in the aggregate total. 
 
In all cases, the project developer/aggregator must attest to the Reserve that they have 
exclusive claim to the GHG reductions resulting from all fields in the project. The Project 
developer/aggregator must attest to this requirement by submitting a signed Attestation of Title 
form for single-field projects or Aggregator Attestation of Title14 form for project aggregates, prior 
to the commencement of verification activities each time the project is verified (see Section 8). 
In the case of project activities taking place on leased fields (i.e. the project 
developer/participant is not the land owner, but rather a lessee), the project developer must 
notify the land owner with a Letter of Notification of the Intent to Implement a GHG Mitigation 
Project on the respective field. Sufficient evidence must be given to the verifier to demonstrate 
that such a letter was sent (e.g. evidencing the use of certified mail). 
 
Although the aggregator must have exclusive claim to CRTs for the project to complete 
verification, this protocol does not dictate the terms for how that exclusive title will be 
established; allowing the aggregator, project participant, and land owner (if separate from the 
project participant) maximum flexibility for the terms of contracts between the respective parties.  
 
As part of verification activities, verifiers shall review contracts and letters of notification as a 
means of confirming exclusive title to the CRTs. The Reserve will not issue CRTs for GHG 
reductions that are reported or claimed by entities other than the aggregator. 

2.4 Project Aggregates 
Incorporated into the RCPP is an option for project aggregation that aims to facilitate greater 
participation by farmers by leveraging economies of scale and technical expertise of 
aggregators. Through aggregation, technical complexities of the methodology and other 
potential barriers to adopting practice changes in agriculture may be overcome. Specifically, 
aggregators can acquire appropriate technical expertise, enabling them to implement and 
manage projects that fulfill protocol requirements on behalf of farmers. Aggregation allows for 
“economies of scale” within the methodology, in terms of streamlined requirements for individual 
farmers, while upholding rigorous standards at the level of the aggregate. This is primarily 
accomplished through pooling and sampling fields for verification activities. In addition, 
aggregation can help to increase the accuracy of GHG reduction estimates at a program level 
by encouraging greater participation, which reduces structural uncertainty within the DNDC 
model. 

                                                
14

 The Reserve Aggregator Attestation of Title form is available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/


Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

 10 

2.4.1 Field Size Limits and Other Requirements 

The project aggregate does not need to be comprised of contiguous fields, and can encompass 
fields located on one farming operation or distributed amongst different farms and/or producers.  
 
There is no limit on the total number of rice acres enrolled in a project aggregate, assuming 
each individual field meets the requirements of Section 2.2.1. There are, however, limits on how 
large a single field may be, in relation to the total combined acreage in a project aggregate, as 
defined by Table 2.2 below. Field size limitations are in place to minimize the influence a single 
large field may have on a project aggregate’s calculations. 
 

Table 2.2. Maximum Field Size, as a Percent of Aggregate Acreage 

Number of Fields in Aggregate 
Maximum Acreage of a Single Field 

(% of Aggregate Acreage) 

2 70% 

3 50% 

4 33% 

5 or more 25% 

 

2.4.2 Entering an Aggregate 

Individual fields may join a project aggregate by being added to the aggregate’s Project 
Submittal Form (if joining at aggregate initiation) or by being added through the New Field 
Enrollment Form (if joining once the aggregate is underway). 
 
Single-field projects that have already been submitted to the Reserve may choose to join an 
existing aggregate at any time by submitting a Project Aggregate Transfer Form to the Reserve. 
The project aggregator will also need to submit a New Field Enrollment Form, listing that field.  
However, emission reductions for a given field may only be reported to one project in a given 
cultivation cycle. Thus in the case of a single-field project joining an aggregate during a 
cultivation cycle, the project developer must chose to either continue to report as an SFP for the 
remainder of the cultivation cycle or report the entire current cultivation cycle as part of the 
aggregate. 
 
When a field enters an aggregate, the project aggregator must ensure that all other 
requirements for each field (as outlined in Sections 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4) continue to be met with all 
the necessary documentation on file. 

2.4.3 Leaving an Aggregate 

Fields must meet the requirements in this section in order to leave or change aggregates and 
continue reporting emission reductions to the Reserve. In all cases, emission reductions must 
be reported for a complete cultivation cycle, as defined in Section 2.2.2, and no CRTs may be 
claimed for a field that does not participate and report data for a full cultivation cycle.  
 
Project activities on an individual field may be terminated and the field may elect to leave an 
aggregate at any time. 
 
Individual fields may elect to leave an aggregate and participate as a single-field project for the 
duration of their crediting period. To leave an aggregate and become a single-field project, the 
project participant must open a project developer account on the Reserve and submit a Project 
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Submittal Form to the Reserve, noting both that it is a transfer project and the aggregate from 
where it transferred. 
 
Fields can change aggregates during a crediting period if and only if: 
 

1. The field changes ownership, tenant occupancy or management control during the 
crediting period and the new owner, tenant or manager has other fields already enrolled 
with a different aggregator 

2. The original aggregate is terminated (e.g. goes out of business) 

3. The aggregator breaches its contract with the project participant 

 
Fields seeking to change aggregates during a crediting period under one of the above allowed 
circumstances must submit a Project Aggregate Transfer Form to the Reserve prior to enrolling 
in the new aggregate. 
 
After completing the crediting period, a field may elect to enroll in a different aggregate when 
renewing for an additional crediting period. 

2.4.4 Changes in Land Ownership, Management or Tenant Occupancy 

A field in an aggregate may change ownership, tenant occupancy or management control 
during a crediting period, and remain in the project aggregate with uninterrupted crediting, if and 
only if the following criteria are met: 
 

 The contract with the project aggregator is transferred from the old to the new project 
participant 

 The new project participant submits a Field Management Transfer Form to the Reserve 
via their project aggregator prior to the beginning of the subsequent cultivation cycle 

 Implementation of the approved management practices continues without change until 
the end of the current reporting period15 

 
Where any of the criteria immediately above are not met, a field will forfeit the opportunity to 
generate CRTs for the cultivation cycle during which the ownership, tenant occupancy or 
management control change occurs. The field may re-enter the project aggregate at any time 
during the remainder of the five-year crediting period by fulfilling the three requirements above. 
 
 
 

                                                
15

 See Section 5 for definition of reporting period. 
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3 Eligibility Rules 
Projects must fully satisfy the following eligibility rules in order to register with the Reserve. The 
criteria only apply to projects that meet the definition of a GHG reduction project (Section 2.2). 
 

Eligibility Rule I: Location → California 

Eligibility Rule II: Project Start Date → 
First day of cultivation cycle during which 
approved activity is implemented 

Eligibility Rule III: 
Anaerobic Baseline 
Conditions 

→ 
Demonstrate baseline flooded rice 
cultivation practice 

Eligibility Rule IV:  Other Eligibility Conditions → 
Demonstrate compliance with other 
eligibility criteria 

Eligibility Rule IV: Additionality → Meet performance standard 

  → Exceed regulatory requirements 

Eligibility Rule V: Regulatory Compliance → Compliance with all applicable laws 

 

3.1 Location 
Projects must be located in approved rice growing regions for which the DNDC model has been 
validated against field measured methane emissions, and for which a regional performance 
standard has been developed and included in this protocol. Reductions from projects outside of 
the approved rice growing regions are not eligible to register with the Reserve at this time. 

3.1.1 Rice Growing Regions 

Currently, only the California rice growing region is approved under this protocol. Therefore, 
only RC projects located in California are eligible to register reductions with the Reserve. In the 
future, projects located in other parts of the United States or on U.S. tribal lands may be eligible 
to register reductions with the Reserve under this protocol as the DNDC model becomes 
validated in more regions. 

3.1.2 High Carbon Content Soils 

As the DNDC model has not been validated on soils with SOC content greater than 3 percent, 
fields that have soil with organic carbon content greater than 3 percent in the top 10 cm of soil 
are not eligible at this time. The organic carbon content of the field shall be determined by using 
SSURGO data or soil sampling in accordance with Appendix B, Step 1.4. Where SSURGO data 
on SOC content is not available to a depth of 10 cm for any given field, that field must use field 
measurements or data from the STATSGO database to determine eligibility. 

3.1.3 Fields Using Nitrification/Urea Inhibitors and Controlled Release Fertilizers 

The DNDC model has not been validated for use on fields that have been treated with 
nitrification inhibitors, urea inhibitors or controlled release fertilizers. Therefore, fields that have 
used such products in either the five year baseline period or a project year are not eligible under 
this protocol. 
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3.2 Project Start Date 
In order to produce accurate GHG emission modeling results, the DNDC model used for 
calculating GHG reductions must be run for each annual cultivation cycle. A complete cultivation 
cycle begins with post-harvest residue management and culminates at the end of the rice crop 
harvest and thus may be slightly greater or less than 365 days depending on planting/harvest 
dates. More information on how to define a cultivation cycle is found in Section 2.2.2. 
 
Each field has a unique start date, defined as the first day of a cultivation cycle during which one 
or more of the approved project activities are implemented at the field. Approved project 
activities initiated prior to the start date (i.e. during the baseline period) are permissible, but 
must be represented in the field’s baseline; as such project activities must go beyond baseline 
practices in order to generate any additional emission reductions.  
 
To be eligible, a field must submit as a single-field project or join an active or new aggregate 
before the end of the first cultivation cycle after the start date.16 Fields may always be submitted 
for listing by the Reserve prior to their start date. 

3.3 Crediting Period 
The crediting period for fields under this protocol is five years. The crediting period is renewable 
up to three times (for a potential of 20 years of crediting). During the last six months of a field’s 
crediting period, project developers/aggregators may apply for a field’s eligibility under a 
second, third or fourth crediting period. During a crediting period, project reporting for each field 
must be continuous with no gaps between reporting periods. Reporting periods in which a field 
does not meet the performance standard (see Section 3.5) or is not included in the pool of fields 
potentially selected for verification, for any number of reasons, still count towards the five-year 
crediting period. If a project developer wishes to apply for another crediting period, the project 
must meet the requirements of the most current version of this protocol, including any updates 
to the Performance Standard Test (Section 3.5.1). The pre-project baseline for the initial 
crediting period shall be retained for any subsequent crediting periods.17 
 
Crediting periods do not apply to project aggregates, but rather only to individual fields within a 
project aggregate and to single-field projects. 
 
The Reserve will issue CRTs for GHG reductions quantified and verified according to this 
protocol for a maximum of four five-year crediting periods after the field’s start date. Section 
3.5.1 describes requirements for qualifying for a second, third, and fourth crediting period. 

3.4 Anaerobic Baseline Conditions 
All fields must demonstrate that previous rice cultivation practices prior to the field’s start date 
resulted in anaerobic conditions. This requirement is met by demonstrating all the following 
criteria are met: 
 

1. Each individual rice field has been under continuous rice cultivation for five cultivation 
cycles preceding the field’s start date, with no more than one fallow season. In instances 

                                                
16

 Fields are considered submitted when the project developer/aggregator has fully completed and filed with the 
Reserve the appropriate Submittal Form, or the New Field Enrollment form, available on the Reserve’s website. 
17

 This is known as a continuation of current practices baseline scenario, and is considered appropriate in the 
circumstances. 
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where a fallow season occurred, the field must have been under rice cultivation for five 
of the six years prior to the start date; and 

2. Each individual rice field was flooded for a period of at least 100 days during each of the 
five rice-growing cultivation cycles preceding the field’s start date. Fields that are unable 
to meet this requirement due to events beyond management control (e.g. drought 
conditions), can meet this requirement by demonstrating that 100 or more days of 
flooding is common practice for the field, and that drought conditions or other conditions 
beyond management control prevented normal flooding practices; and 

3. Management records for each individual rice field are available for each of the past five 
rice-growing cultivation cycles preceding the field’s start date. At a minimum, 
management records must include: 

 Annual rice yields 
 Planting and harvest dates 
 Flooding and draining dates 
 Fertilizer application dates and amounts 

3.5 Additionality 
The Reserve strives to register only projects that yield surplus GHG reductions that are 
additional to what would have occurred in the absence of a carbon offset market. 
 
Projects must satisfy the following tests to be considered additional: 
 

1. The Performance Standard Test 

2. The Legal Requirement Test 

3.5.1 The Performance Standard Test 

Projects pass the Performance Standard Test by meeting a performance threshold, i.e. a 
standard of performance applicable to all RC projects, established by this protocol. 
 
For this protocol, the Reserve uses practice-based thresholds, which serve as “best practice 
standards” for management practices governing methane emissions from rice cultivation. By 
meeting the performance threshold for a specific management activity, a rice field demonstrates 
that cultivation management exceeds the regional common practice standard for methane 
emissions management. Although multiple fields are submitted together in the case of a project 
aggregate, each participating field must separately pass the Performance Standard Test, for 
each approved project activity that is implemented on the field, in order to be eligible. 
 
The performance standard research, summarized in Appendix D, reviewed common water 
management, residue management, and other RC management practices in the approved rice 
growing region.18 Based on the performance standard analysis, the Reserve has developed 
Performance Standard Tests for each approved project activity, as defined in Section 2.2. 
 
Table 3.1 below provides the Performance Standard Test for each approved project activity. 

                                                
18

 Based on the geographic limitations imposed by data availability, only management data from California rice 
cropping systems were sufficiently analyzed in the performance standard for this protocol. The Reserve plans to 
expand the geographic scope of this protocol to other U.S. regions based upon future data availability and successful 
peer-reviewed DNDC model validation results. 
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Table 3.1. Approved Project Activities 

Region 
Approved 
Project Activity 

Performance Standard Test Justification 

CA 

Dry seeding 
with a delayed 
flood 

A rice field passes the 
Performance Standard Test by 
implementing a dry seeding 
technique combined with delayed 
flooding. 

Research indicates that dry seeding is 
currently practiced on less than 3 
percent of the CA rice acreage.

19
 

Post-harvest 
rice straw 
removal and 
baling 

A rice field passes the 
Performance Standard Test by 
implementing post-harvest rice 
straw removal and “baling.” 

Research indicates that residue 
removal (baling) is currently very 
limited and variable, occurring on an 
estimated 2 to 7 percent of the CA 
rice acreage. Despite initiatives 
launched by state agencies and 
private partnerships, the market for 
rice straw has not grown as 
expected.

19
 

 

3.5.2 The Legal Requirement Test 

All projects are subject to a Legal Requirement Test to ensure that the GHG reductions 
achieved by a project would not otherwise have occurred due to federal, state or local 
regulations, or other legally binding mandates. An RC project passes the Legal Requirement 
Test when there are no laws, statutes, regulations, court orders, environmental mitigation 
agreements, permitting conditions, binding contractual obligations or other legally binding 
mandates in place on the project start date (including, but not limited to, conservation 
management plans and deed restrictions) that require the adoption or continued use of any 
approved project activities on the project rice fields. Should a field initially pass the Legal 
Requirement Test, the field is eligible to earn CRTs from a project activity for the remainder of 
the five-year crediting period, regardless of changes in legal requirements. 
 
To satisfy the Legal Requirement Test, project developers (including aggregators) must submit 
a signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form20 prior to the commencement of 
verification activities for the first verification period. Aggregators must also submit a signed 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form on behalf of new project fields in the aggregate 
prior to the commencement of verification activities each time new fields join the project 
aggregate. Individual project participants who are part of a project aggregate are not separately 
required to attest to the voluntary nature of project activities to the Reserve. However, 
supporting documentation should be made available to the verifier during verification, if 
requested. In addition, the Aggregate Monitoring Plan (Section 6.2) must include procedures 
that the aggregator will follow to ascertain and demonstrate that all new fields in the project 
aggregate pass the Legal Requirement Test at the time of the field’s start date.  
 
As of the Effective Date of this protocol, the Reserve could identify no existing federal, state or 
local regulations that explicitly obligate rice producers to adopt the project activities approved 
under this protocol. 
 

                                                
19

 See Appendix C for a summary of performance standard research. 
20

 Form available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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3.5.3 Ecosystem Services Payment Stacking 

When multiple ecosystem services credits or payments are sought for a single activity on a 
single piece of land, it is referred to as credit stacking or payment stacking, respectively.21 
 
As of the Effective Date of this protocol, the Reserve did not identify any ecosystem service 
markets besides the carbon market that issues credits for the project activities included in this 
protocol.22 As such, credit stacking does not need to be addressed by this protocol at this time. 
 
The USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) provides payments for ecosystem 
services through programs like the Environmental Quality Incentives Program and the 
Conservation Stewardship Program. These are federal programs that are implemented at the 
state and local level. In California, NRCS Conservation Practice Standard (CPS) 344A – 
Residue Management, Seasonal Rice Straw Residue provides assistance to farmers to reduce 
the amount of rice straw residues on their fields through a variety of methods, including baling 
the rice straw residue,23 and CPS 329 – Residue and Tillage Management, No Till/Strip 
Till/Direct Seed can provide support for dry seeding.24  
 
CPS 344A and CPS 329 have primarily been used in California to fund other management 
practices besides baling and dry seeding.25 Because baling and dry seeding are expensive, 
uncommon, and generally not already funded by NRCS programs, the use of NRCS payments 
to help finance either project activity under this protocol is allowed, except as specified below.  
 
Stacking NRCS payments for baling under CPS 344A with CRTs for baling under this protocol is 
not allowed if a NRCS contract for baling on a project field was in place and the baling was 
completed prior to the project being submitted to the Reserve.  
 
Stacking NRCS payments for dry seeding under CPS 329 with CRTs for dry seeding under this 
protocol is not allowed if dry seeding was specified in the conservation plan developed with 
NRCS for a project field and dry seeding was implemented prior to the project being submitted 
to the Reserve. 
 
Note that if a field receives NRCS payments for any activity other than baling or dry seeding, 
those payments do not affect field eligibility, as the payments were awarded for different 
activities than those credited by this protocol and thus are not considered “stacked.”  
 
Furthermore, other fields owned by the farmer are eligible if they are not under agreement to 
receive NRCS funding for CPS 344A or CPS 329 activities that include project activities. Fields 

                                                
21

 Cooley, David, and Lydia Olander (September 2011). “Stacking Ecosystem Services Payments: Risk and 
Solutions,” Nicholas Institute for Environmental Policy Solutions, Duke University. NI WP 11-04. Available at: 
http://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/ecosystem/land/stacking-ecosystem-services-payments/. 
22

 The Reserve did identify a type of air quality offset that is issued in California under the Connelly-Areias-Chandler 
Rice Straw Phase-down Act of 1991 (Act); however, credits from the program are not issued for the project activities 
included in this protocol, but rather for reduced rice straw burning. The Reserve does not consider project participants 
receiving credits under both the Act and this protocol to be “stacking” credits. 
23

 NRCS CPS 344A is available on the NRCS Field Officer Technical Guide website at 
http://efotg.sc.egov.usda.gov//efotg_locator.aspx. To find the appropriate standard, choose state, county, Section IV: 
Practice Standards and Specifications, and then the Conservation Practices folder. 
24

 NRCS CPS 329 is available on the NRCS Field Officer Technical Guide website at 
http://efotg.sc.egov.usda.gov//efotg_locator.aspx. To find the appropriate standard, choose state, county, Section IV: 
Practice Standards and Specifications, and then the Conservation Practices folder. 
25

 Personal communication with NRCS field personnel in California. 

http://nicholasinstitute.duke.edu/ecosystem/land/stacking-ecosystem-services-payments/
http://efotg.sc.egov.usda.gov/efotg_locator.aspx
http://efotg.sc.egov.usda.gov/efotg_locator.aspx
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that have received CPS 344A or CPS 329 payments in the past (e.g. prior to the field’s start 
date) but have not received payments for at least one year are also eligible. 
 

Table 3.2. Payment Stacking Scenarios 

Scenario 
Is Project 
Eligible? 

Is the Project 
Stacking? 

1 Field under CPS 344A or 329 agreement that includes baling or dry 
seeding and agreement was signed prior to the project field’s start 
date or submittal to the Reserve (whichever is earlier) 

No n/a 

2 Field under NRCS CPS 344A or 329 agreement for activities that do 
not include baling or dry seeding  

Yes No 

3 Field under NRCS agreement for any other CPS Yes No 

4 Field under CPS 344A or 329 agreement that includes baling or dry 
seeding and agreement was signed after the project field’s start date 
or submittal to the Reserve (whichever is earlier) 

Yes Yes 

5 Field that received CPS 344A or 329 payment for the year prior to 
the project field’s start date 

No n/a 

6 Field that received CPS 344A or 329 payment in the past, but has 
not received payment for more than one year 

Yes No 

 
For informational purposes, any other type of ecosystem service payment or credit received for 
activities on a project field must be disclosed by the project developer/aggregator to the 
verification body and the Reserve. 

3.6 Regulatory Compliance 
As a final eligibility requirement, project developers/aggregators must attest that activities on the 
project fields (including, but not limited to, project activities) do not cause material violations of 
applicable laws (e.g. air, water quality, water discharge, nutrient management, safety, labor, 
endangered species protection, etc.) prior to verification activities commencing each time a 
project is verified. To satisfy this eligibility requirement, the project developers/aggregators must 
submit a signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form26 or an Attestation of Regulatory 
Compliance form on behalf of themselves or all enrolled project participants prior to the 
commencement of verification activities each time the project is verified. Project 
developers/aggregators are also required to disclose in writing to the verifier any and all 
instances of legal violations – material or otherwise – caused by activities on project fields. 
 

If a verifier finds that activities on project fields have caused a material violation, then CRTs will 
not be issued for GHG reductions that occurred on the field during the period(s) when the 
violation(s) occurred. Individual violations due to administrative or reporting issues, or due to 
“acts of nature,” are not considered material and will not affect CRT crediting. However, 
recurrent administrative violations directly related to activities on project fields may affect 
crediting. Verifiers must determine if recurrent violations rise to the level of materiality. If the 
verifier is unable to assess the materiality of the violation, then the verifier shall consult with the 
Reserve.  

                                                
26

 Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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Individual project participants who are part of a project aggregate are not required to attest to 
their status of regulatory compliance to the Reserve. However, the project aggregator is 
encouraged to have in place routine procedures for assessing field-level compliance. The 
verifier may request supporting documentation about the project aggregator’s procedures or 
about specific fields and such information shall be made available to the verification body during 
verification, if requested. 

3.6.1 California Rice Straw Burning Regulation 

In California, rice producers are required to comply with the Connelly-Areias-Chandler Rice 
Straw Burning Reduction Act of 1991 and the subsequent regulations of the Conditional Rice 
Straw Burn Permit Program, which limit the amount of rice straw residue producers may burn in 
any given year. The 1991 Act required a phase down of rice straw burning in the Sacramento 
Valley over a ten-year period, starting in 1992. Since September 2001, the Conditional Rice 
Straw Burn Permit Program has limited rice straw burning to less than 25 percent of an 
individual grower’s planted acreage, not to exceed 125,000 acres in the Sacramento Valley 
Basin. Initially, rice fields were only allowed to be burned for disease control, which required 
demonstration of the presence of significant levels of disease in order to secure a Conditional 
Rice Straw Burn Permit (“Burn Permit”). However, after 100 percent of rice fields were 
consistently found to have the “significant” level of disease, this requirement was eliminated. 
Today, rice producers must secure Burn Permits (for up to 25 percent of their rice acreage) in 
order to burn straw.27 
 

When project developers in California sign the Attestation of Regulatory Compliance, they are 
attesting that they are also in compliance with this regulation and that they have secured the 
appropriate “Conditional Rice Straw Burn Permits” from the appropriate local air district. 
Wherever rice straw burning occurs, the project developer must demonstrate that the amount of 
burning was within legal limits, if legal limits exist such as in California, and that all necessary 
permits have been secured. 
 

Burning of rice straw is assumed to be an activity that will occur occasionally under “business as 
usual” as a pest management strategy. As such, whenever burning occurs, project input 
parameters to the model (see Appendix B, Step 1) should be adjusted, to reflect the correct 
percentage of rice straw burned in both the baseline and the project. Additionally, it should be 
noted that rice straw burning is not an approved project activity; although an increase in rice 
straw burning may reduce methane emissions, it is not an eligible activity under this protocol, 
even in cases when an increase in rice burning may be permissible by law. 

3.6.2 Regulations on Special-Status Species 

Regulations exist at the federal, state, and local level to protect threatened and endangered 
species (i.e. “special-status species”) of wildlife and their habitats. These regulations include the 
federal and many state-level Endangered Species Acts and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. As a 
component of the federal Endangered Species Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service works 
with private landowners to develop Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP) and Safe Harbor 
Agreements (SHA). When in effect on a rice field, an HCP or SHA should be considered a 
legally binding mandate. Project developers/aggregators shall disclose to the verifier any 
instances when a field is not in compliance with HCP or SHA requirements. 

                                                
27

 Regulations establishing the Conditional Rice Straw Burning Program can be found in the California Code of 
Regulations, Title 17, § 80156. More information can also be found on the California Air Resources Board webpage 
at http://www.arb.ca.gov/smp/rice/condburn/condburn.htm. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/smp/rice/condburn/condburn.htm
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4 The GHG Assessment Boundary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary delineates the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs) 
that must be assessed by project developers in order to determine the net change in emissions 
caused by a rice cultivation project.28 
 
The GHG Assessment Boundary encompasses all the GHG SSRs that may be significantly 
affected by project activities, including sources of CH4 and N2O emissions from the soil, 
biological CO2 emissions and soil carbon sinks, and fossil fuel combustion GHG emissions. For 
accounting purposes, the SSRs included in the GHG Assessment Boundary are organized 
according to whether they are predominantly associated with an RC project’s “primary effects” 
(i.e. changes in the RC project’s soil dynamics, including the predominant CH4 source but also 
N2O emissions from the soil and biological CO2 emissions) or its “secondary effects” (i.e. 
unintended changes in emissions due to on-field practice change or upstream/off-field changes 
in production)).29 Secondary effects may include increases in mobile combustion CO2 emissions 
associated with site preparation, as well as increased GHG emissions caused by the shifting of 
cultivation activities from the project area to other agricultural lands (often referred to as 
“leakage”). Projects are required to account for all SSRs that are included in the GHG 
Assessment Boundary regardless of whether the particular SSR is designated as a primary or 
secondary effect.  
 
Note that primary emissions contain some ‘indirect’ emissions (e.g. N2O emissions), while 
secondary effect emissions contain some modeled soil dynamics (e.g. SOC decreases 
associated with shifting rice production outside of the project area). 
 
Figure 4.1 below provides a general illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary, indicating 
which SSRs are included or excluded from the project boundary. 
 
Table 4.1 provides a comprehensive list of the GHG SSRs that may be affected by an RC 
project, and indicates which SSRs must be included in the GHG Assessment Boundary.  
 
Note that for SSRs 6 and 7, some scenarios may require quantification of the SSRs for the 
project only. 
 

                                                
28

 The definition and assessment of sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs) is consistent with ISO 14064-2 guidance. 
29

 The terms “primary effect” and “secondary effect” come from WRI/WBCSD, 2005. The Greenhouse Gas Protocol 
for Project Accounting, World Resources Institute, Washington, DC. Available at http://www.ghgprotocol.org.  

http://www.ghgprotocol.org/
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Figure 4.1. General illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary 
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Table 4.1. Description of RC Project Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

SSR  Source Description Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

Primary Effect Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

1. 
Soil 

Dynamics 

Soil dynamics refer to the 
biogeochemical interactions 
occurring in the soil that 
produce emissions of CO2 
(biogenic), CH4, N2O, and 
changes in soil carbon 
stocks. GHG flux rates from 
soils are dependent on water 
management (including 
during seeding and after 
harvest), residue 
management, fertilizer 
application, and other site-
specific variables 

CO2 
I (if SOC 

decreased) 
DNDC 

Changes in soil carbon stocks 
resulting from project activity may 
be significant. Decreases in 
carbon stocks must be accounted 
for. 

CH4 I DNDC 

The primary effect of an RC 
project is reduction in CH4 
emissions from soil due to 
reduced flooding and/or reduced 
organic residues available for 
decomposition. 

N2O I (if increased) 

Direct: DNDC 
Indirect: DNDC and 

IPCC emission 
factors 

A significant source affected by 
project activities if fertilizer 
application amounts and/or dates 
are changed, or seeding practice 
is altered. Increases in direct 
and/or indirect N2O must be 
accounted for. 

Secondary Effect Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

2. 
Water 
Pumps 

Indirect fossil fuel emissions 
from transport of water onto 
fields  

CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, as project activity is 
very likely to reduce or not impact 
the quantity of water used during 
the cultivation process as 
compared to baseline 
management. 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small. 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small. 

3. 
Cultivation 
Equipment 

Fossil fuel emissions 
increases from equipment 
used for field preparation, 
seeding, 
fertilizer/pesticide/herbicide 
application, and harvest 

CO2 I Emission factors 

Emissions may be significant if 
management is altered. Increased 
emissions due to project activity 
must be accounted for. 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small. 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small. 

4. 
GHG 

Emissions 
from 

Fertilizer 
Production 

GHG emissions from 
synthetic N fertilizer 
production 

CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, the very small increase 
in fertilizer demand due to RC 
projects is unlikely to have an 
effect on fertilizer production. 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small 

N2O E N/A 

Excluded, the very small increase 
in fertilizer demand due to RC 
projects is unlikely to have an 
effect on fertilizer production. 
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SSR  Source Description Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

5. 
GHG 

Emissions 
from 

Production 
and Use of 
Herbicides 

Fossil fuel emissions from 
Herbicide production 

CO2 E N/A 

Excluded, the very small increase 
in herbicide demand due to RC 
projects is unlikely to have an 
effect on herbicide production. 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small 

6. 
Crop 

Residue 
Baling 

Fossil fuel emissions from 
baling and transportation of 
baled rice straw for offsite 
use/management 

CO2 I 
Baling  

emission factors 

Emissions may be significant if 
residue management is altered. 
Increased emissions due to 
project activity must be accounted 
for. 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small. 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source 
is assumed to be very small. 

7. 
Crop 

Residue 
Management 

Fugitive emissions from 
aerobic or semi-anaerobic 
rice straw management 
(onsite or offsite) 

CO2 E N/A 

Emissions from rice straw burning 
are excluded as they are not 
considered likely to increase 
relative to baseline and are 
biogenic. 

CH4 I Emission factors 
May be a significant source of 
fugitive CH4 emissions, depending 
on management/use of rice straw. 

N2O E N/A 

Due to low N content of rice straw, 
changes in N2O emissions from 
alternative rice straw management 
are likely insignificant. 

8. 
GHG 

Emissions 
from Shifted 
Production 
(Leakage)  

If project activity results in a 
statistically significant 
decrease in yield, rice 
production and associated 
GHG emissions may be 
shifted outside the project 
area 

CO2 I 

 

If rice yield totaled over all fields in 
an aggregate are found to have 
statistically decreased due to 
project activity, the associated 
GHG emissions from shifted rice 
production must be estimated.  

CH4 I 

N2O I 
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5 Quantification Overview 
GHG emission reductions from an RC project are quantified by comparing actual project 
emissions to baseline emissions from rice cultivation. Baseline emissions are an estimate of the 
GHG emissions from sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary (see Section 4) that would 
have occurred in the absence of an RC project. Project emissions are actual GHG emissions 
that occur at sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary. Project emissions must be 
subtracted from the baseline emissions to quantify the project total net GHG emission 
reductions. GHG emission reductions are calculated for each individual field and summed 
together over the entire project area. The calculation approach in this section is applicable to 
single-field projects and aggregates. 
 
The primary effect of an RC project is a reduction in methane emissions due to either (i) a 
decrease in duration of flooded conditions (switching to dry seeding with delayed flood), or (ii) a 
decrease in the availability of dissolved organic matter in the soil (residue baling). While there is 
directional certainty (i.e. it is likely that project cultivation changes will reduce methane 
emissions compared to the baseline scenario), the magnitude of reductions is highly variable 
and dependent on numerous other parameters related to field-scale management techniques, 
soil characteristics, and climatic conditions. 
 
This protocol relies on the application of the DNDC model for quantification of baseline and 
project emissions from soil dynamics (SSR 1) defined in Section 4. Detailed requirements for 
accurate and consistent application of the DNDC model are provided in Appendix B. In addition 
to SSR 1, RC projects may result in unintended increases of GHG emissions from secondary 
effect SSRs. Section 5.5 provides the requirements for calculating those secondary GHG 
emissions resulting from the project activity that do not rely on use of the DNDC model. Total 
emission reductions from a field are equal to the combined primary effect emission reductions 
from SSR 1 for all fields in the project boundary, minus the increase in emissions from all other 
SSRs due to the project activity. 
 
In addition to changes in CH4, the DNDC model also provides estimates of nitrate leaching, and 
ammonia and nitric oxide emissions that are used to estimate the changes in indirect N2O 
emissions associated with an RC project. The DNDC model also provides estimates of changes 
in SOC. If emissions of N2O (both direct and indirect) increase or SOC decrease due to project 
activity, these emissions must be deducted from the emission reduction estimate. If N2O (direct 
or indirect) emissions are reduced or SOC increased due to the project activity, these changes 
must be excluded from the emission reduction estimate. 

5.1 Defining the Reporting Period 
Under this protocol, project emission reductions must be quantified per cultivation cycle. The 
length of time over which GHG emission reductions are quantified is called a “reporting period”. 
The length of time over which GHG emission reductions are verified is called a “verification 
period.” For single-field projects, a verification period can cover multiple reporting periods (see 
Section 7.4.1). For aggregate projects, the verification period is limited to a single reporting 
period (i.e. a single cultivation cycle). 
 
For single field projects, the reporting period shall be defined using the exact dates 
corresponding to the beginning and the end of the cultivation cycle for the particular field. 
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For an aggregate, the individual fields will likely have cultivation cycles that start on different 
dates, and the length of the cultivation cycle may be slightly more or less than a full 365 days for 
each individual field. Therefore, the reporting period must be uniformly defined for the aggregate 
for reporting purposes. For reporting reductions from each cultivation cycle to the Reserve, the 
aggregate reporting period shall be defined as starting on October 1 and ending on September 
30 of the following year. This defined reporting period is for reporting purposes only; the 
emission reductions reported for the aggregate must include the emission reductions achieved 
over the complete cultivation cycle for each participating field in the aggregate.30 
 
Note that in order to model emissions for any given cultivation cycle, it is necessary to model 
two full years of data, as each cultivation cycle spans across two calendar years. See Section 
5.3 for guidance on how to reconcile modeling annual emissions with modeling emissions for 
the cultivation cycle. 

5.2 Baseline Modeling Inputs 
To set the baseline scenario inputs within the DNDC model for each cultivation cycle, the project 
developer must use field management data from five cultivation cycles prior. Given that two 
calendar years of data are required for every cultivation cycle being modeled (as set out in 
Section 5.3 below), inputs for the first baseline cultivation cycle must be derived from records 
starting in the fall of the fifth year prior to the start date and ending with the following rice harvest 
in the fall of the fourth year prior to the start date. The last baseline cultivation cycle in the 
crediting period shall include data from the fall of the year before the project started through to 
the rice harvest immediately preceding the project start date. In subsequent crediting periods, 
the baseline scenario will continue to be set using data from the five cultivation cycles 
immediately prior to the project. 

5.3 Deriving Cultivation Cycle Emissions from Calendar-Year 
Modeling Results 

It is important to note that the DNDC model operates on a calendar year, beginning on January 
1 and ending on December 31. The model’s daily output files use Julian days, where January 1 
represents Julian Day 1, January 2 represent Julian Day 2, and December 31 represents Julian 
Day 365.31 However, project developers must quantify emissions and emission reductions that 
occur during the reporting period of a given field, which is defined by the rice crop’s cultivation 
cycle beginning in fall and running through the fall of the following year (e.g. October 1 to 
September 30). As such, for every instance in this protocol where the project developer is 
directed to model a cultivation cycle, the project developer must model two full calendar years, 
so as to capture the last two to three months in the first year, and the first nine to ten months in 
the following year that make up the relevant cultivation cycle.32 
 
For ease of monitoring, reporting, and verification, the Reserve encourages project developers 
to use Julian Dates in addition to calendar dates wherever possible, but particularly when 

                                                
30

 All emissions reductions from each field’s cultivation cycle must be reported under the corresponding reporting 
period for the aggregate, even if the dates of the cultivation cycle and reporting period do not completely overlap. For 
any given field, emissions reductions achieved during a cultivation cycle may only be reported under a single 
aggregate reporting period. 
31

 A Julian Day calendar provided by NASA is available at: http://www-air.larc.nasa.gov/tools/jday.htm. 
32

 In determining project emissions, one strategy for economizing on required modeling runs is to conduct modeling 
only after input data for the entire two calendar years have been collected, i.e. at the end of the second calendar 
year, rather than at the end of the cultivation cycle. This will generate results for the initial 2-3 months of the 
subsequent cultivation cycle, avoiding the need to model the entire calendar year again. 

http://www-air.larc.nasa.gov/tools/jday.htm
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reporting the first and last days of a cultivation cycle, as this will ease project accounting and 
reduce human error associated with model inputs. 

5.4 Quantifying GHG Emission Reductions 
The emission reductions for a project are calculated by subtracting the total secondary effect 
emissions (SE) from the total primary emission reductions (PER) (adjusted for uncertainty) for 
the entire project area. Equation 5.1 below provides the general emission reduction calculation, 
applicable to all projects. 
 

Equation 5.1. Calculating GHG Emission Reductions 

          

Where, 
 

  Units 

ER = Total emission reductions from the project area for the reporting period tCO2e 
PER = Total primary GHG emission reductions from soil dynamics (SSR 1) 

from each project during the reporting period adjusted for uncertainty 
(as calculated in Section 5.4.3) 

tCO2e 

SE = Total secondary effect GHG emissions caused by project activity during 
the reporting period for each project (as calculated in Section 5.5) 

tCO2e 

 
Table 5.1 below provides an overview of the key steps, calculations and equations necessary to 
quantify PER and SE emissions for each field and the project as a whole. 
 

Table 5.1. Overview of Quantification Steps 

STEP OVERVIEW EQUATION 

1. Calculate primary 
emissions for 
baseline scenario 
and project 
scenario for each 
field  

Calculate average cultivation cycle baseline and project 
scenario GHG values. 
This involves: 
 Conducting 2,000 Monte Carlo runs of the DNDC model 

for both calendar years within which the cultivation cycle 
falls, for both the baseline and project scenarios (4 years 
total); 

 Extracting data from DNDC modeling results 
corresponding to the cultivation cycle;  

 Calculating cultivation cycle GHG parameter values for 
each Monte Carlo run; and  

 Averaging these values across the 2,000 Monte Carlo 
runs for both the baseline and project scenarios. 

Equation 5.2 

2. Calculate primary 
effect emission 
reductions for each 
field (unadjusted for 
uncertainty) 

Preliminary primary effect emission reductions for each field 
are calculated using results from the baseline and project 
modeling calculations in Step 1. 

Equation 5.3 

3. Calculate 
uncertainty-
adjusted primary 
emission reductions 
for each field 

Apply soil and structural uncertainty deductions to 
preliminary primary effect emission reductions for each field 
to calculate final primary effect emission reductions.  

Equation 5.4 
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4. Calculate increased 
emissions from 
cultivation 
equipment 

Choose from two alternative approaches to calculate 
emissions from increased fuel emissions from cultivation 
equipment. 

Equation 5.5 or 
Equation 5.6 

5. Calculate emissions 
from rice straw end 
use 

Calculate emissions associated with changes in rice straw 
management, using default emission factors provided in 
Appendix A. 

Equation 5.7 

6. Calculate emissions 
from activity 
leakage 

Calculate emissions associated with any shift in rice 
production outside of the project boundary, attributed to 
reductions in project yields. 

Equation 5.8 
Equation 5.9 
Equation 5.10 

7. Calculate total 
secondary effect 
emissions for the 
project 

Sum together emissions from increased fossil fuel usage, 
alternative residue management activities, and activity 
leakage. 

Equation 5.11 

 

5.4.1 Step 1: Calculate Primary Emissions for Baseline and Project Scenarios for 
Each Field 

This section provides guidance on how to use results from DNDC Monte Carlo modeling runs to 
calculate average cultivation cycle emissions for both the baseline and project scenarios for 
each field. These average cultivation cycle emissions are then input into Equation 5.3 to 
calculate primary emission reductions for each field. For the purposes of this protocol, the 
modeling of GHG emissions from soil dynamics under baseline and project scenarios must be 
performed using Version 9.5 of the DNDC model, which shall be obtained directly from the 
Reserve. 
 
Detailed guidance is provided in Appendix B on how to undertake the modeling itself, extract 
relevant results and develop the necessary inputs for Equation 5.2 below. Specifically, Appendix 
B, Step 1 provides guidance to help project developers understand the necessary DNDC data 
input parameters; Step 2 instructs project developers on how to prepare input files and what to 
do in case of missing data; Step 3 instructs project developers on how to properly prepare 
DNDC for modeling; and Step 4 instructs project developers on how to undertake the modeling 
of emissions, extract relevant results and develop the values to be input into Equation 5.2 
below. 
 
In order to quantify primary emission reductions for each field, project developers shall first 
calculate annual baseline and project scenario GHG values using data extracted from DNDC 
modeling results.  
 
For both the baseline and project scenarios, GHG emissions are calculated by performing 2,000 
Monte Carlo runs of the DNDC model for each field, for each calendar year being modeled.33  
 
For each of the 2000 Monte Carlo runs for a field, the project developer must extract GHG 
parameter values corresponding to the dates of the field’s cultivation cycle (i.e. extracted from 
the appropriate range within each modeled calendar year). A single cultivation cycle value is 
then determined for each GHG parameter, by summing daily values (for emissions) or by 

                                                
33

 As set out in Section 5.3, emissions will need to be modeled separately for four calendar years: the two calendar 
years that capture the baseline scenario cultivation cycle and the two calendar years that capture the project scenario 
cultivation cycle. 
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identifying the value on the last day of the cultivation cycle (soil carbon).These single values are 
then input into Equation 5.2 to be averaged across the 2,000 Monte Carlo runs in order to 
generate a single average value for each GHG parameter for the cultivation cycle. Refer to Step 
4 in Appendix B for detailed guidance on how to perform these steps. Appendix C also provides 
more general guidance on how to use the DNDC model, including screen shots, step by step 
instructions, and advice on performing project feasibility analysis with the model. Further 
guidance can also be found in the DNDC User’s Guide, available on the Reserve’s RCPP 
webpage.34 
 
The results of Equation 5.2 are a single average value for each of the direct emission 
parameters (N2O, CH4, and SOC content) and indirect emission parameters (NO3 and 
NH3+NOx) that are used to calculate primary GHG reductions. Once these values are calculated 
for both the baseline and project scenarios, they are input into Equation 5.3, to calculate the 
total primary emission reductions for each field. 
 

                                                
34

 A copy of the DNDC User’s Guide can be found on the protocol webpage at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/rice-cultivation/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/rice-cultivation/
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Equation 5.2. Calculating GHG Emissions from Monte Carlo Runs for Field i 

      

                                                  
    

   

    
 
  

  
     

      
         
    
   

    
 
  

  
    

           
              
    
   

    
 
  

  
 

Where, 
 

  Units 

N2Oi = Average cultivation cycle direct and indirect N2O emissions (for 
either the baseline or project scenario) from rice field i, equal to 
the average value of all Monte Carlo runs j  

kg CO2e/ha 

j = 1, 2, 3 …2000 Monte Carlo runs  
N2ODir,j,i = Cultivation cycle N2O emissions from rice field i (for either the 

baseline or project scenario) from Monte Carlo run j  
kg N2O-N/ha 

NLeach,j,i = Cultivation cycle nitrate leaching loss from rice field i (for either the 
baseline or project scenario) from Monte Carlo run j  

kg NO3-N/ha 

NVol,j,i = Cultivation cycle ammonia volatilization and nitric oxide emissions 
from rice field i (for either the baseline or project scenario)from 
Monte Carlo run j 

kg NH3-N + kg 
NOx-N /ha 
volatized 

44/28 = Unit conversion from kg N2O-N to kg N2O  
310 = Global warming potential of N2O  
CH4 i = Average cultivation cycle CH4 emissions (for either the baseline or 

project scenario)from rice field i, equal to the average value of all 
Monte Carlo runs j 

kg CO2e/ha 

CH4 j,i = Cultivation cycle CH4 emissions from rice field i (for either the 
baseline or project scenario) from Monte Carlo run j 

kg CH4-C/ha 

16/12 = Unit conversion of C to CH4  
21 = Global warming potential of CH4  
SOCLDcc,i = Average cultivation cycle final SOC, equal to the average value of 

all Monte Carlo runs j, of the soil organic carbon content of rice 
field i on the last day of the cultivation cycle (for either the baseline 
or project scenario) 

kg CO2e/ha 

SOCLDcc,j,i = SOC content of rice field i on the last day of the cultivation cycle 
(for either the baseline or project scenario) from Monte Carlo run j 

kg SOC-C/ha 

44/12 = Unit conversion of C to CO2  
0.0075 = Emission factor for N2O emissions from N leaching and runoff

35
 kg N2O-N / kg 

NO3-N 
0.01 = Emission factor for N2O emissions from atmospheric deposition of 

N on soils and water surfaces and subsequent volatization
36

 
kg N2O-N / (kg 

NH3-N + kg 
NOx-N) 

 

                                                
35

 IPCC Guidelines for National GHG Inventories (2006), Vol.4, Ch.11, Table 11.3. 
36

 Ibid. 
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5.4.2 Step 2: Calculate Primary Emission Reductions for Each Field (Unadjusted 
for Uncertainty) 

In order to calculate the total PER for each field (PERi) (unadjusted for uncertainty), project 
developers must compare the baseline and project scenario results calculated in Step 1 for the 
key GHG parameters CH4, N2O, and SOC. Any decreases in N2O or increases in SOC are 
excluded from the total PERi results, as the protocol does not credit projects for such changes.  
 
The calculations necessary to quantify PERi are set out in Equation 5.3 below. 
 

Equation 5.3. Total Primary Effect GHG Emission Reductions for each Field (Unadjusted for Uncertainty) 

      
                                                         

    
        

Where, 
 

  Units 

PERi = Primary effect GHG emission reductions for field i * (unadjusted for 
uncertainty) 

tCO2e 

N2OB,i = Average baseline cultivation cycle N2O emissions for field i kg CO2e/ha 
N2OP,i = Average project cultivation cycle N2O emissions for field i kg CO2e/ha 
CH4 B,i = Average baseline cultivation cycle CH4 emissions for field i kg CO2e/ha 
CH4 P,i = Average project cultivation cycle CH4 emissions for field i kg CO2e/ha 

SOCLDBcc,i = Average SOC value on the last day of the baseline cultivation cycle for 
field i 

kg CO2e/ha 

SOCLDPcc,i = Average SOC value on the last day of the project cultivation cycle for 
field i 

kg CO2e/ha 

Areai = Area of field i in hectares ha 

* In order to ensure that only reductions in CH4 are credited on each field, the term (N2OB,i – N2OP,i), must be set 

equal to zero if it is > 0; and the term (SOCLDBcc,i – SOCLDPcc,i) must be set equal to zero if it is < 0. 

 

5.4.3 Step 3: Calculate Uncertainty-Adjusted Primary Emission Reductions for 
each Field 

When calculating PER, this protocol requires project developers to account for two types of 
uncertainty: model structural uncertainty and soil input uncertainty. Inherent in biogeochemical 
models (like DNDC) are uncertainties due to imperfect science in the models. This uncertainty is 
often referred to as model structural uncertainty, and roughly quantifies how well the model 
represents reality. Because physical and chemical properties of soil have a significant impact on 
CH4 and N2O production, consumption, and emissions, further variability and uncertainty is also 
introduced to the model in the sampling of soil data and the subsequent modeling of GHG 
emissions using such data. This is known as soil input uncertainty. 
 
The protocol requires that project developers account for both types of uncertainty by applying 
the appropriate uncertainty deductions to the modeled primary emission reductions. The soil 
input uncertainty deduction must be calculated by project developers for each field based on 
results from DNDC to model baseline and project scenario emissions for that field. The model 
structural uncertainty deduction is provided by the Reserve. Further guidance on each type of 
uncertainty deduction is provided below. 
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5.4.3.1 Model Structural Uncertainty Deduction 

Model structural uncertainty is quantified by comparing model estimates of greenhouse gases 
with measured emission estimates. The measured data are assumed to have no uncertainty 
(although measurements can have sources of uncertainties in practice). Project developers do 
not need to calculate the model structural uncertainty deduction, but instead obtain the 
appropriate structural uncertainty deduction from the Reserve at the time of verification. 
 
Appendix C provides the structural uncertainty derivation procedure developed to adjust DNDC 
results for model structural uncertainty. To ensure conservativeness in estimates of project 
emission reductions, all projects must use the adjustments provided by the Reserve to account 
for structural uncertainty for Version 9.5 of the DNDC model, as specified in Equation 5.4.  
 
Because there is ongoing field research actively collecting GHG emissions data for California 
rice, new data may become available for model validation. Periodically, as data become 
available, the calculation of model structural uncertainty and the table of structural uncertainty 
factors will be updated. Further, the factors decline as more fields implement rice cultivation 
projects. As such, the most up-to-date factors will be available on the Reserve website. Project 
developers must use the structural uncertainty deduction factor (µstruct) for the appropriate 
reporting year that is published on the Reserve website at the time of verification. 

5.4.3.2 Soil Input Uncertainty Deduction 

Project developers must calculate an appropriate soil input uncertainty deduction using results 
from the same Monte Carlo analyses performed to model baseline and project emissions for 
each field. Detailed guidance on conducting Monte Carlo analyses and developing soil input 
uncertainty deductions is provided in Appendix B, Step 4 and Step 5 respectively. 

5.4.3.3 Applying Uncertainty Deductions to Primary Emission Reductions 

Once an appropriate soil input uncertainty deduction has been calculated, in accordance with 
Appendix B, Step 5.1, and an appropriate structural uncertainty deduction has been obtained 
from the Reserve, both deductions are applied to PERi in order to calculate uncertainty adjusted 
total PER for each field. The application of the uncertainty deductions to PERi is shown in 
Equation 5.4 below. 
 

Equation 5.4. Applying Uncertainty Deductions to Primary Emission Reductions 

                                    

 

   

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

PERud = Primary GHG emission reductions over the entire project area, 
accounting for uncertainty deductions 

tCO2e 

m = Number of individual rice fields included in the project area  
µinputs,i = Accuracy deduction factor for the cultivation cycle for individual rice 

field i due to soil input uncertainties, refer to Appendix B, Step 5.1 
fraction 

PERi = Primary GHG emission reductions for field i (from Equation 5.3) tCO2e 

µstruct = Accuracy deduction from model structural uncertainty for the reporting 
period, values available on Reserve website 
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5.5 Quantifying Secondary Effects 
Secondary effect GHG emissions are unintentional changes in GHG emissions from the 
secondary SSRs within the GHG Assessment Boundary. Secondary effect emissions may 
increase, decrease or go unchanged as a result of the project activity. If emissions from 
secondary SSRs increase as a result of the project, these emissions must be subtracted from 
the total modeled primary emission reductions (as specified in Equation 5.1) for each reporting 
period on an ex post basis. 
 
The total secondary effect GHG emissions are equal to: 
 

 Increased CO2 emissions from mobile combustion of fossil fuels by farm equipment used 
for field preparation, seeding, and cultivation (SSR 3, Step 4), plus 

 CO2 emissions from transport and processing of rice straw residues (SSR 6, Step 5), 
and methane emissions from aerobic or semi-anaerobic treatment/use of baled rice 
straw residue (SSR 7, Step 5), plus 

 Emissions of CH4 and CO2 due to shifted rice production outside the project boundary 
(SSR 8, Step 6) 

5.5.1 Step 4: Calculate Project Emissions from Onsite Fossil Fuel Combustion 

Included in the GHG Assessment Boundary are secondary CO2 emissions resulting from 
increased fossil fuel combustion for onsite equipment used for performing RC management 
activities related to seeding, fertilizer application, and herbicide application. Fossil fuel 
emissions from baling rice straw are incorporated into the emission calculation in Section 5.5.2 
below and are not to be included when quantifying increased fossil fuel emissions per this 
section. Secondary emissions from cultivation equipment need not be quantified if there is no 
change in the type or hours of cultivation equipment usage due to implementation of the project 
(e.g. no new equipment used for dry seeding). But if the project management changes require 
new equipment or an increase in the operational hours for existing equipment, the CO2 
emissions from the increased fossil fuel combustion shall be calculated using either Equation 
5.5 or Equation 5.6 below.  
 
Two approaches are provided to calculate secondary emissions from cultivation equipment. 
Approach 1 calculates emissions based on the time needed for each rice cultivation related field 
operation, the horsepower required for this field operation, and a default emission factor for 
GHG emissions per horsepower-hours. Approach 2 calculates emissions based on the change 
in fuel consumption for field operations related to rice cultivation and a default emission factor 
for GHG emissions per unit of fuel consumed. 
 
Approach 1 is designed to require minimal documentation. The project participant must provide 
manufacturer’s specifications on the horsepower requirements for the new cultivation equipment 
used, and the time needed per hectare for implementation of the project-specific activity. The 
time needed to implement the activity should be reported based on work-hour records. 
However, lacking those records, they may be derived based on the average operation or ground 
speed of the equipment and the application width per pass (e.g. width of boom). Using 
Approach 1, project emissions from cultivation equipment are calculated using Equation 5.5. 
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Equation 5.5. Project Emissions from Cultivation Equipment (Approach 1) 

                                          

 

                                 

 

       

 

If        < 0, set        to 0 

 
Where,  
 

  Units 

SEFF,f = Increase in secondary emissions from a change in cultivation 
equipment on field f 

Mg CO2e/ha 

EFHP-hr,P,i,f = Emission factor for project operation i on field f. Default value 
is 1311 for gasoline-fueled operations and 904 for diesel-

fueled operations
37

  

g CO2e/HP-hr 

HPP,i,f = Horsepower requirement for project operation i on field f  HP 
tP,i,f = Time required to perform project operation i on field f hr/field 
EFHP-hr,B,k,f = Default emission factor for baseline operation k on field f 

Default value is 1311 for gasoline-fueled operations and 904 

for diesel-fueled operations
38

 

g CO2e/HP-hr 

HPB,k,f = Horsepower requirement for baseline operation k on field f  HP 
tB,k,f = Time required to perform baseline operation k on field f  hr/field 
10

-6 
= Converting g CO2e to Mg CO2e  

    

Optional Method (determination of t) 
If time records are not available, use the method below in both baseline and project estimates. 

  
     

                  
     

Where, 
 

  Units 

t = Time requirement for field operation hr 
10000 = Area unit conversion m

2
/ha 

width = Application width covered by equipment  m 
speed = Average ground speed of the operation equipment  km/hr 
1000 = Length unit conversion m/km 
Af = Size of field f ha 

 
Alternately, project participants may choose to quantify secondary emissions from changes in 
the use of cultivation equipment based on their fuel consumption records (see Equation 5.6, 
Approach 2, below). If insufficient fuel consumption records are available, Approach 1 must be 
used. 
 

                                                
37

California Air Resources Board, OFFROAD2007. Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/offroad/offroad.htm. 
38

 Ibid. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/offroad/offroad.htm
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Equation 5.6. Increased Emissions from Cultivation Equipment (Approach 2) 

        
                  

    
 

If        < 0, set        to 0 

 
Where,  
 

  Units 

SEFF,f = Increase in secondary emissions from a change in cultivation 
equipment on field f 

Mg CO2e/ha 

FFRP,j  = Total change in fossil fuel consumption for field f during the 
reporting period, by fuel type j 

gallons  

EFFF,j  = Fuel-specific emission factor. Default values are 17.4 for gasoline 
and 13.7 for diesel

39
 

kg CO2/gallon 
fossil fuel 

1000  = Kilograms per megagram  kg CO2/Mg CO2 

 

5.5.2 Step 5: Calculate Project Emissions from Rice Straw Residue 
Management/Use 

Project emissions from rice straw management consist of CH4 produced from anaerobic or 
semi-anaerobic decay of the rice straw, and fossil fuel emissions that are used for swathing, 
raking, and baling of the rice straw. Depending on the end-use of the rice straw, the magnitude 
of the emissions will vary, but may be significant. If rice straw is unused and accumulates in 
piles on or near the farm, anaerobic decay will produce emissions that are quite significant, 
potentially outweighing the GHG benefits of baling the rice straw. Because the swathing, raking, 
and baling services are most often performed by third-party contractors, fossil fuel emissions 
from the swathing, raking, and baling process are estimated using conservative default factors.  
 
For calculating the emissions from rice straw management and/or use, emission factors were 
developed for the following identified end-uses:40 
 

 Dairy replacement heifer feed: Wheat straw is traditionally used in heifer feed. Rice 
straw can be used if it is cut to the right length. Quality of the straw (crude protein 
content, moisture content, etc.) must meet minimal standards before it can be used. 
There may be a significant effect on enteric fermentation from replacing wheat straw with 
rice straw due to feeding animals lower quality straw.  
 

 Beef cattle feed: Rice straw is used by beef cattle operations as a dry matter 
supplement to pasture feeding during fall and winter. Cattle ranchers spread the large 
bales out on the range in fall and allow the cattle to feed on the bales. Quality of the 
straw (crude protein content, moisture content, etc.) must meet minimal standards 
before it can be used. There may be some effects on enteric fermentation by feeding 
lower quality straw.  
 

 Fiberboard manufacturing: Rice straw may be used as an alternative to wood products 
for the manufacturing of fiberboard. The avoided emissions from harvest and transport of 
wood products very likely outweigh emissions from transporting rice straw.  
 

                                                
39

California Air Resources Board, OFFROAD2007. Available at http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/offroad/offroad.htm. 
40

 End-uses and descriptions referenced from ANR, 2010. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/offroad/offroad.htm
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 Spread out on bare soils as erosion control: Rice straw is particularly valuable for 
erosion control since it is produced in an aquatic environment and does not pose a risk 
of introducing upland weeds like wheat or barley straw. When used for erosion control, 
rice straw will decompose aerobically because it is spread out on top soil, ensuring an 
oxygen rich environment during decomposition. 

 
 Other uses: Rice straw may be used in small quantities for other uses, such as animal 

bedding, being stuffed into netted rolls for soil loss prevention, or for use in mushroom 
farming (among other potential uses). Because of a lack of detailed emissions data, 
straw that is sent to an end-use other than those specified above must use the default 
emission factor for ‘unknown or other’ end-uses in Appendix A. 

 
Each field must use Equation 5.7 to calculate the project CH4 emissions from the end-use of all 
baled rice straw. Because growers may not be able to track the end fate for some or all of the 
field rice straw, a conservative default factor can be used in place of an end-use specific default 
factor. If electing to use end-use specific factors, the project developer must collect and retain 
straw sales documentation to demonstrate rice straw end-use(s). See Section 6.4.3 for detailed 
baling monitoring requirements.  
 
Projects must use the emission factor in Table A.1 in Appendix A corresponding to the 
appropriate end-use, or the default factor. If rice straw is unused and accumulates in piles on or 
near the field, the portion of rice straw that is left unused must be estimated, and the default 
factor for unused rice straw must be used to quantify the emissions from this source. 
 

Equation 5.7. Emissions from Rice Straw End-Use 

                                    

 

 

Where,  
 

  Units 

SERM,i = Total secondary effect GHG emissions from alternative residue 
management for field i 

tCO2e 

WRS,i = Total weight of rice straw in dry tonnes that is swathed, raked, and baled 
on the field i 

dry tonne 

EFSRB = Emission factor for increased fossil fuel emissions from swathing, raking, 
and baling. The emission factor shall be equal to 0.01 for all fields

41
 

tCO2e / dry 
tonne 

WRS,U = Weight of rice straw in dry tonnes with end-use U. The sum weight of 
rice straw for all end-uses must equal the total weight of rice straw baled 
on the field 

dry tonne  

EFU = Emission factor from Table A.1 in Appendix A for end-use U tCO2e / dry 
tonne 

 

                                                
41

 Emissions from swathing, raking, and baling the rice straw are likely to be similar to emissions from the avoided 
chopping and disking of the field. From University of California cost and return studies for rice (2007) and orchard 
grass hay (2006), conservative estimates of fuel usage were obtained for both scenarios. The emission factor 
assumes an increase in fuel usage equivalent to 2 gallons of diesel fuel per acre for the swathing, raking, and baling. 
Using EPA diesel emission factor of 8.78 kg CO2 per gallon of diesel, and assuming 3 tonnes of rice straw per acre, 
the emissions increase from swathing, raking, and baling is estimated to be 5.85 kg CO2 per tonne of rice straw. 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

 35 

5.5.3 Step 6: Calculate GHG Emissions from the Shift of Rice Production Outside 
of Project Boundaries (Leakage) 

If rice yields decrease as a direct result of project activity, to be conservative it is assumed that 
the decrease in rice production causes a net increase in production elsewhere outside the 
project boundary. The emissions associated with this shift in production must be estimated if 
project related yield losses are statistically significant compared to historic and average yields. 
Although rice production in California and the U.S. is likely fairly inelastic in relation to price 
changes,42 it is assumed for conservativeness that a statistically significant drop in rice yields 
due to project activities would result in an increase of production outside of the project 
boundary. 
 
If a simple summation of project yield, or in the case of aggregate, the aggregate project area 
yields, shows that yields did not decrease compared to the average historic rice yield for the 
same area, then this protocol assumes leakage has not occurred and subsequently emissions 
associated with shifting production do not need to be estimated (i.e. the remainder of this 
section can be skipped).  
 
In order to determine if rice yields have decreased across the project area during the cultivation 
cycle as a result of project activity, the annual yield from the project area must be compared to 
historical yields from the same project area. Because yields fluctuate annually depending on 
numerous climatic drivers, all yields are normalized to average annual county yields using 
USDA NASS statistics.43  
 
The following procedure must be followed for each cultivation cycle to ensure that the yields 
from the project area have not declined due to project activity. The following procedure is 
applicable for a single field project. All project aggregates must apply the following procedure to 
the entire project area, defined as the sum of individual fields included in verification activities: 
 

1. For the five rice cultivation years t prior to implementation of the project, normalize the 
rice yield of the field by the county average for that year, y_normt. If the project is an 
aggregate, calculate y_normt for each of the historical years as the weighted average 
(by percent of field area) of all fields in the aggregate following Equation 5.8. The 
distribution of y_normt will have five data points. If a fallow year is present in the 
baseline period, ignore that year for the purpose of calculating leakage for that particular 
field. As an additional year of historic yield should have been reported, the field with a 
fallow year should still have five data points. 

 

                                                
42

 McDonald et al. (2002), Russo et al. (2008). 
43

 Available at http://quickstats.nass.usda.gov. 

http://quickstats.nass.usda.gov/
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Equation 5.8. Normalized Yield for Each Year t 

For single-field projects:            
    

         
 

For aggregate projects:                   
    

         
          

Where, 
 

  Units 

y_normt = Normalized yield for each year t fraction 
Yf,t = Yield of field f in year t Mg/ha 
Ycounty,t = County average yield in year t Mg/ha 
Af = Size of field f ha 
 
If aggregates span multiple counties, Ycounty,t must correspond with the county in which field f is located. 

 
2. Take the standard deviation, s, and mean of the y_normt distribution: 

 

                 
 

                         

3. Calculate the minimum yield threshold below which normalized yields are significantly 
smaller than the historical average. This shall be done as follows: 

 
           

         

 

Where 2.132 is the t-distribution value with 95 percent confidence for a one-tailed test 
with four degrees of freedom (i.e. n is 5),44 and s is the standard deviation of the 
y_normt distribution, as calculated in Step 2. 

4. For the present cultivation cycle, normalize the yield of each field by the county average 
for the growing season for the year, and, if the project is an aggregate, calculate the 
weighted average for all fields in the aggregate to get y_normt0 using Equation 5.8 
above and replacing t with t0, i.e. the year of the present reporting period. 

5. For every year of the crediting period, calculate y_normt0 and compare this value to 
y_min. If y_normt0 is smaller than y_min, it must be assumed that emissions increased 
outside of the project area. The aggregate must account for increased emissions as 
specified in Equation 5.9 below. Alternatively, if y_normt0 is larger than y_min then no 
emissions associated with shifts in production are assumed to occur and therefore do 
not need to be calculated. 

 

                                                
44

 The t-distribution value of 2.132 = t(0.05, n – 1), where n is 5, and n-1 degrees of freedom is 4. There should 
always be five data points when performing this calculation in the RCPP as there shall always be 5 years of rice yield 
data for a given field. 
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Equation 5.9. GHG Emissions Outside the Project Boundary 

         
        

     
  

                         

    
 

Where,  
 

  Units 

SEPS = Total secondary effect GHG emissions for the project aggregate 
from production shifting outside of the project boundary 

tCO2e 

y_normt0  = Sum of yields for the current cultivation cycle normalized to the 
county averages 

fraction 

y_min = Minimum yield threshold below which normalized yields are 
significantly smaller than the historical average 

fraction 

N2OB,i = Baseline cultivation cycle direct and indirect N2O emissions from 
rice field i, equal to the average of the values of all Monte Carlo 
runs j 

kg CO2e/ha 

CH4 B,i = Baseline cultivation cycle CH4 emissions from rice field i, equal to 
the average of the values for all Monte Carlo runs j 

kg CO2e/ha 

∆SOCB,i = Change in SOC content of rice field i during the baseline cultivation 
cycle, as calculated in Equation 5.10 below 

kg CO2e/ha 

1000 = kg per tonne kg CO2/tCO2 

 
Note: Guidance on how to calculate N2OB,I, and CH4 B,I values is provided in Appendix B, Step 4.2, and 
guidance on how to calculate the ∆SOCB,I value is provided below. 

 

5.5.3.1 Accounting for Change in Soil Organic Carbon 

Unlike N2O and CH4 emissions, the baseline SOC value cannot be used as an input in Equation 
5.9 as it does not itself represent emissions. Rather, the change in SOC over a given baseline 
cultivation cycle (∆SOCB,i) must be calculated using Equation 5.10 below. 
 
In order to calculate ∆SOCB,i, the project developer must calculate the change in SOC that 
occurred over the relevant baseline cultivation cycle. The project developer must extract the 
SOC value corresponding to the first Julian day of the baseline cultivation cycle from the first 
baseline year being modeled and the last Julian day of the baseline cultivation cycle from the 
second baseline year being modeled.45 Per Equation 5.10, the project developer must then 
subtract the SOC value on the first day of the cultivation cycle from the SOC value on the last 
day of the cultivation cycle. The results must then be converted into CO2e. This process must be 
repeated for the 2,000 Monte Carlo runs, and then averaged to determine the appropriate 
∆SOCB,i value to be used in Equation 5.9. 
 

                                                
45

 See Section 5.3 for detailed guidance on using two calendar years of modeling for a single cultivation cycle. 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

 38 

Equation 5.10. Change in Soil Organic Carbon in the Baseline Cultivation Cycle 

        
                  
    
   

    
 
  

  
 

Where,  
 

  Units 

∆SOCB,i = Change in SOC content of rice field i during the baseline cultivation 
cycle 

kg CO2e/ha 

SOCLDBcc = SOC stock value on the last day of the baseline cultivation cycle (i.e. 
the day harvest is complete) 

kg C/ha  

SOCFDBcc = SOC stock value on the first day of the baseline cultivation cycle (i.e. 
the day after the previous year’s harvest is complete) 

kg C/ha  

44/12 = Unit conversion of C to CO2e  

 

5.5.4 Step 7: Calculate Total Secondary Emissions from Project Activity 

Once all of the sources of relevant secondary emissions have been accounted for, the project 
developer shall calculate total secondary emissions using Equation 5.11 below. The total 
secondary effect emissions calculated in Equation 5.11 are then input into Equation 5.1 (in 
Section 5.4) to calculate the total emission reductions for the project. 
 

Equation 5.11. Total Secondary Effect Emissions from Project Activity 

                       

 

     

Where, 
 

  Units 

SE = Total secondary effect emissions tCO2e 
SEFF,i  = Total secondary effect GHG emissions from increased fossil fuel 

combustion for field i, as calculated in Section 5.5.1 (Step 4) 
tCO2e 

SERM,i  = Total secondary effect GHG emissions from alternative residue 
management for field i, as calculated in Section 5.5.2 (Step 5) 

tCO2e 

SEPS = Total secondary effect GHG emissions for each project from production 
shifting outside of the project boundary, as calculated in Section 5.5.3 
(Step 6) 

tCO2e 
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6 Project Monitoring 
The Reserve requires that Monitoring Plans and Reports be established for all monitoring and 
reporting activities associated with the project. Under this protocol, two distinct types of 
Monitoring Plans and Reports must be developed: aggregate level and field level. 
 
A field serial number must appear in the file name of all monitoring records for each distinct field 
and kept in accordance with this protocol (see Section 7.1.1 for details on how to create field 
serial numbers). 

6.1 Single-Field Monitoring Plan 
The Single-Field Monitoring Plan (SFMP) will serve as the basis for verification bodies to 
confirm that the monitoring and reporting requirements in this section and Section 7 are met for 
single-field projects, and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record keeping is ongoing at 
the project field. The SFMP must be developed and maintained by the project developer. The 
SFMP must outline procedures on how all of the data included in the Single-Field Report, 
particularly the parameters in Table 6.1 and Table 6.2, will be collected, recorded, and 
managed, as specified below and in Section 7.2.1 (see Section 7.3.1 for minimum record 
keeping requirements). It is the responsibility of the project developer to ensure that the SFMP 
meets all requirements specified and is kept on file and up-to-date for verification. 
 
The SFMP will outline the following procedures: 
 

 How the GIS shape file and/or KML file will be created  
 How the crediting period, verification schedule, and quantification results will be tracked 

for each field included in the project aggregate 
 How to ensure that the project developer holds title to the GHG emission reductions as 

required in Section 2.3 
 Procedures that the project developer will follow to ascertain and demonstrate that the 

project field at all times passes the Legal Requirement Test and Regulatory Compliance 
(Section 3.5.2 and 3.6 respectively) 

 A plan for detailed record keeping and maintenance that meet the requirements for 
minimum record keeping in Section 7.3.1 

 The frequency of data acquisition  
 The frequency of sampling activities 
 The role of individuals performing each specific activity, particularly monitoring and 

sampling  
 QA/QC provisions to ensure that data acquisition is carried out consistently and with 

precision 

6.2 Aggregate Monitoring Plan 
The Aggregate Monitoring Plan (AMP) will serve as the basis for verifiers to confirm that the 
project aggregate tracking requirements have been and will continue to be met for each 
reporting period. The AMP must be developed and maintained by the aggregator. The AMP 
must outline procedures on how all of the data included in the Aggregate Report will be 
collected and managed, as specified below and in Section 7.2.2 (see Section 7.3.2 for minimum 
record keeping requirements).  
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The AMP will outline the following procedures: 
 

 How the GIS shape file and/or KML file will be created for each field  
 How the crediting period, verification schedule, and quantification results will be tracked 

for each field included in the project aggregate  
 How to ensure that the title to the GHG emission reductions has been conferred to the 

aggregator as required in Section 2.3 for each field in the aggregate 
 Procedures that the aggregator will follow to ascertain and demonstrate that all fields in 

the project aggregate at all times pass the Legal Requirement Test and Regulatory 
Compliance (Section 3.5.2 and 3.6 respectively) 

 A plan for detailed record keeping and maintenance that meet the requirements for 
minimum record keeping in Section 7.3.2 

 The role of individuals performing each specific activity  
 QA/QC provisions to ensure that data collected from the field level, according to data 

acquisition requirements outlined in the Field Monitoring Plan (FMP) described below, is 
carried out consistently and with precision at the aggregate level 

6.3 Field Monitoring Plan for Project Participants in an Aggregate 
The Field Monitoring Plan (FMP) will serve as the basis for verifiers to confirm that the 
monitoring and reporting requirements in Sections 6 and 7 are met at each field in a project 
aggregate, and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record keeping is ongoing at each field. 
The FMP must cover all aspects of monitoring and reporting contained in this protocol and must 
specify how data for all relevant parameters in Table 6.1 and Table 6.2 are collected and 
recorded at each field.  
 
One FMP must be developed for each project participant. If a project participant has multiple 
fields enrolled in the aggregate, only one FMP is required as long as it addresses the monitoring 
requirements at each field. The FMP can be developed by the project participant or the 
aggregator, depending on the arrangement specified in contractual agreements. It is the 
responsibility of the aggregator to ensure that the FMP meets all requirements specified, and is 
kept on file and up-to-date for verification. 
 
At a minimum the FMP shall stipulate: 
 

 The frequency of data acquisition  
 The frequency of sampling activities  
 The role of individuals performing each specific monitoring and sampling activity  
 A record keeping plan (see Section 7.3.2.2 for minimum record keeping requirements)  
 QA/QC provisions to ensure that data acquisition is carried out consistently and with 

precision 

6.4 Field Data 
All fields, whether enrolled in a project aggregate or participating as a single-field project, must 
monitor the necessary DNDC input data and field management data as specified below. All 
field-level data and information specified in Sections 6.4.1, 6.4.2, 6.4.3, and 6.4.4 must be 
collected and retained for verification purposes. 
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6.4.1 General Field Tracking Data 

 
 Either a GIS shape file or a KML file clearly defining the field boundary (or boundaries), 

as defined in Section 2.2.1, of each distinct field that is part of the project (Note: project 
developers may wish to provide verifiers with additional GIS shape files with underlying 
information about how fields were stratified, e.g. further delineate where management 
activities are homogenous, how field boundaries map to legal parcels, etc.). 

 The coordinates of the most north-westerly point of the field, reported in degrees to four 
decimal places46 (to be used for creating field serial numbers) 

 The serial number of the field, constructed as specified in Section 7.1.1 
 The start date of the field 
 Disclosure of any material and immaterial regulatory violations, with copies of all Notices 

of Violations (NOVs) included in the report 
 A list of the project activities implemented on the field during the cultivation cycle  
 Field rice yield during the relevant project cultivation cycle and all five baseline 

cultivation cycles 

6.4.2 Field Management Data 

The following management data must be collected and retained at each field for each cultivation 
cycle during the reporting period: 
 

 Planting preparation description and date 
 Planting date and method 
 Fertilization types, amounts (used in both the baseline scenario cultivation cycle and the 

project scenario cultivation cycle, and application dates47 
 Flooding48 and drainage49 dates (during the growing season and during post-harvest 

period) 
 Begin and end date of harvesting on the field 
 Post-harvesting residue management (e.g. burning, incorporation or baling) description 

and dates 
 Amount of herbicides applied for the baseline scenario cultivation cycle and the project 

scenario cultivation cycle50 
 All DNDC input files and output files in *.csv file format 
 A summary of all data inputs where permissible deviations from using DNDC or default 

parameters sourced from UC Davis51 has occurred (i.e. using field data in place of 
DNDC defaults for calibration purposes), a justification for any such deviation and 
appropriate supporting evidentiary material 

 

                                                
46

 Longitude reported in degrees to four decimal places provides a spatial resolution of about 11 meters, the 
resolution of the latitude is slightly less than that. 
47

 Amounts of fertilizer used in the baseline scenario cultivation cycle do not need to be verified. 
48

 For each field, the flood date shall be equal to the date that the first ‘check’ began filling. 
49

 For each field, the drainage date shall be equal to the date that the last ‘check’ began draining. 
50

 Amounts of herbicide used in the baseline scenario cultivation cycle do not need to be verified. 
51

 This information can be sourced directly from UC Davis. See http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/. 

http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/
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6.4.3 Project Activity Data and Documentation 

To corroborate field management assertions, each field must collect and retain the following 
documentation. 
 
Dry Seeding with Delayed Flood: 

 Seeding equipment purchase or rental records, and/or seeding service 
contracts/agreements/receipts 

 At least four time-stamped digital photographs per field ‘check’ taken from various 
vantage points no more than 15 days after seeding. The pictures must clearly show an 
establishing stand with no standing water present 

 At least four time-stamped digital photographs per field ‘check’ taken from various 
vantage points during flood-up. The pictures must clearly show the established stand 

 
Rice Straw Baling: 

 Baling equipment purchase or rental records, and/or baling service agreements/receipts 
 At least four time-stamped digital photographs per field ‘check’ taken from various 

vantage points during the swathing, raking, and baling process. Pictures must clearly 
show the baled hay post-baling 

 Log of baling process, recorded at the time of baling, including:  
o Date(s) that each stage of the swathing, raking, and baling process commenced 

and ended  
o Number of acres baled  
o Quantity of rice straw removed  
o Quantity of rice straw left unused in piles at or near the field 
o List of equipment used 
o Height of the cutting bar used  
o Name of third-party baling service provider (if applicable) 

 End-use of rice straw (if using an end-use specific emission factor). All sales contracts or 
receipts for the rice straw must be retained for verification purposes 

6.4.4 Field Monitoring Parameters 

Prescribed monitoring parameters, including those specific to DNDC as well as additional 
parameters necessary to calculate baseline and project emissions, are provided below in Table 
6.1 and Table 6.2, respectively. Field monitoring parameters and DNDC input parameters must 
be determined according to the data source and frequency specified in the tables. Note that 
verifiers will also need to verify that defaults provided by DNDC for additional parameters not 
listed in the tables have not been altered. Further guidance on all of the DNDC input parameters 
can be found in Appendix B, Step 1.1. 
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Table 6.1. DNDC Model Input Parameters 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c)  
Measured (m)  
Reference(r) 

Operating  
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Climate 

GPS location of field 
° decimal to 
four places 

m 
Once per 
project 

 

Atmospheric background NH3 
concentration 

μg N/m
3
 r 

Once per 
crediting 
period 

Source: National Atmospheric Deposition 
Program data or data from UC Davis. 

Atmospheric background CO2 
concentration 

ppm r 
Once per 
crediting 
period 

Source: National Atmospheric Deposition 
Program data or data from UC Davis. 

Daily precipitation cm m Daily Source: Nearest CIMIS station 

Daily maximum temperature °C m Daily Source: Nearest CIMIS station 

Daily minimum temperature °C
 

m Daily Source: Nearest CIMIS station 

N concentration in rainfall mg N/l or ppm r 
Once per 
crediting 
period 

Source: National Atmospheric Deposition 
Program data or data from UC Davis. 

Soils** 

Land-use type type m 
Once per 
project 

 

Clay content 0-1 m/r Annual Source: Measured or SSURGO 

Bulk density g/cm
3
 m/r Annual Source: Measured or SSURGO 

Soil pH value m/r Annual Source: Measured or SSURGO 

SOC at surface soil kg C/kg m/r Annual Source: Measured or SSURGO 

Soil texture type m/r Annual Source: Measured or SSURGO 

Crop 

Planting date date m Annual Famer records 

Harvest date date m Annual Famer records 

C/N ratio of the grain ratio m/r 
Once per 

variety 
Can use default *.dnd file values or defaults 
derived from UC Davis Jenkins Lab 

C/N ratio of the leaf + stem 
tissue 

ratio m/r 
Once per 

variety 
Can use default *.dnd file values or defaults 
derived from UC Davis Jenkins Lab 

C/N ratio of the root tissue ratio m/r 
Once per 

variety 
Can use default *.dnd file values or defaults 
derived from UC Davis Jenkins Lab 

Fraction of leaves + stem left in 
field after harvest 

0-1 m Annual Farmer records 

Maximum yield kg dry m Annual Farmer records 
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Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c)  
Measured (m)  
Reference(r) 

Operating  
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

matter/ha 

Number of tillage events number o Annual Farmer records 

Date of tillage events date o Annual Farmer records 

Depth of tillage events 
cm (select from 

7 default 
depths) † 

o Annual Farmer records 

Tillage 

Number of fertilizer applications number o Annual Farmer records 

Date of each fertilizer application date o Annual Farmer records 

Application method 
surface / 
injection 

o Annual Farmer records 

Fertilization 

Type of fertilizer type* o Annual Farmer records 

Fertilizer application rate kg N/ha o Annual 
Farmer records (field average if using 
variable rate applications) 

Number of organic applications 
per year 

number o Annual Farmer records 

Date of application date o Annual Farmer records 

Type of organic amendment type o Annual Farmer records 

Manure 

amendment
52

 

(if used) 

Application rate kg C/ha o Annual Farmer records 

Amendment C/N ratio ratio o Annual DNDC defaults or Farmer records 

Number of irrigation events number o Annual Farmer records 

Date of irrigation events  o Annual Farmer records 

Irrigation type 
Must use the 
‘flood’ default 

type 
o Annual Farmer records 

Irrigation 

Irrigation application rate mm o Annual Farmer records  

Date of flood-up for growing 
season 

date o Annual Farmer records 

Date of drain for crop harvest date o Annual Farmer records 

Date of flood-up for winter 
flooding (if applicable) 

date o Annual Farmer records 

                                                
52

 DNDC allows for data on any soil amendment to be input into the model, and provides default parameters (i.e. C/N ratio) for several types of soil amendments. 
See Appendix B Step 1.4 for further guidance.  
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Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c)  
Measured (m)  
Reference(r) 

Operating  
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Flooding 
Date of drain for winter flooding 
(if applicable) 

date o Annual Farmer records 

 
† 0, 5, 10, 20, 30, 50 cm. 
* DNDC accepts seven types of fertilizers: Urea, Anhydrous Ammonia, Ammonium Nitrate, Nitrate, Ammonium Bicarbonate, Ammonium Sulfate and Ammonium 
Phosphate. 
‡ Flood, sprinkler or surface drip tape. 
** Soil parameters for DNDC are for the properties of the top layer of the soil profile. If look up values from the NRCS SSURGO database are not used, then data 
taken from field samples is required. 
 

Table 6.2. Field Monitoring Parameters 

Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference(r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.1 ER 
Total emission reductions from the 
project area for the reporting 
period 

tCO2e c,m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.1 
Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.4 

PER 
Total primary GHG emission 
reductions  

tCO2e c,m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.1 
Equation 5.11 

SE 
Total secondary effect GHG 
emission reductions 

tCO2e c,m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.2 
Equation 5.3 

N2Oi 

Average cultivation cycle direct 
and indirect N2O emissions from 
rice field i, equal to the average of 
the values of all Monte Carlo runs j  

kg CO2e/ha c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

Note: In Equation 5.3 this 
parameter contains 
additional subscript 
denoting whether it 
pertains to the baseline 
or project scenario 
cultivation cycles.  
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference(r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.2 
Equation 5.3 

CH4 i 

Average cultivation cycle CH4 

emissions from rice field i, equal to 
the average of the values for all 
Monte Carlo runs j 

kg CO2e/ha c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

Note: In Equation 5.3 this 
parameter contains 
additional subscript 
denoting whether it 
pertains to the baseline 
or project scenario 
cultivation cycles. 

Equation 5.2 
Equation 5.3 

SOCLDcc,i 

Average cultivation cycle final soil 
organic carbon content of rice field 
i on the last day of either the 
baseline or project scenario 
cultivation cycle, equal to the 
average of the values for all Monte 
Carlo runs j 

kg CO2e/ha c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

Note: In Equation 5.3 this 
parameter contains 
additional subscript 
denoting whether it 
pertains to the baseline 
or project scenario 
cultivation cycles. 

Equation 5.2 N2ODir,j,i 
N2O emissions from rice field i 
from Monte Carlo run j 

kg N2O-N/ha c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.2 NLeach,j,i 
Nitrate leaching loss from rice field 
i from Monte Carlo run j 

kg NO3-N/ha c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.2 NVol,j,i 
Ammonia volatilization and nitric 
oxide emissions from rice field i 
from Monte Carlo run j 

kg NH3-N + kg 
NOx-N /ha 
volatized 

c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.3 Areai Area of the rice field i  ha m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.4 PERud 

Total primary GHG emission 
reductions from the entire project, 
corrected for uncertainty 
deductions 

tCO2e c,m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.4 µstruct 
Accuracy deduction from model 
structural uncertainty 

 r 
Cultivation 
cycle 

Values will be made 
available on Reserve 
website 

Equation 5.4 µinputs,i 
Accuracy deduction factor for 
individual rice field i due to input 
uncertainties  

fraction c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

As calculated in 
Appendix B Step 5.1 
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference(r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.11 

SEFF,i 
Total secondary effect GHG 
emissions from increased fossil 
fuel combustion for field i 

tCO2e c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

As calculated in Section 
5.5 

Equation 5.5 EFHP-hr,i,f 
Emission factors for fossil fuel 
emissions 

g CO2e/HP-hr r 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.5 HPi,f 
Horsepower requirement for 
machinery operated i on field f 

HP r 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.5 ti,f 
Time required to perform operation 
i on field f 

hr/field m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

Note: Additional 
subscript is used to 
denote whether the 
parameter is used in the 
baseline or project 
scenario. In the baseline 
scenario, j is replaced by 
the letter k. 

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.8 

Af Size of field ha m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.6 FFj 
Total change in fossil fuel 
consumption for field f, by fuel type 
j 

gallons m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.7 WRS,i 
Total weight of rice straw in dry 
tonnes that is swathed, raked, and 
baled on the field i 

dry tonne m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.7 EFSRB 
Emission factor for increased fossil 
fuel emissions from swathing, 
raking, and baling 

tCO2e / dry 
tonne 

r 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.7 WRS,U 

Weight of rice straw in dry tonnes 
with end-use U. The sum weight of 
rice straw for all end-uses must 
equal the total weight of rice straw 
baled on the field 

dry tonne m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.7 
Table A.1 

EFU Emission factor for end-use U 
tCO2e / dry 

tonne 
r 

Cultivation 
cycle 

From Table A.1 in 
Appendix A 
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference(r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.8 Yf,t Yield of field f in year t Mg/ha m 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.8 Ycounty,t County average yield in year t Mg/ha c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.8 
Equation 5.9 

y_normt Normalized yield for each year t fraction c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.9 y_min 

Minimum yield threshold below 
which normalized yields are 
significantly smaller than the 
historical average 

fraction c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.9 
Equation 5.10 

∆SOCB,i 
Change in soil organic carbon 
content of rice field i during the 
baseline cultivation cycle 

kg CO2e/ha 
 

c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.10 SOCLDBcc 

Soil organic carbon stock value on 
the last day of the baseline 
cultivation cycle (i.e. the day 
harvest is complete) 

kgC/ha c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.10 SOCFDBcc 

Soil organic carbon stock value on 
the first day of the baseline 
cultivation cycle (i.e. the day after 
the previous year’s harvest is 
complete) 

kgC/ha c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

 

Equation 5.11 SERM,i 
Total secondary effect GHG 
emissions from alternative residue 
management for field i 

tCO2e c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

As calculated in Section 
5.5 

Equation 5.11 SEPS 

Total secondary effect GHG 
emissions for the project 
aggregate from production shifting 
outside of the project boundary 

tCO2e c 
Cultivation 
cycle 

As calculated in Section 
5.5 
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7 Reporting and Record Keeping 
This section provides requirements and guidance on reporting rules and procedures. A priority 
of the Reserve is to facilitate consistent and transparent information disclosure among project 
developers.  
 
A field serial number must appear in the file name of all monitoring records for each distinct field 
and kept in accordance with this protocol (see Section 7.1.1 for details on how to create field 
serial numbers). 

7.1 Project Submittal Documentation 
For each rice cultivation project, project developers/aggregators must provide the following 
documentation to the Reserve in order to submit an RC project for listing on the Reserve. 
 

 Project Submittal form 
 Project Submittal *.csv file 

 
The Project Submittal form is the same for both single-field projects and aggregates. Both 
single-field and aggregate projects are also required to submit a Project Submittal *.csv file, 
which shall include the initial “List of Enrolled Fields”; each field’s serial number (according to 
Section 7.1.1 below), county and state; and the names of project participants for each field. In 
the case of a single-field project, the List of Enrolled Fields shall include only the single field. 
The List of Enrolled fields for aggregate projects shall include all fields enrolled in the aggregate 
at the time of submittal. Aggregate projects are required to update the List of Enrolled Fields 
prior to commencement of verification activities (i.e. prior to submission of the NOVA/COI), to 
include all fields actually enrolled in the aggregate at that point (e.g. if fields have been added or 
removed from the aggregate between submittal and contracting a verifier 53). The list must also 
be updated prior to each subsequent verification. 
 
Project submittal forms can be found at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

7.1.1 Determining Field Serial Numbers 

The field serial number, which must be included in the List of Enrolled Fields, shall be 
determined by the following algorithm, with each element separated by a dash (-): 
 
First state postal abbreviation, followed by the first letter of the County, followed by degrees of 
the most north-western point of the field (latitude then longitude, both reported to four decimal 
places), followed by the acreage of the field.54 (Example: CA-B-39.6123-121.5332-76 would be 
a 76 acre field in Butte County, CA.) 

7.2 Annual Reports and Documentation 
Once a project has been listed, project developers must provide the following documentation to 
the Reserve in order to register an RC project. This documentation must be submitted to the 

                                                
53

 See the Reserve Verification Program Manual at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-
manual/.  
54

 Because all fields are located in the United States, the latitude will always be positive (i.e. degrees north of the 
equator), and longitude will always be negative (i.e. degrees west of the Prime Meridian). Therefore, in the example 
serial number, the field in Butte County California is at +39.6123º latitude, and -121.5332º longitude. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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Reserve within 12 months of the end of each reporting period in order for the Reserve to issue 
CRTs for quantified GHG reductions. 
 
The following documentation is required of both single-field projects and aggregates: 
 

 Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
 Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form (initial verification only for single-

field projects; aggregates, see guidance in Section 3.6) 
 Signed Attestation of Title form or Aggregator Attestation of Title form55 
 Annual reports (as outlined in Sections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2) 
 Verification Report 
 Verification Statement 

 
With the exception of the annual reports, all of the above project documentation will be available 
to the public via the Reserve’s online registry. Further disclosure (e.g. of the annual reports) and 
other documentation may be made available on a voluntary basis through the Reserve, at the 
request of the project developer. 
 
In the event that a project participant transfers from one aggregate to a different aggregate, the 
new aggregator is responsible for submitting a Field Management Transfer form, which requires 
the project participant’s signature, to the Reserve prior to the beginning of the subsequent 
reporting period. The new aggregator should also make sure to obtain and have on file all 
necessary documentation for the new field, as required by this protocol. 
 
Project forms can be found at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  

7.2.1 Single-Field Report 

For each cultivation cycle, project developers of single-field projects must include the following 
information in an annual report submitted to the Reserve as a *.csv file: 
 

 The field serial number (see Section 7.1.1) 
 The acreage of the field (acres) 
 Start date of the field 
 Whether the field had previously been enrolled in an aggregate 

o If so, include the name of the project aggregate and dates of enrollment 
 The field’s emission reduction calculation results for the current verified cultivation cycle 

(both corrected and uncorrected for model uncertainty) 

7.2.2 Aggregate Report 

For each cultivation cycle, all aggregate-level monitoring information must be included in an 
annual Aggregate Report that is submitted to the Reserve as a *.csv file, with accompanying 
documentation, at verification. The Aggregate Report must contain a list of all fields and the 
following information for each field: 
 

 The field serial number (see Section 7.1.1) 
 The acreage of the field (acres) 

                                                
55

 Although the single-field project will submit the general Attestation of Title form, aggregators will be required to 
submit an Aggregator Attestation of Title form, which will include language attesting to the fact that the aggregator 
has not and will not knowingly allow a third party (e.g. project participant) to provide false, fraudulent, or misleading 
data or statements. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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 Start date of the field 
 Date field enrolled in the aggregate 

o Including a flag specifying whether the field is a new addition to the aggregate in 
the particular year 

 Current status of field (active, terminated, transferred to a different aggregate) as well as 
a description of any notable changes in management control and/or management 
practices 

 Name of project participant associated with the field 
 A flag for which fields had site visit or desktop verifications, or were unverified, in the 

previous reporting period 
 The emission reduction calculation results for each field (both uncorrected and corrected 

for uncertainty) for that calculation period 
 The total verified emission reductions for the aggregate (corrected for model structural 

uncertainty and any deductions due to errors or misrepresentations at the verified fields) 

7.2.3 Field Report 

For each cultivation cycle, all fields within an aggregate must submit an annual Field Report to 
the aggregator. This report is not submitted to the Reserve. Although the Reserve encourages 
participants to submit a Field Report in the form of a *.csv file, the format of the report is at the 
discretion of the aggregator. 
 
At a minimum, the Field Report is required to include the following: 
 

 A signed statement by the project participant attesting to the fact that all statements and 
data contained therein are true and accurate 

 Field management data (as specified in Section 6.4.2) 
 Project activity data (as specified in Section 6.4.3) 

7.3 Record Keeping 
For purposes of independent verification and historical documentation, project developers are 
required to keep all information outlined in this protocol for a period of 10 years after the 
information is generated or seven years after the last verification. This information will not be 
publicly available, but may be requested by the verifier or the Reserve. 

7.3.1 Record Keeping for Single-Field Projects 

The project developer shall retain the following records and documentation, as well as 
documentation to substantiate the information in the annual Single-Field Report and all field-
level data and calculations. These records include: 
 

 Contractual arrangements with each project participant and/or land owner (if applicable) 
 Copies of letters of notification sent to land owners, including the dates letters were sent 
 GIS or KML shape files clearly defining the field boundary, as defined in Section 2.2.1 
 Northwestern latitude/longitude coordinates of field (to four decimal places) 
 Serial number of field (according to the guidance in Section 7.1.1) 
 Data inputs for the calculation of the project emission reductions, including all required 

sampled data and all DNDC input files (*.dnd files) 
 Copies of all DNDC output files (*dnd files) 
 Copies of air, water, and land use permits relevant to project activities; Notices of 

Violations (NOVs) relevant to project activities; and any administrative or legal consent 
orders relevant to project 
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 Executed Attestation of Title, Attestation of Regulatory Compliance, and Attestation of 
Voluntary Implementation forms 

 Field management data (as specified in Section 6.4.2) 
 Onsite fossil fuel use records 
 Fertilizer purchase records 
 Project activity data (as specified in Section 6.4.3), including: 

o All time-stamped digital photographs of the seeding, flooding, and baling 
activities 

o Rice baling logs 
o Rice straw sales receipts or contracts (if applicable) 
o All maintenance records relevant to the farm equipment and monitoring 

equipment 
 Rice sales/milling records 
 Copies of soil laboratory statements and the Soil Sampling Log (Appendix B, Step 1.4) 

for any sampled soil parameters 
 Results of CO2e annual reduction calculations 
 Initial and annual verification records and results 

7.3.2 Record Keeping for Project Aggregates 

7.3.2.1 Aggregate-Level Record Keeping 

The aggregator shall retain the following records and documentation, as well as documentation 
required by Section 6 to substantiate the information in the annual Aggregate Report. System 
information must be retained for each field, but collected and managed at the aggregate level. 
These records include all: 
 

 Contractual arrangements with each project participant and/or land owner 
 Copies of letters of notification sent to land owners, including the dates letters were sent 
 GIS or KML shape files clearly defining the field boundaries, as defined in Section 2.2.1, 

of each distinct field in the aggregate 
 Northwestern latitude/longitude coordinates for each field (to four decimal places) 
 Serial numbers for each field (according to the guidance in Section 7.1.1) 
 Data inputs for the calculation of the project emission reductions, including all required 

sampled data and all DNDC input files (*.dnd files) 
 Copies of all DNDC output files (*.dnd files) 
 Copies of air, water, and land use permits relevant to project activities; Notices of 

Violations (NOVs) relevant to project activities; and any administrative or legal consent 
orders relevant to project activities 

 Executed Aggregator Attestation of Title, Attestation of Regulatory Compliance, and 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation forms 

 Results of CO2e annual reduction calculations 
 Initial and annual verification records and results 

7.3.2.2 Field-Level Record Keeping 

The project developer/aggregator shall retain the following records and documentation, as well 
as documentation required in Section 6.4 for each field. 
 

 Field management data (as specified in Section 6.4.2) 
 Onsite fossil fuel use records 
 Fertilizer purchase records 
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 Project activity data (as specified in Section 6.4.3), including: 
o All time-stamped digital photographs of the seeding, flooding, and baling 

activities  
o Rice baling logs  
o Rice straw sales receipts or contracts (if applicable) 
o All maintenance records relevant to the farm equipment and monitoring 

equipment 
 Rice sales/milling records 
 Copies of soil laboratory statements and the Soil Sampling Log (Appendix B, Step 1.4) 

for any sampled soil parameters 

7.4 Reporting Period and Verification Cycle 
Though the requirements for reporting periods vary slightly between single field projects and 
aggregates, reporting periods generally correspond to a single year-long cultivation cycle. 
Aggregate projects undergo verification annually, while single field projects may choose from 
multiple flexible options for the verification cycle upon completing the first verification as detailed 
below. 
 
Project developers/aggregators must report GHG reductions resulting from project activities for 
all fields during each reporting period, which represents a complete cultivation cycle. A complete 
cultivation cycle may be slightly greater or less than 365 days for each field depending on 
planting/harvest dates.  
 
The reporting period must be uniformly defined for the aggregate. Thus, for reporting purposes, 
the aggregate reporting period shall always be defined as starting on October 1 and ending on 
September 30 of the next year. Each field must quantify their emission reductions for its entire 
cultivation cycle, and the aggregate reductions must be reported on the uniform reporting 
period. For project aggregates, no more than one reporting period can be verified at once. 
 
Both reporting periods and cultivation cycles must be contiguous; there can be no time gaps in 
reporting during the crediting period of an aggregate or single field project once the initial 
reporting period has commenced.56 Because a single reporting period spans two calendar years 
(from fall of one year to late summer/fall of the next year), a single “vintage” must be assigned 
for reporting purposes. The calendar year in which the rice crop is harvested is used as the 
vintage year for the reporting cycle. For instance, all GHG reductions from a cycle beginning in 
fall 2012 and ending with harvest in late summer 2013 shall be assigned a 2013 vintage.  

7.4.1 Additional Reporting and Verification Options for Single-Field Projects 

For single-field projects, however, there are three verification options to choose from, which 
provide the project developer more flexibility and help manage verification costs associated with 
RC projects. The project developer may choose from these additional options after a project has 
completed its initial verification and registration. 
 
A project developer may choose to use one option for the duration of a project’s crediting 
period. Regardless of the option selected, reporting periods must be contiguous; there may be 
no time gaps in reporting during the crediting period of a project once the initial reporting period 
has commenced.  

                                                
56

 An entire aggregate can willingly forfeit CRTs for an entire cultivation cycle in accordance with the zero-credit 
reporting period policy in section 3.3.3 of the Reserve Program Manual, available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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If a single-field project joins a project aggregate, that field is immediately subject to the 
verification schedule of the aggregate moving forward. 
 
If a field exits a project aggregate to become a single-field project, that project is subject to the 
reporting and verification requirements of an initial reporting and verification period. In other 
words, that single-field project’s first verification as a single-field project may not take advantage 
of Options 2 or 3, below. 

7.4.1.1 Initial Reporting and Verification Period 

The reporting period for projects undergoing their initial verification and registration cannot 
exceed one complete cultivation cycle. Once a project is registered and has had at least one 
complete cultivation cycle of emission reductions verified, the project developer may choose 
one of the verification options below. 

7.4.1.2 Option 1: Twelve-Month Maximum Verification Period 

Under this option, the verification period may not exceed one complete cultivation cycle, which 
may be slightly greater or less than 365 days. Verification with a site visit is required for CRT 
issuance. 

7.4.1.3 Option 2: Twelve-Month Verification Period with Desktop Verification 

Under this option, the verification period cannot exceed one complete cultivation cycle. 
However, CRTs may be issued upon successful completion of a desktop verification as long as: 
(1) Site visit verifications occur at two-year intervals; and (2) The verification body has confirmed 
that there have been no significant changes in selected project activities, field management or 
ownership and/or management control of the field since the previous site visit. Desktop 
verifications must cover all other required verification activities (i.e. a full desktop verification of 
the Single-Field Report). 
 
Desktop verifications are allowed only for a single 12-month verification period in between 12-
month verification periods that are verified by a site visit. 

7.4.1.4 Option 3: Twenty-Four Month Maximum Verification Period 

Under this option, the verification period cannot exceed two complete cultivation cycles 
(approximately 730 days or 24 months) and the project monitoring plan and Single-Field Report 
must be submitted to the Reserve for the interim cultivation cycle’s reporting period. The project 
monitoring plan and report must be submitted for projects that choose Option 3 in order to meet 
the annual documentation requirement of the Reserve program. They are meant to provide the 
Reserve with information and documentation on project operations and performance. They also 
demonstrate how the project monitoring plan was met over the course of the first half of the 
verification period. They are submitted via the Reserve online registry, but are not publicly 
available documents. The monitoring plan and report shall be submitted within 30 days of the 
end of the reporting period. 
 
Under this option, CRTs may be issued upon successful completion of a site visit verification for 
GHG reductions achieved over a maximum of 24 months. CRTs will not be issued based on the 
Reserve’s review of project monitoring plans or reports. Project developers may choose to have 
a verification period shorter than 24 months. 
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8 Verification Guidance 
This section provides verification bodies with guidance on verifying GHG emission reductions 
associated with the project activity. This verification guidance supplements the Reserve’s 
Verification Program Manual and describes verification activities specifically related to RC 
projects. 
 
Verification bodies trained to verify RC projects must be familiar with the following documents: 
 

 Climate Action Reserve Program Manual 
 Climate Action Reserve Verification Program Manual 
 Climate Action Reserve Rice Cultivation Project Protocol 

 
The Reserve Program Manual, Verification Program Manual, and project protocols are designed 
to be compatible with each other and are available on the Reserve’s website at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org. 
 
Only ISO-accredited verification bodies with lead verifiers trained by the Reserve for this project 
type are eligible to verify RC project reports. Verification bodies approved under other project 
protocol types are not permitted to verify RC projects. Information about verification body 
accreditation and Reserve project verification training can be found on the Reserve website at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/. 
 
In addition, all verification bodies must have an accredited Professional Agronomist or Certified 
Crop Advisor on the verification team in order to verify RC projects. 

8.1 Preparing for Verification 
The project developer is responsible for coordinating all aspects of the verification process, 
coordinating with the verification body, project participants (in the case of a project aggregate), 
and the Reserve, and submitting all necessary documentation to the verification body and the 
Reserve. 
 
The project developer is responsible for selecting a single verification body for the entire project 
or project aggregate for each reporting period. The same verification body may be used up to 
six consecutive years (the number of consecutive years allowed, according the Reserve 
Verification Program Manual57). Verification bodies must pass a conflict-of-interest review 
against the project developer, and in the case of project aggregates, all project participants and 
the aggregator. Consequently, the submitted List of Enrolled Fields must be updated by the 
aggregator prior to the conflict of interest review. 
 
Each year, project developers of single-field projects must make the Single-Field Report, which 
is submitted to the Reserve annually, and the Single-Field Monitoring Plan available to the 
verification body. These documents must meet the requirements in Sections 6 and 7. 
 
In project aggregates, each year, project participants must submit all field data to the aggregator 
according to the guidelines in Sections 6 and 7. Aggregators must make all Field Monitoring 
Plans, the Aggregate Monitoring Plan, DNDC output files and the Aggregate Report available to 
the verification body. 
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 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-program-manual/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-program-manual/
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In all cases, the above documentation should be made available to the verification body after 
the NOVA/COI process is complete. 
 
Aggregators may assist project participants in preparing documents for verification and in 
facilitating the verification process. The scope of these services is determined by the specific 
contract between project participants and the aggregator. However, the ultimate responsibility 
for monitoring reports and verification compliance is assigned to the aggregator. 
 
For project aggregates, a field is considered verified if it is in the pool of fields for which site 
visits or desktop verifications are conducted, even if not selected for either a site visit or desktop 
verification. As a preliminary step in preparing for verification, the aggregator may choose to 
exclude fields from the pool of fields that may be selected for verification activities. Aggregators 
must report to the verification body all instances of field exclusion. The excluded fields shall be 
removed from the acreage totals and from field numbers used to determine field eligibility and 
verification sampling methodologies (in Section 8.2) and are therefore not considered verified. 

8.2 Verification Schedule for Single-Field Projects 
Single-field projects are comprised of exactly one field, and as such, there is no sampling 
methodology to select the fields undergoing verification. The single-field project shall be verified 
according to the verification schedule outlined below. 
 
This protocol provides project developers three verification options, Sections 8.2.1 to 8.2.3, for a 
single-field project after its initial verification and registration in order to provide flexibility and 
help manage verification costs associated with rice projects. For each option, verification bodies 
may need to confirm additional requirements specific to this protocol, and in some instances, 
utilize professional judgment on the appropriateness of the option selected. 
 
The actual requirements for performing a site visit verification and desktop verification are the 
same. A desktop verification is equivalent to a full verification, without the requirement to visit 
the site. A verification body has the discretion to visit any site in any reporting period if the 
verification body determines that the risks for that field warrant a site visit. 

8.2.1 Option 1: Twelve-Month Maximum Verification Period 

Option 1 does not require verification bodies to confirm any additional requirements beyond 
what is specified in the protocol. 

8.2.2 Option 2: Twelve-Month Verification Period with Desktop Verification 

Option 2 requires verification bodies to review the documentation specified in Section 7.4.1.3 in 
order to determine if a desktop verification is appropriate. The verifier shall use their 
professional judgment to assess any changes that have occurred related to project data 
management systems, equipment or personnel and determine whether a site visit should be 
required as part of verification activities in order to provide a reasonable level of assurance on 
the project verification. The documentation shall be reviewed prior to the NOVA/COI renewal 
submitted to the Reserve, and the verification body shall provide a summary of its assessment 
and decision on the appropriateness of a desktop verification when submitting the NOVA/COI 
renewal. The Reserve reserves the right to review the documentation provided by the project 
developer and the decision made by the verification body on whether a desktop verification is 
appropriate. 
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8.2.3 Option 3: Twenty-Four Month Maximum Verification Period 

Under Option 3 (see Section 7.4.1.4), verification bodies shall look to the project monitoring 
report submitted by the project developer to the Reserve for the interim 12-month reporting 
period as a resource to inform its planned verification activities. While verification bodies are not 
expected to provide a reasonable level of assurance on the accuracy of the monitoring report as 
part of verification, the verification body shall list a summary of discrepancies between the 
monitoring report and what was ultimately verified in the List of Findings. 

8.3 Verification Sampling and Schedule for Project Aggregates 
Guidelines for verification sampling of the aggregate and the aggregate’s verification schedule 
are different for “small aggregates,” “large single-participant aggregates,” and “large multi-
participant aggregates.” This approach allows a consistent application of verification 
requirements across all aggregates regardless of size or number of participants. 
 
In all cases, the verification schedule shall be established by the verification body using random 
sampling, according to the verification schedule and sampling methodologies outlined in 
Sections 8.3.1, 8.3.2, and 8.3.3. These sampling methodologies establish the minimum 
verification frequencies; the verification body may at any time add fields beyond the minimum 
number required for site visit and/or desktop verification and may use verifier judgment to 
determine the number of additional fields and method for selecting fields if a risk-based review 
indicates a high probability of non-compliance. The verification sampling requirements are 
mandatory regardless of the mix of entry dates represented by the group of fields in the project 
aggregate. 
 
The initial site visit verification schedule for a given year shall be established after the 
completion of the NOVA/COI process and prior to the commencement of any verification 
activities. This is meant to allow for the aggregator and verification body to work together to 
develop a cost-effective and efficient site visit schedule. Specifically, once the sample fields 
designated for a site visit have been determined, the verification body shall document all fields 
selected for planned site visit verification and provide a list to the aggregator and the Reserve. 
The aggregator shall be responsible for informing project participants of their selection for a 
planned site visit. Following this notification, the aggregator shall supply the verification body 
with all the required documentation to demonstrate field-level conformance to the protocol. 
When a verification body determines that additional sampling is necessary, due to suspected 
non-compliance, however, a similar level of advance notice may not be possible.  
 
Aggregators and project participants shall not be made aware, in advance, of which fields’ data 
will be subject to desktop verification in a given year. 
 
Regardless of the size of an aggregate, if the aggregate contains any fields that did not pass 
site visit verification the year before and wish to re-enter the aggregate, those fields must have a 
full verification with site visit for the subsequent reporting period. These fields must be site 
visited in addition to the verification sampling methodology and requirements outlined below in 
Sections 8.3.1, 8.3.2, and 8.3.3. 
 
For the purposes of verification, a “small aggregate” is defined as an aggregate comprised of 10 
or fewer fields, regardless of the number of project participants. Small aggregates will meet 
fixed site visit and desktop verification frequency requirements based on a verification schedule 
determined by the verifier, in compliance with Section 8.3.1 of this protocol. 
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A “large single-participant aggregate” is defined as an aggregate comprised of more than 10 
fields all managed by one single project participant. For large single-participant aggregates, 
fields will be randomly selected for site visit and desktop verification, according to the sampling 
method in Section 8.3.2, which is based on a non-linear scale where the relative fraction of 
fields undergoing verification activities gets smaller as the aggregate size gets larger. 
 

A “large multi-participant aggregate” is defined as an aggregate comprised of more than 10 
fields and more than one project participant. For large multi-participant aggregates, participants 
and their fields will be randomly selected for site visit and desktop verification, according to the 
sampling method in Section 8.3.3, which is based on a non-linear scale where the relative 
fraction of participants undergoing verification activities gets smaller as the aggregate size, in 
terms of number of participants, gets larger.  
 

In all cases, when determining the sample size for site visits and desktop verifications, the 
verification body shall round up to the nearest whole number. 
 

The actual requirements for performing a site visit verification and desktop verification are the 
same. A desktop verification is equivalent to a full verification, without the requirement to visit 
the site. A verification body has the discretion to visit any site in any reporting period if the 
verification body determines that the risks for that field warrant a site visit. Any site visits initiated 
at the discretion of a verifier shall be in addition to the required site visit verification schedule. 

8.3.1 Verification Schedule for Small Aggregates 

8.3.1.1 Site Visit Verification Schedule for Small Aggregates 

Each field in a small aggregate shall undergo initial site visit verification within the first two 
cultivation cycles for each crediting period. In the first year of the aggregate or in subsequent 
years when new fields enter the aggregate, a minimum of 30 percent of the newly enrolled fields 
shall complete the initial site visit verification in their first year of enrollment.  
 

In addition, site visit verifications must be conducted on a schedule such that: 
 

 Each field in the aggregate must successfully complete a minimum of two site visit 
verifications per crediting period (e.g. the initial site verification in addition to one more) 

 A minimum of 20 percent of the fields in the aggregate shall be site verified in any given 
year, selected at random 

8.3.1.2 Desktop Verification Schedule for Small Aggregates 

In any given year, a number of desktop verifications of field data must be conducted, with the 
number inversely related to the number of fields undergoing a site visit that year. Specifically, 
the number of desktop verifications (D) shall equal 50 percent of the number of fields (n) in the 
aggregate that will not receive a site visit that year, rounding up in the case of an uneven 
number of fields. In other words, 
 

   
     

 
 

Where, 
 

  

n = Number of fields in the aggregate 
S = Number of site visits 
D = Number of desktop verifications 
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Fields shall not be selected for a desktop verification in years that the field is undergoing a site 
visit. If a site visit is planned for a field randomly selected for a desktop verification, the 
verification body will continue randomly drawing additional fields until the total number selected 
for a desktop verification reaches the value of D per the equation above. 

8.3.2 Verification Schedule for Large Single-Participant Aggregates 

In contrast to small aggregates, it is possible that a field in a large aggregate is never verified, 
either via site visit or desktop verification, during its entire crediting period. Therefore, random 
sampling is a particularly important component of enforcement. 

8.3.2.1 Sampling for Site Visit Verification for Large Single-Participant Aggregates 

The verification body determines the number of enrolled fields that must be randomly selected 
for site visit verification in a given year. The required number of site visits (S) shall equal the 
square root of the total number of fields (n) enrolled in the large single-participant aggregate 

that year (i.e.       rounded up to the nearest whole number). 

8.3.2.2 Sampling for Desktop Verification for Large Single-Participant Aggregates 

In addition to site visit verifications, verification bodies shall randomly select a sample of fields to 
undergo a desktop verification (D) equal to two times the square root of the total number of 
fields in the aggregate.  
 
Fields shall not be selected for a desktop verification in years that the field is undergoing a site 
visit. If a site visit is planned for a field randomly selected for a desktop verification, the 
verification body will continue randomly drawing additional fields until the total number selected 
for a desktop verification reaches the square root of the total number of fields in the aggregate. 

8.3.3 Verification Schedule for Large Multi-Participant Aggregates 

The random sampling methodology shall be applied first at the project participant level and then 
at the field level. A random sampling methodology will be applied for site visit and desktop 
verification selection. However, the verification body shall select fields for site visits first as 
described in Section 8.3.3.1 and desktop verifications second as described in Section 8.3.3.2. 
 
In contrast to small aggregates, it is possible that a field in a large aggregate is never verified, 
either via site visit or desktop verification, during its entire crediting period. Therefore, random 
sampling is a particularly important component of the enforcement mechanism. 

8.3.3.1 Sampling for Site Visit Verification for Large Multi-Participant Aggregates 

The verification body shall determine the number of project participants that must be randomly 
selected for a site visit in a given year, as follows: 
 

       
 

   
      

Where, 
 

  

S = Number of project participants that must receive site visits 
P = Number of project participants in the aggregate 

 
The verification body shall randomly select (S) project participants to receive site visits that year.  
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The verification body shall select which fields of the selected project participants will receive a 
site visit. For project participants with six enrolled fields or fewer, the verification body shall site 
visit at least 50 percent of the fields, selected at random. For project participants with more than 
six fields enrolled in the aggregate, the verification body shall site visit at least 33.3 percent of 
the fields, selected at random. 
 
A minimum of the square root of the total number of fields in the aggregate must be site visited. 
If this number is not met after following Steps 1 to 3, then the verification body shall randomly 
select one additional project participant and the sample of fields, according to Step 2 and 3 
above, and repeat this until the number of site visits meets this minimum requirement. Note that 
Step 3 must be completed in full and therefore could result in a greater number of fields 
selected for site visits than the minimum requirement. 

8.3.3.2 Sampling for Desktop Verification for Large Multi-Participant Aggregates 

In addition to site visit verifications, each year verification bodies shall also randomly select 
fields to undergo a desktop verification of their field data. Verification bodies shall randomly 
select a sample of fields to undergo a desktop verification equal to two times the square root of 
the total number of fields in the aggregate (rounded up to the next whole number).  
 
Fields shall not be selected for a desk-audit in years that the field is undergoing a site visit. If a 
site visit is planned for a field randomly selected for a desktop verification, the verification body 
will continue randomly drawing additional fields until the total number selected for a desktop 
verification reaches the square root of the total number of fields in the aggregate. 

8.4 Standard of Verification 
The Reserve’s standard of verification for RC projects is the Rice Cultivation Project Protocol 
(this document) and the Reserve Program Manual and Verification Program Manual. To verify a 
RC project aggregate, verification bodies apply the guidance in the Verification Program Manual 
and this section of the protocol to the standards described in Sections 2 through 7 of this 
protocol. Sections 2 through 7 provide eligibility rules, methods to calculate emission reductions, 
performance monitoring instructions and requirements, and procedures for reporting project 
information to the Reserve. 

8.5 Monitoring Plan 
The Aggregate Monitoring Plan and Field Monitoring Plan serve as the basis for verification 
bodies to confirm that the monitoring and reporting requirements in Sections 6 and 7 have been 
met, and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record keeping is ongoing by the aggregator 
and all enrolled fields. Verification bodies shall confirm that the Monitoring Plan covers all 
aspects of monitoring and reporting contained in this protocol and specifies how data for all 
relevant parameters in Table 6.1 and Table 6.2 are collected and recorded. 

8.5.1 Annual Reports 

The single-field project’s project developer must annually submit field data for single-field 
projects to the Reserve. The Single-Field Report will consist of a *.csv file and attachments, as 
described in Section 7.2.1. Verification bodies must review the Single-Field Report to confirm 
project information and data collected according to the SFMP. 
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The project aggregate must annually submit an Aggregate Report to the Reserve. The report 
will consist of a *.csv file and attachments, as described in Section 7.2.2. Verification bodies 
must review the Aggregate Report to confirm project information and data collected according to 
the AMP. 
 
The verification body will need to review field data during desktop verifications of randomly 
selected fields in an aggregate. The field data must be made available to the verification body in 
order to confirm field-level information collected according to the FMP. 

8.6 Verifying Eligibility at the Field Level 
Verification bodies must affirm each project field’s eligibility during site visit and/or desktop 
verifications according to the rules described in this protocol. Table 8.1 below outlines the 
eligibility criteria for each project field. This table does not present all criteria for determining 
eligibility comprehensively; verification bodies must also look to Section 3 and the verification 
items list in Table 8.2. 
 

Table 8.1. Summary of Eligibility Criteria for a Rice Cultivation Project 

Eligibility Rule Eligibility Criteria 
Frequency of Rule 
Application 

Start Date 

The first day of the cultivation cycle, which begins 
immediately after completion of a rice crop harvest, in 
which one or more of the approved project activities is 
adopted at the field. 
 
Projects must be submitted for listing before the end of 
the first cultivation cycle in which the project activity is 
implemented. 

Once during first verification 

Location 

All fields must be located in the California rice growing 
region. 

Once during first verification 

Must not include fields with SOC greater than 3% in the 
top 10 cm. 

Every verification  

Must not include fields that have been treated with 
nitrification inhibitors, urea inhibitors or controlled 
release fertilizers. 

Every verification  

Anaerobic Baseline 
All fields must demonstrate that previous rice 
cultivation practices resulted in anaerobic conditions. 

Once during first verification 

Performance 
Standard 

The field passes the Performance Standard Test for at 
least one of the approved project activities. 

Every verification 

Legal Requirement 
Test  

Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
and monitoring procedures for ascertaining and 
demonstrating that the project passes the Legal 
Requirement Test. 

Single Field Project: once 
during first verification 
 
Aggregate: once during first 
verification and once during first 
verification for new fields that 
have joined aggregate 

Legal Title to CRTs Aggregator Attestation of Title to CRTs. Every verification 

Regulatory 
Compliance 

Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form and 
disclosure of all non-compliance events to verification 
body; project must be in material compliance with all 
applicable laws. 

Every verification 
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8.7 Core Verification Activities 
The RCPP provides explicit requirements and guidance for quantifying the GHG reductions 
associated with the implementation of approved RC management practice changes on project 
fields. The Verification Program Manual describes the core verification activities that shall be 
performed by verification bodies for all project verifications. They are summarized below in the 
context of an RC project, but verification bodies must also follow the general guidance in the 
Verification Program Manual. 
 
Verification is a risk assessment and data sampling effort designed to ensure that the risk of 
reporting error is assessed and addressed through appropriate sampling, testing, and review. 
The three core verification activities are: 
 

 Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs 
 Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 
 Verifying emission reduction estimates 

 
Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs for each field 
The verification body reviews for completeness the sources, sinks, and reservoirs identified for a 
single-field project or project aggregate, ensuring that all relevant secondary effect SSRs for 
each field are identified. 
 
Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies at the field level 
The verification body reviews and assesses the appropriateness of the methodologies and 
management systems that are used to gather data and calculate baseline and project emissions 
for each field.  
 
Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies at the aggregate 
level 
The verification body reviews and assesses the appropriateness of the methodologies and 
management systems that the project aggregator uses to gather data and calculate baseline 
and project emissions on the aggregate level.  
 
Verifying emission reduction estimates at the field level 
The verification body further investigates areas that have the greatest potential for material 
misstatements and confirms whether or not material misstatements have occurred for all fields 
undergoing verification. This involves site visits to a random sample of project fields, according 
to the sampling methodology outlined in Section 8.3.2.1, to ensure systems on the ground 
correspond to and are consistent with data provided to the verification body, combined with a 
random sample of desktop verifications of remaining project fields according to Section 8.3.2.2. 
In addition, the verification body recalculates a representative sample of the performance or 
emissions data from fields for comparison with data reported by the project aggregator in order 
to confirm calculations of GHG emission reductions. 
 
Verifying emission reduction estimates at the aggregate level 
The verification body further investigates areas that have the greatest potential for material 
misstatements at the aggregate level, including whether the appropriate modeling structural 
uncertainty factors (Section 5.4.3) and yield-loss statistical tests (Section 5.5.3) have been 
performed for the aggregate. 
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8.8 Project Type Verification Items 
The following tables provide lists of items that a verification body needs to address while 
verifying a RC project. The tables include references to the section in the protocol where 
requirements are further specified. The table also identifies items for which a verification body is 
expected to apply professional judgment during the verification process. Verification bodies are 
expected to use their professional judgment to confirm that protocol requirements have been 
met in instances where the protocol does not provide (sufficiently) prescriptive guidance. For 
more information on the Reserve’s verification process and professional judgment, please see 
the Verification Program Manual. 
 
Note: These tables shall not be viewed as a comprehensive list or plan for verification 
activities, but rather guidance on areas specific to RC projects that must be addressed 
during verification. 

8.8.1 Project Eligibility and CRT Issuance 

Table 8.2 lists the criteria for reasonable assurance with respect to eligibility and CRT issuance 
for RC project aggregates. These requirements determine if the aggregate is eligible to register 
with the Reserve and/or have CRTs issued for the reporting period. If any single requirement is 
not met, either for one or more fields, then the entire aggregate may be determined ineligible or 
the GHG reductions from the reporting period (or subset of the reporting period) may be 
ineligible for issuance of CRTs, as specified in Section 3. 
 

Table 8.2. Eligibility Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

2.2 Verify that all verified fields meet the definition of an RC project Yes 

2.3 
Verify ownership of the reductions by reviewing Aggregator Attestation 
of Title  

No 

2.3 
Verify ownership of the reductions by reviewing Letters of Notification 
and contracts between aggregators, project participants, and land 
owners 

No 

3.2 Verify project start date for all fields No 

3.2 
Verify accuracy of project start date for all verified fields based on 
operational records 

Yes 

3.3 
Verify that each field is within the 5-year crediting period (or a 
subsequent 5-year crediting period) 

No 

3.4 
Verify that the management records at each verified field are adequate 
to document the anaerobic baseline requirements 

No 

3.4 
Verify that all verified fields have a SOC content less than 3% in the top 
soil 

No 

3.5.1 Verify that each field meets the Performance Standard Test  No 

3.5.2 
Confirm execution of the Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
to demonstrate eligibility under the Legal Requirement Test 

No 

3.5.3 
Verify that any ecosystem service payment or credit received for 
activities on a project field has been disclosed and is allowed to be 
stacked 

No 

3.6 

Verify that the project activities at all verified fields comply with 
applicable laws by reviewing any instances of non-compliance provided 
by the aggregator and performing a risk-based assessment to confirm 
the statements made by the project developer in the Attestation of 
Regulatory Compliance form 

Yes 
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Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6.1, 6.2, 
6.3 

Verify that the project Monitoring Plan contains a mechanism for 
ascertaining and demonstrating that all fields pass the Legal 
Requirement Test at all times 

No 

6.1, 6.3, 
6.4 

Verify that field-level and aggregate-level monitoring meets the 
requirements of the protocol. If it does not, verify that a variance has 
been approved for monitoring variations 

No 

 

8.8.2 Quantification 

Table 8.3 lists the items that verification bodies shall include in their risk assessment and re-
calculation of the GHG emission reductions. These quantification items inform any 
determination as to whether there are material and/or immaterial misstatements in the project 
aggregate GHG emission reduction calculations. If there are material misstatements, the 
calculations must be revised before CRTs are issued. 
 

Table 8.3. Quantification Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Quantification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

4 
For each field, verify that all SSRs in the GHG Assessment Boundary 
are accounted for, particularly secondary effect emissions  

No 

5.4.2 
For the aggregate, verify that all field emission reductions are summed 
correctly, and that the structural uncertainty factor is properly applied 

No 

5.4.3.3 and 
Appendix B 

Step 5 

For each field, verify that the soil input uncertainty discount is quantified 
and applied correctly No 

5.5.1 
Verify that the aggregator correctly monitored, quantified and 
aggregated fossil fuel and electricity use changes 

Yes 

5.5.2 
For each field, verify that baled rice straw end-uses are properly 
characterized, and the appropriate emission factors are used 

Yes 

5.5.3 
For the aggregate, verify that the statistical test for reduced yield is 
properly performed, and that increased emissions outside the project 
boundary are properly quantified for significant yield losses 

No 

Appendix B 
Step 1.2 

For each field, verify that the project parameters and the static 
parameters are represented by the appropriate data and the DNDC 
input files are accurate for the baseline modeling and the project 
modeling 

Yes 

Appendix B 
Step 1.2 

For each field, verify that the baseline and project emission models 
have the same static parameters, and that the project model 
adequately represents the project activities during the cultivation cycle 

No 

Appendix B 
Step 2.1 

Confirm that the missing data substitution methodology has been 
applied correctly 

Yes 

Appendix B 
Step 3 

For each field, verify that the DNDC model is adequately calibrated to 
historical yields, and that the 20-year historical calculation was run 
correctly 

Yes 

Appendix B 
Step 4 

For each field, verify that the Monte Carlo analysis was performed 
correctly for the baseline and project modeling runs for each field 

No 
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8.8.3 Risk Assessment 

Verification bodies will review the following items in Table 8.4 to guide and prioritize their 
assessment of data used in determining eligibility and quantifying GHG emission reductions. 
 

Table 8.4. Risk Assessment Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Item that Informs Risk Assessment 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6 
Verify that all contractors are qualified to perform the duties expected. 
Verify that there is internal oversight to assure the quality of the contractor’s 
work 

Yes 

6.1, 6.2, 
6.3 

Verify that the project has documented and implemented the Single-Field 
Monitoring Plan or Aggregate Monitoring Plan, and all necessary Field 
Monitoring Plans 

No 

6.1, 6.2, 
6.3 

Verify that the project monitoring plans are sufficiently rigorous to support 
the requirements of the protocol and proper operation of the project 

Yes 

6.4 
Verify that appropriate monitoring data is measured or referenced 
accurately 

No 

6, 7 
Verify that the individual or team responsible for managing and reporting 
project activities are qualified to perform this function 

Yes 

6, 7 
Verify that appropriate training was provided to personnel assigned to GHG 
reporting duties 

Yes 

7.2 
Verify that the Single-Field Report or Aggregate Report was uploaded to 
the Reserve software 

No 

7.2, 7.3 
Verify that field data has been gathered by project participants and made 
available to the aggregator 

No 

7.3 Verify that all required records have been retained by the project developer  No 

 

8.9 Successful and Unsuccessful Verifications 
Successful verification of each field in the sample of fields selected for site visit and desktop 
verifications results in the crediting of all fields participating in the entire project aggregate, as 
calculated by the aggregator according to the quantification methodology in Section 5.  
 
Verification may uncover any number of material and immaterial errors at the field, project 
participant or aggregate level, and the extent to which an error was propagated through the 
aggregate can affect whether a verification is determined to be “unsuccessful.” 

8.9.1 Field-Level and Project Participant-Level Errors 

If material issues arise during verification of a participating field, verification bodies shall issue 
Corrective Action Requests, as needed. The aggregator will need to work with the project 
participant to independently address the issues and required corrective actions using the same 
process taken with standalone projects. These are described in the verification guidance of this 
protocol and the Reserve Verification Program Manual. If the error can be corrected at the field 
level and is the type of error which will not be propagated across an individual participant’s fields 
or the entire aggregate, then the error shall be corrected and the field verification shall be 
considered successful. Errors shall be considered immaterial at the field level if they result in a 
discrepancy that is less than 5 percent of the total emission reductions quantified for that field. 
 
If verification of a field reveals material non-compliance with the protocol, and no corrective 
action is possible, that field shall receive a negative verification and no CRTs shall be issued for 
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that field, effectively removing the field from the aggregate for that year. When verification is 
unsuccessful for a participating field, the verification body must verify additional fields until the 
total number of successful verifications reaches the required number (as described in Section 
8.2), starting with fields managed by the same participant, as follows. If the project participant 
managing the unsuccessfully verified field also manages other fields enrolled in the aggregate, 
the verification body shall site visit a minimum of two additional fields or 50 percent of the 
remaining unverified fields, whichever is larger, that are managed by that project participant. If 
the verification of the additional fields is also unsuccessful, no CRTs shall be issued for any of 
the fields managed by the project participant. 
 
Deliberate non-compliance may result in disqualification of the project participant including all of 
their enrolled fields. Additionally, if the project participant failing verification and their negatively 
verified fields re-enter the aggregate the following year, each of the fields that failed verification 
the previous year shall be required to undergo a site visit, in addition to the minimum sampling 
requirements in Section 8.2. 
 
Whenever a project participant receives a negative verification for all of their enrolled fields, the 
verification body shall use their professional judgment and a risk-based assessment to 
determine whether sampling additional project participants for site visit verification, beyond the 
minimum requirements of this protocol, is necessary to verify the entire aggregate to a 
reasonable level of assurance. 

8.9.1.1 Cumulative Field-Level Error of Sampled Fields 

Total errors and/or non-compliance shall be determined for the sampled fields and the offset 
issuance for those fields corrected, as required, by the Verification Program Manual. Should the 
aggregated error and/or non-compliance rate for the sampled fields be less than 5 percent, CRT 
issuance for fields not subjected to site visit or desktop verification shall be equal to the amount 
reported by the aggregator. However, if the aggregated percent error and/or non-compliance 
rate (i.e. the percentage of verified fields failing verification) for sampled fields is greater than 5 
percent, CRT issuance for fields not subjected to site visit or desktop verification shall be 
reduced by the total amount of aggregated percent error or non-compliance rate. 

8.9.2 Aggregate-Level Errors 

If verification reveals a potential systemic error, which may be propagated out to the aggregate 
level (e.g. a qualitative error with regard to the model input parameters or a quantitative error 
repeated in multiple field-level model runs), the verification body shall use their professional 
judgment to sample additional fields, as necessary, to determine whether the error is truly 
systemic. Systemic errors must be corrected at the aggregate level. 

8.10 Completing Verification 
The Verification Program Manual provides detailed information and instructions for verification 
bodies to finalize the verification process. It describes completing a Verification Report, 
preparing a Verification Statement, submitting the necessary documents to the Reserve, and 
notifying the Reserve of the project’s verified status. 
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9 Glossary of Terms 
 
Accredited verifier A verification firm approved by the Climate Action Reserve to 

provide verification services for project developers. 
 

Additionality Practices that are above and beyond “business as usual” 
operation, exceed the baseline characterization, and are not 
mandated by regulation. 
 

Aggregator A project developer responsible for a project comprising multiple 
fields. 
 

Anaerobic Pertaining to or caused by the absence of oxygen. 
 

Anthropogenic emissions GHG emissions resulting from human activity that are considered 
to be an unnatural component of the Carbon Cycle (i.e. fossil fuel 
destruction, deforestation, etc.). 
 

Biogenic CO2 emissions CO2 emissions resulting from the destruction and/or aerobic 
decomposition of organic matter. Biogenic emissions are 
considered to be a natural part of the Carbon Cycle, as opposed 
to anthropogenic emissions. 
 

Carbon dioxide  
(CO2) 

The most common of the six primary greenhouse gases, 
consisting of a single carbon atom and two oxygen atoms. 
 

CO2 equivalent  
(CO2e) 

The quantity of a given GHG multiplied by its total global warming 
potential. This is the standard unit for comparing the degree of 
warming which can be caused by different GHGs. 
 

Direct emissions Greenhouse gas emissions from sources that are owned or 
controlled by the reporting entity. 
 

Effective date The date of initial adoption of this protocol by the Reserve Board: 
December 14, 2011.  
 

Emission factor  
(EF) 

A unique value for determining an amount of a greenhouse gas 
emitted for a given quantity of activity data (e.g. metric tons of 
carbon dioxide emitted per barrel of fossil fuel burned). 
 

Field checks Low dikes that are employed by rice farmers to control water 
distribution to their fields. 
 

Fossil fuel A fuel, such as coal, oil, and natural gas, produced by the 
decomposition of ancient (fossilized) plants and animals. 
 

Greenhouse gas  
(GHG) 

Carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur 
hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), or 
perfluorocarbons (PFCs). 
 

GHG reservoir A physical unit or component of the biosphere, geosphere or 
hydrosphere with the capability to store or accumulate a GHG 
that has been removed from the atmosphere by a GHG sink or a 
GHG captured from a GHG source. 
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GHG sink A physical unit or process that removes GHG from the 

atmosphere. 
 

GHG source A physical unit or process that releases GHG into the 
atmosphere. 
 

Global warming potential  
(GWP) 

The ratio of radiative forcing (degree of warming to the 
atmosphere) that would result from the emission of one unit of a 
given GHG compared to one unit of CO2. 
 

Indirect emissions Reductions in GHG emissions that occur at a location other than 
where the reduction activity is implemented, and/or at sources not 
owned or controlled by project participants. 
 

Metric ton or “tonne” 
(MT, t) 

A common international measurement for the quantity of GHG 
emissions, equivalent to about 2204.6 pounds or 1.1 short tons. 
 

Methane  
(CH4) 

A potent GHG with a GWP of 21, consisting of a single carbon 
atom and four hydrogen atoms. 
 

Mobile combustion Emissions from the transportation of materials, products, waste, 
and employees resulting from the combustion of fuels in company 
owned or controlled mobile combustion sources (e.g. cars, trucks, 
tractors, dozers, etc.). 
 

Project baseline A “business as usual” GHG emission assessment against which 
GHG emission reductions from a specific GHG reduction activity 
are measured. 
 

Project developer An entity that undertakes a GHG project. 
 

Stationary combustion source A stationary source of emissions from the production of electricity, 
heat or steam, resulting from combustion of fuels in boilers, 
furnaces, turbines, kilns, and other facility equipment. 
 

Verification The process used to ensure that a given participant’s GHG 
emissions or emission reductions have met the minimum quality 
standard and complied with the Reserve’s procedures and 
protocols for calculating and reporting GHG emissions and 
emission reductions. 
 

Verification body A Reserve-approved firm that is able to render a verification 
statement and provide verification services for operators subject 
to reporting under this protocol. 
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Appendix A Parameter Look-Up Tables 
 

Rice Straw End-Use Emission Factors 

The emission factors included in Table A.1 below were derived based on the conservative use 
of best available information regarding emissions associated with the transport and decay of 
rice straw given various end-use scenarios. Transportation energy use data came primarily from 
California rice straw time and motion studies58 that examined, through survey responses within 
the industry, the costs associated with collection, storage, and transport of rice straw to various 
end-uses (primarily for use as cattle feed). Because of the uncertain nature of these emissions 
factors, the Reserve consistently applied conservative assumptions to estimate each emission 
factor, as described in the footnotes to Table A.1. A conservative default factor for ‘unknown’ or 
‘non-specified’ offsite management has been included for cases where the ultimate fate of the 
rice straw is unknown. 
 

Table A.1. Rice Straw End-Use Emission Factors 

Rice Straw End-Use 
Emission Factor  
(tCO2e/t baled straw) 

Unknown (or ‘other’ offsite management) 0.083
 1 

Dairy and Beef Cattle Feed  0.075
 2,4 

Fiberboard Manufacturing 0
 5 

Spread on Bare Soils for Erosion Control 0.012 
2,3 

Unused (left piled/stacked onsite) 0.210 
6 

1. Using survey responses from California rice baling experts, end-use 
emission factors were determined for each of the expert’s estimates of the 
current rice straw end-use market. The most conservative estimate was 
used for this emission factor. The scenario that is used assumes that close 
to 100% of rice straw goes to Dairy and Beef Cattle Feed, with negligible 
amounts going to other end-uses. The resulting estimate of 75 kg CO2e/t 
of baled straw was increased by 10% for conservativeness 

2. Transportation emissions per MT of rice straw are estimated as being 
13.14 kg CO2e using the following assumptions:

58
 

a. Bales are transported 200 km  
b. Average truck capacity of 16 MT rice straw 
c. Diesel fuel efficiency of 6 MPG 
d. The emission factor for Diesel Fuel Use is 10.15 kg CO2e/gal

59
 

3. Anaerobic decay is unlikely because the straw is spread across the 
landscape, therefore maximizing oxygen availability during decomposition 

4. Change in enteric emissions may occur due to low nutritional quality of rice 
straw. It is assumed for conservativeness that the enteric CH4 conversion 
factor is increased by 1% due to switching to low-digestible food (2006 
IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Vol. 4, pg. 
10.30). Emission factor assumes a calorific value of dry rice straw of 15 
MJ/kg (Putun et al., 2004), and an energy content of CH4 of 55.65 MJ/kg 
(2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Vol. 4, 
pg. 10.32) 

5. Rice straw replaces wood products for manufacturing of fiber board 

 

                                                
58

 Transport distance and truck capacity assumptions are conservative estimates based on information from time and 
motion studies in California (Jenkins et al. (2000), Table 3). 
59

 US EPA (2008) Climate Leaders Greenhouse Gas Inventory Protocol Core Module Guidance: Direct Emissions 
from Mobile Combustion Sources, Appendix B, pg 26. 
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Avoidance of harvesting and transport of wood products provides likely net-
positive GHG benefits 

6. Equal to the IPCC default emission factor for aerobic composting (0.10 kg 
CH4/t input). Low N residues (such as rice straw) would have discounted 
fugitive emissions compared with other compostable organic residues 
(Brown et al., 2008). 
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Appendix B Step by Step Guide to Modeling RCPP 
Emissions Using DNDC 

This protocol relies on the application of the DNDC model for quantification of baseline and 
project emissions from soil dynamics (SSR 1) defined in Section 4. Detailed requirements for 
accurate and consistent application of the DNDC model are provided in this appendix. Table B.1 
below provides an overview of the process to model primary GHG emissions for this protocol 
using DNDC, as well as references to additional guidance. 
 

Table B.1. Overview of DNDC Modeling 

STEP DNDC MODELING OVERVIEW 
ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION 

Step 1: Become familiar with necessary DNDC inputs 

Step 1.1 Overview of 
DNDC site input 
parameters 

This section introduces two typologies used to categorize 
DNDC input parameters.  

 
DNDC User’s 
Guide (Version 
9.5) 
 
Appendix C 

Step 1.2 Defining 
project inputs and 
static inputs 

This section provides guidance on how to classify DNDC 
inputs as either project inputs or static inputs and where to 
source data for such inputs depending on their classification. 

Step 1.3 Climate 
input parameters 

This section provides guidance on climate input parameters. 

Step 1.4 Soil input 
parameters 

This section provides guidance on soil input parameters, 
including further guidance on: 
 Using soil inputs from the SSURGO database 
 Using soil inputs from field samples 

Step 1.5 Cropping 
input parameters 

This section provides guidance on cropping input 
parameters, including multiple subcategories of cropping 
inputs: crop, tillage, fertilization, manure amendments, 
irrigation and flooding. 

Step 2: Prepare input files 

Step 2.1 Missing 
climate or soil data 

This section provides a methodology to substitute data in the 
event that discrete climate or soil data is missing. 

 

Step 2.2 Historical 
modeling 

This section provides guidance on how to prepare the 
necessary historical data needed to model emissions and to 
calibrate the DNDC model. 

DNDC User’s 
Guide (Version 
9.5) 
 
Appendix C 

Step 2.3 Preparing 
DNDC input files 

This section provides guidance on how to create separate 
input files for the baseline and project scenarios, that each 
contains data from both the baseline year and the project 
scenario. 

DNDC User’s 
Guide (Version 
9.5) 
 
Appendix C 

Step 3: Calibrate the DNDC model 

Calibrating the 
DNDC model 

This section provides guidance on how to prepare DNDC for 
modeling by undertaking the calibration exercises. 

DNDC User’s 
Guide (Version 
9.5) 
 
Appendix C 
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Step 4: Model emissions using DNDC 

Step 4.1 Modeling 
emissions using 
Monte Carlo 
simulations 

This section provides guidance on how to conduct Monte 
Carlo simulations using the DNDC model, in order to 
calculate primary emissions for the baseline and then repeat 
the process to calculate primary emissions for the project 
scenario. 

DNDC User’s 
Guide (Version 
9.5) 
 
Appendix C 

Step 4.2 Extracting 
DNDC modeling 
results for 
calculating emission 
reductions 

This section provides guidance on how to extract data from 
DNDC Monte Carlo run results and use that data to calculate 
primary emission reductions for each of the baseline and 
project scenarios respectively. 

 

Step 5 Calculate the soil input uncertainty deduction 

Calculating soil input 
uncertainty 

This section provides guidance on how to use the results of 
the same Monte Carlo runs used to model emissions in order 
to calculate the soil input uncertainty deduction for each field. 

Appendix C 

 

Step 1.1 Overview of DNDC Site Input Parameters 

The DNDC model must be properly parameterized with appropriate field-level data related to 
climatic drivers, soil characteristics and data on various rice cultivation management actions. 
DNDC’s Graphical User Interface (GUI) divides the parameters required for modeling GHG 
emissions into three main categories: climate, soil, and cropping inputs. Within the cropping 
input parameter classification are six additional subcategories, for a total of eight parameter 
categories. For the purposes of quantifying emission reductions under this protocol, these 
DNDC input parameter categories are classified into two types; static input parameters and 
project input parameters. The distinction denotes whether data for those parameters must be 
sourced from the project scenario cultivation cycle only or both the project scenario cultivation 
cycle and the baseline scenario cultivation cycle. This classification is not reflected in the GUI, 
but rather explained and detailed in the protocol. Determining what parameters are categorized 
as “static” versus “project” input parameters is discussed in Appendix B Step 1.2.  
 
When entering data into DNDC, project developers first use the DNDC GUI. Once a particular 
dataset has been entered into the GUI, the data should be saved as an input file. Whenever the 
project developer wishes to re-enter this field’s data into the model in the future, he/she should 
do so by selecting this input file to be input into the model. The input file is also one of a number 
of digital resources that is necessary for monitoring, reporting, and verification (as discussed 
further in Sections 6, 7, and 8). The input files created by project developers contain data on all 
of the parameters required by DNDC, except for climate data. Separate input files are created 
for climate data in accordance with the formatting requirement stipulated in Appendix B Step 1.3 
on climate input parameters. However, the input file can reference the relevant climate data files 
required to model the desired scenario, allowing DNDC to automatically draw climate data from 
existing data files. Project developers need to ensure they reference the 20 historical climate 
input files in correct order (i.e. the five historical years, repeated four times, in that specific 
order). Additional guidance on use of input files can be found in the User’s Guide for the DNDC 
Model Version 9.5 and in Appendix B of this protocol. Additional guidance on the requirements 
for the historical 20 year period can be found in Appendix B Step 2.3.  
 
Once project developers become familiar with the DNDC model, they can more efficiently alter 
the input text files manually so that most data will not need to be input using the DNDC GUI. 
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Some values will still need to be manually input into the DNDC GUI each time, as described in 
the sections below.  
 
No DNDC default parameters shall be altered (i.e. values changed or data input where no 
values existed), unless explicitly directed to do so by this protocol. This can result in an incorrect 
parameterization of the DNDC model.  
 
This section outlines which of these parameters are ‘project’ input parameters and which are 
static. The section then gives further guidance on the DNDC input parameters, according to the 
climate, soil and cropping DNDC GUI classification. 
 
Table B.2 provides an overview of all of the DNDC input parameter subcategories and identifies 
which contain project and/or static inputs. 
 

Table B.2. Overview of DNDC Input Parameters 

Parameter 

Static or 
Project 
Input 
Parameter? 

Description 
Source of Data for 
Project Cultivation 
Cycle Scenario 

Source of Data for 
Baseline Cultivation 
Cycle Scenario 

Climate  Static Climatic variables 
Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Soil Static Soil conditions 

SSURGO data or, 
where unavailable, 
from project 
scenario cultivation 
cycle soil samples 

SSURGO data or, where 
unavailable, from project 
scenario cultivation cycle 
soil samples 

Cropping Static 
Cropping systems 
and cycles – 
rotations, etc. 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Crop 
Project/ 
Static 

(1) Types of crops 
(2) Planting/harvest 
dates 
(3) Crop residue 
management 
(4) Crop 
physiology/phenology 
(DNDC default values 
used) 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle and 
DNDC defaults or 
values obtained 
from the UC Davis 
Jenkins Lab

60
 

Residue Management = 
PROJECT input, taken 
from baseline scenario 
cultivation cycle 
 
All other inputs = 
STATIC inputs, taken 
from project scenario 
cultivation cycle and 
DNDC defaults or values 
obtained from the UC 
Davis Jenkins Lab

61
 

Tillage Project Timing and method 
Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Baseline scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Fertilization Project 
Must choose manual 
application 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Baseline scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Manure 
amendment 

Static 
Timing, type and 
amount of soil 
amendments 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

                                                
60

 This information can be sourced directly from UC Davis. See http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/. 
61

 Ibid. 

http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/
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Irrigation Static 
Use the DNDC 
default irrigation 
index value of 1  

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Flooding Project 
Must use irrigation 
option (Control 1) to 
input data 

Project scenario 
cultivation cycle 

Baseline scenario 
cultivation cycle 

 

Step 1.2 Defining Project Inputs and Static Inputs 

For the purposes of this protocol, all DNDC model inputs are classified into two types: project 
inputs and static inputs. As stated above, the distinction denotes whether data for those 
parameters must be sourced from the project scenario cultivation cycle only or both the project 
scenario cultivation cycle and the baseline scenario cultivation cycle. 
 
Project inputs are those that relate to the management parameters that are being changed as a 
result of the project activity. Project inputs to the DNDC model are the only parameters that may 
vary when modeling baseline and project emissions to determine the GHG reductions related to 
the field’s management change. For example, when modeling dry seeding, the only change 
would be the dates for when flooding up occurred (and perhaps added irrigation events to get 
germination), but other project inputs may remain unchanged (and thus be treated as static 
inputs). All other inputs that are used to parameterize the model are referred to hereafter as 
static inputs because once determined for a field for a given cultivation cycle, these inputs must 
remain unchanged when modeling baseline versus project emission scenarios over the 
reporting period.  
 
Static inputs may change from year to year, and therefore must be set using measured data 
from the cultivation cycle of the reporting period undergoing quantification. However, the value 
for a static input for any single cultivation cycle is assumed to be the same for both project and 
baseline scenarios. 
 
Table B.3 lists all of the project input parameters. 
 

Table B.3. List of Baseline Project Inputs 

Baseline Practice Project Input 

Flooding at seeding Dates of flooding relative to the planting date (other than winter flooding) 

Residue Management Fraction of straw removed after harvest (0 if no straw removed) 

Fertilizer 
Dates of all fertilizer applications 

Rate, type of fertilizer and application method for each fertilizer application 

Tillage 
Dates and depth of all tillage events for preparing the fields for planting and 
post-harvest residue management 

 

Step 1.3 DNDC Climate Input Parameters 

Table B.4 summarizes the climate parameters for which data must be input into DNDC by 
project developers to model emission reductions. 
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Table B.4. Climate Parameters 

Input Parameters Unit Default or Site-Specific? 

Jday (Julian day)
62

 Day of year Site-specific 

MaxT (maximum temperature) °C Site-specific 

MinT (minimum temperature) °C Site-specific 

Precipitation cm/day Site-specific 

Humidity % Site-specific 

Wind speed (daily average) meters/second/day Site-specific 

N concentration in rainfall Mg Default 

NH3 background atmospheric concentration µg N/m
3
 Default 

CO2 background atmospheric concentration ppm Default 

 
Seasonal weather can significantly affect methane emissions and, hence, the reduction in 
methane emissions due to project activities. Weather during the cultivation cycle will impact 
decisions made regarding the planting and harvesting dates and therefore impacts the length of 
the growing season. The following requirements for determining climate parameter inputs for 
each cultivation cycle calculation must be met: 
 

 Daily climate data must come from a weather station that is located maximally 20 miles 
away, or the nearest station to the field if there are none within 20 miles. If the project 
area is located in California, it is recommended to use weather data from the nearest 
CIMIS weather station (http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov).63 

 Weather data for the five years preceding the start of the crediting period must be 
collected. Weather data for the 20-year historic period modeling run (see Appendix B 
Step 2.3) must be set by repeating this five-year weather data set four times. 

 Daily values of maximum temperature, minimum temperature, precipitation, relative 
humidity and wind speed must be collected and formatted according to DNDC’s climate 
file mode 6 format (see Table B.5 below). 

 Default values for N concentration in rainfall, NH3 background concentration and CO2 
background concentration shall be obtained from the National Atmospheric Deposition 
Program.64 Project developers shall select an appropriate default value based on any 
given day during the first reporting period, which shall be used for the entire crediting 
period. 

 
Data for N concentration in rainfall, NH3 background concentration and CO2 background 
concentration, are input directly into the DNDC GUI and will thus be contained in input files 
created by DNDC. Data for the remaining climate input parameters can only be input into the 
model via the use of climate input files that the project developer must create. When creating 
the climate input files for these variables, the data must be ordered in the precise manner set 
out in Table B.4 above, as outlined in the DNDC GUI file format default field. In other words, 
data needs to be input in text files in the following format: Jday, MaxT, MinT, Precipitation, 
Humidity, Wind Speed, Humidity. 
 

                                                
62

 A Julian Day calendar provided by NASA can be viewed here: http://www-air.larc.nasa.gov/tools/jday.htm. See also 
Section 5.3. 
63

 Note that not all weather stations include data on all the requisite parameters, in particular wind speed and relative 
humidity, and so may not be a suitable source of climate data. 
64

 See http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/. For the NADP see: http://nadp.sws.uiuc.edu/. 

http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/
http://www-air.larc.nasa.gov/tools/jday.htm
http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/
http://nadp.sws.uiuc.edu/
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For example, the data for the first four days would appear in the input file looking as follows: 
 

Table B.5. Required Formatting for Climate Input Files 

1 14 12.1 5.2 4 0.028 0.032 0.048 

2 18 11.1 6.2 4 0.029 0.031 0.042 

3 13 10.1 7.2 4 0.023 0.033 0.047 

4 12 11.1 8.2 5 0.025 0.032 0.048 

 

Step 1.4 DNDC Soil Input Parameters 

Table B.6 summarizes the soil parameters for which data must be input into DNDC by project 
developers to model emission reductions. 
 

Table B.6. DNDC Soil Input Parameters 

Input Parameters Unit Default or Site- Specific? 

Clay content Fraction Site-specific 

Bulk density g/cm
3
 Site-specific 

Soil pH pH Site-specific 

Soil organic carbon (SOC) at surface soil (0-10 cm) kg C/kg soil Site-specific 

Soil texture Fraction Default 

 
Some soil parameters affect methane emissions to a significant extent. Therefore, for each of 
the individual rice fields, values for the input parameters listed in Table B.6 must be obtained 
either from the USDA NRCS SSURGO data set, or based on soil measurements. The Reserve 
strongly advises project developers to use the SSURGO database, as this will avoid the 
resource expenditure needed for soil sampling and may reduce the uncertainty surrounding soil 
sampling results.  
 
Data for the first four soil input parameters listed in Table B.6 needs to be sourced from the 
SSURGO database. A default soil texture input shall be selected from a drop down menu 
directly within the DNDC GUI. Project developers must choose a value from the drop down 
menu that most closely corresponds to the clay content fraction in the soil. Once entered into 
the DNDC GUI, data for all soil input parameters appears in the relevant DNDC input file. 
 
Note that there are multiple additional soil data input points in the DNDC GUI for which default 
parameters are provided by DNDC. Unless specifically stated above, such defaults should not 
be altered. 
 
Further guidance is given below regarding the use of soil data obtained from either the 
SSURGO database or field sampling. 
 
Using Soil Data Inputs from the SSURGO Database  

If the NRCS SSURGO soil database is used, then project developers must calculate the soil 
parameters for each project field on an area-weighted basis. Figure B.1 below illustrates this 
concept for a rice field in Yolo County. 
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Figure B.1. Example of Soil Parameter Area-Weighting using SSURGO Data 

 
Using Soil Inputs from Samples  

If using soil measurements, data may not be older than 10 years prior to the field project start 
date and must meet the criteria for soil sampling outlined below. Official soil laboratory 
statements must be available during the verification process.  
 
DNDC requires inputs of soil organic carbon content, soil bulk density, pH and clay fraction of 
the top 10 cm. If collecting samples for analysis (i.e. not using SSURGO data), the following 
procedure must be used for each field: 
 

 Samples must be collected at a depth of 0-10 cm 
 Samples must be collected using a core method 
 20 samples must be collected for the entire field 
 To ensure spatial independence of soil properties, use a random sampling pattern 
 Samples should be combined into one composite sample  
 The GPS coordinates and depth at each sampling location must be recorded 
 The combined 0-10 cm samples must be tested for all parameters 
 Soil samples must be analyzed by a certified soil laboratory  

 
A suggested mass of soil of at least 500 g should be collected from each depth for the initial (i.e. 
time zero) sampling. Future soil sample mass can be adjusted for the assessments being 
conducted. 
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Soil samples should be kept cool in the field and during transport. Samples should be 
maintained at 4°C as much as possible during processing. Samples should be sent to a soil lab 
for measurement of SOC, clay fraction, pH and bulk density. 
 
For each field sampling event, a Soil Sampling Log must be developed, including the following 
information: 
 

 Date of sampling event 
 Description of the core method and compositing procedure 
 The GPS coordinates of each sampling location  
 The core depth of each sample 
 The name/address of the third-party soil sampling contractor (if applicable) 
 The name/address of the certified soil laboratory used for analysis 

 

Step 1.5 DNDC Cropping Parameter Subcategories: Management Parameters  

Cropping input parameters capture data on the approved project activities, and are therefore 
crucial in modeling emissions under this protocol. As set out in Appendix B Step 1.1, the 
Cropping input parameter category is made up of six subcategories, namely Crop, Tillage, 
Fertilization, Manure Amendment, Irrigation and Flooding.  
 
Table B.7 summarizes the six subcategories of cropping parameters, referred to as crop 
management parameters, for which data must be input into DNDC by project developers to 
model emission reductions. 
 

Table B.7. DNDC Cropping Parameters by Subcategory 

Crop Input Parameters Unit Default or Site-Specific? 

Planting date Date Site-specific 

Harvest date Date Site-specific 

C/N ratio of the grain Ratio Default 

C/N ratio of the leaf + stem Ratio Default 

C/N ratio of the root tissue Ratio Default 

Fraction of leaves + stem left in field after harvest Fraction Site-specific 

Maximum biomass (yield) kg dry matter/ha/yr Site-specific  

Thermal degree days (TDD) °C Default 

Biomass fraction Fraction Default 

Water demand g water/g dry matter Default 

Tillage Input Parameters 

Number of tillage events Number Site-specific 

Date of tillage events Date Site-specific 

Depth of tillage events cm  Site-specific 

Fertilization Input Parameters Unit 
 

Number of fertilizer applications Number Site-specific 

Date of each fertilizer application Date Site-specific 

Application method Surface/injection Site-specific 

Type of fertilizer Type Site-specific 

Fertilizer application rate kg N/ha Site-specific 

Manure Amendment Input Parameters 

Number of organic applications per year Number Site-specific 
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Date of application Date Site-specific 

Type of organic amendment Type Default  

Application rate kg C/ha Site-specific 

Amendment C/N ratio Ratio Site-specific 

Irrigation Input Parameters 

Number of irrigation events Number Site-specific 

Date of irrigation events Date Site-specific 

Irrigation types Types Default 

Amount of water applied cm Site-specific 

Flooding Input Parameters 

Date of flood-up for growing season Date Site-specific 

Date of drain for crop harvest Date Site-specific 

Date of flood-up for winter flooding (if applicable) Date Site-specific 

Date of drain for winter flooding (if applicable) Date Site-specific 

 
Crop Input Parameters 

Default values for biomass fraction at maturity, biomass C/N ratio at maturity (i.e. C/N ratio of 
grain, leaf+stem, and root tissue, respectively), water demand and N fixation index are provided 
within DNDC for most rice cultivars and can be found in the “C:\DNDC\Library\Lib_crop” 
directory. The “crop.lst” file provides the look-up table for each crop. Where DNDC defaults are 
not available for the particular rice cultivar in use on a given field, data for biomass fraction, 
biomass C/N ratio, water demand65 and N fixation index66 should be obtained from UC Davis 

Jenkins Lab. The Thermal degree days value, defined as the cumulative air temperature from 
seeding to maturity of the crop, will need to be manually input based on default values sourced 
from UC Davis Jenkins Lab.67  

 
The maximum biomass parameter is site-specific and refers to the maximum grain yield 
(measured in kg dry matter/ha/yr) which has been recorded for each field for the given 
cultivation cycle. Once this value is set in the GUI, the model will automatically create maximum 
biomass values for leaf, stem and root. Maximum yields are used in model calibration (see 
Appendix B Step 3) and in modeling emissions (see Appendix B Step 4).  
 
When entering the fraction of leaves and stem left in the field after harvest, the project 
developer must ensure they provide sufficient evidence to their verifier to demonstrate their 
chosen value is appropriate. The provision of time/date stamped photographs of the height of 
the cutting blades used, close up photos of the residues in the field etc., may be helpful in this 
regard. 
 
Tillage Input Parameters 

The number and date of tillage events needs to be set based on field observations. The depth of 
tillage events parameter is set based on defaults provided in the DNDC GUI. When setting the 
depth of tillage events in DNDC, the project developer must set the value closest to the tillage 
method they used. The project developer needs to retain sufficient evidence to demonstrate to 

                                                
65

 Water demand represents the amount of water needed for the crop to produce a unit of dry matter of biomass (in g 
water/ g dry matter). 
66

 While the default N fixation index is 1 for non-legume crops, it must be calculated for legume crops, such as rice. 
The N fixation index is equal to the ratio (total N content in the plant)/(plant N taken from soil). 
67

 This information can be sourced directly from UC Davis. See http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/. 

http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/
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their verifier that they have chosen an appropriate default value. Photographic evidence and 
interviews with relevant staff may be useful in this regard. 
 
Fertilization Input Parameters 

The number, date, method and rate of fertilizer application events need to be set based on field 
observations. DNDC accepts seven types of fertilizers: urea, anhydrous ammonia, ammonium 
nitrate, nitrate, ammonium bicarbonate, ammonium sulfate, and ammonium phosphate. Where 
a project developer has used a fertilizer that combines several of these products, they will need 
to ensure that they enter the correct amount of each of these types of fertilizers. This 
information can typically be found on fertilizer packaging or by contacting the manufacturer, an 
agronomist, or a university agricultural extension officer. 
 
Manure Amendment Input Parameters 

DNDC allows for data on any soil amendment to be input into the model, and provides default 
parameters (i.e. C/N ratio) for several types of soil amendments. Project developers must use 
the DNDC default values for the soil amendments listed, unless no suitable DNDC defaults are 
provided. If no suitable DNDC default value is provided, project developers must provide 
verifiers with sufficient material to justify the use of any alternative value. 
 
Irrigation Input Parameters 

The number, date, and rate of irrigation events need to be set based on field observations. 
Project developers must select the “flood irrigation” type within the DNDC GUI, as this is the 
only type relevant to rice cultivation.  
 
Flooding Input Parameters 

The date of all flooding events needs to be set based on field observations. Note that flooding 
events that carry over from December to January of the next year must be set to end on 
December 35 in the DNDC GUI in order to be recorded correctly in the model. 
 

Step 2.1 Missing Climate or Soil Data 

The DNDC model will crash if instructed to run without a full set of data for each input 
parameter. In situations where portions of the climate or soil input data are missing, the project 
developer must apply the data substitution methodology outlined in this section. This 
methodology may also be used for periods when the project developer can show that the data 
are available but known to be corrupted or inaccurate (and where the corruption/inaccuracy can 
be verified with reasonable assurance). For periods when it is not possible to use the data 
substitution procedure below to fill gaps, no emission reductions may be claimed. 
 
Missing Climate Data 

The method used to correct or complete missing climate data depends on a number of factors, 
including: 
 

 The length of time that data were missing 
 Availability of data from alternative sources 
 The climate variable that is being corrected 

 
For gaps in climate data that do not exceed 14 days, project developers shall use the average 
value of the previous and following 14 days from the same source of data. For gaps that are 
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longer than 14 days, project developers shall use data for that same region from another 
source, or data from the nearest alternative weather station. 
 
Missing Soil Data 

If using SSURGO data for soil input parameters and data is missing in relation to one or more 
parameters, then project developers shall use data from the STATSGO database for those 
missing data. If data to replace the missing data is not available from the STATSGO database, 
then data must be sourced from field samples.  
 
If using field samples for all soil inputs, and some data is missing, the project developer must 
either resample for those parameters or use data from the SSURGO database. Where 
SSURGO data is unavailable, data from the STATSGO database may be used. 
 

Step 2.2 Historical Modeling 

When preparing DNDC for modeling (i.e. calibrating the model, as discussed in Step 3 below) 
and when using DNDC to model emissions for both the project and baseline scenarios, 
historical data must be input into the model. This is necessary to ensure DNDC has adequate 
background data to accurately model emissions. The rules for using historical data depend on 
whether the data is being used for calibration or for modeling emissions. 
 
When performing calibration, five years of historical data from the years immediately prior to the 
start date of the project must be used. No baseline or project scenario data are needed for 
calibration (other than for observed yield, as set out in Step 3 below). The same 5 years of data 
from the 5 years prior to the start of the project will be used as the historical period for the 
duration of the project. 
 
When modeling emissions, each time DNDC is run to calculate either the baseline scenario or 
project scenario emissions for a given cultivation cycle, it must be run using data from the 
cultivation cycle being modeled as well as 20 years of historical data, for a total of 21 years of 
data. The input parameters for the 20-year historical period are set by repeating all parameters 
from the five years before the start of the project four times. 
 
Additional guidance on using input files to create this 20-year historical period is provided in 
Appendix C and the DNDC User’s Guide Version 9.5. Table B.8 below provides an overview of 
this process. 
 

Table B.8. Schematic of Modeling and Calibration Periods 

Year 
-20 to -15* 

Year 
-15 to -10* 

Year 
-10 to -5* 

Year 
-5 to 0 

Year 
0 to 5 

Year 
5 to 10 

Historical Period Crediting Period 

Model Equilibration 

 Crop Yield 
Calibration 

Crediting 
Period 1 

Crediting 
Period 2 

Source: Figure adapted from Proposed VCS Methodology: Calculating Emission Reductions in Rice Management 
Systems. 
* Represented by repeating historical parameter values for years -5 to 0. 
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Step 2.3 Preparing DNDC Input Files 

As indicated in the Step 2.2 guidance above, each time DNDC is used to model emissions for 
either the baseline or project scenario, it requires 21 years of data. Inputting the requisite 21 
years of data can be done using a single input file.  
 
When entering data into DNDC, project developers first use the DNDC GUI. Once a particular 
dataset has been entered into the GUI, the data should be saved as an input file. Whenever the 
project developer wishes to re-enter this field’s data into the model in the future, he/she should 
do so by selecting this input file to be input into the model. The input file is also one of a number 
of digital resources that is necessary for monitoring, reporting, and verification (as discussed 
further in Sections 6, 7, and 8).  
 
The input files created by project developers contain data on all of the parameters required by 
DNDC, except for climate data. Separate input files are created for climate data in accordance 
with the formatting requirement stipulated in Appendix B Step 1.3 on climate input parameters. 
However, the input file can reference the relevant climate data files required to model the 
desired scenario, allowing DNDC to automatically draw climate data from existing data files. 
Project developers need to ensure they reference the 20 historical climate input files in correct 
order (i.e. the five historical years, repeated four times, in that specific order). Additional 
guidance on use of input files can be found in the User’s Guide for the DNDC Model (Version 
9.5) and in Appendix C of this protocol. Additional guidance on the requirements for the 
historical 20 year period can be found in Appendix B Step 2.2.  
 
Once project developers become familiar with the DNDC model, they can more efficiently alter 
the input text files manually so that most data will not need to be input using the DNDC GUI. 
Some values will still need to be manually input into the DNDC GUI each time, as described in 
the sections below.  
 
No DNDC default parameters shall be altered (i.e. values changed or data input where no 
values existed), unless explicitly directed to do so by this protocol. This can result in an incorrect 
parameterization of the DNDC model. 
 

Step 3 Calibrating the DNDC Model  

Prior to modeling baseline and project emissions for the first reporting period for each field, the 
DNDC model must be calibrated in order for the model to attain equilibrium in certain critical 
variables for which empirical data are lacking, such as the sizes and quality of the different 
carbon pools, and the inorganic nitrogen contents of soil pore water. This calibration step only 
needs to be performed once for the duration of the project, for each field. 
 
Proper parameterization of soil physical conditions (which drive soil moisture dynamics) and 
crop simulation play a crucial role in modeling C and N biogeochemistry and N2O emissions. 
Through transpiration and N uptake as well as depositing litter into soil, plant growth regulates 
soil water, C and N regimes, which in turn determine a series of biogeochemical reactions 
impacting soil carbon dynamics and CH4 and N2O emissions. 
 
Users shall calibrate the DNDC crop model for cropping systems to be included in the project. 
Figure B.2 outlines the steps for crop calibration.  
 
When undertaking the calibration process, the majority of data on soil input parameters comes 
from the historical baseline period (i.e. the five years immediately prior to the project start date):  
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 Maximum grain yield (kg dry matter/ha) shall be set based on the highest observed yield 

in the five year historical baseline period 
 TDD value shall be manually input based on data obtained from UC Davis Jenkins Lab68  
 Soil texture class shall be manually set based on the observed clay fraction in the soil 

 
The remaining soil values shall be set manually based on DNDC defaults. Where DNDC 
defaults are not available for the particular rice cultivar in use on a given field, defaults shall be 
obtained from UC Davis Jenkins Lab.69 

 
The steps for crop calibration are outlined below. Calibrating the DNDC model is an iterative 
process. To carry out the calibration process, the project developer must first run a five year 
simulation using data from the historical baseline period for that field. Once the simulation has 
been run, the project developer must then extract crop yields for the five years from the annual 
summary file. The project developer shall compare the difference between modeled outputs and 
observed yield for those five years. The maximum biomass and the thermal degree day 
parameters of the DNDC model must be manually adjusted so that DNDC predicts the 
maximum recorded yield during the five years before the start of the project with a maximal 
relative Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) of 10 percent of the observed mean.  
 
To achieve this calibration, the project developer must use the following process for the single 
year out of the historic five years that had the maximum observed rice yield. 
 

1. Adjust maximum biomass parameter: 
a. Enter observed maximum biomass 
b. Provide more than adequate fertilization (i.e. use the auto-fertilization option in 

DNDC) 
c. Provide more than adequate irrigation (i.e. use the irrigation index mode and set 

the index to 1) 
d. Run the year (or rotation) with the actual local climate/soil conditions 
e. Check the modeled grain yield – the difference between the modeled and the 

recorded yields during the five years before the start of the project observed 
grain yield should be within a maximal relative Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) 
of 10 percent of the observed mean. If the difference is greater than 10 percent, 
keep repeating steps (i) and/or (ii) below, until the result is below 10 percent. It is 
suggested that the user should alter the maximum biomass value by a 
percentage similar to the observed difference, in order to arrive at a properly 
calibrated result: 

i. If the difference is greater than 10 percent and the modeled grain yield is 
less than the actual yield, increase the maximum biomass parameter 

ii. If the difference is greater than 10 percent and the modeled grain yield is 
greater than the actual yield, decrease the maximum biomass parameter 
 

2. Adjust cumulative thermal degree days (TDD): Check the modeled maturity date 
which can be found in the “Day_FieldCrop.csv” file.70 The modeled maturity date must 
be brought to within seven days of the harvest date, for the model to be effectively 

                                                
68

 This information can be sourced directly from UC Davis. See http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/. 
69

 Ibid. 
70

 This file will only be available in the site results if the “record daily results” option is selected on the climate tab of 
the DNDC Graphical User Interface (GUI). 

http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/
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calibrated.71 The last column of this file, “GrainC,” shows daily grain weight (kg C/ha); 
the maturity date can be inferred by checking the last day where there is an increase in 
grain weight (i.e. the first day where the grain weight levels off): 

a. If the modeled maturity date is more than seven days later than the harvest date, 
you will need to reduce the TDD value 

b. If the modeled maturity date is more than seven days earlier than the harvest 
date, you will need to increase the TDD value 

 
Figure B.2 below illustrates this calibration process. 
 

                                                
71

 It is not necessary for the difference between observed and modeled TDD to be within seven days for each of the 
five historical years, but rather that the average over the five years be within seven days. 
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Figure B.2. Calibrating the DNDC Model 
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Step 4.1 Modeling Emissions using Monte Carlo Simulations 

To calculate emissions reductions, project developers need to first model emissions from the 
baseline scenario and then model emissions from the project scenario. These emissions are 
compared to calculate associated emission reductions. This section outlines the process for 
modeling the emissions. 
 
For this protocol, the DNDC model must be run using Monte Carlo batch runs to calculate 
emission estimates for a given cultivation cycle. A full set of 2,000 Monte Carlo runs must be 
performed for each calendar year within the baseline scenario and then a full set of 2,000 Monte 
Carlo runs must be performed for each calendar year within the project scenario. 
 
Monte Carlo simulations are a class of computational algorithm that rely on repeated random 
sampling within a set range of input values to compute results. Monte Carlo simulations are 
particularly useful when there is uncertainty with respect to data inputs, as thousands of runs 
can be performed quickly, an average result determined, and the variance in results calculated. 
The duration of each Monte Carlo run should be the same as the duration of the cultivation 
cycle for the field (i.e. approximately 365 days).The Monte Carlo runs are accomplished by 
running DNDC in batch mode with each entry in the batch file list representing a separate Monte 
Carlo run (see DNDC User’s Guide Version 9.5, for more information).  
 
For each field, a Monte Carlo simulation of 2,000 model runs shall be performed for each 
calendar year within both the baseline cultivation cycle and the project cultivation cycle 
corresponding to the current reporting period. For each of these 2,000 baseline cultivation cycle 
and 2,000 project scenario cultivation cycle runs, the project developer needs to input data for 
both the 20-year historical period and the cultivation cycle being modeled (see Appendix B Step 
1.2 for further guidance on sourcing data for project and static input parameters). Once the 
Monte Carlo simulation has been run using 21 years of data, results from the modeling of the 20 
year historical period shall be ignored; only the results from the 21st year (i.e. the cultivation 
cycle in either the project scenario or the baseline scenario being modeled), are used. 
 
It should be noted that modeling 21 years, as instructed, can be done using one single input file. 
Refer to Appendix B Step 2.3 and the DNDC User’s Guide Version 9.5 for further guidance on 
developing input files, Appendix B Step 1.2 for guidance on sourcing data for project and static 
input parameters and Appendix B Step 2.3 for guidance on how to set a 20-year historical 
baseline period appropriate to each crediting period. 
 
Once the Monte Carlo simulations are complete, results are recorded in a *.csv file. The name 
of the file shall be the site name as entered into DNDC. Project developers are strongly 
encouraged to use naming conventions for DNDC files based on the field serial number 
methodology described in Section 7.1.1.  
 
Note that DNDC saves the results from each Monte Carlo batch run into both annual summary 
files and daily summary files. When quantifying emission reductions and calculating the soil 
input uncertainty deduction, results need to be extracted from the daily results files, and only for 
those dates that fall within each field’s cultivation cycle. 
 
Specifying Monte Carlo Analysis Soil Input Uncertainty 

This protocol allows project developers the choice of using soil survey data (i.e. SSURGO) or 
field soil samples to estimate soil conditions. The method for parameterizing DNDC for Monte 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

 89 

Carlo analyses depends on whether SSURGO or directly measured soil data are used as 
inputs. 
 
If NRCS SSURGO soil survey data72 are used for setting soil parameter values, then default 
uncertainty estimates shall be set based on the uncertainty estimates and probability distribution 
functions (PDF) listed in Table B.9. For each soil stratum, the mean value shall be calculated as 
the area-weighted sum of the representative values for all of the relevant SSURGO data. 
 

Table B.9. Uncertainty Estimates and Probability Distribution Functions for Soil Parameters 

Parameter PDF Uncertainty 

Bulk density Log-normal  +/- 0.1 g/cm
3
 

Clay content Log-normal  +/- 10% 

SOC Log-normal  +/- 20% 

pH Normal  +/- 1 pH unit 

Source: Selected from http://www.abdn.ac.uk/modelling/cost627/Questionnaire.htm.  

 
If field measurements are used, then the uncertainty level for each soil parameter shall be +/- 10 
percent of the mean at a 90 percent confidence level. 
 

Step 4.2 Extracting DNDC Modeling Results for Calculating Emission Reductions 

The DNDC GUI creates estimates of primary emissions that occurred over the given year being 
modeled; however the model uses emission factors not employed by this protocol. Therefore, it 
is important that project developers do not extract emissions estimates from the DNDC user 
interface, but instead extract data from the daily *.csv files to manually generate emission 
results for the baseline and projects scenarios separately, using the emission factors stipulated 
in Equation 5.2. 
 
It is also important that project developers understand that the entire modeling process must be 
undertaken twice for each cultivation cycle being modeled, once for the calendar year within 
which the cultivation cycle starts, and again for the subsequent calendar year in which the 
cultivation cycle ends. Section 5.3 provides further explanation of the need to model two 
calendar years of emission reductions for each cultivation cycle.  
 
At the conclusion of a modeling exercise (for either the baseline or project scenario), the project 
developer extracts data from 2,000 separate results files for the 21st year being modeled, 73 for 
each calendar year being modeled. Specifically, from the daily *.csv files, project developers 
shall extract the direct GHG emission parameter values (N2O, CH4, and SOC content), and the 
indirect parameter values (NO3 and NH3+NOx). The SOC and CH4 values (expressed in DNDC 
as SOC and CH4flux respectively) shall be extracted from the Day_SoilC file. Data on all of the 
nitrogen-related parameters (i.e. N2O, NO3, and NH3+NOx) shall be extracted from the 
Day_SoilN file. 
 
The DNDC *.csv files contain data for each of the Julian days being modeled for a calendar year 
(i.e. approximately 365 days of data in each results file). From each of the 4,000 results files 
(2,000 from each calendar year), the project developer must extract data for only those dates 

                                                
72

 See http://soils.usda.gov/survey/geography/ssurgo/. 
73

 As explained in Step 4.1, the first 20 years of data/results are for historical modeling only. 

http://www.abdn.ac.uk/modelling/cost627/Questionnaire.htm
http://soils.usda.gov/survey/geography/ssurgo/
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that fit within the field’s cultivation cycle. The results for the cultivation cycle are then added 
together (for all parameters except SOC; SOC values are taken only for the last Julian day in 
the cultivation cycle), such that the project developer has a single value for each GHG 
parameter for the cultivation cycle, for each of the 2,000 Monte Carlo runs. Once these values 
have been generated they must be averaged according to Equation 5.2 in Section 5.4.1. At the 
end of this process, the project developer has a single value for each key GHG parameter, 
representing the average value for that parameter for the cultivation cycle across all of the 
Monte Carlo runs.  
 
This process must be repeated for both the baseline scenario and the project scenario. 
 

Step 5 Calculating Soil Input Uncertainty 

Project developers shall sum together primary emissions for the baseline scenario (CH4B + N2OB 

+ ∆SOCB,I),
74 and then sum together primary emissions for the project scenario (CH4P + N2OP + 

∆SOC value for the project scenario).75 The input uncertainty (µinputs,i) for greenhouse gas 
emissions due to uncertainty in soil input parameters for field i shall be calculated as the half-
width of the 90 percent confidence interval of the difference between the baseline and project 
scenario cultivation cycle primary emissions, where the primary emissions for each Monte Carlo 
run j are expressed as a percent of the mean GHG cultivation cycle emissions of field i. 
 
The soil input uncertainty deduction is used in Equation 5.4 to correct the total modeled primary 
emission reductions for soil input uncertainty. 
 
Further guidance on the development of soil input uncertainty deductions is provided in 
Appendix C. 
 
 

                                                
74

 Using CH4B and N2OB from Equation 5.3 and ∆SOCB,I from Equation 5.10, with each parameter converted into CO2 
equivalents. 
75

 Using CH4P and N2OP from Equation 5.3 and deriving a ∆SOC value for project scenario, in the same manner as 
the baseline ∆SOC value is derived in Equation 5.10, with each parameter converted into CO2 equivalents. 
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Appendix C RCPP General Quantification Guidance 
 
Quantification Guide Index: 
 
Introduction 

Development of Ex Ante Input Data and Assessment of Offset Potential 
Collection of Climate Data for DNDC Modeling 
Collection of Climate and Soil Data for DNDC Modeling 
Calculation of Input for Ex Post Offset Calculations 
Example: Assessing Impact of Input Uncertainties on Modeled Offsets 

DNDC Modeling Overview 
Sources of Data 
Creating Site Input Files 
Crop Model Calibration 
Running the Model and Viewing Results 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Scenarios: Overview 
General Effects of Model Parameter Changes 
Modeling Potential Project Scenarios 

Case Study: Paddy Rice 
Entering Input Data 
Crop Model Calibration 
Creating Alternative Management Scenarios 

Introduction 
This appendix is intended to be a practical guide for users of the DNDC model. As such, this 
appendix includes information that is not strictly needed for this protocol (for instance guidance 
on using the DNDC model for pre-project feasibility analyses).  
 
This guide describes the use of the DNDC model for the Reserve Rice Cultivation Project 
Protocol (RCPP). This guide assumes a basic familiarity with the model and its use and is 
meant to be used in conjunction with the User’s Guide for the DNDC Model (Version 9.5) 
(DNDC User’s Guide), which explains the background mechanics of the model as well as the 
functionality of the DNDC graphical user interface (GUI). 

Development of Ex Ante Input Data and Assessment of Offset Potential 

Prior to developing rice offset projects, project developers may want to assess opportunities 
prior to implementing projects. Such assessments are not required for this protocol. This 
assessment entails several steps, including collection of current agricultural management data, 
ex ante modeling of general baseline emissions and a suite of mitigation options, and first order 
assessment of economic feasibility of the mitigation measures.  
 
The first step in developing rice offset projects and applying the DNDC model to evaluate the 
potential magnitude of emission reductions requires collection of basic rice management data 
(plant/harvest dates, flooding/irrigation and tillage practices, fertilizer use, etc). Collection of 
soils and climate data for DNDC modeling is discussed below. 
 
Farmers decisions regarding when to plant rice, how much fertilizer to apply, when to till the 
soils, when to flood and when to harvest are driven by a combination of factors including 
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commodity prices, prices of resources (e.g. fertilizer) and weather patterns. Over a crop season 
it is possible that farmers have a good estimate of commodity prices and cost of inputs. 
However, climatic conditions and associated impacts on agricultural management decisions are 
difficult to predict prior to the growing season. We also know that management practices and 
weather both have a significant impact on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from agricultural 
soils. 
 
Given the reliance on weather patterns for decisions regarding agricultural management 
practices, the ex ante modeling is based on an estimation of what the growers think they will do 
in the future. The ex ante input data on management (see detailed discussion below on DNDC 
model inputs) for the baseline scenario should be based on recent management practices to 
satisfy both the performance standard criteria and simplify ex ante calculations. Once the 
baseline management practices are set, the project developers can assess what eligible 
mitigation measures they wish to implement by running DNDC with those changes in 
management that are both economically viable and have potential to reduce GHG emissions. 
Later in this document we present an example of the mechanics in using DNDC to evaluate 
potential offset management changes. 
 
Once a project is implemented, the project developer must collect all of the necessary input data 
for running the DNDC model. These data are collected through the growing season to insure 
that the data reflect exactly what the farmer did. The change in approved practice changes 
implemented by the project must be represented in the model inputs. The key to reliable and 
genuine project modeling is to define what and how management practices are changed under 
the project scenario. 

Collection of Climate Data for DNDC Modeling 

The DNDC model requires daily data on maximum and minimum temperature, precipitation and 
average wind speed. In California, these data can be collected from the CIMIS (California 
Irrigation Management Information System) network of weather stations. 

Collection of Climate and Soil Data for DNDC Modeling 

DNDC requires inputs of soil organic carbon content, soil bulk density, pH and clay fraction of 
the top 10 cm. Data on soil conditions for a given field can either be collected from existing soil 
surveys (NRCS SSURGO) or through direct measurement. The RCPP describes some general 
guidelines on soil sampling for measuring soil properties for DNDC model simulations. 

Calculation of Input for Ex Post Offset Calculations 

The ex ante calculations are just an estimate of the potential reductions from implementing one 
or more of the approved project activities. The ex post calculations, performed in accordance 
with Section 5.4.1 of the RCPP, determines the primary effect GHG reductions that occur on a 
field due to RC project activity. Once a farmer implements a project and changes management 
practices from what they would have done in the “baseline,” the baseline becomes a fictitious 
scenario that represents what the grower “would have done” in the absence of the RC project. 
 
The ex post model simulations are done for both the project management practices (what was 
actually done and recorded by the project) and the “baseline” management. The baseline 
management practices are the same as the project except for the specific changes in 
management selected for the project (e.g. those management practices that are recognized as 
approved project activity practices in Section 2.2 of the RCPP). Because ex post calculations 
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represent the real reductions achieved at the field over the course of a complete cultivation 
cycle, actual weather data must be used for the ex post model simulations. 

Example: Assessing Impact of Input Uncertainties on Modeled Offsets  

This section describes how to calculate the impact of input uncertainties on DNDC modeled 
emission reductions following the procedures summarized in Section 5.4.2 of the RCPP. Input 
uncertainty must be quantified when using the DNDC model because the DNDC model can be 
sensitive to changes in input parameters, specifically changes in soil conditions. The Monte 
Carlo Input Uncertainty assessment models the GHG emissions thousands of times for a 
specific field, with each model run using slightly different soil parameters. The soil parameters 
for each Monte Carlo run are randomly selected based on the probability distribution function 
(PDF) expected for each soil input used to parameterize the model. Project developers can 
choose to use either the SSURGO database or field sampling to characterize the soil input 
parameters. 
 
The following example demonstrates the Monte Carlo modeling approach described in 
Appendix B Step 4.1 of the RCPP. To apply this method for assessing the impact of uncertainty 
of soil conditions, the first step entails defining a possible range and probability distribution of 
the soil conditions. For this example, we use soil databases developed by the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Services (USDA NRCS). The general approach 
is to assume some variability in site soil attributes (clay fraction, organic matter fraction, bulk 
density, and pH) as modeled in the USDA NRCS SSURGO soil model. Using a Monte Carlo 
simulation, one must model identical crop management practices and meteorological conditions 
while varying soil conditions through the expected range of conditions. The current uncertainty 
tool in DNDC allows users to run thousands of model simulations in a Monte Carlo mode for 
most input parameters. However, the current tool in the model assumes an even distribution 
(PDF) for each parameter. The RCPP requires the Monte Carlo run to assume a log-normal 
distribution of each of the soil attributes as well as some amount of correlation between them. 
The three steps for running the model in Monte Carlo mode can be described as: 
 

 An analysis of correlation between the four soil attributes. In the development of the 
RCPP an analysis of SSURGO soil data for over 6000 rice fields was completed to 
develop default correlation coefficients for key soil input parameters. The default 
correlation coefficients are provided in Table C.1 below. 

 Programmatic generation of DNDC inputs based on the Monte Carlo method and pre-
defined correlation coefficients. 

 Running the DNDC model in site mode using the batch processing option and 
synthesizing the results. 

 
We demonstrate this approach in two ways; the first assumes no correlation between soil 
parameters, which is conservative since we know that there is significant correlation between 
soil parameters. The second set of Monte Carlo runs utilized correlation statistics as part of the 
sampling procedure. 
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Soil attributes are stored within the SSURGO database according to the following relationships: 
 

Horizon 
Contains soil attribute data (low, representative, and high values) based on an 
assessment of soil field conditions 

 [one to many] 

Component 
The basic soil type (roughly equivalent to soil series) – soil components have many 
horizons and have no explicit spatial location 

 [one to many] 

Map Unit 
The smallest mapped polygon in the SSURGO model – soil map units have many 
components of varying fractions 

 
To assess correlation among soils in rice growing areas of California, all map units intersecting 
rice fields as mapped in the California Department of Water Resources land use database were 
selected. From this selection, we identified all soil components contained within the map units. 
Soil attribute data came from the top horizon for each component. Thus, the final database 
represents all soil horizons intersecting rice fields. 
 
Pearson correlation coefficients we calculated for each set of pairs for representative values of 
the four soil attributes: 
 

Table C.1. Soil Correlation Coefficients 

 Clay 
fraction 

OM 
fraction 

Bulk 
Density 

pH 

Clay Fraction 1 - - - 

OM Fraction 0.139 1 - - 

Bulk Density -0.526 -0.685 1 - 

pH 0.263 0.098 -0.126 1 

 
The Monte Carlo simulation should randomly generate 2,000 numbers for each of the four soil 
properties with the correlation matrix and with each following a log-normal distribution. This can 
be done by using the Cholesky decomposition of the correlation matrix to transform a set of 
standard-normal random numbers in the logarithm space. The representative value are used as 
the mean, while the low and high values are transformed into log space and treated as a range 
of +/- 3 standard deviations. This will result in four sets of 2,000 correlated random numbers, 
normally distributed. The soil properties, other than pH, are then calculated by taking the 
exponent of the numbers. 
 
The DNDC model should then be run as a batch using the DNDC site mode (see DNDC User’s 
Guide). To demonstrate this, we ran two scenarios (one with a winter flood, one without a winter 
flood) for a single field as follows: 
 

 Rice planted May 1, harvested September 11 
 Tillage on April 23, April 26, April 27, April 29, and September 15 
 Fertilizer on April 30 (injected anhydrous ammonia), May 1 (surface application of 

(NH4)2HPO4), May 26 (surface application of (NH4)2SO4) 
 Flooded from May 1 to September 1 
 Winter flood from November 15 to January 31 (only for the winter flood scenario) 
 Rice straw burned once every eight years 

 
These results indicate the modeled methane emissions and net GHG emissions are quite 
sensitive to soil conditions. At 90 percent confidence interval, the range in modeled CH4 and net 
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GHG emissions were significant (over 14 percent in both baseline and project simulations) (see 
Table C.2 below). However, the impact of soil uncertainties on modeled changes in emissions 
from baseline to project conditions were quite small (<3 percent). Figure C.1 below shows the 
histogram of the Monte Carlo simulation results for the case assuming no correlation between 
soil input parameters. It is clear for this baseline and project scenario, that uncertainty in soil 
input parameters impacted both baseline and project modeled emissions in a similar degree. 
Accounting for correlation between soil input parameters reduced uncertainties. The table below 
summarizes these results. 
 

 
Figure C.1. Change in Modeled Offsets Based on Running Monte Carlo Analysis on Soil Input 

Uncertainty 

 

Table C.2. Uncertainty in Modeled GHG Emissions and Change in Emissions at 90 Percent Confidence 
Interval due to Uncertainty in Soil Values 

 
Assuming No Correlation 
in Soil Input Parameters 

Accounting for Correlation 
of Soil Input Parameters 

 

CH4 GWP 
(90% CI / 
Mean)  

Total GHG 
GWP (90% 
CI / Mean)  

CH4 GWP 
(90% CI / 
Mean)  

Total GWP 
(90% CI / 
Mean)  

Baseline 14.7% 14.4% 14.0% 13.7% 

Project 18.5% 20.0% 17.5% 19.1% 

Baseline-Project 1.0% 2.2% 0.2% 1.4% 

DNDC Modeling Overview 
This section of the guide is a general overview of the modeling process to give the user a sense 
of the steps involved in evaluating various land management scenarios. It presents material on 
gathering input data for the model, using the DNDC GUI to enter data, setting up appropriate 
soil conditions for the model, calibrating parameters for crops, viewing results, and estimating 
model uncertainty. 

Monte Carlo Analysis: Impact of Uncertainties in Soil Inputs
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Sources of Data 

Prior to running the DNDC model, numerous input data are required, including information on 
soil, meteorology (climate), and management practices. As DNDC looks principally at soil 
dynamics, accurate soil parameters are critical: at a minimum, users should gather precise data 
for soil organic matter content (kg C/kg soil), bulk density (g/cm3), soil texture (soil clay fraction 
can be used as a proxy here), and pH. Daily meteorological data for the modeling timeframe 
should include maximum and minimum air temperatures (°C) and precipitation (cm). 

Creating Site Input Files 

Once the user has gathered natural conditions and management information for the site, DNDC 
input files can be created using the DNDC GUI. The user will enter information for the following 
twelve thematic areas: 
 

 Site 
 Climate 
 Soil 
 Farming rotation management 
 Crop  
 Tillage 
 Fertilization 
 Manure amendment76 
 Irrigation 
 Flooding 
 Plastic mulch (not relevant for RCPP) 
 Grazing and cutting (not relevant for RCPP) 

 

For a step-by-step guide to data input, the user may refer to the DNDC User’s Guide, Section 
III-1.1. 

Crop Model Calibration 

Crop simulation plays a crucial role in modeling carbon and nitrogen biogeochemistry in and 
greenhouse gas emissions from the agroecosystems. DNDC default parameters for California 
rice are provided. Where DNDC defaults are not available for the particular rice cultivar in use 
on a given field, alternative values for defaults prescribed by this protocol may be obtained from 
the UC Davis Jenkins Lab.77 The parameters for soil crop simulation are: 
 

 Maximum biomass (kg C/ha): The maximum biomass productions for grain, leaves and 
stems (non-harvest above ground biomass), and roots under optimum growing 
conditions (namely, maximum biomass assuming no N, water or growing degree day 
limitations). The unit is kg C/ha (1 kg dry matter contains 0.4 kg C). If local data are not 
available, then California default values must be used.  

 Biomass fraction: The grain, leaves and stem, and root fractions of total rice biomass 
at maturity.  

 Biomass C/N ratio: Ratio of C/N for grain, leaves and stem, and roots at maturity. 

                                                
76

 DNDC allows for data on any soil amendment to be input into the model, and provides default parameters (i.e. C/N 
ratio) for several types of soil amendments. Users must adopt the DNDC default values for the soil amendments 
listed, unless no suitable DNDC defaults are provided. Where no DNDC default is provided or alternative values are 
believed to be more appropriate, users may provide verifiers with sufficient material to justify the use of any such 
alternative data. 
77

 This information can be sourced directly from UC Davis. 
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 Thermal degree days (°C): Cumulative air temperature from seeding until rice maturity.  
 Water demand (g water/g dry matter): Amount of water needed for the rice crop to 

produce a unit of dry matter of biomass (also known as transpiration efficiency).  
 N fixation index: The default number is 1 for non-legume crops. For legume crops, the 

N fixation index is equal to the ratio of total plant N content to plant N taken from soil. For 
rice, this value must be set at 1. 

 

Default values for N deposition, NH3 background and CO2 concentration should be obtained 
from the National Atmospheric Deposition Program data or data from UC Davis Jenkins Lab.78 
The TDD value will need to be manually input based on a default value found in a look up table 
derived from UC Davis Jenkins Lab. The remaining soil values will need to be set manually 
based on DNDC defaults and can be found in the “C:\DNDC\Library\Lib_crop directory.” The 
“crop.lst” file provides the look-up table for crop numbers for each crop. In addition to the crop 
libraries included with DNDC, the Crop Creator feature (see “Tools” tab on DNDC user 
interface) allows the user to create a new crop library (by entering in all of the parameters listed 
above) or modify an existing crop library. Figure C.2, below, shows the DNDC Crop Creator 
interface. For information on using the Crop Creator, the user may refer to DNDC User’s Guide, 
Section III-2.3. The crop creator tool can be used to develop the input parameters for a new rice 
variety. Where DNDC defaults are not available for the particular rice cultivar in use on a given 
field, defaults may be obtained from UC Davis Jenkins Lab. 
 

 
Figure C.2. DNDC Crop Creator 

 

                                                
78

 This information can be sourced directly from UC Davis. See http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/. 

http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/
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To use the model according to the RCPP, the user must calibrate the DNDC crop model based 
on actual site conditions. At least five years of observed crop yields should be used for setting 
maximum rice grain yield (kg C/ha). In addition, for the particular rice variety used, the biomass 
fraction (% grain and % leaf and stem), and biomass C/N ratio for grain, leaves and stem, and 
roots should be obtained from the look up tables derived from UC Davis Jenkins lab.79 DNDC 
default parameters which can be found in the “C:\DNDC\Library\Lib_crop” directory. DNDC 
provided default values or defaults sourced from UC Davis must be used for all of these 
parameters except the maximum biomass parameter, which must be manually set in the model 
based on historical yields. Biomass fraction and C/N ratios are typically constant for a cultivar, 
so if no DNDC default value can be found for the particular cultivar used on a given field, an 
alternative default value can be sourced from UC Davis (see Appendix B Step 1.4 for RCPP 
requirements). The steps for crop calibration are outlined in Appendix B Step 3. 

Running the Model and Viewing Results 

Once soil and crop calibration are complete, input parameters are entered, and input files are 
saved for later use, the model can be run. For details on running the model, the user may refer 
to the DNDC User’s Guide, Section III-1.3. Model run results can be viewed either through the 
DNDC GUI or in text files saved to the user’s hard-drive. Results in the DNDC GUI give a quick 
overview of results by year for crop(s), nitrogen, carbon, water, and greenhouse gas emissions. 
Viewing results via the GUI is described in detail in the DNDC User’s Guide, Section III-1.4. 
 
Daily and annual results are saved in text file format so that they can be retrieved and 
reprocessed with any spreadsheet or word processor tools (e.g. Microsoft Excel or OpenOffice 
Calc). Daily results include information on crop growth, soil carbon and nitrogen pools and 
fluxes, soil climate, and water budget. In addition, summarized annual results are saved in 
report and tabular format. Text file results are described in detail in the DNDC User’s Guide, 
Section IV-1. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Scenarios: Overview  
This appendix provides an overview of the GHG emission evaluation process using DNDC. 
While this document is not intended to be used to select the actual scenarios to be used, we 
provide some background material here on the general effects of parameter changes in DNDC 
and a brief discussion of trade-offs between management practices, GHG emission, and crop 
yield. In addition, we describe the general framework for the ideal approach to scenario 
evaluation. 

General Effects of Model Parameter Changes 

The user should consider what GHG mitigation options make sense for their particular 
application and set-up DNDC modeling appropriately. Seeking input from local experts and 
surveying literature specific to the system of interest is the preferred approach. This section 
(and the accompanying tables in the appendix) provides a very general overview of methane 
mitigation options. 
 
Reductions to CH4 emissions fall into four categories: changes to soil character, organic matter 
management, crop/plant management, and flooding. Changes to soil character (such as by 
converting wetland soils to upland crop) often affect other GHG emissions such as C 
sequestration or N2O emissions. Crop or plant management and organic matter management 

                                                
79

 This information can be sourced directly from UC Davis. See http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/. 

http://ucanr.edu/sites/UCRiceProject/
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are typically effective in wetlands soils. Changes to flooding regime are often the most feasible 
option, but can also influence N2O emissions. 

Modeling Potential Project Scenarios 

Ideally, each scenario should be run for the same time period, using the same site 
characteristics for several years (five or more): because of climate-related interannual variability, 
emissions and yields can vary significantly from year to year. Running the model for several 
years will ensure a reasonable average. If a multi-year run is not possible, a Monte Carlo 
simulation may provide better results. Due to the use of annual reporting periods, this protocol 
requires the use of Monte Carlo simulations to reduce model uncertainty. 
 
The general process for evaluating scenarios is as follows (a specific example can be found in 
the Case Studies section): 
 

 Create baseline input files for DNDC (including *.dnd file and climate files) 
 Create management alternatives based on approved project activities 
 Run baseline and project management scenarios 
 Import text results into spreadsheet software (e.g. Microsoft Excel or OpenOffice Calc) 

and generate mean annual per hectare values (in CO2 equivalents) for the principal 
parameters; 

o Change to soil organic carbon (ΔSOC) 
o Methane (CH4) 
o Nitrous oxide (N2O) 

 Sum CO2 equivalents to derive total annual GHG emissions (zeroing out any net 
emission reductions from SOC or N2O, as reductions to these gases are not credited in 
the RCPP) 

 Useful graphs might include: 
o Bar chart comparing total GHG emissions by scenario 
o Bar chart comparing grain yield by scenario 

Case Study: Paddy Rice 
In this section we will provide a step-by-step example of an evaluation of management 
scenarios for a 20.8 hectare rice paddy in California. In this case, we are using data from an 
actual field, with six years of detailed management, meteorological and atmospheric, and soils 
data. Here is the baseline management scenario: 
 

 Single crop: rice 
 No removal of crop residue 
 Tillage prior to and after cropping  
 Fertilizer applications prior to and after planting 
 Flooded field from late May through early September 
 Winter flood from December through February/March 

Entering Input Data 

As one would do with any DNDC model site run, we will begin by entering all of the site, soil, 
and cropping information available to us; this initial set-up will form the basis for the crop 
calibration process and the baseline run. Figure C.3 shows the basic site information and 
climate information for our rice paddy. Climate files were created based on data from a nearby 
agricultural weather station. Nitrogen concentration from rainfall was generated from data from a 
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nearby monitoring station and represents annual average total deposition averaged over the six 
years. 
 

 
Figure C.3. Rice Site and Climate Input 

 

Figure C.4 shows the soil data for our rice field based on site soil sampling. In this case we have 
data for the land use type (rice paddy), clay fraction (0.31), bulk density (1.45 g/cm3), soil pH 
(7.5), and surface soil organic carbon (0.75 percent). For the rest of the parameters we will use 
the DNDC defaults. 
 

 
Figure C.4. Rice Soil Input 
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Next we will setup the cropping systems for our rice paddy. Figure C.5 shows how our cropping 
systems will be arranged for our six-year time period. The total years of the model run will be six 
years (based on the input in the Climate/Site tab); since each year of the run will have slightly 
different parameters, we will set these up as six different cropping systems (i.e. “Number of 
cropping systems applied…” should be set to 6) each of which lasts one year (i.e. “Duration of 
this cropping system…” should be set to 1 for each year). 
 

 
Figure C.5. Rice Cropping Systems 

 
For this demonstration, we will show a single cropping system (year 1) as entered into DNDC 
(Figure C.6 through Figure C.8). The user can enter the cropping information for years 2 
through 6 based on the information shown in Table C.3. 
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Table C.3. Rice Cropping System Information 

Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Cropping System 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Plant Date 5/19 6/1 5/22 5/22 5/21 5/30 

Harvest Date 10/12 10/30 10/15 10/13 10/29 11/12 

Tillage 1 5/12 – 10 cm 5/25 – 10 cm 5/15 – 10 cm 5/15 – 10 cm 5/14 – 10 cm 5/23 – 10 cm 

Tillage 2 5/13 – 10 cm 5/26 – 10 cm 5/16 – 10 cm 5/16 – 10 cm 5/15 – 10 cm 5/24 – 10 cm 

Tillage 3 5/14 – 0 cm 5/27 – 0 cm 5/17 – 0 cm 5/17 – 0 cm 5/16 – 0 cm 5/25 – 0 cm 

Tillage 4 10/18 – 5 cm 11/5 – 5 cm 10/21 – 5 cm 10/19 – 5 cm 11/4 – 5 cm 11/18 – 5 cm 

Tillage 5 10/19 – 5 cm 11/6 – 5 cm 10/22 – 5 cm 10/20 – 5 cm 11/5 – 5 cm 11/19 – 5 cm 

Fertilization 1 

5/14 - 114.33 kg 
N/ha Urea 

5/27 - 112.09 kg 
N/ha Urea 

5/17 - 116.57 kg 
N/ha Urea 

5/17 - 121.05 kg N/ha 
Urea 

5/16 - 134.5 kg N/ha 
Urea 

5/25 - 146.83 kg N/ha 
Urea 

injected to 10 cm injected to 10 cm injected to 10 cm injected to 10 cm injected to 10 cm injected to 10 cm 

Fertilization 2 

6/29 – 168.13 kg 
N/ha Ammonium 
Sulfate 

7/13 - 168.13 kg 
N/ha Ammonium 
Sulfate 

7/25 - 168.13 kg 
N/ha Ammonium 
Sulfate 

- 
6/25 - 168.13 kg N/ha 
Ammonium Sulfate 

7/4 – 196.15 kg N/ha 
Ammonium Sulfate 

applied to surface applied to surface applied to surface - applied to surface applied to surface 

Fertilization 3 
- - - - 

7/10 – 196.15 kg N/ha 
Ammonium Sulfate 

7/17 – 168.13 kg N/ha 
Ammonium Sulfate 

- - - - applied to surface applied to surface 

Flood Date 5/15/2005 5/27/2006 5/17/2007 6/11/2008 6/20/2009 5/24/2010 

Drain Date 9/8/2005 9/24/2006 9/15/2007 9/10/2008 9/22/2009 10/2/2011 

Additional Info       

two "flushes" this 
year, entered as 
single day floods on 
5/17 and 6/2 

two "flushes" this year, 
entered as single day 
floods on 5/23 and 6/7 

  

Winter Flood Date 12/1/2005 12/1/2006 12/1/2007 12/1/2008 12/1/2009 12/1/2010 

Winter Drain Date 2/28/2006 2/28/2007 2/28/2008 2/28/2009 3/15/2010 3/15/2011 

Leak Rate 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 

Yield (kg/ha) 9,796  9,097  10,882  8,980  10,087  7,220  

Yield (kg C / ha) 3,918  3,639  4,353  3,592  4,035  2,888  
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Figure C.6 shows crop information for year 1. In this case we have entered crop type (paddy 
rice), planting dates, and fraction of leaves and stems left in the field (assumed to be all of the 
crop residue or 100 percent). In addition, in preparation for the crop calibration process we have 
entered in the maximum biomass for grain based on our measured data (4,353 kg C/ha) and the 
biomass C/N ratio from field measured data – we have accepted the default values for the rest 
of the crop parameters for now. 
 

 
Figure C.6. Rice Farming Management Practices – Crop 
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Figure C.7 shows tillage practices. We have entered in all five applications and their associated 
dates and methods. 
 

 
Figure C.7. Rice Farming Management Practices – Tillage 
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Figure C.8 shows fertilizer applications. We have entered in two applications and their 
associated dates, depths, and amounts. 
 

 
Figure C.8. Rice Farming Management Practices – Fertilization 
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Figure C.9 shows flooding management. We have entered in two floods (one seasonal and one 
winter flood) and their associated start and end dates as well as a leak rate of 0.08. 
 

 
Figure C.9. Rice Farming Management Practices – Flooding 

 
Since the farming management practices for this particular paddy do not involve any manure 
amendments, irrigation, plastic applications, or grazing/cutting, we will not enter any information 
on these tabs. The user should ensure that no residual information remains on these tabs from 
previous model runs. 
 
When all of the information is entered, the user should save the results to a *.dnd file – we will 
call this “Baseline.dnd”; this file can be used later to set-up alternative management scenarios 
or to re-run model results. 

Crop Model Calibration 

The model can now be run to prepare for the crop model calibration – this can be done on the 
main DNDC screen by clicking the site mode “Run” button. Results are put in the 
“C:\DNDC\Result\Record\Site” directory.  
 
To review the first iteration of the crop calibration process, we need to compare the modeled 
yield with measured yield. Modeled yield can be found in “Multi_year_summary.csv” in the 
“Yield_GrainC” field. These values can be compared with measured yields as in Table C.4. In 
this case, the maximum absolute difference between measured and modeled yields is large (48 
percent) so we will opt to run another iteration with adjusted crop parameters. 
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Table C.4. Rice Crop Model Calibration – Iteration 1 

Year 
DNDC Yield 
(Yield_GrainC) 

Measured 
Yield 

Absolute 
Difference 

Absolute Difference 
Percent 

1 4,041  3,918  123  3% 

2 4,012  3,639  373  10% 

3 4,134  4,353  219  5% 

4 3,266  3,592  326  9% 

5 3,506  4,035  529  13% 

6 4,266  2,888  1,378  48% 

 
We will start the calibration process by modeling a single year: the year with the maximum 
measured yield (year 3). We will create the run using all of the site characteristics (climate, soil, 
and known crop parameters), and, as suggested in step 1 of the calibration process, we will use 
optimal fertilization (i.e. use the auto-fertilization setting). When this iteration is run, grain yield is 
4,264 kg C/ha/y; a difference of only two percent. Since this difference is small, we will use the 
maximum measured yield as the maximum biomass parameter. 
 

 
Figure C.10. Rice Crop Yields - Iteration 1 

 
Next, we will check the modeled grain maturity date in the “Day_FieldCrop.csv” file: grain 
matures on day 238 (August 26) – this appears to be too early as the maturity date should be 
approximately the same date as the seasonal flood drain date (September 15). By increasing 
the thermal degree days parameter from 2,200 to 2,700 and re-running the model, we arrive at 
a more reasonable maturity date (day 260 or September 17). 
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Since there is no irrigation for paddy rice crops we can skip step 3 of the calibration process. 
We can now make one minor adjustment to the baseline scenario based on the calibration 
process: change the crop thermal degree days parameter from 2,200 to 2,700. 

Creating Alternative Management Scenarios 

For this rice paddy example we will look at two scenarios: 
 

 Water seeded rice with all crop residue left onsite, with a winter flood (the baseline 
scenario) 

 Dry seeded rice with all crop residue left onsite, with a winter flood (the dry seeded 
scenario) 

 
To do this, we will make a copy of the baseline scenario (“Baseline.dnd”) to be adjusted for the 
alternative scenarios. Each file can be renamed to represent a scenario. We will use the 
following file names: 
 

 “Baseline.dnd” 
 “DrySeeded.dnd” 

 
There are two ways to change the parameters in each *.dnd file. The first is through the DNDC 
GUI. For a complicated, multi-year run, this is straightforward and a less error-prone method. 
Users who familiarize themselves with the *.dnd file format (see DNDC User’s Guide, Section 
III-1.2) may be able to make these same changes in a text editor. 
 
We will go through the revision process for the above-listed scenarios here (“DrySeeded.dnd”). 
 
Here are the key changes to the baseline to create the dry seeded scenario: 
 

 Site name  →  dry seeded80 

 Adjust the timing of the flood-up period relative to seeding, shift from May 17 to June 12 
 Add two irrigation events (May 23 and June 1) 

 
Open the “DrySeeded.dnd” scenario on the DNDC Input Information dialogue (click on “Open an 
input data file”). The site name can be changed on the Climate tab of the Input Information 
dialogue. We will call this scenario “DrySeeded.” 
 
For each of the cropping systems (years), we will change the flooding information. Baseline 
flooding is shown in Figure C.11. And, since we are shifting to dry seeding, we will shift the 
second flood start date from May 17 to June 12 (see Figure C.12). 
 

                                                
80

 Project developers will eventually be running these scenarios in batch mode, so it is important that the site name 
be changed so that project developers will be able to distinguish the various results from each other. 
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Figure C.11. Baseline to Flooding 

 

 
Figure C.12. Dry Seeding Flooding 
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In addition to a shift in when the fields are flooding for the rice growing season, dry seeding 
requires irrigation events following seeding to establish a good crop canopy prior to flooding. For 
this example we illustrate use of two irrigation events (May 23 and June 1) with 10 cm irrigation 
water for each event. Figure C.13 illustrates the DNDC irrigation tab with these two 10 cm 
irrigation events scheduled for May 23 and June 1. 
 

 
Figure C.13. Irrigation Events for Dry Seeding Scenario 

 
Results for each site run can be examined using the DNDC results tab. Annual emissions for 
year 20 of a 20-year run for both baseline and dry seeded scenarios are presented in Figure 
C.14 and Figure C.15, respectively. 
 



Rice Cultivation Project Protocol  Version 1.1, June 2013 

 111 

 
Figure C.14. DNDC Results Panel for Baseline Scenario 

 

 
Figure C.15. DNDC Results Panel Dry Seeding Scenario 

 
For this example shift from wet seeded rice to dry seeded, the modeled reduction in GHG 
emissions was 0.997 tCO2e/ha. 
 
Once the site level *.dnd files are created for both the baseline and project scenarios, the new 
software tool for creating all the batch file inputs following the Monte Carlo sampling procedures 
described in the RCPP can be run. Once the input files are complete, the user can then select 
batch mode from the tools menu in DNDC (see Figure C.16) and run DNDC in batch mode. A 
second software tool will then compile all the results from the batch run and provide the model 
estimates of GHG reductions. 
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Figure C.16. Batch Mode in DNDC 
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Appendix D Derivation of Structural Uncertainty Deduction 
Factors 

D.1 Overview 
As described in Section 5.4.2 of the protocol, the deduction factor to account for DNDC model 
structural uncertainty will be published on the Reserve’s website (and periodically updated),. 
This section explains the methodology used by the Reserve to determine the deduction factor. 
 
The structural uncertainty deduction factor will be a function of the total number of fields 
registering emission reductions with the Reserve in any given cultivation cycle. The procedure 
described in this appendix will be performed for each region for which the RCPP is applicable in 
order to determine the appropriate uncertainty deduction factor to be used for each region. For 
each region, the Reserve will determine the exact deduction factors to be used, and whether the 
deduction factors are additive or multiplicative (determined as described below). This version of 
the protocol is applicable to the California Sacramento Valley Region and uses DNDC Version 
9.5, for which the structural uncertainty deduction is additive. The structural uncertainty factor is 
derived based on validation of a specific version of DNDC, and can only be applied to that 
version. As such, the Reserve will publish structural uncertainty deductions that are specific to a 
single version of the DNDC model. 
 
The structural uncertainty deduction factor µstruct is defined such that, after application of the 
uncertainty deduction factor to the direct emission reductions81 the following inequality holds in 
95 percent of the cases, i.e. with 95 percent confidence. 
 
                   
 
The uncertainty deduction can be either added or multiplied to the gross difference between 
project and baseline emissions, depending on whether the error structure of the residuals is 
additive or multiplicative.  
 
In the additive case: 
 
                             
 
In the multiplicative case: 
 
                             
 
Where, 
 
DERs = Direct emission reductions 

        = Structural uncertainty factor 

           = Field results for project emissions 

           = Field results for baseline emissions 

 
Before the derivation of µstruct is continued, the lack of bias is confirmed and it is determined 
whether the error structure of the residuals is additive or multiplicative. 

                                                
81

 Note that although DNDC is used to model both direct emission reductions and some indirect emission reductions, 
for simplicity, this guide refers to all modeled emission reductions as direct. 
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D.2 Confirming the Lack of Bias 
The derivation of the structural uncertainty term assumes that no bias exists between measured 

and modeled results, or that                 . The DNDC model has been shown to predict 
greenhouse fluxes without bias, when correctly calibrated. This methodology specifies how 
model inputs can be set so that the model is calibrated correctly. For each region, it is explicitly 
tested that the model calibration strategy does not lead to bias by comparing modeled and 
measured emissions using a paired t-test. 

D.3 Verification of the Nature of the Structural Error 
The structural error induced by a biogeochemical model such as DNDC is either multiplicative or 
additional.  
 
In case the error is additive: 
 
                     with          

 
In case the error is multiplicative: 
 
                     with          
 
For each region, it is explicitly determined whether an additive or multiplicative error model must 
be assumed. The deviation between modeled and measured results will be multiplicative if 
residuals increase with increasing modeled values. However, if the deviation between modeled 
and measured results is additive, the residuals will be constant across modeled values. This is 
verified by investigating the heteroscedasticity of the residuals or by plotting the residuals 
versus the model values. In case of doubt, the additive case will lead to more conservative 
crediting than the multiplicative case and may be used as a default. 

D.4 Derivation of the Structural Uncertainty Deduction in Case the 
Error Term is Additive 

If the error is additive and the model is bias-free, the following error model can be assumed for 
the project and baseline emissions. 
 

                  with            
                  with            

 
A correlation between the project and baseline residuals may exist: 
 
              
 
Where, 
 
        = Structural uncertainty factor 

            = Model results for project emissions 

            = Model results for baseline emissions 

           = Field results for project emissions 

           = Field results for baseline emissions 

   = Error term for project emissions 
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   = Error term for baseline emissions 

σ = Standard deviation of the residuals between modeled and measured values 

ρ = Correlation between project residuals and baseline residuals 

 
If the direct emission reductions are the difference between project and baseline, one can write: 
 

                         
                      
 
Where: 
 
DERmodel = Direct emission reductions based on modeled emissions 
DERmeas = Direct emission reductions based on measured emissions 

 
Because there is no bias between the model and the measurements, the average of the 
difference between DERmodel – DERmeas is 0. The variance of this difference is: 
 
                      =                              
 =             
 =           
 
In case there are multiple fields n, the inequality introduced in the beginning of this section has 
to hold only for the sum of the direct emission reductions, and for the direct emission reductions 
of each individual field. In this case, the variance of the sum of the emission reductions is: 
 

                         

 

   

  
=                                    

 =                
 =            
 
If s is the standard deviation of the model residuals based on a limited set of k calibration 
values, the one-sided 95 percent confidence interval around the sum of the differences DERmodel 
– DERmeas is: 
 

                                       
 
In other words: 
 

        
        

  
              

 
Where: 
 
µstruct = Structural uncertainty factor 
s = Standard deviation  
ρ = Correlation between project residuals and baseline residuals 
tinv = Inverse of the cumulative t-distribution with a specific confidence and degrees of 

freedom 
k = Number of pairs of modeled and measured values used for model verification. 
n = Number of fields within the project “aggregate” 
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D.5 Derivation of the Structural Uncertainty Deduction in Case the 
Error Term is Multiplicative 

If the error is multiplicative and the model is bias-free, the following error model can be assumed 
for the project and baseline emissions: 
 

                   with            
                   with            

 
A correlation between the project and baseline residuals may exist: 
 
              
 
Where: 
 
            = Model results for project emissions 

            = Model results for baseline emissions 

           = Field results for project emissions 

           = Field results for baseline emissions 

   = Error term for project emissions 

   = Error term for baseline emissions 

σ = Standard deviation of the residuals between modeled and measured values 

ρ = Correlation between project residuals and baseline residuals 

 
We will use the same terminology DERmodel and DERmeas as introduced in the additive case in 
the subsequent derivation. The derivation is similar to the additive case if the following log-
transformation is applied: 
 

   
       

        
                                                     

 
The variance of this ratio can be derived similarly as for the additive case: 
 

       
       

        
            

 
The quantity σ can be estimated by the standard deviation of the difference of the log-
transformed project and baseline emissions based on a limited set of k calibration values on the 
condition that a student-t distribution is used in the subsequent one-sided confidence interval: 
 

    
       

        
 

 

   

  
       

  
              

 
Rearranging this equation yields: 
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In other words: 
 

         
  

       

  
             

 
 

D.6 Quantifying the Standa d De i ti n s  nd the     el ti n ρ 
The calculation of µstruct is critically dependent on the standard deviation of the residuals (i.e. the 
difference between modeled and measured values) s and the correlation between the residuals 
of the project emissions and the residuals of the baseline emissions ρ. 
 
These quantities are calculated based on at least 8 pairs of measured and simulated annual 
emissions that have been measured over at least two growing seasons. 
 

In case only annual fluxes are available,   pairs of                      will be available with 

   . 
 
In the additive error case, the quantity   can be calculated as the standard deviation of the 

difference between          and          . Note that the student-t distribution includes a 
deduction due to the standard deviation being estimated on a limited set of values. Lower 
deductions will be achieved if   is higher and more measurements are available. 
 
The quantity   can be estimated by dividing the measurements in “baseline” cases,           
and “project” cases,          . In conventional language, the baseline would be the control or 
conventional treatment. Subsequently, pairs of measured and simulated emission reductions 
           and             can be calculated as the difference between           and 

         , and            and           , respectively.   is calculated as the correlation 
coefficient between            and            . Smaller correlation coefficients will result in 
greater uncertainty deductions. Therefore, a set of correlation coefficients is calculated through 
leave-one-out jackknifing and the correlation coefficient set to the low range of this set of values. 
 
In the multiplicative error case, the quantity   can be calculated as the standard deviation of 

the difference between            and           . Similarly as for the additive case, smaller 

deductions will be achieved if   is higher and more measurements are available.   is calculated 

as the correlation coefficient between    
         

         
  and    

          

          
 . 

 
However, if a set of daily fluxes are available, the quantities s and ρ are calculated with more 
accuracy based on daily values of these quantities as: 
 
                      

                 

 
Note that any other time period (i.e. 3-daily or weekly) can be used. 
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Appendix E Summary of Performance Standard Research 
This section summarizes research on industry trends in the use of water and residue 
management practice in rice cultivation that have the potential to reduce methane emissions. 
The research focused on three practices that had previously been identified in other 
methodologies as having GHG mitigation potential: dry seeding, reduced winter flooding, and 
residue management. The outcomes of the research were used to develop performance 
standards in this protocol. 

E.1 Background on Water and Residue Management Practices 
Rice is a unique agricultural system due to the use of flooding to meet the plant physiological 
demands and to control weeds. There are unique advantages of flooding and maintaining a 
flood throughout the growing season. These advantages include: (1) easier water management 
and less water use, (2) red rice and grass suppression, (3) less seedling stress from cool 
weather, (4) elimination of early-season blackbird problems, and (5) reduction in seedling loss 
due to salt. 
 
Producers’ decisions regarding which seeding method to use are targeted at selecting the 
method that will result in proper seedling emergence that will lead to a uniform canopy. Seeding 
methods depend on soil type, weather conditions, and producer preferences. Seeding methods 
for rice production include both water seeding and dry seeding. Water seeding describes 
sowing of dry or soaked seed into a flooded field. It is usually implemented for any or all of the 
following reasons: red rice control, wet planting season, planting efficiency, and earlier crop 
maturity. Dry seeding simply describes sowing seed into a dry seedbed by drilling or 
broadcasting. Dry seeding method usually offers more flexibility in planting but may require 
more time to do so. The flood for dry seeded rice starts approximately 25 to 30 days after 
seeding. During the dry period, fields are periodically irrigated to promote germination and stand 
establishment. This system is also weather dependent. A small fraction of the rice acreage is 
dry seeded in California. 
 
In California, water seeding with continuous flood is predominant during the growing season. 
Continuous flood regime is used on over 96 percent of the acreage in California. Fields are 
flooded to a depth of 4 to 5 inches just prior to aerial seeding. While deeper flooding will further 
reduce weed pressures, it will also lead to poor stand establishment. Once the rice stand is 
established and the panicle initiation has occurred, many growers will increase the depth of the 
flood water to 8 inches. This helps with further weed control and protects the rice reproductive 
organs from cool nighttime temperatures that can lead to reduced yields via blanking. 
Occasionally, several weeks after seeding, fields are drained for one day to apply herbicide for 
weed control. This drain is short lived and does not lead to drying of the soil surface. Fields are 
also drained near the harvest date. The exact timing for draining the fields can vary and can 
influence total yields.  
 
The University of California Cooperative Extension (UCCE) recommends that growers drain 
their fields when the panicles are “fully tipped and golden.” This is done through visual 
inspection and is typically two to four weeks prior to anticipated harvest date. According to 
UCCE, there is a large variability in when growers choose to drain the fields. Some growers 
choose to drain when the rice is partially or 50 percent “tipped,” some wait until 75 percent 
tipped, and others follow UCCE guidelines of 100 percent or fully tipped. 
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After the growing season, winter flooding can be used to enhance rice straw decomposition. 
With a winter flood system, the flood water is introduced to the field shortly after harvest is 
completed. Growers either maintain flooded conditions until spring by reapplying flood waters or 
they just use a single flood event. Growers’ decisions to flood the field after harvest are 
influenced by timing of the harvest, habitat goals, and expectations regarding availability of 
water (Term 91). 

E.2 Industry Trends in the Use of GHG Mitigation Practices 

Winter Flooding 

Two sources of data were used to characterize the use of winter flooding in California rice 
systems. Site-specific records on the use of winter flooding were collected from the following 
four irrigation districts: Glen-Colusa, RD 108, Richvale, and Western Canal. In addition, multi-
temporal remote sensing data (MODIS and Landsat) were analyzed to map spatial patterns of 
winter flooding from 2005 to 2010 for the entire California Sacramento Valley.  
 
The data from the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District (representing over 20 percent of California 
rice acreage) were analyzed in a GIS to assess acreage of winter flooding from 2007 to 2010 
and persistence of winter flooding from one year to the next for each rice field. Approximately 40 
percent of the fields did not use winter flooding from 2007 to 2010 (Table D.1). Of the 60 
percent of the fields that did use winter flooding at some point, less than one percent of the 
fields winter flooded for all four years. The data from the other irrigation districts (RD 108, 
Richvale, and Western Canal) showed similar variability in the fraction of fields with winter 
flooding. 
 

Table E.1. Presence and Frequency of Winter Flooding in Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District (2007-2010) 

 
 
In addition, multi-temporal remote sensing data (MODIS and Landsat) was analyzed in order to 
map spatial patterns of winter flooding for rice growing areas for all of California from 2005 to 
2010. These results also indicated that the use of winter flooding varies from one year to the 
next and there is no clear trend in the extent and frequency of use of winter flooding for all rice 
growing regions. Details of the spatial analysis of winter flooding are provided in a separate 
background research paper that will be published on the Reserve website. 
 
The results of this research show that the use of winter flooding every year is virtually non- 
existent; it is more typical for winter flooding to be used one, two or three years out of every five 
years with no winter flooding during the other years; and 40 percent of acres appear to never be 
flooded during the five year interval investigated. Data reported in the background paper82 affirm 
these same findings over a longer historical period. Therefore, reduced winter flooding (i.e. the 

                                                
82

 Background paper will be made available on the Climate Action Reserve website. 
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absence of winter flooding) is already somewhat common in the California Sacramento Valley. 
In addition, the intermittent trend in use/non-use of winter flooding, make it difficult to reliably 
determine what expected levels of reduced winter flooding would be in any given year under 
“business as usual.” These findings, combined with concerns about negative impacts on 
waterfowl habitat, led to a decision to exclude reduced winter flooding as an eligible project 
activity in the protocol.  

Rice Straw Residue Management 

Rice straw represents a significant challenge to rice farmers. Techniques for managing rice 
straw can be categorized into the following management alternatives: burning, baling, soil 
incorporation without winter flooding, and soil incorporation with winter flooding for enhanced 
straw decomposition.  
 
Rice straw may or may not be prepared by chopping or soil-incorporating before flooding. After 
flooding, many fields are rolled with specially built “cage rollers” which help create soil/straw 
contact. Decomposition of straw in this system is not limited by moisture and has consistently 
given more complete decomposition compared to non-flooded systems. 
 
Most potential uses of rice straw can be categorized into energy use, manufacturing and 
construction, environmental mitigation or livestock use. Environmental mitigation includes the 
use of rice straw for erosion control on construction areas or for rehabilitation on burned slopes. 
Small amounts of rice straw are used in composting, mushroom production, and livestock feed 
and bedding. 
 
There are many potential uses of rice straw, yet few are currently being used. The reasons 
appear to be related to 1) technical constraints, 2) economic feasibility, particularly related to the 
cost of removing straw from the field, and 3) supply and storage problems. 
 
Until 1991, burning rice straw was the most common practice. Following the 1991 Rice Straw 
Burning Reduction Act, burning of rice straw decreased dramatically on an annual basis. By 
2001, growing season burning of rice straw was permitted for disease control only with a cap of 
25 percent of total rice acreage in the state burned annually. Currently, burning occurs on only 
10 to 12 percent of rice acreage in California.83 
 
If the straw is not burned, then growers will either retain and incorporate all of the straw on the 
field or they will bail the rice straw for off-field uses. The current estimate from the California 
Rice Commission (CalRice) for baling in California is 6 to 8 percent of the acreage per year. 
This estimate was further corroborated by the Reserve through analysis of previous research,84 
and through the use of a survey of University of California Cooperative Extension (UCCE) rice 
farm advisors and straw balers in California. Results from the survey suggest that rice baling 
has declined in recent years due to a loss of demand from the building and construction 
industry. Estimates from UCCE Rice Farm Advisors ranged from 2 to 6 percent of the California 
acreage in a given year. This obviously fluctuates a bit with various straw markets. It is also 
important to note that baling does not remove all of the rice straw following harvest. Due to 
operational constraints and the market for straw, baling typically removes one to two tons of rice 
straw per acre out of approximately three tons per acre that is produced. Therefore, anywhere 
from 50 percent to 33 percent of the rice straw remains on the field. On an annual basis, 80 to 
84 percent of all rice fields have 100 percent of the rice straw incorporated into the soil. 

                                                
83

 Personal communication with Paul Buttner. 
84

 Garnache et al., 2011. 
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Based on the evidence presented by California rice industry experts, the Reserve has 
concluded that baling of rice straw is not a common practice in California, with a likely adoption 
rate of between 2 to 7 percent of the acreage. Thus, the Reserve has concluded that switching 
from rice straw incorporation to baling constitutes an additional GHG reduction practice in 
California. 

Dry Seeding 

According to the USDA Economic Research Service ERS data analyzed by Livezey et al. in 
2001, a dry seeding method is relatively common in most U.S. rice growing regions; however, it 
is not common practice in California. In 2001, the estimated acreage of rice that was dry seeded 
was 5 percent according to the ERS data.85 To confirm that dry seeding is still not a common 
practice in California, the Reserve again relied on the estimates provided in survey responses 
from UCCE Rice Farm Advisors, as well as estimates from the California Rice Commission. 
According to experts from the UCCE and CalRice, dry seeding is occurring on less than 3 
percent of the rice acreage in California. 
 
Based on the evidence presented by California rice industry experts, the Reserve has 
concluded that dry seeding is not a common practice in California, with a likely adoption rate of 
less than 3 percent of the acreage. Thus, the Reserve has concluded that switching from water 
seeding to dry seeding constitutes an additional GHG reduction practice in California. 
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 Livezy et al., 2001, Table 5, pg.10. 
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Appendix F Wildlife Habitat Conservation and the Rice 
Industry 

In California’s Central Valley, approximately 95 percent of the original existing wetlands have 
been converted from their natural state.86  
 
As native wetland habitats have been increasingly degraded, wetland-dependent species, such 
as waterfowl and shorebirds, have adapted to using flooded rice lands as a substitute for their 
native habitat. Rice fields may be flooded for up to eight months of the year, mimicking natural 
wetland conditions and providing surrogate habitat for foraging, breeding, and in the case of 
migratory birds, wintering. 
 
Though a wide range of species can be observed in each of the U.S. rice growing regions, more 
species data are available for California’s Central Valley than for other U.S. rice growing 
regions. In California, seven million waterfowl and several hundred thousand shorebirds are 
supported by rice lands annually,87 and over 230 species have been identified in the state's rice 
lands, including waterfowl (e.g. ducks), shorebirds, wading birds, raptors, reptiles, amphibians, 
and small mammals.88 Notably, 31 special-status species, such as the federally endangered 
Giant Garter Snake, have also been identified in California rice lands. 
 
In the U.S., rice lands are considered a leading example of integrating agricultural and natural 
resource management, with USDA recently honoring the USA Rice Federation with the first 
national “Legacy of Conservation” award in 2011. 
 
The Reserve’s Program Manual explains that generally “projects must have no negative social, 
economic or environmental consequences and ideally should result in benefits beyond climate 
change mitigation.” 
 
The adoption of dry seeding is expected to result in a delay in winter flooding by a few days, 
meaning that though there is a slight delay in the provision of surrogate habitat (e.g. flooded rice 
fields) to wetland-dependent species, the quality of the surrogate habitat will not be affected. 
The effect of baling on the quality of flooded rice lands as surrogate habitat is somewhat less 
clear. In one study of species preferences for different rice straw management options, wetland-
dependent bird species appeared to have a slight preference for fields where rice straw had 
been left on the field (whether spread or incorporated) than fields where the rice straw residue 
had been removed (by baling).89  
 
The Reserve will continue to monitor the impacts on wildlife habitat that result from the above 
two RC management changes, as well as other potential management changes that may be 
allowed in subsequent versions of this protocol. Should it be determined that a certain activity is 
resulting in negative impacts, mitigation options and/or changes in approved project activities 
may be required under subsequent protocol versions. 
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 Petrie, M., & Petrik, K. (May 2010). 
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 Sterling, J., & Buttner, P. (2009). 
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 Elphick, Chris and Lewis Oring, “Conservation implications of flooding rice fields on winter waterbird communities,” 
Agriculture, Ecosystems, and Environment 94 (2003). 
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Rice Cultivation Project Protocol 
Version 1.1 

ERRATA AND CLARIFICATIONS 
 
The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) published its Rice Cultivation Project Protocol Version 
1.1 (RCPP V1.1) in June 2013. While the Reserve intends for the RCPP V1.1 to be a complete, 
transparent document, it recognizes that correction of errors and clarifications will be necessary 
as the protocol is implemented and issues are identified. This document is an official record of 
all errata and clarifications applicable to the RCPP V1.1.1 
 
Per the Reserve’s Program Manual, both errata and clarifications are considered effective on 
the date they are first posted on the Reserve website. The effective date of each erratum or 
clarification is clearly designated below. All listed and registered rice cultivation projects must 
incorporate and adhere to these errata and clarifications when they undergo verification. The 
Reserve will incorporate both errata and clarifications into future versions of the protocol.  
 
All project developers and verification bodies must refer to this document to ensure that the 
most current guidance is adhered to in project design and verification. Verification bodies shall 
refer to this document immediately prior to uploading any Verification Statement to assure all 
issues are properly addressed and incorporated into verification activities. 
 
If you have any questions about the updates or clarifications in this document, please contact 
Policy at policy@climateactionreserve.org or (213) 891-1444 x3. 
 
 

                                                
1
 See Section 4.3.4 of the Climate Action Reserve Program Manual for an explanation of the Reserve’s policies on 

protocol errata and clarifications. “Errata” are issued to correct typographical errors. “Clarifications” are issued to 
ensure consistent interpretation and application of the protocol. For document management and program 
implementation purposes, both errata and clarifications are contained in this single document. 

mailto:policy@climateactionreserve.org
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Appendix B Step 1.3 

1. DNDC Climate Input Data File Formatting (ERRATUM – January 21, 
2014) 

Section: Appendix B, Step 1.3 DNDC Climate Input Parameters 
 
Context: This step provides background information on the climate input parameters used to 
run the DNDC model and instructs project developers on how to enter data for these 
parameters into DNDC. Following an initial description of the climate input parameters and a 
bulleted list of requirements for determining climate parameter inputs, a paragraph outlines how 
to enter data into the model, beginning with the words “Data for N concentration in rainfall…” 
(page 77). The final sentence in that paragraph erroneously lists “Humidity” twice in the data file 
format. The same mistake is repeated in the example data layout provided in Table B.5. 
Humidity data should appear once in the series, as the final data input parameter. 
 
Correction: The last sentence on page 77 should be amended to read: “In other words, data 
needs to be input in text files in the following order: Jday, MaxT, MinT, Precipitation, Wind 
Speed, Humidity.” 
 
Table B.5 on page 78 should be amended to read as follows: 
 

Table B.5. Required Formatting for Climate Input Files 

Jday MaxT 
(
o
C)

 
MinT 
(
o
C) 

Precipitation  
(cm) 

Wind Speed 
(m/s) 

Humidity 
(%) 

1 12.1 5.2 1.41 2.3 77 

2 11.1 6.2 3.01 7.5 80 

3 10.1 7.2 0.34 4.3 82 

4 11.1 8.2 0.01 2.9 81 

*NOTE: Only the format and data itself and not the text of a header row should be 
entered into the Climate Input files. 

 

Appendix B Step 2.1 

2. Missing Climate Data (CLARIFICATION – January 21, 2014) 
Section: Appendix B, Step 2.1 Missing Climate or Soil Data 
 
Context: The DNDC model will crash if instructed to run without a full set of data for each input 
parameter. This step provides a methodology for how to overcome missing climate or soil data. 
The guidance with respect to missing climate data does not address such instances where 
climate data are missing for a period not exceeding 14 days, in which a complete and 
continuous set of data from the 14 day period immediately prior to and following the data gap 
(for a total of 28 days) are also not available from the same source. In such circumstances, data 
from another source or the nearest alternative weather station must be used.   
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Clarification: The following text shall be inserted following the first sentence of the last 
paragraph on page 82, which begins with the words “For gaps in climate data that do not 
exceed 14 days…”:  
 

“If a complete and continuous set of data for the 14 days preceding and following the data 
gap (for a total of 28 days) cannot be obtained from the same source, project developers 
must substitute data for the data gap from another source in that same region, and if such 
data are not available, project developers must then use data from the nearest alternative 
weather station.” 
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WIP Waste in place 
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1 Introduction 
The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) Landfill Project Protocol provides guidance to account 
for and report greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions associated with installing a landfill 
gas collection and destruction system at a landfill. 
 
The Climate Action Reserve is an environmental nonprofit organization that promotes and 
fosters the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through credible market-based 
policies and solutions. A pioneer in carbon accounting, the Reserve serves as an approved 
Offset Project Registry (OPR) for the State of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program and plays an 
integral role in supporting the issuance and administration of compliance offsets. The Reserve 
also establishes high quality standards for offset projects in the North American voluntary 
carbon market and operates a transparent, publicly-accessible registry for carbon credits 
generated under its standards.  
 
Project developers that install landfill gas capture and destruction technologies use this 
document to register GHG reductions with the Reserve. This protocol provides eligibility rules, 
methods to calculate reductions, performance-monitoring instructions, and procedures for 
reporting project information to the Reserve. Additionally, all project reports receive annual, 
independent verification by ISO-accredited and Reserve-approved verification bodies. Guidance 
for verification bodies to verify reductions is provided in the Verification Program Manual1 and 
Section 8 of this protocol. 
 
This protocol is designed to ensure the complete, consistent, transparent, accurate, and 
conservative quantification of GHG emission reductions associated with a landfill project.2 
 

                                                
1 Available online at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-program-manual/ 
2 See the WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol for Project Accounting (Part I, Chapter 4) for a description of GHG accounting 
principles. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/verification-program-manual/
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2 The GHG Reduction Project 

2.1 Background 
Most MSW in the United States is deposited in landfills, where bacteria decompose the organic 
material. A product of both the bacterial decomposition and oxidation of solid waste is landfill 
gas, which is composed of methane (CH4) and carbon dioxide (CO2) in approximately equal 
concentrations, as well as smaller amounts of non-methane organic compounds (NMOC), 
nitrogen (N2), oxygen (O2) and other trace gases. If not collected and destroyed, over time, this 
landfill gas is released to the atmosphere. In the United States, the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) has concluded that landfills are the largest source of anthropogenic emissions of 
CH4, accounting for 16 percent of total CH4 emissions.3 However, the solid waste industry has 
made significant efforts to reduce their GHG emissions, with an almost 40% reduction in CH4 
emissions since 1990.4  
 
There is considerable uncertainty regarding the actual amount of fugitive methane emissions 
from landfills. Therefore, this protocol does not address fugitive landfill methane emissions. 
Instead, it addresses the methane that is captured and destroyed in excess of any regulatory 
requirements. Landfill operations that utilize bioreactor technologies are not eligible to use this 
protocol, as it is unclear what effects the bioreactor may have on the baseline fugitive methane 
emissions and the timing of their release from the landfill. 

2.2 Project Definition 
For the purpose of this protocol, the GHG reduction project is defined as the collection of 
methane gas from one or more specified cells at an eligible landfill, and the destruction of such 
methane gas in one or more eligible destruction devices. The expansion of an existing Gas 
Collection and Control System (GCCS) to a new cell or cells can optionally be included within 
an existing landfill project or submitted as a new project. If any cells are to be considered as a 
new project, those cells must be engineered in such a way that LFG cannot migrate between 
cells in the proposed new project and cells in the existing project. Where a single landfill 
contains multiple cells, across multiple landfill projects, those projects may share common 
destruction devices, provided the flow of methane from each project is metered separately.  
 
Qualifying destruction devices may include utility flares, enclosed flares, engines, turbines, 
microturbines, boilers, pipelines, leachate evaporators, kilns, sludge dryers, burners, furnaces, 
or fuel cells. Devices not specifically listed here may still be eligible under this protocol, provided 
written approval is obtained from the Reserve. All destruction devices require an appropriate 
default or site-specific destruction efficiency value.5  
 
An eligible landfill is one that:  
 

1. Is not subject to regulations or other legal requirements requiring the destruction of 
methane gas; and 

2. Is not a bioreactor, as defined by the U.S. EPA: “a MSW landfill or portion of a MSW 
landfill where any liquid other than leachate (leachate includes landfill gas condensate) 

                                                
3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2016, EPA-
430-R-18-003 (April 2018). 
4 Ibid, Table 7-3: CH4 Emissions from Landfills (MMR CO2 Eq.). 
5 See Table B.2 and the guidance in Section B.1 for biogas destruction efficiency defaults and site-specific values. 
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is added in a controlled fashion into the waste mass (often in combination with 
recirculating leachate) to reach a minimum average moisture content of at least 40 
percent by weight to accelerate or enhance the anaerobic (without oxygen) 
biodegradation of the waste”6; and 

3. Does not add any liquid other than leachate into the waste mass in a controlled manner. 
 
Captured landfill gas may be destroyed onsite or transported for offsite use. Regardless of how 
project developers use the captured landfill gas, for the project to be eligible to register with the 
Reserve under this protocol, the ultimate fate of the methane must be destruction.7 
 
Landfill gas collection and destruction systems typically consist of wells, pipes, blowers, caps 
and other technologies that enable or enhance the collection of landfill gas and convey it to a 
destruction technology. At some landfills, a flare will be the only device where landfill gas is 
destroyed. For projects that utilize energy or process heat technologies to destroy landfill gas, 
such as turbines, reciprocating engines, fuel cells, boilers, heaters, or kilns, these devices will 
be where landfill gas is destroyed. Most projects that produce energy or process heat also 
include a flare to destroy gas during periods when the gas utilization project is down for repair or 
maintenance. Direct use arrangements which entail the piping of landfill gas to be destroyed by 
an industrial end user at an offsite location are also an eligible approach to destruction of the 
landfill gas. For instances of direct use, agreements between the project developer and the end 
user of the landfill gas (e.g., an industrial client purchasing the landfill gas from the project 
developer), must include a legally binding agreement to assure that the GHG reductions will not 
be claimed by more than one party. Direct use project developers must also be able to identify 
the specific destruction technology at the receiving end of the pipeline. 
 
Projects that utilize landfill methane for energy generation may avoid GHG emissions 
associated with fossil fuel combustion. However, under this protocol such projects do not 
receive credit for fossil fuel displacement. Although the Reserve does not issue CRTs for fossil 
fuel displacement, it strongly supports using landfill methane for energy production. 

2.3 The Project Developer 
The “project developer” is an entity that has an active account on the Reserve, submits a project 
for listing and registration with the Reserve, and is ultimately responsible for all project reporting 
and verification. Project developers may be landfill owners, landfill operators, GHG project 
financiers, utilities, or independent energy companies. The project developer must have clear 
ownership of the project’s GHG reductions. Ownership of the GHG reductions must be 
established by clear and explicit title, and the project developer must attest to such ownership 
by signing the Reserve’s Attestation of Title form.8  

                                                
6 40 CFR 63.1990 and 40 CFR 258.28a. 
7 It is possible that at some point landfill gas may be used in the manufacture of chemical products. However, given 
that these types of projects are few, if any, these projects are not addressed in this protocol. 
8 Attestation of Title form available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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3 Eligibility Rules 
Projects that meet the definition of a GHG reduction project in Section 2.2 must fully satisfy the 
following eligibility rules in order to register with the Reserve.  
 

Eligibility Rule I: Location → U.S. and its tribal lands and territories 

Eligibility Rule II: Project Start Date → 
No more than 12 months prior to project 
submission 

Eligibility Rule III: Project Crediting Period → 
Emission reductions may only be reported during 
the crediting period; the crediting period may be 
renewed one time 

Eligibility Rule IV: Additionality → Meet performance standard 

  → Avoid exceeding limits on credit stacking 

  → Exceed legal requirements 

Eligibility Rule V: Regulatory Compliance → Compliance with all applicable laws 

3.1 Location  
Under this protocol, only projects located at landfills in the United States and its tribal lands and 
territories are eligible to register with the Reserve.9  

3.2 Project Start Date 
The project start date shall be defined by the project developer, but must be no more than 90 
days after landfill gas is first destroyed in a project destruction device, regardless of whether 
sufficient monitoring data are available to report reductions. The start date is defined in relation 
to the commencement of methane destruction, not other activities that may be associated with 
project initiation or development. 
 
To be eligible, the project must be submitted to the Reserve no more than twelve months after 
the project start date.10 Projects may always be submitted for listing by the Reserve prior to their 
start date. For projects that are transferring to the Reserve from other offset registries, start date 
guidance can be found in the Program Manual. 

3.3 Project Crediting Period  
The Reserve will issue CRTs for GHG reductions quantified and verified using this protocol for 
an initial crediting period of ten years following the project start date. However, the Reserve will 
cease to issue CRTs for GHG reductions if at any point landfill gas destruction becomes legally 
required at the landfill. If an eligible project has begun operation at a landfill that later becomes 
subject to a regulation, ordinance, or permitting condition that would call for the installation and 
operation of a landfill gas control system, the Reserve will issue CRTs for GHG reductions 
achieved up until the date that the landfill gas control system is legally required to be 
operational. 
 

                                                
9 Refer to Appendix A for information on the performance standard analysis supporting application of this protocol in 
the United States. 
10 Projects are considered submitted when the project developer has fully completed and filed the appropriate Project 
Submittal Form, available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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The project crediting period begins at the project start date regardless of whether sufficient 
monitoring data are available to verify GHG reductions. Projects will be eligible to apply for a 
second crediting period, provided the project meets the eligibility requirements of the most 
current version of the protocol at the time of such application. If a project developer wishes to 
apply for eligibility under a second, 10-year crediting period, they must do so no sooner than six 
months before the end date of the initial crediting period.  
 
A project may be eligible for a second crediting period even if the project has failed to maintain 
continuous reporting up to the time of applying for a second crediting period, provided the 
project developer elects to take a zero-credit reporting period for any period for which 
continuous reporting was not maintained.11 The second crediting period shall begin on the day 
following the end date of the initial crediting period.  

3.4 Additionality 
The Reserve registers only projects that yield surplus GHG reductions that are additional to 
what would have occurred in the absence of a carbon offset market. 
 
Projects must satisfy the following tests to be considered additional: 
 

1. The performance standard test 
2. The legal requirement test 

3.4.1 The Performance Standard Test 

Projects pass the performance standard test by meeting a performance threshold, i.e., a 
standard of performance applicable to all landfill projects, established on an ex ante basis by 
this protocol.12 
 
If a project upgrades to a newer version of the protocol for a subsequent verification, it must 
meet the performance standard test requirements of that version of the protocol, applied as of 
the original project start date. If a project is submitted for a second crediting period, it is subject 
to the performance standard test in the most current version of the protocol at that time, applied 
as of the original project start date. 
 
For this protocol, the Reserve uses a practice-change threshold that focuses on the baseline 
scenario and changes made in the project scenario. A project passes the performance standard 
test if it involves one of the following activities: 
 

1. Installation of a landfill gas collection system and a new qualifying destruction device at 
an eligible landfill where landfill gas has never been collected and destroyed prior to the 
project start date. 
 

2. Installation of a new qualifying destruction device at an eligible landfill where landfill gas 
is currently collected and vented, but has never been destroyed in any manner prior to 
the project start date. 
 

                                                
11 See zero-credit reporting period guidance and requirements in the Reserve Program Manual, 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/.  
12 The Reserve defined the performance standard based upon an evaluation of landfill practices in the United States. 
A summary of the performance standard analysis is provided in Appendix A. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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3. Installation of a new qualifying destruction device at an eligible landfill where landfill gas 
was collected and destroyed at any time prior to the project start date using: 

a. A non-qualifying destruction device (e.g., passive flare); or  
b. A destruction device that is not otherwise eligible under the protocol (e.g., a 

destruction device installed prior to the earliest allowable project start date).  
 
4. Installation of a new gas collection system on a physically-distinct13 cell (or cells) where 

neither gas collection nor destruction has previously occurred, and connection of this 
new collection system to an existing landfill gas destruction system. The new collection 
system must have its own metering that satisfies the requirements of this protocol. In this 
scenario, more than one project may exist at a single landfill. The start date for this 
project shall be no more than 90 days following the first flow of landfill gas from the new 
collection system to the destruction system, regardless of the presence of adequate 
metering for crediting. 

 
Destruction devices that were installed temporarily and utilized only for pilot or testing purposes 
specifically in anticipation of the GHG project shall not be considered in determining project 
eligibility or quantification. Devices may only be excluded under this provision if they were 
installed as a direct precursor to the project activity in order to gather information or determine 
project viability. Verifiable evidence of this intent must be presented. Changes in landfill 
ownership, or in the ownership of destruction devices, are not considered in determining prior 
landfill gas management practices. If landfill gas was previously collected and destroyed (in the 
given cells of the project) by a party other than the project developer, it still qualifies as “prior” 
collection and destruction.  
 
Under scenarios (1), (2), and (3) above, expanding a well-field (either in conjunction with, or 
subsequent to, installing a new destruction device) may constitute a system expansion rather 
than a separate project. Expanding a well-field is eligible as a new, separate project only if it 
meets the conditions described in scenario (4). In these scenarios, expanding a well-field 
initiates a new crediting period. 
 
The practice-change threshold is applied as of the project start date and is evaluated at the 
project’s initial verification.  
 
The Reserve will periodically re-evaluate the appropriateness of the performance standard 
criteria by updating the analysis in Appendix A. As part of its periodic assessments of the 
performance threshold, the Reserve will use a stakeholder process to evaluate whether 
implementation of this protocol has resulted in negative environmental effects, such as 
increased emissions of criteria pollutants and/or methane. Projects under this protocol are 
expected to have positive environmental effects. If it is determined that negative environmental 
effects have occurred, the Reserve will identify and implement revisions to the protocol to 
prevent such effects from occurring in the future, or may suspend implementation of the protocol 
if necessary. 

3.4.2 Limits on Credit Stacking 

When multiple forms of incentive credits are sought for a single activity at a single facility or on a 
single piece of land, with some temporal overlap between the different credits or payments, it is 
referred to as “credit stacking”. Under this protocol, credit stacking is defined as receiving both 

                                                
13 The landfill cell must be engineered in such a way that landfill gas cannot migrate between that cell and other 
landfill cells. 
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offset credits and other types of mitigation credits for the same activity on spatially overlapping 
areas (i.e., in the same landfill). Mitigation credits are any instruments issued for the purpose of 
offsetting the environmental impacts of another entity, such as emissions of GHGs, or the 
displacement of fossil fuel emissions from transport applications, to name a few.  
 
Any type of mitigation credit received for activities on the project area must be disclosed by the 
project developer to the verification body and the Reserve on an ongoing basis. 
 
The Reserve has identified market opportunities for the upgrade of landfill gas into high-Btu 
fuels, that provide an incentive sufficient to raise additionality concerns. Such opportunities 
include the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) and the California Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard (LCFS), where the carbon incentive is often orders of magnitude greater than that 
provided by the sale of offset credits. Analysis reveals that the strength of these incentives is 
driving investment in landfill gas projects at present, and that such projects can be considered 
“business as usual”, without the additional presence of carbon offset revenues.14 Therefore, 
projects that receive mitigation credits for upgrading landfill gas into high-Btu fuels will not be 
eligible to receive offset credits for the same period of time under this protocol.  

3.4.3 The Legal Requirement Test 

All projects are subject to a legal requirement test to ensure that the GHG reductions achieved 
by a project would not otherwise have occurred due to federal, state, or local regulations, or 
other legally binding mandates. Projects pass the legal requirement test when there are no 
laws, statutes, regulations, court orders, environmental mitigation agreements, permitting 
conditions, or other legally binding mandates requiring the destruction of landfill gas methane at 
the project site.15 To satisfy the legal requirement test, project developers must submit a signed 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form16 prior to the commencement of verification 
activities each time the project is verified. In addition, the project’s Monitoring Plan (Section 6) 
must include procedures that the project developer will follow to ascertain and demonstrate that 
the project at all times passes the legal requirement test.  
 
As of the project start date, landfills collecting and destroying landfill gas to comply with 
regulations or other legal mandates – or that are required by regulation or legal mandate to 
install a landfill gas control system in the future – are not eligible to register new projects with 
the Reserve. Landfills collecting and destroying landfill gas to comply with regulations or other 
legal mandates are not eligible to register GHG reductions associated with the early installation 
of gas control systems during landfill expansion into new cells. 
 
If an eligible project begins operation at a landfill that later becomes subject to a regulation, 
ordinance, or permitting condition that calls for the installation of a landfill gas control system, 
GHG reductions may be reported to the Reserve up until the date that the installation of a 
landfill gas control system is legally required to be operational. If the landfill’s methane 
emissions are included under an emissions cap (e.g., under a state or federal cap-and-trade 
program), emission reductions may likewise be reported to the Reserve until the date that the 
emissions cap takes effect. 

                                                
14 Further information about the Reserve’s performance standard analysis is available in Section A.3. 
15 A project may pass the legal requirement test if a landfill gas control system is installed to treat landfill gas for 
NMOC in order to comply with a regulation, ordinance, or permitting condition, but destruction of the landfill gas is not 
the only compliance mechanism available to the landfill operator, and the total mass flow of NMOC for the landfill gas 
control system is less than the applicable NMOC threshold (see Section 3.4.3.1). 
16 Form available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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3.4.3.1 Federal Regulations 

There are several EPA regulations for MSW landfills that have a bearing on the eligibility of 
methane collection and destruction projects as voluntary GHG reduction projects. These 
regulations include:  
 

▪ New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for MSW Landfills, codified in 40 CFR 60 
subpart WWW – Targets landfills that commenced construction or made modifications 
after May 1991 

▪ New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for MSW Landfills, codified in 40 CFR 60 
subpart XXX – Targets landfills that commenced construction, reconstruction, or 
modification after July 17, 2014 

▪ Emission Guidelines (EG) for MSW Landfills, codified in 40 CFR 60 subpart Cc. – 
Targets existing landfills that commenced construction before May 30, 1991, but 
accepted waste after November 8, 1987  

▪ The National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), codified in 40 
CFR 63 subpart AAAA – Regulates new and existing landfills 

 
These regulations require control of non-methane organic compounds (NMOC) from landfills 
according to certain size and emission thresholds. In most cases, activities to reduce NMOC will 
also lead to a reduction in CH4 emissions, as gas collection and destruction is a common NMOC 
management technique employed at regulated landfills. If the project start date occurs prior to 
the date of an NMOC test that crosses the regulatory threshold, the project may continue to 
receive credits for landfill gas destruction up until the date that the system is required to be 
operational by the regulation. If the project start date occurs after the date of an NMOC test that 
crosses the regulatory threshold, the landfill is not eligible to register as a project. 
 
Landfills smaller than 2.5 million megagrams or 2.5 million cubic meters of waste, and those 
landfills not defined as MSW landfills such as landfills that contain only construction and 
demolition material or industrial waste, are not usually subject to NSPS, EG or NESHAP. 
 
The list of regulations above should not be considered exhaustive, and the onus will be on 
project developers and verification bodies to ensure all applicable laws have been considered, 
when demonstrating that the legal requirement test has been met. 

3.4.3.2 State and Local Regulations, Ordinances, and Permitting Requirements 

All states are required by the Clean Air Act (CAA) and Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA Subtitle D) to promulgate rules for landfills. Some landfills that exceed 
applicable emission thresholds will require site-specific permits requiring controls under the New 
Source Review (NSR) or Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting program 
authorized by the CAA and implemented by states. These state-level rules generally follow 
federal guidelines. However, the state rules can be more stringent, or require the installation of 
a gas collection and destruction system, or the destruction of volatile organic compounds 
(VOC), NMOC, or CH4 earlier, or at smaller facilities, than the federal regulations would require. 
 
For example, on June 17, 2010, California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved a discrete 
early action measure to reduce methane emissions from landfills. The control measure applies 
to landfills with greater than 450,000 Mg WIP. The regulation reduces methane emissions from 
landfills by requiring gas collection and control systems where these systems were not 
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previously required and establishes statewide performance standards to maximize methane 
capture efficiencies.17 
 
In recent years the inclusion of air quality, water quality and even GHG emission control 
measures in permitting requirements (CEQA, NEPA, etc.) has become more prevalent. 
State and local governments may regulate MSW landfills by putting in place nuisance laws or 
requiring solid waste facilities smaller than the facilities regulated by the CAA or RCRA Subtitle 
D to control landfill gas. Other regulations or ordinances may require minimal gas collection to 
prevent lateral migration of the landfill gas to neighboring properties. Collection and destruction 
activities required under NSPS, EG, NESHAP, CAA and other state and local regulations, 
ordinances or permitting requirements are not eligible as GHG reduction projects.18 
 
The Reserve acknowledges that non-CAA programs such as RCRA Subtitle D, water quality 
regulations and other state and local regulations, ordinances or permitting requirements do not 
always dictate the installation of a landfill gas collection system as the only compliance 
mechanism to manage NMOC emissions or VOC water contamination, but that the installation 
of a landfill gas collection system is commonly the most effective and least demanding 
compliance mechanism available. Therefore, the installation of a landfill gas collection and 
destruction system for compliance with non-CAA regulations will not qualify as a GHG reduction 
project under this protocol unless these projects also meet the eligibility requirements discussed 
below. 
 
Some water quality, explosive gas mitigation, and local nuisance regulations and ordinances 
allow for passive landfill gas control systems, which collect and vent landfill gas to the 
atmosphere, but are not required to treat or destroy the vented gases. Project activities that add 
a destruction device to a landfill that is only required to implement a passive landfill gas control 
system pass the legal requirement test. 

3.5 Regulatory Compliance 
As a final eligibility requirement, project developers must attest that the project is in material 
compliance with all applicable laws (e.g., air, water quality, safety, etc.) prior to verification 
activities commencing each time a project is verified. Project developers are required to disclose 
in writing to the verifier any and all instances of non-compliance of the project with any law. If a 
verifier finds that a project is in a state of recurrent non-compliance or non-compliance that is 
the result of negligence or intent, then CRTs will not be issued for GHG reductions that occurred 
during the period of non-compliance. Non-compliance solely due to administrative or reporting 
issues, or due to “acts of nature,” will not affect CRT crediting. 
 
Where projects are co-located at a single landfill, and in particular where projects share 
common equipment or infrastructure, the onus will be on the project developer(s) to 
demonstrate that a regulatory violation at the site is not relevant to all projects.  
 

                                                
17 California Air Resources Board, Landfill Methane Control Measure webpage: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/landfills/landfills.htm.  
18 The Reserve acknowledges that the third-party verifier will need to exercise some discretion when reviewing 
permits that require the installation of a landfill gas control system or any portion thereof. Permits tend to include 
strong language, such as “must” or “shall” install a landfill gas control system, even in the case that a landfill chooses 
to voluntarily install a landfill gas control system but is required to obtain a permit to do so. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/landfills/landfills.htm
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4 The GHG Assessment Boundary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary delineates the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs) 
that shall be assessed by project developers in order to determine the total net change in GHG 
emissions caused by a landfill project.  
 
This protocol does not account for carbon dioxide emission reductions associated with 
displacing grid-delivered electricity or fossil fuel use.  
 
CO2 emissions associated with the generation and destruction of landfill gas are considered 
biogenic emissions19 (as opposed to anthropogenic) and are not be included in the GHG 
Assessment Boundary. This is consistent with the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change’s (IPCC) guidelines for captured landfill gas.20 
 
Figure 4.1 below provides a general illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary, indicating 
which SSRs are included or excluded from the boundary. All SSRs within the dashed line are 
accounted for under this protocol. 
 
Table 4.1 provides greater detail on each SSR and provides justification for the inclusion or 
exclusion of SSRs and gases from the GHG Assessment Boundary. 
 
 

                                                
19 The rationale is that carbon dioxide emitted during combustion represents the carbon dioxide that would have been 
emitted during natural decomposition of the solid waste. Emissions from the landfill gas control system do not yield a 
net increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide because they are theoretically equivalent to the carbon dioxide absorbed 
during plant growth. 
20 IPCC Good Practice Guidance and Uncertainty Management in National Greenhouse Gas Inventories; p.5.10, ftnt.  
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Figure 4.1. General Illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary 
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Table 4.1. Summary of Identified Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

SSR Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) 
or Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

1 
Emissions from 
Waste Generation 

N/A B,P Excluded 
GHG emissions from this source are 
assumed to be equal in the baseline and 
project scenarios 

2 
Emissions from 
Waste Collection 
prior to landfilling 

CO2 

B,P 

Excluded 
GHG emissions from this source are 
assumed to be equal in the baseline and 
project scenarios 

CH4 Excluded 
GHG emissions from this source are 
assumed to be equal in the baseline and 
project scenarios 

N2O Excluded 
GHG emissions from this source are 
assumed to be equal in the baseline and 
project scenarios s 

3 
Emissions from 
Waste Placing 
Activities 

CO2 

B,P 

Excluded 
GHG emissions from this source are 
assumed to be equal in the baseline and 
project scenarios 

CH4 Excluded 
GHG emissions from this source are 
assumed to be equal in the baseline and 
project scenarios 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be 
equal in the baseline and project scenarios 

4 
Emissions from 
Waste Breakdown in 
Landfill 

CO2 

B,P 

Excluded Biogenic CO2 emissions are excluded 

CH4 Included 
Primary source of GHG emissions in 
baseline. Calculated based on destruction 
in baseline and project destruction devices. 

5 

Emissions from Gas 
Collection System 

CO2 

P 

Included 
Landfill projects result in CO2 emissions 
associated with the energy used for 
collection and processing of landfill gas 

CH4 Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

Emissions from 
Baseline Gas 
Collection System 

CO2 

B 

Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

CH4 Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

6 

Emissions from 
Supplemental Fuel 

CO2 

P 

Included 
Landfill projects may require use of 
supplemental fossil fuel, resulting in 
significant new GHG emissions 

CH4 Included 
Calculated based on destruction efficiency 
of destruction device 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

Emissions from 
Baseline 
Supplemental Fuel 
Use 

CO2 

B 

Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

CH4 Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

7 CO2 P Excluded Biogenic CO2 emissions are excluded 
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SSR Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) 
or Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

Emissions from 
Project LFG Boiler 
Destruction 

CH4 Included 
Calculated in reference to destruction 
efficiency 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

Emissions from 
Baseline LFG Boiler 
Destruction 

CO2 

B 

Excluded Biogenic CO2 emissions are excluded 

CH4 Included 
Calculated in reference to destruction 
efficiency 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

8 

Emissions from 
Project LFG 
Electricity Generation  

CO2 

P 

Excluded Biogenic CO2 emissions are excluded 

CH4 Included 
Calculated in reference to destruction 
efficiency 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

Emissions from 
Baseline LFG 
Electricity Generation 

CO2 

B 

Excluded Biogenic CO2 emissions are excluded 

CH4 Included 
Calculated in reference to destruction 
efficiency 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

9 

Emissions from 
Project LFG Flare 
Destruction 

CO2 

P 

Excluded Biogenic CO2 emissions are excluded 

CH4 Included 
Calculated in reference to destruction 
efficiency 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

Emissions from 
Baseline LFG Flare 
Destruction 

CO2 

B 

Excluded Biogenic CO2 emissions are excluded 

CH4 Included 
Calculated in reference to destruction 
efficiency 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

10 
Emissions from 
Upgrade of LFG 

CO2 

B,P 

Included 
Landfill projects may result in GHG 
emissions from additional energy used to 
upgrade landfill gas 

CH4 Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

11 

Emissions from 
Project LFG Pipeline 
or other NG end-use 

CO2 

P 

Excluded Biogenic emissions are excluded 

CH4 Included 
Calculated in reference to destruction 
efficiency 

N2O Excluded Assumed to be very small 

Emissions from 
Baseline LFG 
Pipeline or other NG 
end-use 

CO2 

B 

Excluded Biogenic emissions are excluded 

CH4 Included 
Calculated in reference to destruction 
efficiency 

N2O Excluded 
This emission source is assumed to be very 
small 

12 

Use of Project 
Generated Thermal 
Energy 

 CO2 P 
 

Excluded 

This protocol does not cover displacement 
of GHG emissions from use of LFG-
generated thermal energy 

Use of Baseline 
Generated Thermal 
Energy 

 CO2 B 
 
Excluded 

This protocol does not cover displacement 
of GHG emissions from use of LFG-
generated thermal energy 
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SSR Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) 
or Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

13 

Use of Project 
Generated Electricity 

 CO2 P 
 
Excluded 

This protocol does not cover displacement 
of GHG emissions from use of LFG-
generated electricity. 

Use of Baseline 
Generated Electricity 

 CO2 B 
 

Excluded 

This protocol does not cover displacement 
of GHG emissions from use of LFG-
generated electricity. 

14 

Use of Natural Gas 
Energy 

 CO2 P 
 

Excluded 

This protocol does not cover displacement 
of GHG emissions from use of LFG 
delivered through pipeline or other end uses 

Use of Baseline 
Natural Gas Energy 

 CO2 B 
 

Excluded 

This protocol does not cover displacement 
of GHG emissions from use of LFG 
delivered through pipeline or other end uses 
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5 Quantifying GHG Emission Reductions 
GHG emission reductions from a landfill project are quantified by comparing actual project 
emissions to baseline emissions at the landfill. Baseline emissions are an estimate of the GHG 
emissions from sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary (see Section 4) that would have 
occurred in the absence of the landfill project. Project emissions are actual GHG emissions that 
occur at sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary. Project emissions must be subtracted 
from the baseline emissions to quantify the project’s total net GHG emission reductions 
(Equation 5.1).  
 
GHG emission reductions must be quantified and reported on at least an annual basis. Such 
reports must be verified on a schedule in accordance with the requirements of Section 7.3. 
Project developers may choose to quantify and verify GHG emission reductions on a more 
frequent basis if they desire. The length of time over which GHG emission reductions are 
quantified and reported is called the “reporting period”. 
 
The calculations provided in this protocol are derived from internationally accepted 
methodologies.21 Project developers shall use the calculation methods provided in this protocol 
to determine baseline and project GHG emissions in order to quantify GHG emission 
reductions. 
 
 

                                                
21 The Reserve’s GHG reduction calculation method is derived from the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development 
Mechanism (ACM0001 V.6 and AM0053 V.1), the EPA’s Climate Leaders Program (Draft Landfill Offset Protocol, 
October 2006), the GE AES Greenhouse Gas Services Landfill Gas Methodology V.1, and the RGGI Model Rule 
(January 5, 2007). 
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Figure 5.1. Organizational Chart for Equations in Section 5 
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Equation 5.1. Calculating GHG Emission Reductions 

𝑬𝑹 = 𝑩𝑬 − 𝑷𝑬 

Where,    Units 

ER = GHG emission reductions of the project activity during the reporting period tCO2e 

BE = Baseline emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

PE = Project emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

 
If any of the landfill gas flow metering equipment does not internally correct for the temperature 
and pressure of the landfill gas, separate pressure and temperature measurements must be 
used to correct the flow measurement. Corrected values must be used in all of the equations of 
this section. Apply Equation 5.2 only if the landfill gas flow metering equipment does not 
internally correct for temperature and pressure. 
 
Equation 5.2. Adjusting the Landfill Gas Flow for Temperature and Pressure 

𝑳𝑭𝑮𝒊,𝒕 = 𝑳𝑭𝑮𝒖𝒏𝒂𝒅𝒋𝒖𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅  ×  
𝟓𝟐𝟎

𝑻
 ×  

𝑷

𝟏
 

 

Where,    Units 

LFGi,t  = Adjusted volume of landfill gas fed to the destruction device i, in time interval t scf 

LFGunadjusted = Unadjusted volume of landfill gas collected for the given time interval acf 

T  = Measured temperature of the landfill gas for the given time period (°R = °F + 
459.67) 

°R 

P  = Measured pressure of the landfill gas in for the given time interval atm 

5.1 Quantifying Baseline Emissions 
Traditional baseline emission calculations are not required for this protocol for the quantification 
of methane reductions. The baseline scenario assumes that all uncontrolled methane emissions 
are released to the atmosphere except for the portion of methane that would be oxidized by 
bacteria in the soil of uncovered landfills absent the project,22 or destroyed by a baseline 
destruction device. Therefore, with the exception of the deductions outlined below, baseline 
emissions are equal to the sum of all methane destroyed by eligible destruction devices.  
 
As noted in Section 3.4.1, projects may fall into five categories based on the baseline state of 
the landfill and level of landfill gas management. Each of these categories requires a slightly 
different methodology for calculating relevant baseline emissions. 
 

1. Landfills where no previous collection or destruction took place prior to the project 
start date must deduct the following from baseline emissions: 

a. The amount of methane that would have been oxidized by soil bacteria in the 
absence of the project. 

 
2. Landfills where previous collection and/or destruction took place in a non-qualifying 

destruction device must deduct the following from baseline emissions: 
a. The amount of methane destroyed by the non-qualifying destruction device. 

                                                
22 A small portion of the methane generated in landfills (around 10%) is naturally oxidized to carbon dioxide by 
methanotrophic bacteria in the cover soils of well managed landfills. The 10% factor is based on Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) guidelines (2006). 
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b. The amount of methane that would have been oxidized by soil bacteria in the 
absence of the project. 

 
3. Landfills where previous collection and destruction took place in a qualifying 

destruction device must deduct the following from baseline emissions: 
a. The amount of methane that could have been destroyed if the baseline 

destruction device was operating at full capacity. 
b. The amount of methane that would have been oxidized by soil bacteria in the 

absence of the project. 
 
4. Closed landfills where previous collection and destruction took place in a qualifying 

flare must deduct the following from baseline emissions: 
a. The amount of methane collected by baseline landfill gas wells and destroyed 

in the qualifying flare. 
b. The amount of methane that would have been oxidized by soil bacteria in the 

absence of the project. 
 

5. Projects where an existing GCCS is connected to a new landfill cell that was 
previously not affected by the GCCS must deduct the following from baseline 
emissions: 

a. If previous collection and destruction of methane from this cell (other than in 
the project GCCS), then the appropriate amount of methane shall be 
deducted according to the guidance in items 2-4, above, depending on which 
is relevant. 

b. The amount of methane that would have been oxidized by soil bacteria in the 
absence of the project. 

 
These conditions ensure that the reductions resulting from the GHG project can be accounted 
for separately from collection and destruction that would have occurred from the baseline 
equipment. Only the landfill gas destroyed beyond what would have been destroyed by the 
baseline collection and destruction system is considered eligible for crediting. 
 
Baseline emissions shall be calculated using Equation 5.3. Both the OX discount factor and the 
DF discount factor shall only be applied to periods of time during the reporting period for which 
each factor is applicable. The OX discount factor shall only be applied for the number of days 
during the reporting period when the landfill did not incorporate a synthetic liner throughout the 
entire area of the final cover system. The DF discount factor shall only be applied for the 
number of days during the reporting period when methane concentration values were taken at a 
frequency that is less than continuous (every 15 minutes). Thus, Equation 5.3 may be 
calculated separately for different portions of the reporting period, with the results summed to 
provide a total BE value for the entire reporting period. 
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Equation 5.3. Calculating Baseline Emissions 

𝑩𝑬 = 𝑪𝑯𝟒𝑫𝒆𝒔𝒕𝑷𝑹 × 𝑮𝑾𝑷 × (𝟏 − 𝑶𝑿) × (𝟏 − 𝑫𝑭) − 𝑫𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒃𝒂𝒔𝒆 × (𝟏 − 𝑶𝑿)  

Where,    Units 

BE = Baseline emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

CH4DestPR = Total methane destroyed by the project landfill gas collection and 
destruction system during the reporting period (see Equation 5.4) 

tCH4 

GWP = Global warming potential factor of methane to carbon dioxide equivalent, 
equal to 25 at the time of publication23 

tCO2e/tCH4 

OX = Factor for the oxidation of methane by soil bacteria. Equal to 0.10 for all 
landfills except those that incorporate a synthetic liner throughout the 
entire area of the final cover system, where OX = 0 

 

DF = Discount factor to account for uncertainties associated with the monitoring 

equipment. (See Section 6.1.) Equal to zero if using continuous methane 
monitoring 

 

Destbase = Adjustment to account for baseline LFG destruction device (see Equation 
5.5). Equal to zero if no baseline LFG destruction system is in place prior 
to project implementation 

tCO2e 

 
The term CH4DestPR represents the amount of methane destroyed by the project. This term is 
calculated according to Equation 5.4. 

                                                
23 At time of publication, landfill projects are instructed to use GWP values from the IPCC 4th Assessment Report. 
This value may be updated in the future via guidance from the Reserve. 
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Equation 5.4. Total Methane Emissions Destroyed 

𝑪𝑯𝟒𝑫𝒆𝒔𝒕𝑷𝑹 =  ∑(𝑪𝑯𝟒𝑫𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒊)  ×  (𝟎. 𝟎𝟒𝟐𝟑 × 𝟎. 𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟒𝟓𝟒)

𝒊

 

Where,   Units 

CH4DestPR = Total methane destroyed by the project landfill gas collection and 
destruction system during the reporting period 

tCH4 

CH4 Desti = The net quantity of methane destroyed by destruction device i during the 
reporting period 

scf CH4 

0.0423 = Density of methane lb CH4/scf CH4 

0.000454 = Conversion factor from pounds to metric tonnes tCH4/lb CH4 

 
And, 

   

𝑪𝑯𝟒𝑫𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒊 =  𝑸𝒊  × 𝑫𝑬𝒊 

Where,   Units 

CH4 Desti = The net quantity of methane destroyed by device i during the reporting 
period 

scf 

Qi = Total quantity of landfill methane sent to destruction device i during the 
reporting period 

scf 

DEi = Methane destruction efficiency for device i. See Appendix B for guidance   

 
And, 

   

𝑸𝒊 =  ∑(𝑳𝑭𝑮𝒊,𝒕  × 𝑷𝑹𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝒕)

𝒕

 

Where,   Units 

Qi = Total quantity of landfill methane sent to destruction device i during the 
reporting period 

scf 

LFGi,t = Adjusted volume of landfill gas fed to the destruction device i, in time 
interval t 

scf 

t = Time interval for which LFG flow and concentration measurements are 
aggregated. See Table 6.1 for guidance 

 

PRCH4,t = The average methane fraction of the landfill gas in time interval t scf CH4/ scf 
LFG 

 
For projects where methane was destroyed in the baseline, Equation 5.5 must be applied. This 
equation accounts for the methane emissions calculated in Equation 5.4 that would have been 
destroyed in the absence of the project activity. 
 
Any project at a landfill where methane was collected and destroyed at any time prior to the 
project start date – even if the prior collection and/or destruction system was removed or has 
been dormant for an extended period of time – must apply the baseline deduction. The time 
period over which the value of Destbase is to be aggregated, using Equation 5.5, may be chosen 
by the project developer, but cannot be less than weekly, and must be consistent throughout the 
reporting period. 
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Equation 5.5. Baseline Adjustment for Destruction in the Baseline Scenario 

𝑫𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒃𝒂𝒔𝒆 = (𝑪𝒍𝒐𝒔𝒆𝒅𝒅𝒊𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕 + 𝑵𝑸𝒅𝒊𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕 + 𝑫𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒎𝒂𝒙) × 𝟎. 𝟎𝟒𝟐𝟑 × 𝟎. 𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟒𝟓𝟒 × 𝑮𝑾𝑷 

Where,    Units 

Destbase = Adjustment to account for the baseline methane destruction associated 
with a baseline destruction device. Equal to zero if there is no baseline 
installation 

tCO2e 

Closeddiscount = Adjustment to account for the methane that would have been combusted 
in the baseline flare from baseline wells at a closed landfill. Equal to zero if 
the project is not a flare project at a closed landfill 

scf CH4 

NQdiscount = Adjustment to account for the methane that would have been combusted 
in the baseline, non-qualifying combustion device. Equal to zero if there is 
no non-qualifying combustion device 

scf CH4 

Destmax  = Deduction of the un-utilized capacity of the baseline destruction device. 
This deduction is to be applied only when a new destruction device is used 
during project activity. See Box 5.1 below for an example of the application 
of the Destmax adjustment 

scf CH4 

0.0423 = Density of methane  lb CH4/ scf 
CH4 

0.000454 = Conversion factor tCH4/ lb 
CH4 

GWP = Global warming potential factor of methane to carbon dioxide equivalent, 
equal to 25 at the time of publication24 

tCO2e/tCH4 

 
Equation 5.6. Calculating Baseline Adjustment for Destruction in a Qualifying Flare at a Closed Landfill 

𝑪𝒍𝒐𝒔𝒆𝒅𝒅𝒊𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕 = 𝑳𝑭𝑮𝑩𝟏  × 𝑩𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝒄𝒍𝒐𝒔𝒆𝒅 

Where,    Units 

Closeddiscount = Adjustment to account for the methane that would have been combusted 
in the baseline flare from baseline wells at a closed landfill. Equal to zero if 
the project is not a flare project at a closed landfill 

scf CH4 

LFGB1 = Landfill gas from the baseline landfill gas wells that would have been 
destroyed by the qualifying destruction system during the reporting period. 
See Appendix C for guidance on calculating LFGB1 

scf 

BCH4,closed = Methane fraction of landfill gas destroyed by the collection system during 
the reporting period. See Appendix C for guidance on calculating BCH4,closed 

scf CH4/ 
scf LFG 

 
NQdiscount, may be determined using either of the following options. 

 
1. NQdiscount shall be equal to the measured quantity of methane recovered through an 

active gas collection system installed into the corresponding cell or waste mass of 
the landfill in which the baseline devices operated. The landfill gas flow from these 
active wells shall be determined using Equation 5.4 above for a minimum of one 
month.25  

                                                
24 At time of publication, landfill projects are instructed to use GWP values from the IPCC 4th Assessment Report. 
This value may be updated in the future via guidance from the Reserve. 
25 For the purpose of using Equation 5.4 to determine NQdiscount, the quantity of landfill gas would be only that which is 
being metered from the corresponding cell or waste mass in which the baseline devices had operated, and not 
necessarily all of the landfill gas being destroyed by the destruction system. 
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2. NQdiscount shall be monitored and calculated per Equation 5.7 and Appendix D. 

 
Equation 5.7. Calculating Baseline Adjustment for Non-Qualifying Devices 

𝑵𝑸𝒅𝒊𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕 = 𝑳𝑭𝑮𝑩𝟐  × 𝑩𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝑵𝑸 

Where,    Units 

NQdiscount = Adjustment to account for the methane that would have been combusted in 
the baseline, non-qualifying combustion device. Equal to zero if there is no 
non-qualifying combustion device 

scf CH4 

LFGB2 = Landfill gas that would have been destroyed by the original, non-qualifying 
destruction system during the reporting period. See Appendix C for guidance 
on calculating LFGB2 

scf 

BCH4,NQ = Methane fraction of landfill gas destroyed by non-qualifying devices in the 
baseline. Equal to average methane concentration over the reporting period if 
maximum capacity is used for LFGB2. See Appendix C for further guidance on 
calculating BCH4,NQ  

scf CH4/ 
scf LFG 

 
Equation 5.8. Calculating Baseline Adjustment for Qualifying Devices 

𝑫𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒎𝒂𝒙 =  ∑[(𝑳𝑭𝑮𝑩𝒎𝒂𝒙,𝒕 − 𝑳𝑭𝑮𝑩𝟑,𝒕) × 𝑷𝑹𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝒕]

𝒕

 

Where,    Units 

Destmax = Deduction of the un-utilized capacity of the baseline destruction device. This 
deduction is to be applied only when a new destruction device is used during 
project activity. See Box 5.1 below for an example of the application of the 
Destmax adjustment 

scf CH4 

LFGBmax,t = The maximum landfill gas flow capacity of the baseline methane destruction 
device in time interval t 

scf 

LFGB3,t = The actual landfill gas flow of the baseline methane destruction device in 
time interval t 

scf 

PRCH4,t  = The average methane fraction of the landfill gas in time interval t as 
measured  

scf CH4 

/scf LFG 

t = Time interval for which LFG flow and concentration measurements are 
aggregated. See Table 6.1 for guidance 
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Box 5.1. Applying the Destmax Adjustment 
 
This adjustment was designed to help differentiate system upgrades from additional projects, while 
encouraging project developers to use their landfill gas beneficially. In short, this methodology assumes 
that any gas that could have been destroyed in the baseline qualifying device is not additional; diversion 
of that gas to a new destruction device represents an upgrade. Therefore, this term deducts from 
calculated project reductions that portion of gas that, in the absence of the new destruction device, still 
could have been destroyed. 
 
Example: 
A flare with a capacity of 1000 cfm was installed at a landfill in 1998. Therefore, because this flare was 
operational before 2001, the landfill gas control system is ineligible as a project under this protocol. 
However, in 2005, an electric generator with a 2000 cfm capacity was installed, and all landfill gas was 
diverted to this device. The addition of the electric generator meets the eligibility requirements of this 
protocol, and therefore qualifies as a new project. Because the baseline flare is a qualifying destruction 
device under this protocol and is not eligible as a project due to other eligibility criteria (i.e., operational 
date), it must be accounted for using Destmax. 
 
In 2005, 900 cfm was sent to generator, and 0 cfm was sent to the flare. In the year 2006, due to landfill 
expansion and installation of additional wells, the generator destroyed 1400 cfm while the flare was 
non-operational. In 2007, further well expansion allowed the generator to operate at full capacity and 
the flare was used to destroy an additional 300 cfm of landfill gas. 
 
Calculations: 

Year 

Generator 
Destruction 
(cfm) 

Flare 
Capacity 
(cfm) 

Flare 
Destruction 
(cfm) 

Deduction 
(cfm) 

Project 
Reductions 
(cfm) 

2005 900 1000 0 1000 -100 (0) 

2006 1400 1000 0 1000 400 

2007 1800 1000 300 700 1100 

 
Note: this example and the calculations are significantly simplified for illustrative purposes. The example values are 
calculated on a cubic feet per minute of landfill gas basis. Reporters are actually required to report the cumulative 
value of methane gas sent to the destruction device for each time interval t. 

5.2 Quantifying Project Emissions 
Project emissions must be quantified at a minimum on an annual, ex post basis. As shown in 
Equation 5.9, project emissions equal: 

▪ Total indirect carbon dioxide emissions resulting from consumption of electricity from the 
grid related to project activities 

▪ Total carbon dioxide emissions from the onsite destruction of fossil fuel related to project 
activities 

▪ Total carbon dioxide emissions from the combustion of supplemental natural gas 
▪ Total methane emissions from the incomplete combustion of supplemental natural gas 

 
Project emissions shall be calculated using Equation 5.9. 
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Equation 5.9. Calculating Project Emissions 

𝑷𝑬 = 𝑭𝑭𝑪𝑶𝟐
+ 𝑬𝑳𝑪𝑶𝟐

+ 𝑵𝑮𝒆𝒎𝒊𝒔𝒔𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒔 

Where,    Units 

PE = Project emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

FFCO2 = Total carbon dioxide emissions from the destruction of fossil fuel during the 
reporting period 

tCO2 

ELCO2 = Total carbon dioxide emissions from the consumption of electricity from the 
grid during the reporting period 

tCO2 

NGemissions  = Total quantity of emissions from supplemental natural gas, including both 
uncombusted methane and carbon dioxide emissions during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 

 
Equation 5.10. Calculating Project Emissions from Fossil Fuel Use 

𝑭𝑭𝑪𝑶𝟐
=  

∑ (𝑭𝑭𝑷𝑹,𝒋  × 𝑬𝑭𝑭𝑭,𝒋)𝒋

𝟏𝟎𝟎𝟎
 

Where,    Units 

FFCO2 = Total carbon dioxide emissions from the destruction of fossil fuel during 
the reporting period 

tCO2 

FFPR,j = Total fossil fuel consumed by the project landfill gas collection and 
destruction system during the reporting period, by fuel type j 

volume fossil fuel 

EFFF,j = Fuel specific emission factor. See Appendix B kg CO2/volume 
fossil fuel 

1000 = Conversion factor kg CO2/tCO2 

 
Equation 5.11. Calculating Project Emissions from Electricity Use 

𝑬𝑳𝑪𝑶𝟐
=  

(𝑬𝑳𝑷𝑹  × 𝑬𝑭𝑬𝑳)

𝟐𝟐𝟎𝟒. 𝟔𝟐
 

Where,    Units 

ELCO2 = Total carbon dioxide emissions from the consumption of 
electricity from the grid during the reporting period 

tCO2 

ELPR = Total electricity consumed by the project landfill gas collection 
and destruction system during the reporting period 

MWh 

EFEL = CO2 emission factor for electricity used26 lb CO2/ MWh 

2204.62 = Conversion factor lb CO2/ tCO2 

 

                                                
26 Refer to the most version of the U.S. EPA eGRID most closely corresponding to the time period during which the 
electricity was used. Projects shall use the annual total output emission rates for the subregion where the project is 
located, not the annual non-baseload output emission rates. The eGRID tables are available from the U.S. EPA 
website: http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/index.html. 

http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/index.html
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Equation 5.12. Calculating Project Emissions from the Use of Supplemental Natural Gas 

 

𝑵𝑮𝒆𝒎𝒊𝒔𝒔𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒔 = ∑ [𝑵𝑮𝒊 × 𝑵𝑮𝑪𝑯𝟒
× 𝟎. 𝟎𝟒𝟐𝟑 × 𝟎. 𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟒𝟓𝟒 × [((𝟏 − 𝑫𝑬𝑰) × 𝑮𝑾𝑷) + (𝑫𝑬𝒊 ×

𝟏𝟐

𝟏𝟔
×

𝟒𝟒

𝟏𝟐
)]]

𝒊

 

 
Where,  
 

   
Units 

NGemissions = Total emissions from supplemental natural gas during the reporting 
period, including both uncombusted methane and carbon dioxide 
emissions 

tCO2e 

NGi = Total quantity of supplemental natural gas delivered to the destruction 
device i during the reporting period 

scf 

DEi  = Methane destruction efficiency of destruction device i. See Appendix B  

NGCH4 = Average methane fraction of the supplemental natural gas as provided 
for by fuel vendor  

scf CH4/scf 
NG 

0.0423 = Density of methane  lb CH4/scf CH4 

0.000454 = Conversion factor tCH4/lb CH4 

GWP = Global warming potential factor of methane to carbon dioxide equivalent, 
equal to 25 at the time of publication27 

tCO2e/tCH4 

12/16 = Carbon ratio of methane C/CH4 

44/12 = Carbon ratio of carbon dioxide CO2/C 

 
 

                                                
27 At time of publication, landfill projects are instructed to use GWP values from the IPCC 4th Assessment Report. 
This value may be updated in the future via guidance from the Reserve. 
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6 Project Monitoring 
The Reserve requires a Monitoring Plan to be established for all monitoring and reporting 
activities associated with the project. The Monitoring Plan will serve as the basis for verifiers to 
confirm that the stipulations of this section and Section 7 have been and will continue to be met, 
and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record-keeping is ongoing at the project site. The 
Monitoring Plan must cover all aspects of monitoring and reporting contained in this protocol 
and must specify how data for all relevant parameters in Table 6.1 (below) will be collected and 
recorded.  
 
At a minimum the Monitoring Plan shall stipulate the frequency of data acquisition; a record 
keeping plan (see Section 7.2 for minimum record keeping requirements); the frequency of 
instrument cleaning, inspection, field check and calibration activities; and the role of the 
individual performing each specific monitoring activity, as well as QA/QC provisions to ensure 
that data acquisition and meter calibration are carried out consistently and with precision. The 
Monitoring Plan shall also contain a detailed diagram of the landfill gas collection and 
destruction system, including the placement of all meters and equipment that affect SSRs within 
the GHG Assessment Boundary (see Figure 4.1). 
 
Finally, the Monitoring Plan must include procedures that the project developer will follow to 
ascertain and demonstrate that the project at all times passes the legal requirement test 
(Section 3.4.3). 
 
Project developers are responsible for monitoring the performance of the project and operating 
the landfill gas collection and destruction system in a manner consistent with the manufacturer’s 
recommendations for each component of the system.  

6.1 Monitoring Requirements 
Methane emission reductions from landfill gas capture and control systems must be monitored 
with measurement equipment that directly meters: 
 

▪ The flow of landfill gas delivered to each destruction device, measured continuously and 
recorded every 15 minutes or totalized and recorded at least daily, adjusted for 
temperature and pressure 

 
▪ The fraction of methane in the landfill gas delivered to the destruction device, measured 

continuously and recorded every 15 minutes and averaged at least daily (measurements 
taken at a frequency that is less than continuous and more than weekly may be used 
with the application of a 10% discount in Equation 5.3). Projects may not be eligible for 
crediting if methane concentration is not measured and recorded at least weekly 

 
▪ The operational activity of the destruction device(s), monitored and documented at least 

hourly to ensure landfill gas destruction 
 
If discontinuous CH4 concentration monitoring is to be employed, then the project developer 
shall develop a prescriptive methodology for how such monitoring is to be carried out. The 
method should be reasonable in the circumstances of the project and shall be consistently 
applied throughout the reporting period. Any such methodology, and adherence to the 
methodology (or otherwise), should be clearly set out in the project monitoring report. 
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Methane fraction of the landfill gas is to be measured on a wet/dry basis, depending on the 
basis of measurement for flow, temperature, and pressure (must be measured on same basis 
as flow, temperature, and pressure). The methane analyzer and flow meter should be installed 
in the same relative placement to any moisture-removing components of the landfill gas system 
(there should not be a moisture-removing component separating the measurement of flow and 
methane fraction). The meters themselves should also operate on the same basis (i.e., if one 
meter internally dries the sample prior to measurement, the same should occur at other meters). 
An acceptable variation to this arrangement would be in the case where flow is measured on a 
dry basis, while the methane concentration is measured on a wet basis. The opposite 
arrangement is not permissible. No separate monitoring of temperature and pressure is 
necessary when using flow meters that automatically correct for temperature and pressure, 
expressing LFG volumes in normalized cubic meters. 
 
A single flow meter may be used for multiple destruction devices under certain conditions. If all 
destruction devices are of identical efficiency and verified to be operational, no additional steps 
are necessary for project registration. Otherwise, the destruction efficiency of the least efficient 
destruction device shall be used as the destruction efficiency for all destruction devices 
monitored by this meter. 
 
If there are any periods when not all destruction devices measured under a single flow meter 
are operational, methane destruction during these periods will be eligible provided that the 
verifier can confirm all of the following conditions are met: 
 

1. The destruction efficiency of the least efficient destruction device in operation shall be 
used as the destruction efficiency for all destruction devices monitored by this meter; 
and 
 

2. All devices are either equipped with valves on the input gas line that close automatically 
if the device becomes non-operational (requiring no manual intervention), or designed in 
such a manner that it is physically impossible for gas to pass through while the device is 
non-operational; and 
 

3. For any period where one or more destruction devices within this arrangement is not 
operational, it must be documented that the remaining operational devices have the 
capacity to destroy the maximum gas flow recorded during the period. For devices other 
than flares, it must be shown that the output corresponds to the flow of gas. 

 
These means for allowing a single device to monitor operational activity at multiple destruction 
devices shall not be construed to relax the requirement for hourly operational data for all 
destruction devices. Rather, this arrangement permits a specific metering arrangement during 
periods when one or more devices are known to not be operating. In order to know the 
operational status of a device, it must be monitored. All destruction devices must have their 
operational status monitored and recorded at least hourly. In other words, the project dataset 
will include an indication of operational status corresponding to each hour of landfill gas data. If 
these data are missing or never recorded for a particular device, that device will be assumed to 
be not operating and no emission reductions may be claimed for landfill gas destroyed by that 
device during the period when data are missing. 
 
All flow data collected must be corrected for temperature and pressure at 60o F and 1 atm. If 
any of the landfill gas flow metering equipment does not internally correct for the temperature 
and pressure of the landfill gas, separate pressure and temperature measurements must be 
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used to correct the flow measurement. The temperature and pressure of the landfill gas must be 
measured continuously. Corrected values must be used in all of the equations of this section. 
 
Apply Equation 5.2 only if the landfill gas flow metering equipment does not internally correct for 
temperature and pressure. 
 
The continuous methane analyzer should be the preferred option for monitoring methane 
concentrations, as the methane content of landfill gas captured can vary by more than 20% 
during a single day due to gas capture network conditions (dilution with air at wellheads, 
leakage on pipes, etc.).28 When using the alternative approach of discontinuous methane 
concentration measurement using a calibrated portable gas analyzer, project developers must 
account for the uncertainty associated with these measurements by applying a 10% discount 
factor to the total quantity of methane collected and destroyed in Equation 5.3. 
 
Figure 6.1 represents the suggested arrangement of the landfill gas flow meters and methane 
concentration metering equipment.  
 

 
Note: The number of flow meters must be sufficient to track the total flow as well as the flow to each combustion 
device. The above scenario includes one more flow meter than would be necessary to achieve this objective. 
Source: Consolidated baseline methodology for landfill gas project activities, Clean Development Mechanism, 
Version 07, Sectoral Scope 13 (2007). 

Figure 6.1. Suggested Arrangement of LFG Metering Equipment 

 
The operational activity of the landfill gas collection system and the destruction devices shall be 
monitored and documented at least hourly to ensure actual landfill gas destruction. GHG 
reductions will not be accounted for during periods that the destruction device was not 
operational. For flares, operation is defined as thermocouple readings above 500° F. For all 
other destruction devices, the means of demonstration shall be determined by the project 
developer and subject to verifier review. If relying on the difference between ambient 

                                                
28 Consolidated baseline methodology for landfill gas project activities, Clean Development Mechanism, Version 07, 
Sectoral Scope 13 (2007). 
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temperatures and temperatures recorded by a thermocouple to demonstrate operational activity 
(instead of using a fixed temperature threshold), then a temperature difference of at least 200° F 
shall be used. If any destruction device is equipped with a safety shut off valve, that prevents 
biogas flow to the destruction device when not operational, then demonstrating the presence 
and operability of the shut off valve will be sufficient to demonstrate operational activity of that 
device. 
 
In “direct use” scenarios where landfill gas is delivered offsite to a third-party end user (not to a 
commercial natural gas transmission and distribution system or to a facility under management 
control of the project operator), reasonable efforts must be made to obtain data demonstrating 
the operational status of the destruction device(s). If it is not possible to obtain such data, the 
verifier must use their professional judgment to confirm that there has been no significant 
release of project landfill gas and that the project developer is using the destruction efficiency 
value appropriate for the end use. Evidence that may assist a verifier in making a determination 
to that effect may include, but is not limited to, one or more of the following: 

 
▪ A signed attestation from the third-party operator of the destruction device that no 

catastrophic failure of destruction or significant release of landfill gas occurred during the 
reporting period, and that the safety features and/or design of the destruction equipment 
are such that the destruction device does not allow landfill gas to pass through it when 
non-operational and/or that the project developer is able to switch off the flow of landfill 
gas offsite in the event of emergencies (and has rigorous procedures in place to ensure 
such shutoff occurs immediately) 

▪ The verifier confirming the same via a first-person interview with the third-party operator 
▪ Examination of the safety features and/or design of the destruction equipment, such that 

the destruction device does not allow landfill gas to pass through it when non-operational 
and/or that the project developer is able to switch off the flow of landfill gas offsite in the 
event of emergencies (and has rigorous procedures in place to ensure such shutoff 
occurs immediately) 

▪ Records that can corroborate the type and level of operation of the destruction device 
during the reporting period, such as engine output data, etc. 
 

If the verifier is reasonably assured that no significant release of landfill gas has occurred offsite 
during the reporting period, the project can use the destruction efficiency appropriate to that 
offsite destruction device, despite the lack of hourly data from a monitoring device confirming 
operational status. 

6.1.1 Indirect Monitoring Alternative 

As an alternative to the direct measurement of LFG, projects may instead choose to 
demonstrate volumes of CH4 destroyed using output data for their destruction device. Where the 
output of destruction devices (such as gensets) is measured via the use of a commercial 
transfer meter (i.e., a meter whose output is used as the basis for the quantification under an 
energy delivery contract), which is subject to regular, professional maintenance, the project may 
use such data as the basis for determining the volume of CH4 destroyed. The meter output shall 
be subjected to an appropriate conversion methodology to calculate the volume of CH4 
destroyed during the reporting period. One example of a methodology that may be suitable is 
brake-specific fuel consumption calculations. Projects may also be able to use results of 
performance testing mandated under 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart IIII, Subpart JJJJ, and Subpart 
KKKK, to develop an appropriate conversion methodology. If using the indirect monitoring 
alternative, the commercial meter must be maintained by appropriately-trained professionals, in 



U.S. Landfill Project Protocol  Version 5.0, April 2019 

31 

accordance with manufacturer requirements. In scenarios where projects are able to control the 
maintenance of such meters, the QA/QC requirements in Section 6.2 apply. In scenarios where 
projects are not able to control the maintenance of such meters, reasonable efforts must be 
made to obtain documentation demonstrating manufacturer maintenance requirements have 
been met during the reporting period. 
 
The monitoring methodology to be employed must be clearly set out in the project monitoring 
report, it must be applied consistently throughout the reporting period, and it must be 
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the project’s verifier and the Reserve that the use of such 
data and methodology is reasonable under the circumstances, and results in a conservative 
estimation of the volume of CH4 destroyed.  

6.2 Instrument QA/QC 
Monitoring instruments shall be inspected and calibrated according to the following schedule.  
 
All gas flow meters29 and continuous methane analyzers must be: 
 

▪ Cleaned and inspected on a regular basis, as specified in the project’s Monitoring Plan, 
with activities and results documented by site personnel. Cleaning and inspection 
procedures and frequency must, at a minimum, follow the manufacturer’s 
recommendations 

▪ Field checked for calibration accuracy by a third-party technician with the percent drift 
documented, using either a portable instrument (such as a pitot tube) or manufacturer 
specified guidance, at the end of – but no more than two months prior to or after – the 
end date of the reporting period30 

▪ Calibrated by the manufacturer or a certified third-party calibration service per 
manufacturer’s guidance or every 5 years when calibration frequency is not specified by 
the manufacturer 

 
Conformance with the factory calibration requirement is only required during periods of time 
where data gathered by the meter are used for emission reduction quantification. Periods where 
the meter did not meet this requirement will not cause the project to fail this requirement, 
provided the meter was not being used for project emission reduction quantification during such 
periods, and provided the meter was brought back into conformance before being employed to 
gather project data. 
 
If a stationary meter that was in use for 60 days or more is removed and not reinstalled during a 
reporting period, that meter shall either be field-checked for calibration accuracy prior to removal 
or calibrated (with percent drift documented) by the manufacturer or a certified calibration 
service (with as-found results recorded) prior to quantification of emission reductions for that 
reporting period.  
 
If the required calibration or calibration check is not performed and properly documented, no 
GHG credits may be generated for that reporting period. Flow meter calibrations shall be 
documented to show that the meter was calibrated to a range of flow rates corresponding to the 

                                                
29 Field checks and calibrations of flow meters shall ensure that the meter accurately reads volumetric flow, and has 
not drifted outside of the prescribed +/-5% accuracy threshold. 
30 Instead of performing field checks, the project developer may instead have equipment calibrated by the 
manufacturer or a certified calibration service per manufacturer’s guidance, at the end of but no more than two 
months prior to or after the end date of the reporting period to meet this requirement. 
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flow rates expected at the landfill. Methane analyzer calibrations shall be documented to show 
that the calibration was carried out to the range of conditions (temperature and pressure) 
corresponding to the range of conditions as measured at the landfill. 
 
The as-found condition (percent drift) of a field check must always be recorded. If the meter is 
found to be measuring outside of the +/- 5% threshold for accuracy, the data must be adjusted 
for the period beginning with the last successful field check or calibration event up until the 
meter is confirmed to be in calibration (unless the last event occurred during the prior reporting 
period, in which case adjustment is made back to the beginning of the current reporting period). 
If, at the time of the failed field check, the meter is cleaned and checked again, with the as-left 
condition found to be within the accuracy threshold, a full calibration is not required for that 
piece of equipment. This shall be considered a failed field check, followed by a successful field 
check. The data adjustment shall be based on the percent drift recorded at the time of the failed 
field check. However, if the as-left condition remains outside of the +/- 5% accuracy threshold 
(whether or not additional cleaning and accuracy testing occurs), calibration is required by the 
manufacturer or a certified service provider for that piece of equipment. 
 
For the interval between the last successful field check and any calibration event confirming 
accuracy outside of the +/- 5% threshold, all data from that meter or analyzer must be scaled 
according to the following procedure. These adjustments must be made for the entire period 
from the last successful field check until such time as the meter is properly calibrated. 
 

1. For calibrations that indicate under-reporting (lower flow rates, or lower methane 
concentration), the metered values must be used without correction. 

 
2. For calibrations that indicate over-reporting (higher flow rates, or higher methane 

concentration), the metered values must be adjusted based on the greatest calibration 
drift recorded at the time of calibration.  

 
For example, if a project conducts field checks quarterly during a year-long reporting period, 
then only three months of data will be subject at any one time to the adjustments above. 
However, if the project developer feels confident that the meter does not require field checks or 
calibration on a greater than annual frequency, then failed events will accordingly require the 
penalty to be applied to the entire year’s data. Frequent calibration may minimize the total 
accrued drift (by zeroing out any error identified) and result in smaller overall deductions. 
Additionally, strong equipment inspection practices that include checking all probes and internal 
components will minimize the risk of meter and analyzer inaccuracies and the corresponding 
deductions. If it is not possible to determine the accrued drift and/or an appropriate method for 
scaling the data (e.g., drift is recorded in milliwatts, which cannot be directly translated into a 
drift percentage), the project developer should seek guidance from the instrument manufacturer 
to confirm when the 5% drift threshold has been reached and how to appropriately scale the 
relevant data.  
 
Additional field checks carried out during the reporting period at the project developer’s 
discretion may be performed by an individual that is not a third-party technician. In this case, the 
competency of the individual and the accuracy of the field check procedure must be assessed 
and approved by the verification body. Furthermore, if the field check reveals accuracy outside 
of the +/- 5% threshold, calibration is required and the data must be scaled as detailed above. In 
order to provide flexibility in verification, data monitored up to two months after a field check 
may be verified. As such, the end date of the reporting period must be no more than two months 
after the latest successful field check. 
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If a portable instrument either:  
 

1. acquires project data (e.g., a handheld methane analyzer is used to take weekly 
methane concentration measurements), or  
 

2. is used to field check the calibration accuracy of equipment that acquires project data 
and the portable instrument produces a data output that is or could be used in emission 
reduction calculations (i.e., flow or concentration); then, 
 

the portable instrument shall be maintained and calibrated per the manufacturer’s 
specifications, and calibrated at least annually by the manufacturer, by a laboratory 
approved by the manufacturer, or at an ISO 17025 accredited laboratory. Other pieces of 
equipment used for QA/QC of monitoring instruments shall be maintained according to the 
manufacturer’s specifications, including calibration where specified. Portable methane 
analyzers must also be field calibrated to a known sample gas prior to each use. 

6.3 Missing Data 
In situations where the flow rate or methane concentration monitoring equipment is missing 
data, the project developer shall apply the data substitution methodology provided in Appendix 
D. If for any reason the destruction device monitoring equipment is inoperable (for example, the 
thermocouple on the flare), then no emission reductions can be registered for the period of 
inoperability. 

6.4 Monitoring Parameters 
Prescribed monitoring parameters necessary to calculate baseline and project emissions are 
provided in Table 6.1.
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Table 6.1. Monitoring Data to be Collected and Used to Estimate Emission Reductions 

Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated 
(c) 

Measured 
(m) 

Reference 
(r) 

Operating 
records (o) 

Comment 

  
Regulatory 
compliance 

Project 
developer 
attestation to 
compliance with 
regulatory 
requirements 
relating to 
landfill gas 
project 

Each reporting 
period 

 

Must be monitored and determined for each 
reporting period. The project developer shall 
document all federal, state, and local 
regulations, ordinances, and permit 
requirements (and compliance status for 
each) that apply to the GHG reduction 
project. The project developer shall provide 
a signed attestation to their compliance 
status for the above mentioned federal, 
state, and local regulations, ordinances, and 
permit requirements 

  
Legal requirement 
test 

Project 
developer 
attestation of 
voluntary 
implementation 

Each reporting 
period 

 
Must be monitored and determined for each 
reporting period. The project developer shall 
document  

  
Operation of 
destruction device 

 Hourly o 

Required for each destruction device. For 
flares, operation is defined as thermocouple 
readings above 500° F. The presence and 
operability of a safety shut off valve will be 
sufficient to demonstrate operational activity 
of the given device. 

Equation 5.1 ER 
GHG emission 
reductions during the 
reporting period 

tCO2e 
Per reporting 

period 
c  

Equation 5.1 
Equation 5.3 

BE 
Baseline emissions 
during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 
Per reporting 

period 
c  
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated 
(c) 

Measured 
(m) 

Reference 
(r) 

Operating 
records (o) 

Comment 

Equation 5.1 
Equation 5.9 

PE 
Project emissions 
during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e 
Per reporting 

period 
c  

Equation 5.2 
Equation 5.4 

LFGi,t 

Adjusted volume of 
landfill gas fed to the 
destruction device i, in 
time interval t 

scf Continuous m/c 

Measured continuously by a flow meter and 
recorded at least once every 15 minutes. 
Data to be aggregated by time interval t (this 
parameter is calculated in cases where the 
metered flow must be corrected for 
temperature and pressure) 

Equation 5.2 
LFGunadjuste

d 

Unadjusted volume of 
landfill gas collected 
for the given time 
interval 

acf Continuous m 
Used only in cases where the flow meter 
does not automatically correct to 60° F and 
1 atm 

Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.4 

CH4DestPR 

Total methane 
destroyed by the 
project landfill gas 
collection and 
destruction system 
during the reporting 
period 

tCH4  c  

Equation 5.3 DF 

Discount factor to 
account for 
uncertainties 
associated with the 
monitoring equipment 

0-1.0 Continuous r 
Equal to zero if using continuous methane 
monitor (see Section 6.1) 

Equation 5.3 OX 
Factor for the 
oxidation of methane 
by soil bacteria  

0, 0.1  r 

Equal to 0.10 for all landfills except those 
that incorporate a synthetic liner throughout 
the entire area of the final cover system 
where OX = 0 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated 
(c) 

Measured 
(m) 

Reference 
(r) 

Operating 
records (o) 

Comment 

Equation 5.3 GWP 
100-year global 
warming potential for 
CH4 

tCO2e/tCH4 
Per reporting 

period 
r 

As of publication, the value is 25.31 This may 
be updated in the future via guidance from 
the Reserve 

Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.5 

Destbase 

Adjustment to account 
for the baseline 
methane destruction 
associated with a 
baseline destruction 
device 

tCO2e  c 
Equal to zero if no baseline LFG destruction 
system is in place prior to project 
implementation 

Equation 5.4 CH4Desti 

The net quantity of 
methane destroyed by 
destruction device i 
during the reporting 
period 

scf CH4  c  

Equation 5.4 Qi 

Total quantity of 
landfill methane sent 
to destruction device i 
during the reporting 
period 

scf CH4 Daily/Weekly c 
Calculated daily if methane is continuously 
metered or weekly if methane is measured 
weekly 

Equation 5.4 
Equation 5.12 

DEi 
Methane destruction 
efficiency for device i 

% Once r/m 
See Appendix B for guidance and default 
values 

Equation 5.4 t 

Time interval for 
which LFG flow and 
concentration 
measurements are 
aggregated  

week, day, or 
smaller interval 

Continuous/ 
Daily/Other 

r 
The interval employed is contingent upon 
the interval of data acquisition. 

                                                
31 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 4th Assessment Report (2007). 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated 
(c) 

Measured 
(m) 

Reference 
(r) 

Operating 
records (o) 

Comment 

Equation 5.4 
Equation 5.8 

PRCH4,t 
The average methane 
fraction of the landfill 
gas in time interval t  

scf CH4 / scf 
LFG 

Continuous/ Other m 
Measured by continuous gas analyzer or a 
calibrated portable gas analyzer. Data to be 
averaged by time interval t.  

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.6 

Closeddisco

unt 

Adjustment to account 
for the methane which 
would have been 
combusted in the 
baseline flare from 
baseline wells at a 
closed landfill 

scf CH4 Yearly c 
Calculated per year, but may be scaled for 
project reporting periods less than one year 

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.7 

NQdiscount 

Adjustment to account 
for the methane which 
would have been 
combusted in the 
baseline, non-
qualifying combustion 
device 

scf CH4 Yearly c 
Calculated per year, but may be scaled for 
project reporting periods less than one year 

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.8 

Destmax 

Deduction of the un-
utilized capacity of the 
baseline destruction 
device  

scf CH4 

Weekly, Monthly, 
or Per reporting 
period (no more 

than weekly) 

c 
This deduction is to be applied only when a 
new destruction device is used during 
project activity 

Equation 5.6 LFGB1 

Landfill gas from the 
baseline landfill gas 
wells that would have 
been destroyed by the 
qualifying destruction 
system during the 
reporting period 

scf LFG Yearly c 
Calculated using Appendix D. Calculated 
per year, but may be scaled for project 
reporting periods less than one year 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated 
(c) 

Measured 
(m) 

Reference 
(r) 

Operating 
records (o) 

Comment 

Equation 5.6 BCH4,closed 

Methane fraction of 
landfill gas destroyed 
by baseline flares at a 
closed landfill 

scf CH4 / scf 
LFG 

Continuously/ 
Other 

m 
Measured by continuous gas analyzer or a 
calibrated portable gas analyzer.  

Equation 5.7 LFGB2 

Landfill gas that would 
have been destroyed 
by the original, non-
qualifying destruction 
system during the 
reporting period 

scf LFG / yr Yearly c 

Calculated per Section 5, or according to 
guidance provided in Appendix D. 
Calculated per year, but may be scaled for 
project reporting periods less than one year 

Equation 5.7 BCH4,NQ 

Methane fraction of 
landfill gas destroyed 
by non-qualifying 
devices in the 
baseline 

scf CH4 / scf 
LFG 

Continuously/ 
Other 

m 
Measured by continuous gas analyzer or a 
calibrated portable gas analyzer 

Equation 5.8 LFGBmax,t 

The maximum landfill 
gas flow capacity of 
the baseline methane 
destruction device in 
time interval t 

scf 
At beginning of 
first reporting 

period 
c 

Calculated based on manufacturer’s and/or 
engineer specifications for the destruction 
device and blower system. The maximum 
capacity of the limiting component, either the 
destruction device or blower, shall be used 

Equation 5.8 LFGB3,t 

The actual landfill gas 
flow of the baseline 
methane destruction 
device in time interval 
t 

scf Continuous m 
Measured continuously by a flow meter and 
recorded at least once every 15 minutes 

Equation 5.9 
Equation 5.10 

FFCO2 

Total carbon dioxide 
emissions from the 
destruction of fossil 
fuel during the 
reporting period 

tCO2 
Per reporting 

period 
c  
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated 
(c) 

Measured 
(m) 

Reference 
(r) 

Operating 
records (o) 

Comment 

Equation 5.9 
Equation 5.11 

ELCO2 

Total carbon dioxide 
emissions from the 
consumption of 
electricity from the 
grid during the 
reporting period 

tCO2  c  

Equation 5.9 
Equation 5.12 

NGemissions 

Total quantity of 
emissions from 
supplemental natural 
gas, including both 
uncombusted 
methane and carbon 
dioxide emissions 
during the reporting 
period 

tCO2 
 Per reporting 

period 
c 

Includes both uncombusted methane and 
carbon dioxide emissions 

Equation 5.10 FFPR,j 

Total fossil fuel 
consumed by the 
project landfill gas 
collection and 
destruction system 
during the reporting 
period, by fuel type j 

volume fossil 
fuel 

Monthly o 
Calculated from monthly record of fossil fuel 
purchased and consumed 

Equation 5.10 EFFF,j 
Fuel specific emission 
factor 

kg CO2 / volume 
fossil fuel 

 Per reporting 
period 

r See Appendix C 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated 
(c) 

Measured 
(m) 

Reference 
(r) 

Operating 
records (o) 

Comment 

 
Equation 5.11 

ELPR 

Total electricity 
consumed by the 
project landfill gas 
collection and 
destruction system 
during the reporting 
period 

MWh  m/o 

Obtained from either onsite metering or 
utility purchase records. Required to 
determine CO2 emissions from use of 
electricity to operate the project activity 

 
Equation 5.11 

EFEL 
Carbon emission 
factor for electricity 
used  

lbCO2 / MWh 
Per reporting 

period 
r 

See the most up to date version available of 
the U.S. EPA eGRID32 

Equation 5.12 NGi 

Total quantity of 
supplemental natural 
gas delivered to the 
destruction device i 
during the reporting 
period 

scf Continuous m 
Metered prior to delivery to destruction 
device 

Equation 5.12 NGCH4 

Average methane 
fraction of the 
supplemental natural 
gas as provided for by 
fuel vendor 

scf CH4 / scf NG  r Refer to purchase records 

 T 
Temperature of the 
landfill gas 

°C Continuous m 

No separate monitoring of temperature is 
necessary when using flow meters that 
automatically adjust flow volumes for 
temperature and pressure, expressing LFG 
volumes in normalized cubic feet 

                                                
32 Available at: http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/index.html.  

http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/index.html
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated 
(c) 

Measured 
(m) 

Reference 
(r) 

Operating 
records (o) 

Comment 

 P 
Pressure of the landfill 
gas 

atm Continuous m 

No separate monitoring of pressure is 
necessary when using flow meters that 
automatically measure adjust flow volumes 
for temperature and pressure, expressing 
LFG volumes in normalized cubic feet 
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7 Reporting Parameters  
This section provides guidance on reporting rules and procedures. A priority of the Reserve is to 
facilitate consistent and transparent information disclosure among project developers. Project 
developers must submit verified emission reduction reports to the Reserve annually at a 
minimum. 

7.1 Project Documentation  
Project developers must provide the following documentation to the Reserve in order to register 
a landfill gas destruction project: 
 

▪ Project Submittal form  
▪ Signed Attestation of Title form  
▪ Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form  
▪ Detailed system diagram from Monitoring Plan 
▪ Verification Report  
▪ Verification Statement  

 
Project developers must provide the following documentation each reporting period in order for 
the Reserve to issue CRTs for quantified GHG reductions: 
 

▪ Verification Report  
▪ Verification Statement  
▪ Signed Attestation of Title form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
▪ Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form  

 
At a minimum, the above project documentation will be available to the public via the Reserve’s 
online reporting tool of the same name, the Climate Action Reserve. Further disclosure and 
other documentation may be made available on a voluntary basis. Project submittal forms and 
project registration information can be found at: 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 

7.2 Record Keeping 
For purposes of independent verification and historical documentation, project developers are 
required to keep all information outlined in this protocol for a period of 10 years after the 
information is generated or 7 years after the last verification. This information will not be publicly 
available, but may be requested by the verifier or the Reserve. 
 
System information the project developer should retain includes: 
 

▪ All data inputs for the calculation of GHG reductions 
▪ Copies of all solid waste, air, water, and land use permits; Notices of Violations (NOVs); 

and any administrative or legal consent orders dating back at least 3 years prior to the 
project start date, and for each subsequent year of project operation 

▪ Project developer attestation of compliance with regulatory requirements relating to the 
landfill gas project  

▪ Collection and control device information (installation dates, equipment list, etc.)  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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▪ LFG flow meter information (model number, serial number, manufacturer’s calibration 
procedures)  

▪ Methane monitor information (model number, serial number, calibration procedures)  
▪ Destruction device monitor information (model number, serial number, calibration 

procedures)  
▪ LFG flow data (for each flow meter) 
▪ LFG flow meter calibration data (for each flow meter) 
▪ Methane monitoring data  
▪ Methane monitor calibration data  
▪ Destruction device monitoring data (for each destruction device) 
▪ Destruction device monitor calibration data (for each destruction device) 
▪ CO2e monthly and annual tonnage calculations  
▪ Copies of the results of the NSPS/EG Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 NMOC emission rate 

estimates and the projected date when system start-up will be required by NSPS 
▪ Initial and annual verification records and results 
▪ All maintenance records relevant to the LFG control system, monitoring equipment, and 

destruction devices 
▪ Operational records of the landfill relating to the amount of waste placed onsite 

(scalehouse records, etc.), or most recent documented WIP report accepted by a 
regulatory agency 

 
Calibrated portable gas analyzer information that the project developer should retain includes: 
 

▪ Date, time, and location of methane measurement  
▪ Methane content of LFG (% by volume) for each measurement  
▪ Methane measurement instrument type and serial number  
▪ Date, time, and results of instrument calibration  
▪ Corrective measures taken if instrument does not meet performance specifications  

7.3 Reporting Period and Verification Cycle  

7.3.1 Reporting Periods 

The reporting period is the length of time over which GHG emission reductions from project 
activities are quantified. Project developers must report GHG reductions resulting from project 
activities during each reporting period. A reporting period may not exceed 12 months in length, 
except for the initial reporting period, which may cover up to 24 months. The Reserve accepts 
verified emission reduction reports on a sub-annual basis, should the project developer choose 
to have a sub-annual reporting period and verification schedule (e.g., monthly, quarterly, or 
semi-annually). Reporting periods must be contiguous; there must be no gaps in reporting 
during the crediting period of a project once the first reporting period has commenced. 

7.3.2 Verification Periods 

The verification period is the length of time over which GHG emission reductions from project 
activities are verified. The initial verification period for a landfill project is limited to one reporting 
period (i.e., up to 24 months). Subsequent verification periods may cover up to two reporting 
periods. CRTs will not be issued for reporting periods that have not been verified. For any 
reporting period that ends prior to the end of the verification period (i.e., year 1 of a 2-year 
verification period), an interim monitoring report must be submitted to the Reserve no later than 
six months following the end of the relevant reporting period. The interim monitoring report shall 
contain a summary of emission reductions, description of QA/QC activities, and description of 
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any potential nonconformances, data errors, metering issues, or material changes to the 
project.33 All mandatory sections of interim monitoring reports must be verified in the 
subsequent verification. 
 
To meet the verification deadline, the project developer must have the required verification 
documentation (see Section 7.1) submitted within 12 months of the end of the verification 
period. The end date of any verification period must correspond to the end date of a reporting 
period. 

7.3.3 Verification Site Visit Schedule 

A site visit must occur during the initial verification, and at least once every two reporting periods 
thereafter. A reporting period may be verified without a new site visit if the following 
requirements are met: 
 

1. A new site visit occurred in conjunction with the verification of the previous reporting 
period; 

2. The current verification is being conducted by the same verification body that conducted 
the site visit for the previous verification; and 

3. There have been no significant changes in data management systems, equipment, or 
personnel since the previous site visit. 

 
The above requirements apply regardless of whether the verification period contains one or two 
reporting periods. The Reserve maintains the discretion to require a new site visit for a reporting 
period despite satisfaction of the above requirements. For example, the approval of a significant 
variance during the reporting period could be considered grounds for denial of the option to 
forego a site visit for the verification. 
 
 

                                                
33 A template monitoring report is available at: http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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8 Verification Guidance 
This section provides verification bodies with guidance on verifying GHG emission reductions 
from landfill gas projects developed to the standards of this protocol. This verification guidance 
supplements the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual and describes verification activities in 
the context of landfill gas destruction projects. 
 
Verification bodies trained to verify landfill gas projects must conduct verifications to the 
standards of the following documents: 
 

▪ Climate Action Reserve Program Manual 
▪ Climate Action Reserve Verification Program Manual 
▪ Climate Action Reserve Landfill Project Protocol 

 
The Reserve’s Program Manual, Verification Program Manual, and project protocols are 
designed to be compatible with each other and are available on the Reserve’s website at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org.  
 
In cases where the Program Manual and/or Verification Program Manual differ from the 
guidance in this protocol, this protocol takes precedent. 
 
Only ISO-accredited verification bodies trained by the Reserve for this project type are eligible 
to verify landfill projects. Verification bodies approved under other project protocol types are not 
permitted to verify landfill projects. Information about verification body accreditation and 
Reserve project verification training can be found in the Verification Program Manual. 

8.1 Standard of Verification 
The Reserve’s standard of verification for landfill projects is the Landfill Project Protocol (this 
document), the Reserve Program Manual, and the Verification Program Manual. To verify a 
landfill project developer’s project report, verification bodies apply the guidance in the 
Verification Program Manual and this section of the protocol to the standards described in 
Section 2 through 7 of this protocol. Sections 2 through 7 provide eligibility rules, methods to 
calculate emission reductions, performance monitoring instructions and requirements, and 
procedures for reporting project information to the Reserve.  

8.2 Monitoring Plan  
The Monitoring Plan serves as the basis for verification bodies to confirm that the monitoring 
and reporting requirements in Section 6 and Section 7 have been met, and that consistent, 
rigorous monitoring and record-keeping is ongoing at the project site. Verification bodies shall 
confirm that the Monitoring Plan covers all aspects of monitoring and reporting contained in this 
protocol and specifies how data for all relevant parameters in Table 6.1 are collected and 
recorded.  

8.3 Verifying Project Eligibility 
Verification bodies must affirm a landfill project’s eligibility according to the rules described in 
this protocol. The table below outlines the eligibility criteria for a landfill project. This table does 
not represent all criteria for determining eligibility comprehensively; verification bodies must also 
look to Section 3 and the verification items list in Table 8.2. 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
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Table 8.1. Summary of Eligibility Criteria 

Eligibility Rule Eligibility Criteria 
Frequency of  
Rule Application 

Location United States and its territories 
Once during first 
verification  

Start Date 
Projects must be submitted for listing within six 
months of the project start date 

Once during first 
verification  

Project Crediting Period 
Ensure the project is within its first or second 
crediting period 

Once during each 
crediting period 

Performance Standard Test 
Installation of a qualifying destruction device where 
not required by law (see Section 3.4.1 for other 
requirements) 

Once during first 
verification  

Limits on Credit Stacking 
Ensure no credits are issued to the project for 
transport fuel incentive programs, or other 
programs with overlapping GHG boundaries 

Every verification 

Legal Requirement Test  

Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation 
form and monitoring procedures that lay out 
procedures for ascertaining and demonstrating that 
the project passes the legal requirement test 

Every verification  

Regulatory Compliance 

Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
and disclosure of all non-compliance events to 
verifier; project must be in material compliance with 
all applicable laws 

Every verification  

Exclusions 

▪ Bioreactors 
▪ Landfills that re-circulate a liquid other than 

leachate in a controlled manner 
▪ Indirect emissions from the displacement of grid 

electricity or natural gas 

Every verification  

8.4 Core Verification Activities 
The Landfill Project Protocol provides explicit requirements and guidance for quantifying GHG 
reductions associated with the destruction of landfill methane. The Verification Program Manual 
describes the core verification activities that shall be performed by verification bodies for all 
project verifications. They are summarized below in the context of a landfill project, but 
verification bodies shall also follow the general guidance in the Verification Program Manual. 
 
Verification is a risk assessment and data sampling effort designed to ensure that the risk of 
reporting error is assessed and addressed through appropriate sampling, testing, and review. 
The three core verification activities are: 
 

1. Identifying emissions sources, sinks and reservoirs 
2. Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 
3. Verifying emission reduction estimates 
 

Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs 
The verification body reviews for completeness the sources, sinks, and reservoirs identified for a 
project, such as system energy use, fuel consumption, combustion and destruction from various 
qualifying and non-qualifying destruction devices, and soil oxidation.  
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Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 
The verification body reviews and assesses the appropriateness of the methodologies and 
management systems that the landfill project uses to gather data on methane collected and 
destroyed and to calculate baseline and project emissions.  
 
Verifying emission reduction estimates 
The verification body further investigates areas that have the greatest potential for material 
misstatements and then confirms whether or not material misstatements have occurred. This 
involves site visits to the project to ensure the systems on the ground correspond to and are 
consistent with data provided to the verification body. In addition, the verification body 
recalculates a representative sample of the performance or emissions data for comparison with 
data reported by the project developer in order to double-check the calculations of GHG 
emission reductions. 

8.5 Landfill Project Verification Items 
The following tables provide lists of items that a verification body needs to address while 
verifying a landfill project. The tables include references to the section in the protocol where 
requirements are further described. The table also identifies items for which a verification body 
is expected to apply professional judgment during the verification process. Verification bodies 
are expected to use their professional judgment to confirm that protocol requirements have 
been met in instances where the protocol does not provide (sufficiently) prescriptive guidance. 
For more information on the Reserve’s verification process and professional judgment, please 
see the Verification Program Manual. 
 
Note: These tables shall not be viewed as a comprehensive list or plan for verification 
activities, but rather guidance on areas specific to landfill projects that must be 
addressed during verification. 

8.5.1 Project Eligibility and CRT Issuance 

Table 8.2 lists the criteria for reasonable assurance with respect to eligibility and CRT issuance 
for landfill projects. These requirements determine if a project is eligible to register with the 
Reserve and/or have CRTs issued for the reporting period. If any one requirement is not met, 
either the project may be determined ineligible or the GHG reductions from the reporting period 
(or sub-set of the reporting period) may be ineligible for issuance of CRTs, as specified in 
Sections 2, 3, and 6. 
 
Table 8.2. Eligibility Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

2.2 
Verify that the project meets the definition of a landfill project and is 
properly defined per Section 2.2 

No 

2.3 Verify ownership of the reductions by reviewing Attestation of Title  No 

2.3 

For direct use agreements between the project developer and the end 
user of the landfill gas (i.e., an industrial client purchasing the landfill gas 
from the project developer), verify that a legally binding mechanism is 
built into the agreement language to assure that the GHG offset credits 
will not be double counted 

No 

3.2 Verify eligibility of project start date No 

3.2 Verify accuracy of project start date based on operational records Yes 

3.3 Verify that project is within its first or second 10-year crediting period No 
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Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

3.4.1 
Verify that the project meets the appropriate performance standard test 
for the project type per Section 3.4.1 

No 

3.4.2 
Verify no credits are issued to the project for transport fuel incentive 
programs, or other programs with overlapping GHG boundaries 

No 

3.4.3 
Confirm execution of the Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form to 
demonstrate eligibility under the legal requirement test 

No 

3.4.3 

Verify that the project activities comply with applicable laws by reviewing 
any instances of non-compliance provided by the project developer and 
performing a risk-based assessment to confirm the statements made by 
the project developer in the Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 

Yes 

4 
Confirm all baseline non-qualifying devices have been properly 
accounted for within project’s GHG Assessment Boundary 

No 

4 
Confirm all baseline qualifying devices have been properly accounted for 
within project’s GHG Assessment Boundary 

No 

6 
Verify that monitoring meets the requirements of the protocol. If it does 
not, verify that a variance has been approved for monitoring variations 

No 

6 
Verify that the project monitoring plan contains procedures for 
ascertaining and demonstrating that the project passes the legal 
requirement test at all times 

Yes 

6 
Verify that the landfill gas control system operated in a manner 
consistent with the design specifications 

Yes 

6 
Verify that there is an individual responsible for managing and reporting 
GHG emissions, and that individual properly trained and qualified to 
perform this function 

Yes 

6.2 

Verify that all gas flow meters and methane analyzers adhered to the 
inspection, cleaning, and calibration schedule specified in the protocol. If 
they do not, verify that a variance has been approved for monitoring 
variations or that adjustments have been made to data per the protocol 
requirements 

No 

6.2 
If any piece of equipment failed a calibration check, verify that data from 
that equipment was scaled according to the failed calibration procedure 
for the appropriate time period 

No 

6.3 If used, verify that data substitution methodology was properly applied No 

7.1 
Verify that appropriate documents are created to support and/or 
substantiate activities related to GHG emission reporting activities, and 
that such documentation is retained appropriately 

Yes 

 
If any variances were granted, verify that variance requirements were 
met and properly applied 

Yes 

 
If any zero-credit reporting periods were taken, verify that zero-credit 
reporting period requirements were met 

Yes 

8.5.2 Quantification of GHG Emission Reductions  

Table 8.3 lists the items that verification bodies shall include in their risk assessment and re-
calculation of the project’s GHG emission reductions. These quantification items inform any 
determination as to whether there are material and/or immaterial misstatements in the project’s 
GHG emission reduction calculations. If there are material misstatements, the calculations must 
be revised before CRTs are issued. 
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Table 8.3. Quantification Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Quantification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

4 
Verify that SSRs included in the GHG Assessment Boundary correspond 
to those required by the protocol and those represented in the project  

No 

5 
Verify that the project developer correctly accounted for baseline 
methane destruction in the baseline scenario 

No 

5 

Verify that the project developer correctly monitored, quantified and 
aggregated the amount of methane collected from the landfill and 
destroyed by the project landfill gas control system? 

No 

5 
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified and aggregated 
electricity use 

Yes 

5 
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified and aggregated 
fossil fuel use 

Yes 

5 
Verify that the project developer applied the correct emission factors for 
fossil fuel combustion and grid-delivered electricity 

No 

5 
Verify that the project developer applied the correct methane destruction 
efficiencies 

No 

Appendix B 
If the project developer used source test data in place of the default 
destruction efficiencies (Appendix B), verify accuracy and 
appropriateness of data and calculations 

Yes 

8.5.3 Risk Assessment 

Verification bodies will review the following items in Table 8.4 to guide and prioritize their 
assessment of data used in determining eligibility and quantifying GHG emission reductions. 
 
Table 8.4. Risk Assessment Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Item that Informs Risk Assessment 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6 
Verify that the project monitoring plan is sufficiently rigorous to 
support the requirements of the protocol and proper operation of the 
project 

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate monitoring equipment is in place to meet the 
requirements of the protocol 

No 

6 
Verify that equipment calibrations have been carried out to satisfy the 
requirements of the protocol 

No 

6 
Verify that the individual or team responsible for managing and 
reporting project activities are qualified to perform this function 

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate training was provided to personnel assigned 
to greenhouse gas reporting duties 

Yes 

6 

Verify that all contractors are qualified for managing and reporting 
greenhouse gas emissions if relied upon by the project developer. 
Verify that there is internal oversight to assure the quality of the 
contractor’s work 

Yes 

6.2 
Verify that the methane destruction equipment was operated and 
maintained according to manufacturer specifications 

Yes 

7.2 Verify that all required records have been retained by the project 
developer  

No 
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8.6 Completing Verification 
The Verification Program Manual provides detailed information and instructions for verification 
bodies to finalize the verification process. It describes completing a Verification Report, 
preparing a Verification Statement, submitting the necessary documents to the Reserve, and 
notifying the Reserve of the project’s verified status. 
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9 Glossary of Terms 
 

Accredited verification body A verification firm approved by the Climate Action Reserve to provide 
verification services for project developers. 
 

Additionality Landfill management practices that are above and beyond business-as-
usual operation, exceed the baseline characterization, and are not 
mandated by regulation. 
 

Anaerobic Pertaining to or caused by the absence of oxygen. 
 

Anthropogenic emissions GHG emissions resultant from human activity that are considered to be 
an unnatural component of the Carbon Cycle (i.e., fossil fuel destruction, 
de-forestation, etc.). 
 

Biogenic CO2 emissions CO2 emissions resulting from the destruction and/or aerobic 
decomposition of organic matter. Biogenic emissions are considered to 
be a natural part of the Carbon Cycle, as opposed to anthropogenic 
emissions. 
 

Bioreactor Any landfill which: 
a. Meets the EPA definition of a bioreactor: “a MSW landfill or portion of 

a MSW landfill where any liquid other than leachate (leachate 
includes landfill gas condensate) is added in a controlled fashion into 
the waste mass (often in combination with recirculating leachate) to 
reach a minimum average moisture content of at least 40 percent by 
weight to accelerate or enhance the anaerobic (without oxygen) 
biodegradation of the waste.”34 

b. Has been designated by local, state, or federal regulators as a 
bioreactor. 

c. Has received grants or funding to operate as a bioreactor. 
 

Carbon dioxide  
(CO2) 

The most common of the six primary greenhouse gases, consisting of a 
single carbon atom and two oxygen atoms. 
 

Closed landfill A landfill that has ceased waste acceptance, and has submitted a 
closure report to EPA or the state indicating that it will no longer accept 
waste. 
 

CO2-equivalent  
(CO2e) 

The quantity of a given GHG multiplied by its total global warming 
potential. This is the standard unit for comparing the degree of warming 
which can be caused by different GHGs. 
 

Direct emissions Greenhouse gas emissions from sources that are owned or controlled by 
the reporting entity. 
 

Direct Use Project A Landfill Gas to Energy Project where the landfill gas is used for its 
thermal capacity. Direct use projects offer a cost-effective alternative for 
fueling combustion or heating equipment at facilities located near a 

                                                
34 40 CFR 63.1990 and 40 CFR 258.28a. 



U.S. Landfill Project Protocol  Version 5.0, April 2019 

52 

landfill. Qualifying destruction devices include boilers, leachate 
evaporators, kilns, sludge dryers, burners, furnaces. 
 

Eligible landfill An “eligible landfill” is a landfill that:  
1. Is not subject to regulations or other legal requirements requiring 

the destruction of methane gas 
2. Is not a bioreactor 
3. Does not add any liquid other than leachate into the waste mass 

in a controlled manner 
 

Electricity Project A Landfill Gas to Energy Project for the generation of electricity. 
Technologies include engines, turbines, microturbines and fuel cells.  
 

Emission factor  
(EF) 

A unique value for determining an amount of a greenhouse gas emitted 
for a given quantity of activity data (e.g., metric tons of carbon dioxide 
emitted per barrel of fossil fuel burned). 
 

Emission guidelines  
(EG) 

Guidelines for State regulatory plans that have been developed by the 
U.S. EPA. For landfills, emission guidelines are codified in 40 CFR 60 
Subpart CC. 
 

Flare A destruction device that uses an open flame to burn combustible gases 
with combustion air provided by uncontrolled ambient air around the 
flame. 
 

Fossil fuel A fuel, such as coal, oil, and natural gas, produced by the decomposition 
of ancient (fossilized) plants and animals. 
 

Greenhouse gas  
(GHG) 

Carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur 
hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), or perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs). 
 

Global warming potential  
(GWP) 

The ratio of radiative forcing (degree of warming to the atmosphere) that 
would result from the emission of one unit of a given GHG compared to 
one unit of CO2. 
 

Indirect emissions Emissions that are a consequence of the actions of a reporting entity, 
but are produced by sources owned or controlled by another entity. 
 

Landfill A defined area of land or excavation that receives or has previously 
received waste that may include household waste, commercial solid 
waste, non-hazardous sludge and industrial solid waste. 
 

Landfill gas  
(LFG) 

Gas resulting from the decomposition of wastes placed in a landfill. 
Typically, landfill gas contains methane, carbon dioxide and other trace 
organic and inert gases. 
 

Landfill gas project Installation of infrastructure that in operating causes a decrease in GHG 
emissions through destruction of the methane component of landfill gas. 
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Landfill gas-to-energy  
(LFGE) 

A LFGE project is one where the LFG destruction involves a destruction 
device that generates energy (engine, turbine, microturbine, fuel cell, 
boiler, upgrade to pipeline, upgrade to CNG/LNG, etc.). This does not 
include small-scale, non-commercial applications, such as leachate 
drying. 
 

Medium-Btu project See Direct Use project definition. 
 

Metric ton or “tonne” 
(t, Mg) 

A common international measurement for the quantity of GHG 
emissions, equivalent to about 2204.6 pounds or 1.1 short tons. 
 

Methane  
(CH4) 

A potent GHG with a GWP of 21, consisting of a single carbon atom and 
four hydrogen atoms. 
 

MMBtu One million British thermal units. 
 

Mobile combustion Emissions from the transportation of materials, products, waste, and 
employees resulting from the combustion of fuels in company owned or 
controlled mobile combustion sources (e.g., cars, trucks, tractors, 
dozers, etc.). 
 

National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants  
(NESHAP) 
 

Federal emission control standards codified in 40 CFR 63. Subpart 
AAAA of Part 63 prescribes emission limitations for MSW landfills. 

New Source Performance 
Standards  
(NSPS) 
 

Federal emission control standards codified in 40 CFR 60. Subpart 
WWW of Part 60 prescribes emission limitations for MSW landfills. 

Non-methane organic 
compounds  
(NMOC) 
 

Non-methane organic compounds as measured according to the 
provisions of 40 CFR 60.754. 

Non-qualifying destruction 
device 

A passive flare or other combustion system that results in the destruction 
of methane, but which cannot serve as the primary destruction device for 
a methane destruction project under this protocol. 
 

Nitrous oxide  
(N2O) 
 

A GHG consisting of two nitrogen atoms and a single oxygen atom. 

Project baseline A business-as-usual GHG emission assessment against which GHG 
emission reductions from a specific GHG reduction activity are 
measured. 
 

Project developer An entity that undertakes a project activity, as identified in the Landfill 
Project Protocol. A project developer may be an independent third party 
or the landfill operating entity. 
 

Qualifying destruction device Includes but is not limited to a utility flare, enclosed flare, engine, turbine, 
microturbine, boiler, pipeline, vehicle, fuel cells, leachate evaporators, 
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kilns, sludge dryers, burners, furnaces which can serve as the primary 
destruction device for a methane destruction project under this protocol. 
 

Renewable Energy 
Certificates  
(RECs) 

As defined by the U.S. EPA Green Power Partnership, a REC 
represents the property rights to the environmental, social, and other 
non-power qualities of renewable electricity generation. For a landfill 
project this is represented by the existence of a REC contract or 
participation of the landfill in a REC tracking system. The RECs may be 
sold as bundled (green power) or unbundled from the associated energy 
that is generated. 
 

Reporting period 
 

Specific time period of project operation for which the project developer 
has calculated and reported emission reductions and is seeking 
verification and issuance of credits. The reporting period must be no 
longer than 12 months. 
 

Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act  
(RCRA) 
 

Federal legislation under which solid and hazardous waste disposal 
facilities are regulated. 
 

Stationary combustion source A stationary source of emissions from the production of electricity, heat, 
or steam, resulting from combustion of fuels in boilers, furnaces, 
turbines, kilns, and other facility equipment. 
 

Upgraded Landfill Gas Project A Landfill Gas to Energy Project where the landfill gas is cleaned to a 
level similar to natural gas. Three common types of projects are RNG 
(Renewable Natural Gas), CNG (Compressed Natural Gas) or LNG 
(Liquefied Natural Gas). 
 

Verification The process used to ensure that a given participant’s GHG emissions or 
emission reductions have met the minimum quality standard and 
complied with the Reserve’s procedures and protocols for calculating 
and reporting GHG emissions and emission reductions. 
 

Verification body An ISO-accredited and Reserve-approved firm that is able to render a 
verification opinion and provide verification services for operators subject 
to reporting under this protocol. 
 

Verification period 
 

The period of time over which GHG emission reductions are verified. 
Landfill projects may verify up to two reporting periods at a time. 
 

Waste in place The cumulative amount of solid waste, measured in metric tons, that has 
been permanently placed into the landfill. 
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Appendix A Development of the Performance Standard 
Threshold 

The initial performance standard for the Landfill Project Protocol Version 1.0 was adopted in 
2007. This analysis used as its primary data source the database of nearly 2,400 landfills in the 
United States developed and maintained by the U.S. EPA’s Landfill Methane Outreach Program 
(LMOP).35 This database does not represent all U.S. landfills, but rather a subset of all landfills 
that have been identified as having current landfill gas to energy (LFGE) projects or where 
potential opportunities exist for such projects. This database is updated on an ongoing basis by 
LMOP staff. Landfill gas projects take time to move from conception to operation (often two 
years or more) so the database does not see rapid, significant changes. The original analysis 
conducted in 2007 concluded that any new installation of a landfill gas collection system and/or 
qualifying destruction device where gas had not previously been collected and destroyed (or 
was destroyed using a non-qualifying destruction device) could be considered additional. 
 
In the years following the 2007 analysis, there was a significant increase in the market 
penetration of landfill gas to energy systems. Hence in 2011 the performance standard 
underwent a significant update, with the release of Version 4.0 of the Landfill Project Protocol. 
The focus on the original performance standard test and the 2011 update were landfills not 
required to collect and control gas emissions by NSPS/EG, either because they are under the 
landfill design size that would make them subject to the regulation or because they were still 
below the NMOC emissions per year threshold to trigger gas destruction obligations. The 
purpose of the 2011 analysis was to identify whether new criteria were necessary to continue to 
ensure that only additional landfill gas destruction projects are eligible to register with the 
Reserve, and if so, what those criteria should be. 

A.1 2007 Performance Standard Analysis 
Table A.1 and Table A.2 provide the summary conclusions of the Reserve’s 2007 performance 
standard analysis, using the LMOP database available at that time. The original analysis 
excluded all landfills that were closed prior to 2001, since their methane production was 
assumed to have already dropped off significantly and they would therefore be poor candidates 
for landfill gas projects. 
 
Table A.1. Summary of Information on U.S. Landfills (NSPS/EG and Non-NSPS/EG) (2007) 

 
Number of 
Landfills 

Percent of 
Landfills 

Number w/ LFG 
Collection 

Percent w/ LFG 
Collection 

Landfills in Analysis     

NSPS/EG 697 37.35 697 100 

Non-NSPS/EG 1169 62.65 261 22.33 

Subtotal 1866 100 958 51.34 

Landfills Excluded 
from Analysis 

518    

Total U.S. Landfills 2384    

 

                                                
35 LMOP is a voluntary partnership program that was created to reduce methane emissions from landfills by 
encouraging the use of landfill gas for energy. LMOP tracks whether or not specific landfills are required to reduce 
landfill gas emissions under the New Source Performance Standards and Emission Guidelines for Municipal Solid 
Waste Landfills (NSPS/EG), promulgated March 1996. Because LMOP is not a regulatory program, it cannot make 
an official EPA designation regarding any landfill’s NSPS/EG status. Information relating to NSPS/EG was obtained 
by voluntary submittal and is subject to change over time. Therefore, LMOP cannot guarantee the validity of this 
information. 
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Table A.2. Summary of Non-NSPS/EG Landfills Under Assumption that Flare-Only Landfills Are Already 

Regulated (2007) 

 Flares Included Flares Excluded 

Non-NSPS/EG 
Landfills 

Number of 
Landfills 

Percentage 
Number of 
Landfills 

Percentage 

Flare-Only 166 14.2 Excluded Excluded 

Electricity 67 5.7 67 6.7 

Gas Projects 28 2.4 28 2.8 

Subtotal 261 22.3 95 9.5 

No LFG collection 908 77.7 908 90.5 

Total 1169 100.0 1003 100.0 

Estimated Market Penetration of LFG 
Collection Projects at Unregulated 
Landfills 

22.3%  9.5% 

 

A.2 2011 Performance Standard Test: Size Threshold for LFGE 
Projects 

In the 2011 performance standard analysis, the Reserve sought to identify characteristics or 
conditions that could distinguish between additional and non-additional projects. The analysis 
was based on the premise that in the absence of any incentives provided by GHG offsets or 
RECs, the feasibility of installing a LFGE project at an unregulated landfill depended largely on 
the amount of methane produced at the landfill. Landfills that produce more methane are more 
likely to be better candidates for such projects. The Reserve identified two key factors in 
methane production potential, first the amount of waste in place (WIP) and second, annual 
precipitation at the landfill.  
 
Having identified two key factors in methane production potential, the next step in the Reserve’s 
analysis was to examine the market penetration of voluntary LFGE projects at unregulated 
landfills as a function of the size of the landfill (measured as WIP at the time the project was 
installed) and annual precipitation. 
 
The Reserve identified a WIP threshold for each precipitation zone that effectively screened out 
a majority of non-additional LFGE projects. The objective of excluding non-additional projects, 
however, had to be balanced against concerns about unfairly excluding landfills from eligibility 
where no projects currently exist. The result was to target a WIP threshold for each zone such 
that the percentage of unregulated landfills with LFGE projects was 5% or less (i.e., the “natural” 
market penetration of LFGE projects at landfills below the threshold was no more than 5%). For 
landfills in the arid precipitation zone, this threshold was determined to be 2.17 million metric 
tons (MMg). For landfills in the non-arid precipitation zone, this threshold was determined to be 
0.72 MMg (Table A.3). 
 
The percentage of incorrectly excluded landfills at these thresholds differs markedly for the arid 
and non-arid zones. For the arid zone, only 10% of unregulated landfills without LFGE projects 
are incorrectly excluded. For the non-arid zone, however, nearly 60% of unregulated landfills 
without LFGE projects are incorrectly excluded. Although that was a high rate of incorrect 
exclusions, the Reserve believed it was important to strike a balance strongly in favor of 
ensuring that projects that did pass an additionality screen were likely to be additional. In the 
absence of alternative characteristics or conditions that could be used to screen for additional 
projects, the Reserve believed it was necessary to adopt a stringent WIP threshold.  
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Table A.3. WIP Values for 5% Market Penetration of LFGE Projects36 

 
Arid Counties 
(<25” Annual 
Precipitation) 

Non-Arid Counties 
(>25” Annual 
Precipitation) 

WIP Threshold for 5% Market Penetration of LFGE 
Projects at Unregulated Landfills (metric tons) 

2,165,000 715,000 

Percentage of Landfills with No LFG Collection 
Excluded by this WIP Threshold 

10% 58% 

 

 
Figure A.1. Precipitation Zones of the United States, by County 

Based on the USGS Hydrologic Zones of the United States (2003). Arid counties average less than 25 inches of 
precipitation annually, and non-arid counties average 25 inches or greater precipitation annually. 

                                                
36 It is likely that some of the LFGE projects at landfills not subject to NSPS/EG and below the size thresholds 
presented here are in fact required by local regulations. Thus, the actual “natural” market penetration below these 
thresholds is likely to be below 5%, and may be significantly below 5%. The analysis conservatively assumes that 
none are legally required. 
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A.3 Protocol Version 5.0 Performance Standard Analysis 
Since the 2011 performance standard analysis, there have been significant changes in the U.S. 
domestic energy landscape and thus landfill gas market conditions. A review of updated LMOP 
data reveals that the market penetration of LFGE projects has remained steady (with relatively 
few LFGE project closures), but that the uptake of new LFGE projects has fallen off significantly 
in recent years. LMOP data are used in Figure A.2 below to depict the number of new LFGE 
projects installed per year from 2000 through 2017. These data indicate a significant decline in 
new LFGE project installations per year over the past few years; this is projected to continue 
beyond 2018. 
 
 

 
 
Figure A.2. New LFGE Installations 

The number of new LFGE projects installed per year from the year 2000 to 2017. 

 
Given that this declining trend of new LFGE project uptake occurred while the U.S. was 
experiencing a boom in domestic energy production, in particular natural gas (NG), Reserve 
staff sought to explore the nexus between NG pricing and LFGE project uptake. Reserve staff 
examined Energy Information Administration data on U.S. energy costs, including coal, 
petroleum, and natural gas. As landfill gas and natural gas can be effectively substituted in the 
production of marginal electrical demand, Reserve staff wanted to determine if the price of 
natural gas could be a useful means to predict LFGE project uptake. 
 
Figure A.3 below indicates that a correlation can be drawn between declining costs of inputs for 
marginal electricity generation and the decline in the development of new LFGE projects. This 
data suggests a strong correlation between declining costs of energy inputs competing with 
LFG, in particular NG, and the installation of new LFGE projects. 
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Figure A.3. New LFGE Installations and Marginal Power Input Costs 

The number of new LFGE projects installed per year from the year 2007 to 2017 (both regulated and unregulated 
landfills), and marginal power generation fuel input costs (coal, petroleum, and NG). 

 
Despite the strong observed correlation between NG pricing and new LFGE project 
development, Reserve staff and workgroup members were cautious not to assume causality.  
Expert guidance from the workgroup, literature, and Reserve staff suggested that NG pricing 
alone is insufficient to capture the complexities of LFGE market conditions. Instead, Reserve 
staff sought to look more broadly at the financial feasibility of LFGE projects, and examine other 
potentially key contributing factors, including regulatory conditions, LFGE incentives, availability 
of infrastructure such as NG pipelines, availability of end-use buyers, tax rates, as well as the 
underlying size and gassiness of landfills.  
 
To more accurately distinguish the projects that would be financially feasible given current 
market conditions, the Reserve focused on three market factors: 1) landfill gas energy end-use 
categories; 2) market penetration per end-use category; and 3) LFGE project’s financial 
feasibility (including the impacts of incentives other than offsets). Following expert guidance, the 
Reserve split LFGE projects into three categories for this assessment: high-Btu projects (RNG, 
CNG, or LNG projects injecting compressed gas into pipelines), medium-Btu projects (projects 
where gas is piped directly to a nearby customer or used onsite for its thermal capacity), and 
electricity generation projects. 
 
The analysis of high-Btu projects reveals that they are not common practice (less than 1% of 
LMOP landfills have a high-Btu project in place37), however, some 39 new high-Btu projects are 

                                                
37 Penetration rate is defined as the number of landfills with at least one operational project divided by the total 

number of landfills in the LMOP database.  
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either currently in their planning stages or under construction (almost 60% of all LMOP planned 
or under construction projects for 2019 onwards38). Discussions with industry experts indicate 
that as of the end of 2018, some 50 existing high-Btu projects currently receive incentives under 
the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) program, and that RFS incentives are currently 
providing revenues equivalent to approximately $58/tCO2e. Analysis also reveals that as of 
March 2019, some 110 landfills receive incentives under the California Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard (LCFS) for provision of renewable landfill gas as a transport fuel in California. This 
analysis suggests that if a landfill is able to support an RNG/CNG/LNG project, it will potentially 
be eligible for RFS RIN or LCFS revenues and if it is able to secure such transport fuel 
incentives, it will thus be feasible without offset revenues. Such projects are also very likely to 
trigger NSPS/EG size thresholds and be excluded pursuant to the legal requirement test. The 
analysis therefore suggests that projects receiving such incentives could reasonably be deemed 
non-additional.  
 
As with any incentives created purely by regulation, these incentives are subject to significant 
risk that regulations may change or some other regulatory barrier may prevent the project from 
receiving such incentives. These risks are often referred to as ‘stroke of the pen’ risks. Given 
that investment in high-Btu projects is largely being driven by renewable transport fuel 
incentives, that such projects are subject to significant ‘stroke of the pen’ regulatory risks, and 
that such projects are likely to be excluded by the legal requirement test, the Reserve deems 
that landfill projects producing high-Btu fuels that do not receive transport fuel incentives do not 
need to be excluded via the limits on credit stacking to ensure additionality. Therefore, any high-
Btu projects that do not receive transport fuel incentives, such as federal RFS or California 
LCFS incentives, will be considered to have met the requirements related to credit stacking. Any 
high-Btu projects that receive transport fuel incentives, such as the federal RFS or California 
LCFS, will not be eligible under this protocol, pursuant to the credit stacking provisions in 
Section 3.4.2. Project developers are required under Section 3.4.2 to disclose the issuance of 
any type of mitigation credit to the Reserve, and the Reserve will assess additionality with 
respect to each program.  
 
In contrast to high-Btu projects, medium-Btu projects remain uncommon (landfills with at least 
one operational medium-Btu project represent less than 3% of all landfills in the LMOP 
database). Similarly, medium-Btu projects face stiff competition from natural gas as they are 
both typically used for thermal heating applications. Natural gas prices are currently very 
competitive relative to medium-Btu LFGE projects. In addition, the most limiting factor for the 
feasibility of a medium-Btu project is the availability of an end-use buyer of the landfill gas that is 
within close enough proximity to make the development of local transmission pipelines feasible 
(typically, such facilities must be within a 10-mile radius for the project to be feasible).39 Given 
that these projects remain uncommon, and continue to face significant barriers, these projects 
can reasonably be deemed additional.  
 
With a total number of 459 operational projects by September 2018, electricity projects 
represented close to 75% percent of all operational LFGE projects in the LMOP database. In 
other words, 14% of all landfills in the LMOP database have at least one active electricity project 
making this technology type fairly common. While electricity projects currently represent the vast 

                                                
38 Landfill Methane Outreach Program. “Webinar: Renewable Natural Gas from LFG and Sustainability at L’Oreal 

(PDF)”. United States Environmental Protection Agency. December 12, 2018. Available at 
https://www.epa.gov/lmop/webinar-renewable-natural-gas-landfill-gas-and-sustainability-loreal  
39 Landfill Methane Outreach Program. “LFG Energy Project Development Handbook.” United States Environmental 

Protection Agency. 2017. Available at: https://www.epa.gov/lmop/landfill-gas-energy-project-development-handbook  

 

https://www.epa.gov/lmop/webinar-renewable-natural-gas-landfill-gas-and-sustainability-loreal
https://www.epa.gov/lmop/landfill-gas-energy-project-development-handbook
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majority of LFGE projects, LMOP data reveals that the majority of new planned and in-
construction LFGE projects are now set to utilize RNG/CNG. Furthermore, expert guidance 
indicated that despite electricity LFGE projects being common practice, new electricity LFGE 
projects currently face unfavorable market conditions, as reflected by the low numbers of 
projected and planned electricity LFGE projects.40 Some unfavorable market conditions are low 
wholesale electricity purchase prices, lack of attractive incentives, and the upcoming expiration 
of state’s Renewable Portfolio Standard goals.  
 
To expand on the understanding of the downward trend for electricity projects, the Reserve 
sought to identify under which conditions projects would be additional. To do this, the Reserve 
evaluated the electricity generation capacity at which projects were likely to reach financial 
feasibility in the absence of GHG offset revenue. It was assumed that a project reaches the 
point of financial feasibility when it achieves a positive Net Present Value (NPV). The financial 
feasibility of 32 landfill scenarios was assessed using the LMOP Landfill Gas to Energy Cost 
Model (LFGcost-Web). The LFGcost-Web is an Excel-based tool that allows users to estimate 
the financial feasibility of a wide range of LFGE projects, based on specific landfill and project 
characteristics.41 Once the Reserve input the set of assumptions for a given scenario in the 
model, the project design flow rate was gradually increased to evaluate the NPV that the model 
returned. If the NPV became positive, then landfills under the mix of assumptions for that 
specific scenario were considered non-additional at or above the given flow rate.  
 
The Reserve retained a number of LFGcost model default assumptions and edited several, 
following expert consultation. The LFGcost input factors that most affected modeled results 
were the projects’ regulatory status under NSPS, landfill ownership types (private or public), and 
revenue streams. Below is a summary of assumptions underlying how these specific factors 
were modeled: 
 

1. Regulatory status: Smaller unregulated projects were assumed to not have an LGCC in 
place prior to installing an electricity project; thus, the costs of installing the piping, 
collection, and flaring systems are included in the modeling of these scenarios. 
Regulated (larger) projects, on the other hand, were assumed to have an LGCC system 
in place prior to assessing the feasibility of an electricity project, and therefore the costs 
of installing an LGCC system was not included in the modeling of those scenarios. 
 

2. Landfill ownership status: The assumption as to whether a landfill was owned by a public 
or private entity was critical, in that it determined the tax rates imposed on the project. 
Projects funded and developed by local governments were given a 0% tax rate, while 
private projects were given a 25% tax rate. The Reserve developed the 25% private tax 
rate as a combination of the 21% federal tax rate plus an assumed average 4% state tax 
rate. A review of state tax rates revealed a simple average rate of 6% nationally, but the 
Reserve chose to use a 4% tax rate,42 as this would more readily return positive NPV 
rates and conservatively exclude more projects. 

 
3. Revenue streams: Project revenue streams modeled in the various scenarios were a mix 

of energy tax credits, RECs, and, most critically, electricity sales price. These 
assumptions were differentiated based on the availability of incentives and revenues 

                                                
40 LMOP, 2018. 
41 A copy of the LFGcost-Web tool and background information can be accessed here: 
https://www.epa.gov/lmop/lfgcost-web-landfill-gas-energy-cost-model. 
42 A table of state tax rates produced by the Tax Foundation was used for this analysis, which was accessed here: 

https://taxfoundation.org/state-corporate-rates-brackets-2019/. 

https://www.epa.gov/lmop/lfgcost-web-landfill-gas-energy-cost-model
https://taxfoundation.org/state-corporate-rates-brackets-2019/
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across different regions in the United States. The assumption with respect to the 
electricity sales price warrants specific discussion, as it had the single largest effect on 
project NPV. The LFGcost tool used a default electricity sales price of $0.06/kWh. Expert 
guidance indicated that this price was not representative of wholesale prices paid to 
LFGE project operators and was too high. Therefore, the Reserve’s analysis replaced 
this value with a price representing the national average historical wholesale ‘high’ price 
for 2018.43 The Reserve then identified any pricing regions for which the average 
historical 2018 price was higher than the national average, and for those areas, the 
Reserve used the regional average, as this ensures the resulting NPV is more 
representative and conservative. In two regions, the Reserve used an electricity sales 
price which was above the national average historical 2018 wholesale price. In Vermont, 
an electricity price of $0.09/kWh44 was used, representing the feed-in tariff available 
under their Standard Offer program. The average price in New England was set at 
$0.058/kWh, reflecting the average 2018 wholesale electricity price there (specifically at 
the Nepool MH DA LMP Peak).45 

 
Four of the modeled scenarios returned a positive NPV, indicating that financial feasibility is 
strong without offsets, and they should therefore be excluded for not being additional. All four of 
these scenarios shared the following characteristics: 
 

▪ They were large enough to be considered ‘regulated’ (so the cost of a mandatory GCCS 
was not included in the analysis); 

▪ REC incentives were available; and 
▪ Electricity sales prices were higher than the national average wholesale price. 

 
The assumption regarding the costs of installing a collection and flaring system was most critical 
to all scenarios. The added cost of installing a GCCS as part of an electricity project was high 
enough to make any unregulated project infeasible even with the availability of incentives. Given 
that no unregulated project scenarios returned a positive NPV, the Reserve believes that the 
legal requirement test is enough to address the additionality of electricity projects. In the case of 
the four scenarios that returned positive NPV values, the landfill itself was large enough to 
trigger the legal requirement test to make it ineligible. For this reason, the Reserve has not 
included these four scenarios in the performance standard test itself, as such projects will 
effectively be excluded from eligibility via the legal requirement test.  
 
 
 

                                                
43 Energy Information Administration and Intercontinental Exchange (ICE). Wholesale Electricity and Natural Gas 

Market Data. Accessed in Jan 30, 2019. Available at https://www.eia.gov/electricity/wholesale/.  
44 VEPP Inc. Standard Offer Program Request for Proposals. 2019 RFP Coming January 2019. Available at: 
http://www.vermontstandardoffer.com/2019-rfp-informationa/.  
45 EIA and ICE, 2019. 

https://www.eia.gov/electricity/wholesale/
http://www.vermontstandardoffer.com/2019-rfp-informationa/
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Appendix B Emission Factor Tables 
 

Table B.1. CO2 Emission Factors for Fossil Fuel Use46 

Fuel Type 
Default High Heat 

Value 
Default CO2 Emission 

Factor 
 

Coal and coke 
mmBtu/ 
short ton 

kg CO2/ 
mmBtu 

kg CO2/ 
short ton 

 

Anthracite 25.09 103.69 2601.582  

Bituminous 24.93 93.28 2325.470  

Subbituminous 17.25 97.17 1676.183  

Lignite 14.21 97.72 1388.601  

Coal Coke 24.8 113.67 2819.016  

Mixed (Commercial sector) 21.39 94.27 2016.435  

Mixed (Industrial coking) 26.28 93.9 2467.692  

Mixed (Industrial sector) 22.35 94.67 2115.875  

Mixed (Electric Power sector) 19.73 95.52 1884.610  

Natural gas 
mmBtu/ 

scf 
kg CO2/ 
mmBtu 

kg CO2/ 
scf 

 

(Weighted U.S. Average) 0.001026 53.06 0.054  

Petroleum products 
mmBtu/ 
gallon 

kg CO2/ 
mmBtu 

kg CO2/ 
gallon 

 

Distillate Fuel Oil No. 1 0.139 73.25 10.182  

Distillate Fuel Oil No. 2 0.138 73.96 10.206  

Distillate Fuel Oil No. 4 0.146 75.04 10.956  

Residual Fuel Oil No. 5 0.14 72.93 10.210  

Residual Fuel Oil No. 6 0.15 75.1 11.265  

Used Oil 0.138 74 10.212  

Kerosene 0.135 75.2 10.152  

Liquefied petroleum gases (LPG)1 0.092 61.71 5.677  

Propane1 0.091 62.87 5.721  

Propylene2 0.091 67.77 6.167  

Ethane1 0.068 59.6 4.053  

Ethanol 0.084 68.44 5.749  

Ethylene2 0.058 65.96 3.826  

Isobutane1 0.099 64.94 6.429  

Isobutylene1 0.103 68.86 7.093  

Butane1 0.103 64.77 6.671  

Butylene1 0.105 68.72 7.216  

Naphtha (<401 deg F) 0.125 68.02 8.503  

Natural Gasoline 0.11 66.88 7.357  

Other Oil (>401 deg F) 0.139 76.22 10.595  

Pentanes Plus 0.11 70.02 7.702  

Petrochemical Feedstocks 0.125 71.02 8.878  

Petroleum Coke 0.143 102.41 14.645  

Special Naphtha 0.125 72.34 9.043  

Unfinished Oils 0.139 74.54 10.361  

                                                
46 40 CFR Part 98 Subpart C Table C-1: Default CO2 Emission Factors and High Heat Values for Various Types of 
Fuel. 
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Fuel Type 
Default High Heat 

Value 
Default CO2 Emission 

Factor 
 

Heavy Gas Oils 0.148 74.92 11.088  

Lubricants 0.144 74.27 10.695  

Motor Gasoline 0.125 70.22 8.778  

Aviation Gasoline 0.12 69.25 8.310  

Kerosene-Type Jet Fuel 0.135 72.22 9.750  

Asphalt and Road Oil 0.158 75.36 11.907  

Crude Oil 0.138 74.54 10.287  

Other fuels—solid 
mmBtu/ 
short ton 

kg CO2/ 
mmBtu 

kg CO2/ 
short ton 

 

Municipal Solid Waste 9.953 90.7 902.737  

Tires 28 85.97 2407.160  

Plastics 38 75 2850.000  

Petroleum Coke 30 102.41 3072.300  

Other fuels—gaseous 
mmBtu/ 

scf 
kg CO2/ 
mmBtu 

kg CO2/ 
scf 

 

Blast Furnace Gas 0.000092 274.32 0.025  

Coke Oven Gas 0.000599 46.85 0.028  

Propane Gas 0.002516 61.46 0.155  

Fuel Gas4 0.001388 59 0.082  

Biomass fuels—solid 
mmBtu/ 
short ton 

kg CO2/ 
mmBtu 

kg CO2/ 
short ton 

 

Wood and Wood Residuals (dry 
basis)5 

17.48 93.8 1639.624  

Agricultural Byproducts 8.25 118.17 974.903  

Peat 8 111.84 894.720  

Solid Byproducts 10.39 105.51 1096.249  

Biomass fuels—gaseous 
mmBtu/ 

scf 
kg CO2/ 
mmBtu 

kg CO2/ 
scf 

 

Landfill Gas 0.000485 52.07 0.025  

Other Biomass Gases 0.000655 52.07 0.034  

Biomass Fuels—Liquid 
mmBtu/ 
gallon 

kg CO2/ 
mmBtu 

kg CO2/ 
gallon 

 

Ethanol 0.084 68.44 5.749  

Biodiesel (100%) 0.128 73.84 9.452  

Rendered Animal Fat 0.125 71.06 8.883  

Vegetable Oil 0.12 81.55 9.786  

 
1 The HHV for components of LPG determined at 60°F and saturation pressure with the exception of ethylene. 
2 Ethylene HHV determined at 41°F (5°C) and saturation pressure. 
3 Use of this default HHV is allowed only for: (a) Units that combust MSW, do not generate steam, and are allowed to 
use Tier 1; (b) units that derive no more than 10 percent of their annual heat input from MSW and/or tires; and (c) 
small batch incinerators that combust no more than 1,000 tons of MSW per year. 
4 Reporters subject to subpart X of this part that are complying with §98.243(d) or subpart Y of this part may only use 
the default HHV and the default CO2 emission factor for fuel gas combustion under the conditions prescribed in 
§98.243(d)(2)(i) and (d)(2)(ii) and §98.252(a)(1) and (a)(2), respectively. Otherwise, reporters subject to subpart X or 
subpart Y shall use either Tier 3 (Equation C-5) or Tier 4. 
5 Use the following formula to calculate a wet basis HHV for use in Equation C-1: HHVw = ((100 − M)/100)*HHVd 
where HHVw = wet basis HHV, M = moisture content (percent) and HHVd = dry basis HHV from Table C-1. 
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B.1 Destruction Efficiencies for Destruction Devices 
If available, the official source tested methane destruction efficiency shall be used in Equation 
5.4 in place of the default methane destruction efficiency. Device-specific source testing shall be 
conducted annually, by a state or local agency accredited service provider, and include at least 
three test runs, with the accepted final value being one standard deviation below the mean of 
the measured efficiencies. If neither the state nor locality relevant to the project site offer 
accreditation for source testing service providers, projects may use an accredited service 
provider from another U.S. state or domestic locality. Alternatively, projects may choose a non-
accredited service provider, under the following conditions: 1) the service provider must provide 
verifiable evidence of prior testing that was accepted for compliance by a domestic regulatory 
agency, and 2) the prior testing procedures must be substantially similar to the procedures used 
for determining methane destruction efficiency for the project destruction device(s). 
 
If site-specific source test results conforming with the above paragraph are not available, project 
developers shall use the default methane destruction efficiencies provided below.  
 
Table B.2. Default Destruction Efficiencies for Destruction Devices 

Destruction Device Destruction Efficiency (DE) 

Open Flare 0.96 

Enclosed Flare 0.995 

Lean-burn Internal Combustion Engine 0.936 

Rich-burn Internal Combustion Engine 0.995 

Boiler 0.98 

Microturbine or large gas turbine 0.995 

Upgrade and use of gas as CNG/LNG fuel 0.95 

Upgrade and injection into natural gas transmission and 
distribution pipeline 

0.98* 

Offsite use of gas under direct-use agreement 
Per corresponding destruction 
device factor (not pipeline) 

Source: The default destruction efficiencies for enclosed flares and electricity generation devices are based on a 
preliminary set of actual source test data provided by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The default 
destruction efficiency values are the lesser of the twenty fifth percentile of the data provided or 0.995. These default 
destruction efficiencies may be updated as more source test data is made available to the Reserve. 
 
* The Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories gives a standard value for the fraction 
of carbon oxidized for gas destroyed of 99.5% (Reference Manual, Table 1.6, page 1.29). It also gives a value for 
emissions from processing, transmission and distribution of gas which would be a very conservative estimate for 
losses in the pipeline and for leakage at the end user (Reference Manual, Table 1.58, page 1.121). These emissions 
are given as 118,000kgCH4/PJ on the basis of gas consumption, which is 0.6%. Leakage in the residential and 
commercial sectors is stated to be 0 to 87,000kgCH4/PJ, which equates to 0.4%, and in industrial plants and power 
station the losses are 0 to 175,000kg/CH4/PJ, which is 0.8%. These leakage estimates are compounded and 
multiplied. The methane destruction efficiency for landfill gas injected into the natural gas transmission and 
distribution system can now be calculated as the product of these three efficiency factors, giving a total efficiency of 
(99.5% * 99.4% * 99.6%) 98.5% for residential and commercial sector users, and (99.5% * 99.4% * 99.2%) 98.1% for 
industrial plants and power stations. 47 

 
 

                                                
47 GE AES Greenhouse Gas Services, Landfill Gas Methodology, Version 1.0 (July 2007). 
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Appendix C Baseline Monitoring and Calculation of LFGB1, 
LFGB2, and BCH4 

This appendix shall be used to calculate LFGB2 and BCH4,NQ for use in Equation 5.7. Much of the 
discussion here is concerned with accommodating the added complexity of monitoring passive 
flares and other non-qualifying devices. However, the methodology described is also applicable 
for measuring and documenting LFGB1 and BCH4,closed for calculating Closeddiscount in Equation 
5.6. 

C.1 Baseline Monitoring 
Passive flares and other non-qualifying destruction devices are often installed at landfills for 
purposes other than methane destruction, and therefore are not amenable to simple monitoring. 
For example, flares installed for odor control may be used intermittently and without any 
instrumentation tracking gas flow and methane concentration. This makes assessing baseline 
methane destruction from passive flares extremely difficult to quantify. Quantification is further 
exacerbated by the fact that passive flares are not necessarily designed to accommodate 
metering equipment; for example, in many cases passive flares do not have sufficient straight 
pipe length to control for turbulence. These limitations, combined with the low flow rates 
generally seen at passive flares, greatly limit the number and type of metering equipment that 
can be used. Monitoring destruction of landfill gas from baseline landfill gas wells at closed 
landfill flares will face fewer obstacles.  
 
Constraints on monitoring landfill gas from passive flares are unique to each landfill. The 
Reserve has attempted to make this methodology as flexible as possible to make it widely 
applicable. Any deviations from this methodology will require a formal request for variance.  

C.2 Monitoring 
Non-qualifying destruction devices (e.g., passive flares) and qualifying flares at closed landfills 
must be monitored for a period of at least three months. This period must occur prior to the 
project start date to ensure that the measured gas flow is not decreased by the addition of 
project wells or pressure changes that result from the project activity. Methane destruction from 
the chosen period must be extrapolated to one year based on the 90% upper confidence limit of 
the methane destruction identified in this period. Therefore, monitoring for more than three 
months, or with greater than weekly frequency, may lessen statistical uncertainty and reduce 
the required NQdiscount or Closeddiscount. 
 
Gas flow must be measured weekly at a minimum and must be normalized to maximum flow 
capacity (scfm, 60°F and 1 atm). If gas flow falls below the measurable range for the chosen 
metering device, the minimum flow value of the chosen metering device must be applied to that 
time interval. Methane concentration must also be measured at least weekly. 
 
One measurement should be entered on each day for which readings were taken. If continuous 
measurements were taken, these should be averaged. If a single measurement was taken, then 
this value should be used. Therefore, if a daily monitoring plan is chosen for the three-month 
period, a total of 90 data points will be available (one per day). However, if weekly 
measurements are taken, then only 13 data points will be available for the analysis (one per 
week). Alternatively, irregular measurement intervals (for example, if someone is onsite three 
consecutive days) or bi-weekly measurements can be used as well, allowing for anywhere 
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between 13 and 90 data points for any 90-day period. However, no more than one data point 
per calendar day may be applied and all collected data must be used. 
 
All metering equipment used in baseline monitoring is subject to the same maintenance, 
calibration, and QA/QC requirements outlined previously for project metering equipment. In the 
case where a project does not meet the baseline monitoring maintenance, calibration, and 
QA/QC requirements of this protocol version, it shall be acceptable for that project to have its 
baseline monitoring, maintenance, calibration, and QA/QC verified against the requirements of a 
previous version of this protocol, so long as it is the version that was in force at the beginning 
date of the project’s baseline monitoring period. 

C.3 Passive Flare Configuration 
As the configuration of passive flares will be unique to each landfill, it is not possible to dictate a 
single monitoring methodology. Rather, the following options have been devised as acceptable 
configurations. 
 

1. Each passive flare will be monitored individually for both flow and methane concentration 
according to the schedule outlined in Section C.2. 

2. Wells from two or more passive flares may be connected to a single flare with a single 
set of meters for both flow and methane concentration. Additional engineering may be 
required to ensure that the altered pressure characteristics of the system do not 
decrease total gas flow. The flow characteristics of this system will require substantiation 
from engineering documents and calculations and will be assessed by the verification 
body. 

3. Wells from two or more passive flares may be connected with the active collection 
system and monitored separately from the new project wells while under vacuum from 
the blower. 

C.4 Calculation 
Please use Equation C.1 to calculate the Closeddiscount and Equation C.2 to calculate the 
NQdiscount.  
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Equation C.1. Calculation of Baseline Discount for Flares at a Closed Landfill 

𝑪𝒍𝒐𝒔𝒆𝒅𝒅𝒊𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕 = 𝟓𝟐𝟓, 𝟔𝟎𝟎 × 𝑪𝑯𝟒𝒎𝒊𝒏 

 

𝑳𝑭𝑮𝑩𝟏 = 𝟓𝟐𝟓, 𝟔𝟎𝟎 × 𝟗𝟎%𝑼𝑪𝑳(𝑳𝑭𝑮𝒔𝒄𝒇𝒎) 

Where,   Units 

LFGB1 = Landfill gas from the baseline landfill gas wells that would 
have been destroyed by the qualifying destruction system 
during the reporting period 

scf LFG 

90%UCL(LFGscfm) = 90% upper confidence limit of the average flow rate in the 
metered period (must be >3 months) 

scfm LFG 

525,600 = Minutes in one year min/yr 

    

𝑩𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝒄𝒍𝒐𝒔𝒆𝒅 = 𝟗𝟎%𝑼𝑪𝑳(𝑩𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝒄𝒍𝒐𝒔𝒆𝒅,𝒕) 

Where,   Units 

BCH4,closed,t = Methane concentration for baseline calculations scf CH4/ scf 
LFG 

90%UCL(BCH4,closed,t) = 90% upper confidence limit of the average methane 
concentration in the metered period (must be >3 months) 

scf CH4/ scf 
LFG 

    

𝟗𝟎%𝑼𝑪𝑳 = 𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏 + 𝒕𝒗𝒂𝒍𝒖𝒆  ×  (
𝑺𝑫

√𝒏
) 

Where,   Units 

mean = Sample mean (of BCH4,closed,t or LFGscfm) scf or % 

tvalue = 90% t-value coefficient for data set with degrees of freedom 
df (use Excel feature: =TINV(0.1,df) 

 

SD = Standard deviation of the sample (of BCH4,closed,t or LFGscfm) scf or % 

n = Sample size  

df = Degrees of freedom ( = n-1)  
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Equation C.2. Calculation of Baseline Discount for a Non-Qualifying Device 

𝑵𝑸𝒅𝒊𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕 = 𝟓𝟐𝟓, 𝟔𝟎𝟎 × 𝑪𝑯𝟒𝒎𝒊𝒏 

 

𝑳𝑭𝑮𝑩𝟐 = 𝟓𝟐𝟓, 𝟔𝟎𝟎 × 𝟗𝟎%𝑼𝑪𝑳(𝑳𝑭𝑮𝒔𝒄𝒇𝒎) 

Where,   Units 

LFGB2 = Landfill gas that would have been destroyed by the original, 
non-qualifying destruction system during the reporting period 

scf LFG 

90%UCL(LFGscfm) = 90% upper confidence limit of the average flow rate in the 
metered period (must be >3 months) 

scfm LFG 

525,600 = Minutes in one year min/yr 

    

𝑩𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝑵𝑸 = 𝟗𝟎%𝑼𝑪𝑳(𝑩𝑪𝑯𝟒,𝑵𝑸,𝒕) 

Where,   Units 

BCH4,NQ,t = Methane concentration for baseline calculations scf CH4/ scf 
LFG 

90%UCL(BCH4,NQ,t) = 90% upper confidence limit of the average methane 
concentration in the metered period (must be >3 months) 

scf CH4/ scf 
LFG 

    

𝟗𝟎%𝑼𝑪𝑳 = 𝒎𝒆𝒂𝒏 + 𝒕𝒗𝒂𝒍𝒖𝒆  ×  (
𝑺𝑫

√𝒏
) 

Where,   Units 

mean = Sample mean (of BCH4,NQ,t or LFGscfm) scf or % 

tvalue = 90% t-value coefficient for data set with degrees of freedom df 
(use Excel feature: =TINV(0.1,df) 

 

SD = Standard deviation of the sample (of BCH4,NQ,t or LFGscfm) scf or % 

n = Sample size  

df = Degrees of freedom ( = n-1)  

C.5 Example 
The following example (Table C.1) demonstrates the necessary calculation for determining 
Closeddiscount or NQdiscount. The calculations outlined above in Section C.4 are represented by the 
first three columns of data. The final conversions to tCO2e/yr are done using Equation 5.5. 
 
Note that although the measurements had average values yielding a deduction of 5,961 
tCO2e/yr, due to the limited data and variability of the measurements, the appropriate deduction 
is 7,830 tCO2e/yr. If, instead of weekly data there was daily data over this three month period 
that yielded the exact same mean and standard deviation, the additional data alone would have 
lowered the deduction to only 6,807 tCO2/yr. Alternately, if the data had been more consistent 
and showed a standard deviation for the flow data of only 6 with the same mean, then the 
deduction with 14 samples would have been only 6,689 tCO2/yr. Therefore, the added 
uncertainty deduction of this method is directly related to the level of variability in the data and 
the number of samples.  
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Table C.1. Example Dataset and Calculation of Closeddiscount or NQdiscount 

 
Calculated According to  
Equations C.1 and C.2 

Calculated According to 
Equation 5.5 

 CH4 
(%) 

Flow 
(scfm) 

Flow CH4 
(scfm) 

CH4/year 
(scf/yr) 

CH4/year 
(t/yr) 

tCO2e/year 

6/1/2008 56.7 48 27 14,304,703 274 5,760 

6/8/2008 55.3 75 41 21,799,260 418 8,778 

6/15/2008 58.1 21 12 6,412,846 123 2,582 

6/22/2008 54.0 90 49 25,544,160 490 10,286 

6/29/2008 55.6 47 26 13,734,979 263 5,531 

7/6/2008 56.3 23 13 6,805,994 131 2,741 

7/13/2008 57.2 70 40 21,045,024 404 8,475 

7/20/2008 58.0 15 9 4,572,720 88 1,841 

7/27/2008 52.3 89 47 24,465,103 469 9,852 

8/3/2008 55.7 42 23 12,295,886 236 4,951 

8/10/2008 54.8 51 28 14,689,469 282 5,915 

8/17/2008 62.1 19 12 6,201,554 119 2,497 

8/24/2008 59.3 66 39 20,570,933 394 8,284 

8/31/2008 57.6 70 40 21,192,192 406 8,534 

Mean 56.6 51.86 28 14,803,281 284 5,961 

SD 0.02 25.70     

n 14 14     

df 13 13     

90% t-value 1.77 1.77     

UCL at 90% 57.8 64.02 37 19,443,275 373 7,830 

 
 



U.S. Landfill Project Protocol  Version 5.0, April 2019 

73 

Appendix D Data Substitution Guidelines 
This appendix provides guidance on calculating emission reductions when data integrity has 
been compromised due to missing data points. No data substitution is permissible for equipment 
such as thermocouples, which monitor the proper functioning of destruction devices. Rather, the 
methodologies presented below are to be used only for the methane concentration and flow 
metering parameters. 
 
The Reserve expects that projects will have continuous, uninterrupted data for the entire 
verification period. However, the Reserve recognizes that unexpected events or occurrences 
may result in brief data gaps. 
 
The following data substitution methodology may be used only for flow and methane 
concentration data gaps that are discrete, limited, non-chronic, and due to unforeseen 
circumstances. Data substitution can only be applied to methane concentration or flow readings, 
but not both simultaneously. If data is missing for both parameters, no reductions can be 
credited. 
 
Further, substitution may only occur when two other monitored parameters corroborate proper 
functioning of the destruction device and system operation within normal ranges. These two 
parameters must be demonstrated as follows: 
 

1. Proper functioning can be evidenced by thermocouple readings for flares, energy output 
engines, etc. 

2. For methane concentration substitution, flow rates during the data gap must be 
consistent with normal operation.  

3. For flow substitution, methane concentration rates during the data gap must be 
consistent with normal operations. 

 
If corroborating parameters fail to demonstrate any of these requirements, no substitution may 
be employed. If the requirements above can be met, the following substitution methodology 
maybe applied: 
 

Duration of Missing Data Substitution Methodology 

Less than six hours 
Use the average of the four hours immediately before and following the 
outage 

Six to 24 hours 
Use the 90% lower or upper confidence limit of the 24 hours prior to 
and after the outage, whichever results in greater conservativeness 

One to seven days 
Use the 95% lower or upper confidence limit of the 72 hours prior to 
and after the outage, whichever results in greater conservativeness 

Greater than one week No data may be substituted, and no credits may be generated 

 
The lower confidence limit should be used for both methane concentration and flow readings for 
landfill projects, as this will provide the greatest conservativeness. 
 
For weekly measured methane concentration, the lower of the measurement before and the 
measurement after must be used. This substitution may only be used to substitute data for one 
consecutive missing weekly measurement. 
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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 
BCS Biogas control system 

 
CARB California Air Resources Board 

 
CH4 Methane 

 
CNG Condensed natural gas 

 
CO2 Carbon dioxide 

 
CRT Climate Reserve Tonne 

 
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 
GHG Greenhouse gas 

 
GWP Global warming potential 

 
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

 
lb Pound 

 
LNG Liquefied natural gas 

 
MCF Methane conversion factor 

 
MT Metric ton or tonne 

 
N2O Nitrous oxide 

 
NG Natural gas 

 
QA/QC Quality Assurance/Quality Control 

 
Reserve Climate Action Reserve 

 
scf Standard cubic foot at 1 atm pressure and 60°F temperature 

 
SSR Sources, sinks, and reservoirs 

 
t Metric ton or tonne 

 
TAM 
 

Typical animal mass 

VS Volatile solids 
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1 Introduction 
The Climate Action Reserve’s (Reserve) Livestock Project Protocol provides guidance to 
account for and report greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions associated with the 
installation of a biogas control system (BCS) for manure management on dairy cattle and swine 
farms. The protocol focuses on quantifying the change in methane emissions, but also accounts 
for potential increases in carbon dioxide emissions.  
 
The Climate Action Reserve is the most experienced, trusted and efficient offset registry to 
serve the California cap-and-trade program and the voluntary carbon market. With deep roots in 
California and a reach across North America, the Reserve encourages actions to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and works to ensure environmental benefit, integrity and 
transparency in market-based solutions to address global climate change. It operates the 
largest accredited registry for the California compliance market and has played an integral role 
in the development and administration of the state’s cap-and-trade program. For the voluntary 
market, the Reserve establishes high quality standards for carbon offset projects, oversees 
independent third-party verification bodies and issues and tracks the transaction of carbon 
credits (Climate Reserve Tonnes) generated from such projects in a transparent, publicly-
accessible system. The Reserve program promotes immediate environmental and health 
benefits to local communities and brings credibility and value to the carbon market. The Climate 
Action Reserve is a private 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization based in Los Angeles, California.  
 
Project developers that install manure biogas capture and destruction technologies use this 
document to register GHG reductions with the Reserve. The protocol provides eligibility rules, 
methods to calculate reductions, performance-monitoring instructions, and procedures for 
reporting project information to the Reserve. Additionally, all project reports receive independent 
verification by Reserve-approved verification bodies. Guidance for verification bodies to verify 
reductions is provided in the Verification Program Manual and Section 8 of this protocol.  
 
This project protocol facilitates the creation of GHG emission reductions determined in a 
complete, consistent, transparent, accurate, and conservative manner, while incorporating 
relevant sources.1 
 

                                                
1
 See the WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol for Project Accounting (Part I, Chapter 4) for a description of GHG accounting 

principles. 



U.S. Livestock Project Protocol Version 4.0, January 2013 

3 

2 The GHG Reduction Project 
Manure treated and stored under anaerobic conditions decomposes to produce methane, 
which, if uncontrolled, is emitted to the atmosphere. This predominantly occurs when livestock 
operations manage waste with anaerobic, liquid-based systems (e.g. in lagoons, ponds, tanks, 
or pits). Within the livestock sector, the primary drivers of methane generation include the 
amount of manure produced and the fraction of volatile solids (VS) that decompose 
anaerobically. Temperature and the retention time of manure during treatment and storage also 
affect methane production.  

2.1 Project Definition 
For the purpose of this protocol, the GHG reduction project is defined as the installation and 
operation of a biogas control system2 that captures and destroys methane gas from anaerobic 
manure treatment and/or storage facilities on livestock operations. The biogas control system 
must destroy methane gas that would otherwise have been emitted to the atmosphere in the 
absence of the project from uncontrolled anaerobic treatment and/or storage of manure.  
 
Captured biogas can be destroyed on-site, or transported for off-site use (e.g. through gas 
distribution or transmission pipeline), or used to power vehicles. Regardless of how project 
developers take advantage of the captured biogas, the ultimate fate of the methane must be 
destruction. 
 
“Centralized digesters” that integrate waste from more than one livestock operation also meet 
the definition of a GHG reduction project.  
 
Note that the protocol does not preclude project developers from co-digesting organic matter in 
the biogas control system. However, the additional organics could impact the nutrient properties 
of digester effluent; project developers should consider this when assessing the project’s 
associated water quality impacts. The Reserve has also developed the Organic Waste 
Digestion Project Protocol that provides a quantification methodology for crediting the co-
digestion of eligible waste streams with livestock manure. The protocol is available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/adopted/organic-waste-digestion/current/. 

2.2 The Project Developer 
The “project developer” is an entity that has an active account on the Reserve, submits a project 
for listing and registration with the Reserve, and is ultimately responsible for all project reporting 
and verification. Project developers could be livestock facility owners and operators, GHG 
project financiers, or other entities. The project developer must have clear ownership of the 
project’s GHG reductions. Ownership of the GHG reductions must be established by clear and 
explicit title, and the project developer must attest to such ownership each time the project is 
verified by signing the Reserve’s Attestation of Title form.3 
 
Under this protocol, the project developer is the only party required to be involved with project 
implementation.

                                                
2
 Biogas control systems encompass anaerobic digester systems – which may be designed and operated in a variety 

of ways, from ambient temperature covered lagoons to heated lagoons to mesophilic plug flow or complete mix 
concrete tank digesters—as well as methane destruction systems, such as flares or engines. 
3
 Attestation of Title form available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-

forms/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/adopted/organic-waste-digestion/current/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
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3 Eligibility Rules 
Project developers using this protocol must satisfy the following eligibility rules to register 
reductions with the Reserve. The criteria only apply to projects that meet the definition of a GHG 
reduction project. 
 

Eligibility Rule I: Location → U.S., its territories, and tribal lands 

Eligibility Rule II: Project Start Date → 
No more than 6 months prior to project 
submission 

Eligibility Rule III: Anaerobic Baseline → Demonstrate anaerobic baseline conditions 

Eligibility Rule IV: Additionality → Meet performance standard 

  → Exceed regulatory requirements 

Eligibility Rule V: Regulatory Compliance → Compliance with all applicable laws 

 

3.1 Location 
Only projects located in the United States and its territories, or on U.S. tribal lands, are eligible 
to register reductions with the Reserve under this protocol. Livestock projects located in Mexico 
must use the Mexico Livestock Project Protocol if seeking to register GHG reductions with the 
Reserve.  

3.2 Project Start Date 
The start date for a livestock project is defined as the date on which the project’s biogas control 
system becomes operational. For the purposes of this protocol, a BCS is considered operational 
on the date that the system begins producing and destroying methane gas following an initial 
start-up period. This date can be selected by the project developer within the 6 month period 
following the date on which manure is first loaded into the digester or on the date that the cover 
installation was completed (for a covered lagoon digester where the lagoon already contained 
manure).  
 
Projects must be submitted to the Reserve no more than six months after the project start date. 

3.3 Project Crediting Period 
Project developers are eligible to register GHG reductions with the Reserve according to this 
protocol for a period of ten years following the project’s start date. All projects that initially pass 
the eligibility requirements set forth in this protocol are eligible to register GHG reductions with 
the Reserve for the duration of the project’s first crediting period (ten years), even if a regulatory 
agency with authority over a livestock operation passes a rule obligating the installation of a 
BCS during this initial crediting period. 
 
If a project developer wishes to apply for eligibility under a second crediting period, they must do 
so within the final six months of the initial crediting period. Thus, the Reserve may issue CRTs 
for GHG reductions quantified and verified according to the U.S. Livestock Project Protocol for a 
maximum of two ten year crediting periods after the project start date. Section 3.5.1 and 3.5.2 
describe the requirements to qualify for a second crediting period. Deadlines and requirements 
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for reporting and verification, as laid out in this protocol, the Program Manual, and the 
Verification Program Manual, will continue to apply without interruption. 

3.4 Uncontrolled Anaerobic Baseline  
The installation of a BCS at a livestock operation where the primary manure management 
system is aerobic (produces little to no methane) may result in an increase of the amount of 
methane emitted to the atmosphere. Thus, the BCS must digest manure that would primarily be 
treated in an anaerobic system in the absence of the project in order for the project to meet the 
definition of a GHG reduction project. Sections 3.4.1, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3 explain the specific 
baseline scenario options. Under any one of these scenarios, the uncontrolled anaerobic 
baseline requirement may be temporarily disrupted for the purposes of construction of the 
project digester. In these cases, the verifier may use professional judgment to confirm that the 
requirements of this section have been met. 

3.4.1 Existing Livestock Facilities 

For livestock facilities that have been in operation for more than five years, developers of 
livestock projects must demonstrate that an uncontrolled anaerobic manure management 
system was in place for the five years immediately prior to the date that manure was first loaded 
into the project digester. That anaerobic system may include a lagoon or a pond as long as the 
depth of the system was sufficient to prevent algal oxygen production and create an oxygen-free 
bottom layer (i.e. greater than 1 meter in liquid depth).4  
 
For livestock facilities that have been in operation for more than two years, but less than five 
years, developers of livestock projects must demonstrate that an uncontrolled anaerobic 
manure management system was in place at all times up until the project’s start date. 

3.4.2 New Livestock Facilities (Greenfields) 

Greenfield livestock projects (i.e. projects that are implemented at livestock facilities that have 
been in operation for less than two years at a site that had no prior manure management 
infrastructure) are eligible only if the project developer can demonstrate that there are no 
restrictions to the construction and operation of an open, uncontrolled, anaerobic manure 
storage system. Since a greenfield project will not have an existing manure management 
system that can be used to model the baseline methane emissions, all greenfield projects shall 
utilize a set of standardized baseline management assumptions (see Table B.10). 

3.4.3 Centralized Digesters 

For projects that employ a centralized digester that will be accepting manure from more than 
one livestock operation, each individual source of manure (identified by livestock facility) must 
meet the anaerobic baseline requirements above as of the project start date. In other words, if a 
new facility begins sending manure to the project digester after the project start date, the 
anaerobic baseline of that manure must still be assessed as of the project start date. 

                                                
4
 This is consistent with the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Clean 

Development Mechanism (CDM) methodology ACM00010 (available at: 
http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/PAmethodologies/approved.html). For additional information on the design and 
maintenance of anaerobic wastewater treatment systems, see U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Conservation Practice Standard, Waste Storage Facility, No. 313; and U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service, Conservation Practice Standard, Waste Treatment Lagoon, No. 

359. 
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3.5 Additionality 
The Reserve will only accept projects that yield surplus GHG reductions that are additional to 
what would have otherwise occurred. That is, the reductions are above and beyond business-
as-usual operation. 
 
Project developers satisfy the “additionality” eligibility rule by passing two tests: 
 

1. The Performance Standard Test 
2. The Legal Requirement Test 

3.5.1 The Performance Standard Test 

Projects pass the Performance Standard Test by meeting a program-wide performance 
threshold – i.e. a standard of performance applicable to all manure management projects, 
established on an ex-ante basis. The performance threshold represents “better than business-
as-usual” manure management. If the project meets the threshold, then it exceeds what would 
happen under the business-as-usual scenario and generates surplus/additional GHG 
reductions.  
 
For this protocol, the Reserve uses a technology-specific threshold; sometimes also referred to 
as a practice-based threshold, where it serves as “best-practice standard” for managing 
livestock manure. By installing a BCS, a project developer passes the Performance Standard 
Test.  
 
The Reserve defined this performance standard by evaluating manure management practices in 
California and the United States. A summary of the study to establish the threshold is provided 
in Appendix C.  
 
The Performance Standard Test is applied at the time of the project’s start date. All projects that 
pass this test at the project’s start date are eligible to register reductions with the Reserve for 
the duration of the first project crediting period, even if the Reserve revises the Performance 
Standard Test in subsequent versions of this protocol during that period. As stated in Section 
3.3, the project crediting period is ten years. 
 
If a project developer wishes to apply for a second crediting period, the project must meet the 
eligibility requirements of the most current version of this protocol at the time of the submittal for 
the second crediting period, including any updates to the Performance Standard Test.  

3.5.2 The Legal Requirement Test 

All projects are subject to a Legal Requirement Test to ensure that the GHG reductions 
achieved by a project would not otherwise have occurred due to federal, state, or local 
regulations, or other legally binding mandates. A project passes the Legal Requirement Test 
when there are no laws, statutes, regulations, court orders, environmental mitigation 
agreements, permitting conditions, or other legally binding mandates requiring the installation of 
a BCS at the livestock operation.  
 
The Legal Requirement Test is applied at the time of a project’s start date. To satisfy the Legal 
Requirement Test, project developers must submit a signed Attestation of Voluntary 
Implementation form5 prior to the commencement of verification activities for the first verification 

                                                
5
 Attestation forms are available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
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period. All projects that pass this test at the project’s start date are eligible to register reductions 
with the Reserve for the duration of their first crediting period, even if legal requirements change 
or new legal requirements are enacted during that period.  
 
If a project developer wishes to apply for a second crediting period, the project must meet the 
eligibility requirements of the most current version of this protocol, including any updates to the 
Legal Requirement Test. Furthermore, during a project’s second crediting period, it must 
demonstrate that it passes the Legal Requirement Test during each reporting period. To satisfy 
the Legal Requirement Test, project developers must submit a signed Attestation of Voluntary 
Implementation form prior to the commencement of verification activities for each verification 
period. If project activities become legally required during a project’s second crediting period, 
the project will only be eligible to receive CRTs up to the date that the system is required to be 
operational. 
 
The Reserve’s analysis of manure management practices in the U.S. identified no regulations 
that obligate livestock owners to invest in a manure BCS. The analysis looked most closely at 
recent, stringent California air quality regulations (e.g. SJVAPCD Rule 4570 and Sacramento 
AQMD Rule 496), and found that installing an anaerobic digester is one of several compliance 
options, although high capital costs appear to prohibit the use of anaerobic digesters as a 
practical compliance mechanism for these air quality regulations. 

3.6 Regulatory Compliance 
As a final eligibility requirement, project developers must attest that project activities do not 
cause material violations of applicable laws (e.g. air, water quality, safety, etc.). To satisfy this 
requirement, project developers must submit a signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance 
form6 prior to the commencement of verification activities each time the project is verified. 
Project developers are also required to disclose in writing to the verifier any and all instances of 
legal violations – material or otherwise – caused by the project or project activities. 
 
A violation should be considered to be “caused” by project activities if it can be reasonably 
argued that the violation would not have occurred in the absence of the project activities. If there 
is any question of causality, the project developer shall disclose the violation to the verifier.  
 
If a verifier finds that project activities have caused a material violation, then CRTs will not be 
issued for GHG reductions that occurred during the period(s) when the violation occurred. 
Individual violations due to administrative or reporting issues, or due to “acts of nature,” are not 
considered material and will not affect CRT crediting. However, recurrent administrative 
violations directly related to project activities may affect crediting. Verifiers must determine if 
recurrent violations rise to the level of materiality. If the verifier is unable to assess the 
materiality of the violation, then the verifier shall consult with the Reserve.

                                                
6
 Attestation forms are available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
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4 The GHG Assessment Boundary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary delineates the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs) 
that shall be assessed by project developers to determine the net change in emissions 
associated with installing a BCS. This protocol’s assessment boundary captures sources from 
waste production to disposal, including off-site manure disposal.  
 
CH4 emissions from the land application of manure and digester effluent are excluded from the 
GHG Assessment Boundary. As these emission sources will either remain the same or 
decrease from the baseline to the project scenario, this exclusion is considered to be 
conservative. 
 
N2O emissions associated with manure management and disposal are also excluded from the 
GHG Assessment Boundary. Again, as these emission sources will either remain the same or 
decrease from the baseline to the project scenario, this exclusion is also considered to be 
conservative. Significant uncertainty remains regarding the quantification of potential N2O 
changes. While some projects may result in a significant decrease in N2O emissions, at this time 
there is no project-level methodology available to appropriately account for this uncertainty. 
 
CO2 emissions associated with the capture and destruction of biogas are considered biogenic 
emissions7 (as opposed to anthropogenic) and are not included in the GHG Assessment 
Boundary.  
 
This protocol does not account for CO2 emission reductions associated with displacing grid-
delivered electricity or fossil fuel use. However, project developers may reduce the project 
emissions associated with increased use of grid-connected electricity by utilizing project-
generated electricity for project equipment. 
 
Figure 4.1 provides a general illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary, indicating which 
SSRs are included or excluded from the boundary. All SSRs within the dashed line are 
accounted for under this protocol.  
 
Table 4.1 provides greater detail on each SSR and provides justification for the inclusion or 
exclusion of SSRs and gases from the GHG Assessment Boundary. 
 

                                                
7
 The rationale is that carbon dioxide emitted during combustion represents the carbon dioxide that would have been 

emitted during natural decomposition of the manure. Emissions from the biogas control system do not yield a net 
increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide because they are theoretically equivalent to the carbon dioxide absorbed 
during plant/feed growth. 
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Figure 4.1. General Illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary 
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Table 4.1 relates GHG source categories to sources and gases, and indicates inclusion in the 
calculation methodology. It is intended to be illustrative – GHG sources are indicative for the 
source category, GHGs in addition to the main GHG are also mentioned, where appropriate. 
 
Table 4.1. Description of all Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

SSR GHG Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) 
or Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

1 
Emissions from 
enteric fermentation 

CH4 B, P Excluded 

It is very unlikely that a 
livestock operation would 
change its feeding strategy to 
maximize biogas production 
from a digester; thus 
impacting enteric 
fermentation emissions from 
ruminant animals. 

2 

Emissions from waste 
deposits in barn, 
milking parlor or 
pasture/corral 

N2O B, P Excluded 

This exclusion is 
conservative as emissions 
will either remain the same or 
decrease from the baseline to 
the project scenario, see 
page 8 for further 
explanation.  

Emissions from 
mobile and stationary 
support equipment 

CO2 

B, P 

Included 

If any additional vehicles or 
equipment are required by 
the project beyond what is 
required in the baseline, 
emissions from such sources 
shall be accounted for. 

CH4 Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

3 

Emissions from 
mechanical systems 
used to collect and 
transport waste (e.g. 
engines and pumps 
for flush systems; 
vacuums and tractors 
for scrape systems) 

CO2 

B, P 

Included 

If any additional vehicle or 
equipment use is required by 
the project beyond what is 
required in the baseline, 
emissions from such sources 
shall be accounted for.  

CH4 Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

Vehicle emissions 
(e.g. for centralized 
digesters) 

CO2 Included 

If any additional vehicles or 
fuel use is required by the 
project beyond what is 
required in the baseline, 
emissions from such 
equipment shall be 
accounted for.  

CH4 Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 
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SSR GHG Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) 
or Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

4 

Emissions from waste 
treatment and storage 
including: anaerobic 
lagoons, dry lot 
deposits, compost 
piles, solid storage 
piles, manure settling 
basins, aerobic 
treatment, storage 
ponds, etc. 

CO2 

B, P 

Excluded 
Biogenic emissions are 
excluded. 

CH4 Included 
Primary source of emissions 
in the baseline. 

N2O Excluded 

This exclusion is 
conservative as emissions 
will either remain the same or 
decrease from the baseline to 
the project scenario, see 
page 8 for further 
explanation. 

Emissions from 
support equipment 

CO2 Included 

If any additional equipment is 
required by the project 
beyond what is required in 
the baseline, emissions from 
such equipment shall be 
accounted for.  

CH4 Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

5 

Emissions from the 
anaerobic digester 
due to biogas 
collection 
inefficiencies and 
venting events 

CH4 P Included 
Project may result in leaked 
emissions from anaerobic 
digester. 

6 
Emissions from 
effluent treatment 
system 

CH4 
P 

Included 
Primary source of emissions 
from project activities. 

N2O Excluded See page 8. 

7 

Vehicle emissions for 
land application 
and/or off-site 
transport 

CO2 

B, P 

Included 

If any additional vehicle use 
is required by the project 
beyond what is required in 
the baseline, associated 
additional emissions shall be 
accounted for.  

CH4 Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

8 
Emissions from land 
application 

CH4 B, P Excluded 
Project activity is unlikely to 
increase emissions relative to 
baseline activity. 

N2O B, P Excluded 

This exclusion is 
conservative as emissions 
will either remain the same or 
decrease from the baseline to 
the project scenario, see 
page 8 for further explanation 
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SSR GHG Source Gas 
Relevant to 
Baseline (B) 
or Project (P) 

Included/ 
Excluded 

Justification/Explanation 

9 

Emissions from 
combustion during 
flaring, including 
emissions from 
incomplete 
combustion of biogas 

CO2 

P 

Excluded 
Biogenic emissions are 
excluded. 

CH4 Included 
Primary source of emissions 
from project activities. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

10 

Emissions from 
combustion during 
electric generation, 
including incomplete 
combustion of biogas 

CO2 

P 

Excluded 
Biogenic emissions are 
excluded. 

CH4 Included 
Primary source of emissions 
from project activities. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

11 

Emissions from 
upgrading biogas for 
pipeline injection or 
use as CNG/LNG fuel 

CO2 

P 

Included 
Emissions resulting from on-
site fossil fuel use and/or grid 
electricity may be significant. 

CH4 Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

12 

Emissions from 
combustion at boiler, 
including emissions 
from incomplete 
combustion of biogas 

CO2 

P 

Excluded 
Biogenic emissions are 
excluded. 

CH4 Included 
Primary source of emissions 
from project activities. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

13 

Emissions from 
combustion of biogas 
by end user of 
pipeline or CNG/LNG, 
including incomplete 
combustion 

CO2 

P 

Excluded 
Biogenic emissions are 
excluded. 

CH4 Included 
Primary source of emissions 
from project activities. 

N2O Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

14 
Use of project-
generated electricity 

CO2 

P Excluded 

This protocol does not cover 
displacement of GHG 
emissions from the use of 
biogas-generated electricity. 

CH4 

N2O 

15 
Off-site use of project-
generated thermal 
energy or power  

CO2 

P Excluded 

This protocol does not cover 
displacement of GHG 
emissions from the use of 
biogas delivered through 
pipeline or other end uses. 

CH4 

N2O 

16 
Use of project-
generated thermal 
energy 

CO2 

P Excluded 

This protocol does not cover 
displacement of GHG 
emissions from the use of 
biogas-generated thermal 
energy. 

CH4 

N2O 

 
Project construction 
and decommissioning 
emissions 

CO2 

P Excluded 
Emission source is assumed 
to be very small. 

CH4 

N2O 
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5 Quantifying GHG Emission Reductions 
GHG emission reductions from a livestock project are quantified by comparing actual project 
emissions to baseline emissions at the project site. Baseline emissions are an estimate of the 
GHG emissions from sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary (see Section 4) that would 
have occurred in the absence of the livestock project. Project emissions are actual GHG 
emissions that occur at sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary during the reporting 
period. Project emissions must be subtracted from the baseline emissions to quantify the 
project’s total net GHG emission reductions (Equation 5.1).  
 
GHG emission reductions are generally quantified and verified on an annual basis. Project 
developers may choose to verify GHG emission reductions on a more frequent or less frequent 
basis if they desire (see Section 7.3). The length of time over which GHG emission reductions 
are quantified and reported to the Reserve is called the “reporting period.” The length of time 
over which GHG reductions are verified is called a “verification period.” Under this protocol, a 
verification period may cover multiple reporting periods (see Section 7.3.4). Project developers 
should take note that some equations to calculate baseline and project emissions are run on a 
month-by-month basis and activity data monitoring takes place at varying levels of frequency. 
As applicable, monthly emissions data (for baseline and project) are summed together to 
calculate emission reductions over a given reporting period. Projects whose reporting periods 
begin or end with incomplete calendar months shall only quantify the baseline and project 
emissions for the portion of the month that is included within the reporting period. 
The calculations provided in this protocol are derived from internationally accepted 
methodologies.8 Project developers shall use the calculation methods provided in this protocol 
to determine baseline and project GHG emissions in order to quantify GHG emission 
reductions. 
 
To support project developers and facilitate consistent and complete emissions reporting, the 
Reserve has developed an Excel-based calculation tool. This tool is available to all Reserve 
account holders and their designated representatives. Instructions for obtaining the most recent 
version of this tool are available on the U.S. Livestock Project Protocol webpage. The Reserve 
recommends the use of the Livestock Calculation Tool for all project calculations and emission 
reduction reports. Only the most recent version of this tool should be used, unless otherwise 
recommended by Reserve staff. In any case where there is potential disagreement between 
guidance provided in the protocol and guidance provided in the calculation tool, the protocol 
shall take precedence. 
 
The current methodology for quantifying the GHG impact associated with installing a BCS 
requires the use of both modeled reductions (following Equation 5.2 to Equation 5.4 and 
Equation 5.6 to Equation 5.9) as well as the utilization of ex-post metered data from the BCS to 
be used as a check on the modeled reductions. 
 
The Reserve recognizes that there can be material differences between modeled methane 
emission reductions and the actual metered quantity of methane that is captured and destroyed 
by the BCS due to digester start-up periods, venting events, and other BCS operational issues. 

                                                
8
 The Reserve’s GHG reduction calculation method is derived from the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development 

Mechanism (ACM0010 V.5), the EPA’s Climate Leaders Program (Manure Offset Protocol, August 2008), and the 
RGGI Model Rule (January 5, 2007).  

 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/us-livestock/
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These operational issues have the potential to result in substantially less methane destruction 
than is modeled, leading to an overestimation of GHG reductions in the modeled case. 
 
To address this issue and maintain consistency with international best practice, the Reserve 
requires the modeled methane emission reduction results to be compared to the ex-post 
metered quantity of methane that is captured and destroyed by the BCS. The lesser of the two 
values will represent the total methane emission reductions for the reporting period. Equation 
5.1 below outlines the quantification approach for calculating the emission reductions from the 
installation of a BCS. 

5.1 Required Parameters for Modeling Baseline and Project 
Emissions 

The following parameters must be determined for the modeling of baseline and project 
emissions: 

Population – PL 

The procedure requires project developers to differentiate between livestock categories (L) (e.g. 
lactating dairy cows, non-milking dairy cows, heifers, etc.). This accounts for differences in 
methane generation across livestock categories. See Appendix B, Table B.2 for methane 
generation values. The population of each livestock category shall be monitored on a monthly 
basis, and for Equation 5.4 is averaged for an annual total population. 

Volatile solids – VSL 

This value represents the daily organic material in the manure for each livestock category and 
consists of both biodegradable and non-biodegradable fractions. The VS content of manure is a 
combination of excreted fecal material (the fraction of a livestock category’s diet consumed and 
not digested) and urinary excretions, expressed in a dry matter weight basis (kg/animal).9 This 
protocol requires that the VS value for all livestock categories be determined as outlined in Box 
5.1.  

MassL 

This value is the annual average live weight of the animals, per livestock category. These data 
are necessary because default VS values are supplied in units of kg/day/1000kg mass, 
therefore the average mass of the corresponding livestock category is required in order to 
convert the units of VS into kg/day/animal. Site specific livestock mass is preferred for all 
livestock categories. If site-specific data are unavailable, Typical Animal Mass (TAM) values 
may be used (see Appendix B, Table B.2). 

Maximum methane production – B0,L 

This value represents the maximum methane-producing capacity of the manure, differentiated 
by livestock category (L) and diet. Project developers shall use the default B0 factors from 
Appendix B, Table B.3. Alternatively, project developers may follow the sampling and testing 
procedure contained in Section 6.1 in order to determine a site-specific B0 value for a particular 
animal category. 

 

                                                
9
 IPCC 2006 Guidelines volume 4, chapter 10, p. 10.42. 
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MSS 

The MS value apportions manure from each livestock category to appropriate manure 
management system component (S), and is a critical factor in determining a project baseline, as 
well as project emissions from effluent treatment. It reflects the reality that waste from the 
operation’s livestock categories are not managed uniformly. The MS value accounts for the 
operation’s multiple types of manure management systems. It is expressed as a percent (%), 
relative to the total amount of VS produced by the livestock category. As waste production is 
normalized for each livestock category, the percentage shall be calculated as percent of 
population for each livestock category. For example, a dairy operation might send 85% of its 
milking cows’ waste to an anaerobic lagoon and 15% could be deposited in a corral. In this 
situation, an MS value of 85% would be assigned to Equation 5.3 and 15% to Equation 5.4. 
 
Importantly, the MS value indicates where the waste would have been managed in the baseline 
scenario. If a portion of the VS was removed from the waste stream through some sort of 
separation procedure, the MS value shall be adjusted to accurately reflect the baseline 
treatment of the VS. To account for VS removal from solids separation equipment, project 
developers may use a default value for the particular type of separation mechanisms employed 
(Table B.9), or a site-specific value based on the removal efficiency of the baseline system. 
 
MSBCS, which represents the fraction of manure that is sent to the BCS in the project scenario, 
follows the same logic as above, but is used to accurately quantify the project methane 
emissions from effluent treatment (see Equation 5.8). 
 
MGSBCS 

The MGSBCS value represents the maximum biogas storage capacity of the BCS system. This 
value is needed only in the case of a venting event during the reporting period, which is 
quantified using Equation 5.7. If the BCS consists of multiple digester tanks or covered lagoons, 
the project only need quantify the maximum storage (MGSBCS) and biogas flow (Fpw) of the 
component(s) of the BCS that experienced the venting event. 

Methane conversion factor – MCF 

This method to calculate methane emissions reflects the site-specific monthly biological 
performance of the operation’s baseline anaerobic manure management systems, as predicted 
using the van’t Hoff-Arrhenius equation and farm-level data on temperature, as well as VS 
loading and system VS retention time.10 
 
Each manure management system component has a volatile solids-to-methane conversion 
efficiency that represents the degree to which maximum methane production (B0) is achieved. 
Methane production is a function of the extent of anaerobic conditions present in the system, the 
temperature of the system, and the retention time of organic material in the system.11  
 
Default MCF values for non-anaerobic baseline manure management system components (as 
well as certain project BCS effluent treatment and Non-BCS sources) are available in Appendix 
B. These are used in Equation 5.4 and Equation 5.9. 
 
Contrastingly, site-specific calculations of volatile solids-to-methane conversion efficiency are 
required for anaerobic baseline manure management system components and for the anaerobic 

                                                
10

 The method is derived from Mangino et al., “Development of a Methane Conversion Factor to Estimate Emissions 
from Animal Waste Lagoons” (2001). 
11

 IPCC 2006 Guidelines volume 4, chapter 10, p. 10.43. 
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treatment of project BCS effluent. For anaerobic lagoons, storage ponds, liquid slurry tanks etc., 
project developers perform a site-specific calculation of the mass of volatile solids degraded by 
the anaerobic storage/treatment system. This is expressed as “degraded volatile solids” or VSdeg 
in Equation 5.3, which equals the system’s monthly available volatile solids multiplied by ‘f’, the 
van’t Hoff-Arrhenius factor. The ‘f’ factor effectively converts total available volatile solids in the 
anaerobic manure storage/treatment system to methane-convertible volatile solids, based on 
the monthly temperature of the system. The multiplication of VSdeg by B0 quantifies the 
maximum potential methane emissions that would have been produced for each livestock 
category’s contribution of manure to that system.
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Figure 5.1. Organization of Equations in Section 5
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Equation 5.1. GHG Reductions from Installing a Biogas Control System 

      {                   } 

                                  

Where, 
 

  Units 

ERmodeled = Avoided methane emissions associated with the project during the reporting 
period, quantified using a modeled baseline scenario 

tCO2e 

BEmodeled = Modeled baseline emissions from the baseline scenario (Equation 5.2) tCO2e 

PECH4 = Total project methane emissions during the reporting period (Equation 5.5) tCO2e 

CO2,net = Net increase in anthropogenic CO2 emissions from electricity consumption 
and mobile and stationary combustion sources resulting from project activity 
(Equation 5.12) 

tCO2e 

                            

Where, 
 

  Units 

ERmetered = Avoided methane emissions associated with the project during the reporting 
period, quantified using metered methane destruction data 

tCO2e 

BEmetered = Aggregated quantity of methane collected and destroyed during the 
reporting period (Equation 5.11) 

tCO2e 

CO2,net = Net increase in anthropogenic CO2 emissions from electricity consumption 
and mobile and stationary combustion sources resulting from project activity 
(Equation 5.12) 

tCO2e 

5.2 Modeling Baseline Methane Emissions 
Baseline emissions represent the GHG emissions within the GHG Assessment Boundary that 
would have occurred if not for the installation of the BCS. For the purposes of this protocol, 
project developers calculate their baseline emissions according to the manure management 
system in place prior to installing the BCS. Baseline emissions are then recalculated for each 
reporting period to reflect what the emissions would have been had the previous management 
system continued to function under current conditions. For Greenfield projects, as defined in 
Section 3.4.2, the baseline manure management practices shall be modeled according to the 
default values provided in Table B.10. 
 
The procedure to determine the modeled baseline methane emissions follows Equation 5.2, 
which combines Equation 5.3 and Equation 5.4. The calculation procedures use a combination 
of site-specific values and default factors. 



U.S. Livestock Project Protocol Version 4.0, January 2013 

19 

Box 5.1. Daily Volatile Solids for All Livestock Categories 
 
Consistent with international best-practice, it is recommended that appropriate VSL values for dairy 
livestock categories be obtained from the state-specific lookup tables (Tables B.5.a – B.5.f) provided in 
Appendix B. When possible, use the year corresponding to the appropriate emission year. If the current 
year’s table is not included in the protocol, use the most current year that is available from the Reserve. 
Updated tables will be provided in the Livestock Calculation Tool, as well as the Reserve website.

12
  

 
VSL values for all other livestock can be found in Appendix B, Table B.3.  

 
Important – Units provided for all VS values in Appendix B are in (kg/day/1000kg), In order to get VSL in 
the appropriate units (kg/animal/day), the following equation must be used: 
 

              
     
    

 

 
Where, 
 

  Units 

VSL = Volatile solid excretion on a dry matter weight basis kg/animal/day 
VSTable = Volatile solid excretion from lookup table (Table B.3 and Table B.5a - 

B.5d) 
kg/day/1000kg 

MassL = Average live weight for livestock category L. If site specific data are 
unavailable, use values from Appendix B, Table B.2 corresponding to 
the appropriate emission year (or the most current year that is available 
from the Reserve) 

kg 

 
 
Equation 5.2. Modeled Baseline Methane Emissions 

           ∑(                      )

   

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

BEmodeled = Total baseline methane emissions during the reporting period, summed 
for each baseline treatment system S and livestock category L 

tCO2e 

BECH4,AS,L = Total monthly baseline methane emissions from anaerobic 
storage/treatment system AS by livestock category L, aggregated for 
the reporting period. See Equation 5.3  

tCO2e 

BECH4,nAS,L = Total baseline methane emissions for the reporting period from non-
anaerobic storage/treatment systems by livestock category L. See 
Equation 5.4 

tCO2e 

 

                                                
12

 http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/us-livestock/ 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/us-livestock/
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Equation 5.3. Modeled Baseline Methane Emissions from Anaerobic Storage/Treatment Systems 

            (                                         )  (
    
      

) 

Where, 
 

  Units 

BECH4,AS,L = Total monthly baseline methane emissions from anaerobic manure 
storage/treatment system AS from livestock category L 

tCO2e/yr 

VSdeg,AS,L = Monthly volatile solids degraded in anaerobic manure 
storage/treatment system AS from livestock category L 

kg dry matter 

B0,L = Maximum methane producing capacity of manure for livestock 
category L – see Appendix B, Table B.3 for default values or 
Section 6.1 for guidance on determining a site-specific value 

m
3
 CH4/kg of 

VS 

0.68 = Density of methane (1 atm, 60°F) kg/m
3
 

0.001 = Conversion factor from kg to metric tons  

21 = Global Warming Potential of methane as carbon dioxide equivalent tCO2e/tCH4 

daysmo = Calendar days per month days 

rdmo = Reporting days during the current month (see Box 5.2) days 

            ∑(               )

    

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

VSdeg,AS,L = Monthly volatile solids degraded by anaerobic manure storage/ 
treatment system AS by livestock category L 

kg dry matter 

VSavail,AS,L = Monthly volatile solids available for degradation from anaerobic 
manure storage/treatment system AS by livestock category L 

kg dry matter 

f = The van’t Hoff-Arrhenius factor = “the proportion of volatile solids 
that are biologically available for conversion to methane based on 
the monthly temperature of the system” 

13
 

 

 

Equation 5.3 continued on next page. 

 

                                                
13

 Mangino, et al. 
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Equation 5.3. Continued 

              (                            )  (                       ) 

Where, 
 

  Units 

VSavail,AS,L = Monthly volatile solids available for degradation in anaerobic 
storage/treatment system AS by livestock category L 

kg dry matter 

VSL = Volatile solids produced by livestock category L on a dry matter 
basis. Refer to Box 5.1 for guidance on using appropriate units for 
VSL values from Appendix B 

kg/animal/day 

PL = Average population of livestock category L (based on population 
data for the current month) 

 

MSAS,L = Percent of manure sent to (managed in) anaerobic manure 
storage/treatment system AS from livestock category L 

14
 

% 

daysmo = Calendar days per month days 

0.8 = Management and design practices factor
15

  

VSavail-1,AS = Previous month’s volatile solids available for degradation in 
anaerobic system AS

16
 

kg 

VSdeg-1,AS = Previous month’s volatile solids degraded by anaerobic system AS  kg 

     [
 (        )

( )(    )(   )
] 

Where, 
 

  Units 

f = The van’t Hoff-Arrhenius factor  

E = Activation energy constant (15,175) cal/mol 

Tmo = Monthly average ambient temperature (K = °C + 273). If Tmo < 5°C 
then f = 0.104. If Tmo > 29.5°C then f = 0.95 

Kelvin 

Tref = 303.16; Reference temperature for calculation Kelvin 

R = Ideal gas constant (1.987) cal/Kmol 

 

                                                
14

 The MS value represents the percent of manure that would be sent to (managed by) the anaerobic manure 
storage/treatment systems in the baseline case – as if the biogas control system was never installed. 
15

 Mangino, et al. This factor was derived to “account for management and design practices that result in the loss of 
volatile solids from the management system.” This reflects the difference between the theoretical modeled biological 
activity and empirical measurement of biological activity due to removal of liquid or other management practices that 
result in loss of VS from the treatment system. This does not account for removal of solids prior to the treatment 
system. 
16

 IPCC 2006 Guidelines (Volume 4, Chapter 10, p. 42); ACM0010 (V2, p.8); and EPA Climate Leaders Manure 
Offset Protocol (August 2008). 



U.S. Livestock Project Protocol Version 4.0, January 2013 

22 

Box 5.2. Calculating the Number of Reporting Days for a Reporting Period 
 
For some projects, it may be necessary to exclude a number of days from the calculation of emission 
reductions. If the reporting period begins or ends mid-way through a month, the calculation shall be 
prorated to only include the number of days for each month that fall within the reporting period by setting 
nrd equal to the number of days that fall outside the reporting period. If the project is not eligible to report 
emission reductions for a certain period of time for other reasons (e.g. regulatory compliance issues, 
missing data), those days may also be included in the determination of nrd. 
 
For example, if a reporting period begins on March 10, then nrdMarch = 9. If the same reporting period 
ends on December 31

st
 of the same year, then nrdrp = 9, and rd = (306 – 9) = 297. 

 
The following equation is used to determine the number of reporting days for the current period. This is 
to be applied for individual months for those equations that are run monthly, and for the entire reporting 
period for those equations that are run once per reporting period. 

            

Where,   

rd = Number of reporting days in the current period (month, reporting period, etc.) 

days = Number of calendar days in the current period (e.g. equal to 30 for June) 

nrd = Non-reporting days in the current period 

 

Retention of Volatile Solids 

Equation 5.3 calculates methane emissions from anaerobic manure storage/treatment systems 
based on site-specific information on the mass of volatile solids degraded by the anaerobic 
storage/treatment system and available for methane conversion.17 It incorporates the effects of 
temperature through the van’t Hoff-Arrhenius (f) factor and accounts for the retention of volatile 
solids through the use of monthly assumptions of baseline conditions. Each month, a certain 
quantity of VS is converted into methane (VSdeg). The VS that is available for conversion each 
month (VSavail) is the sum of VS that enters the manure management system, as well as VS that 
remains in the system from the previous month (VSavail-1 – VSdeg-1). 
 
Project developers shall not carry over volatile solids from one month to the next when modeling 
baseline anaerobic treatment systems where the retention time was 30 days or less. For these 
systems (VSavail-1 – VSdeg-1) = 0 in Equation 5.3 for every month.  
 
Depending on the accumulation of sludge in the baseline manure storage system, it may have 
been necessary to drain and clean the system on a periodic basis. This cleaning removes the 
non-degraded VS that has accumulated in the system. For anaerobic lagoons with a retention 
time greater than 30 days, project developers shall zero out the VS retained in the system 
following the month when the system would have been completely drained and sludge removed 
under baseline operating conditions. For the month following the sludge removal, (VSavail-1 – 
VSdeg-1) = 0 in Equation 5.3. For projects where a BCS is being retrofit into existing operations, 
baseline anaerobic system management practices should reflect actual pre-project manure 
management practices on that farm. 
 

                                                
17

 These system components must meet the Anaerobic Baseline requirement in Section 3.4.  
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If the farm utilized solids separation in the baseline (thus preventing or delaying sludge 
accumulation), this removal and alternative treatment of VS should be reflected in the MS 
values, as explained earlier in this section. 
 
The removal of supernatant liquids for spraying on fields at agronomic rates does not affect the 
monthly carryover of VS, as long as the system maintains at least one meter of liquid depth. 
Projects therefore do not need to account for regular field spraying activities that meet this 
description. 
 
Equation 5.4 applies to non-anaerobic storage/treatment systems. Both Equation 5.3 and 
Equation 5.4 reflect basic biological principles of methane production from available volatile 
solids, determine methane generation for each livestock category, and account for the extent to 
which the waste management system handles each category’s manure. 
 
Equation 5.4. Modeled Baseline Methane for Non-Anaerobic Storage/Treatment Systems 

             (                                 )                (
    

      
) 

Where, 
 

  Units 

BECH4,nAS,L = Total baseline methane emissions during the reporting period from non-
anaerobic storage/treatment systems 

tCO2e 

PL = Average population of livestock category L during the reporting period 
(based on monthly population data) 

 

MSL,nAS = Percent of manure from livestock category L managed in non-anaerobic 
storage/treatment systems 

% 

VSL = Volatile solids produced by livestock category L on a dry matter basis. 
Refer to Box 5.1 for guidance on using appropriate units for VSL values 
from Appendix B 

kg/animal/day 

daysrp = Number of days in the reporting period days 

MCFnAS = Methane conversion factor for non-anaerobic storage/treatment system. 
See Appendix B 

% 

B0,L = Maximum methane producing capacity for manure for livestock category 
L. See Appendix B, Table B.3 for default values, or Section 6.1 for 
determining a site-specific value 

m
3
 CH4/kg of 

VS dry matter 

0.68 = Density of methane (1 atm, 60°F) kg/m
3
 

0.001 = Conversion factor from kg to metric tons  

21 = Global Warming Potential of methane as carbon dioxide equivalent tCO2e/tCH4 

rdrp = Reporting days during the reporting period days 

 
 

5.3 Calculating Project Methane Emissions 
Project emissions are actual GHG emissions that occur within the GHG Assessment Boundary 
after the installation of the BCS. Project emissions are calculated on an annual, ex-post basis. 
Like baseline emissions, some parameters are monitored on a monthly basis. Unlike baseline 
emission calculations, methane emissions from the BCS are calculated from metered data, 
rather than modeled projections. Methane emissions from manure storage and/or treatment 
systems other than the BCS are modeled much the same as in the baseline scenario. 
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As shown in Equation 5.5, project methane emissions equal: 
 

 The amount of methane created by the BCS that is not captured and destroyed by the 
control system, plus 

 Methane from the digester effluent treatment systems (where applicable), plus 
 Methane from sources in the waste treatment and storage category other than the BCS 

and associated effluent treatment systems. This includes all other manure treatment 
systems such as compost piles, solids storage etc. 

 
Consistent with this protocol’s baseline methane calculation approach, the formula to account 
for project methane emissions incorporates all potential sources within the waste treatment and 
storage category. Non-BCS-related sources follow the same calculation approach as provided 
in the baseline methane equations. Several activity data for the variables in Equation 5.9 will be 
the same as those in Equation 5.2 to Equation 5.4. 
 
If the project elects to install an impermeable cover on an effluent pond (potentially creating an 
additional anaerobic digester) and the biogas generated in this covered pond is collected and 
destroyed by the project BCS, then this covered pond shall be considered part of the project 
digester system. If the biogas generated by this covered pond is not destroyed, it must be 
quantified as project methane emissions using Equation 5.8. 
 
Although not common under normal digester operation, it is possible that a venting event may 
occur due to catastrophic failure of digester cover materials, the digester vessel, or the gas 
collection system. In the event that a catastrophic system failure results in the venting of biogas, 
the quantity of methane released to the atmosphere shall be estimated according to Equation 
5.7 below. 
 
Equation 5.5. Project Methane Emissions 

       (                                              )     

Where, 
 

  Units 

PECH4 = Total project methane emissions for the reporting period,  tCO2e 
PECH4,BCS = Methane emissions from the BCS during the reporting period 

(Equation 5.6) 
tCH4 

PECH4,ET,AS = Monthly methane emissions from the BCS effluent anaerobic 
treatment systems, aggregated for the reporting period (Equation 5.8) 

tCH4 

PECH4,ET,nAS = Methane emissions from the BCS effluent non-anaerobic treatment 
systems during the reporting period (Equation 5.9) 

tCH4 

PECH4,other = Methane emissions from sources in the waste treatment and storage 
category other than the BCS and associated effluent treatment 
systems, during the reporting period (Equation 5.10) 

tCH4 

21 = Global warming potential of methane as carbon dioxide equivalent tCO2e/tCH4 
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Equation 5.6. Project Methane Emissions from the Biogas Control System 

           ∑ [[              ((
 

   
)               )]            ]

 
 

Where, 
 

  Units 

PECH4,BCS = Methane emissions from the BCS, to be summed for each reporting 
period 

tCH4 

CH4,metered,i = Quantity of methane collected and metered in month i tCH4 
BCE = Methane collection efficiency of the BCS. Project developers shall 

use the appropriate default value provided in Table B.4 
fraction 

BDEi,weighted = Weighted average of all destruction devices used in month i  fraction 
CH4,vent,i = Quantity of methane that is vented to the atmosphere due to BCS 

venting events in month i, as quantified in Equation 5.7 below 
tCH4 

                
   

  
 
 

 
                          

Where, 
 

  Units 

CH4,metered,i = Wuantity of methane collected and metered in month i
18

 tCH4 
F = Measured volumetric flow of biogas in month i scf 
Tb = Temperature of the biogas flow (°R = °F + 459.67) °R 
P = Pressure of the biogas flow atm 
CH4,conc = Measured methane concentration of biogas for month i fraction 
0.0423 = Density of methane gas (1 atm, 60°F) lb CH4/scf 
0.000454 = Conversion factor from lb to metric ton  
 
* The terms (520/Tb) and (P/1) should be omitted if the continuous flow meter internally corrects for 
temperature and pressure to 60°F and 1 atm. 

               
∑ (           )  

  
 

Where, 
 

  Units 

BDEi,weighted = Monthly weighted average of all destruction devices used in month i fraction 
BDEDD = Default methane destruction efficiency of a particular destruction 

device ‘DD’. See Appendix B for default destruction efficiencies
19

 
fraction 

Fi,DD = Monthly flow of biogas to a particular destruction device ‘DD’ scf/month 
Fi = Total monthly measured volumetric flow of biogas to all destruction 

devices 
scf/month 

 

                                                
18

 This value reflects directly measured biogas mass flow and methane concentration in the biogas to the combustion 
device.  
19

 Project developers have the option to use either the default methane destruction efficiencies provided, or site 
specific methane destruction efficiencies, for each of the combustion devices used in the project. Site-specific values 
must be provided by an independent air emissions testing body that is accredited by a state or local agency, or the 
Stack Testing Accreditation Council (STAC). See Appendix B for more information. Where a state/region does not 
have an appropriate accreditation system or accredited service providers, the project developer may look to another 
state/region to find suitably qualified service providers. 
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Equation 5.7. Methane Emissions from Venting Events 

            (       (     ))                           

Where, 
 

  Units 

CH4,vent,i = Quantity of methane that is vented to the atmosphere due to BCS 
venting events in month i 

tCH4 

MGSBCS = Maximum biogas storage of the BCS system
20

 scf 
Fpw = Average total daily flow of biogas from the digester for the entire 

week prior to the venting event
20

 
scf/day 

t = Number of days of the month that biogas is venting uncontrolled 
from the BCS system (can be a fraction) 

days 

CH4,conc = Measured methane concentration of biogas prior to the venting 
event 

fraction 

0.0423 = Density of methane gas (1 atm, 60°F) lb CH4/scf 
0.000454 = Conversion factor from lb to metric ton  

 
Equation 5.8, along with Equation 5.9, shall be used to account for all treatment systems 
associated with the BCS effluent. The factor ETFi shall be estimated by the project developer to 
determine what fraction of the VS in the effluent is sent to each treatment system, and is 
represented as a fraction (e.g. if 85% of the BCS effluent is sent to an effluent pond, then ETFi 
for that system is equal to 0.85). Anaerobic effluent treatment systems are those which store 
liquid effluent in a lagoon, pond, or tank. This includes liquid storage systems that employ non-
airtight covers (i.e. biogas is freely vented to the atmosphere) as long as the entire system is 
managed as a passive storage system, rather than an actively-managed treatment system (i.e. 
no heating, mixing, etc.). 
 
Equation 5.8. Modeled Project Methane Emissions from Anaerobic Treatment of BCS Effluent 

             ∑(                                    )  
    
      

 

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

PECH4,ET,AS = Monthly methane emissions from anaerobic effluent treatment systems tCH4 
VSET,i = Volatile solids to anaerobic effluent treatment system i (see below) kg/day 
B0,ET = Maximum methane producing capacity (of VS dry matter)

21
 m

3
CH4/kg VS 

daysmo = Calendar days in the current month days 
0.8 = Management and design practices factor

15
 fraction 

f = The van’t Hoff-Arrhenius factor, as calculated in Equation 5.3  
0.68 = Density of methane (1 atm, 60°F) kg/m

3
 

0.001 = Conversion from kg to metric tons t/kg 
rdmo = Reporting days in the current month days 
 
Equation 5.8 continued on next page 

 
 

                                                
20

 If the BCS consists of multiple digester tanks or covered lagoons, the project only need quantify the maximum 
storage (MGSBCS) and biogas flow (Fpw) of the component(s) of the BCS that experienced the venting event. 
21

 The B0 value for the project effluent pond is not differentiated by livestock category. Project developers shall use 
the B0 value that corresponds with a weighted average of the operation’s livestock categories that contribute manure 
to the BCS (weighted by the kg of VS contributed by each livestock category). Supporting laboratory data and 
documentation per Section 6.1 needs to be supplied to the verifier to justify an alternative value. 
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Equation 5.8. Continued 

        [(∑(              )

 

)     ]       

Where, 
 

  Units 

VSET,i = Volatile solids to anaerobic effluent treatment system i kg/day 
VSL = Volatile solids produced by livestock category ‘L’ on a dry matter basis. 

Important – refer to Box 5.1 for guidance on using appropriate units for 
VSL values from Appendix B 

kg/animal/ 
day 

PL = Average population of livestock category L during the reporting period 
(based on monthly population data) 

 

MSL,BCS = Fraction of manure from livestock category L that is managed in the BCS fraction 
0.3 = Default value representing the amount of VS that exits the digester as a 

fraction of the VS entering the digester
22

 
fraction 

ETFi = Fraction of the effluent that exits the digester and is sent to effluent 
treatment system i 

fraction 

 
 

If the effluent from the project digester is directed to a covered liquid effluent storage system, 
and the biogas from this storage system is not collected and destroyed, then the following 
scenarios apply: 
 

1. If the effluent from this system is applied directly to land and biogas flow and methane 
concentration are monitored in accordance with Section 6, then PECH4,ET,AS for this 
system shall be determined using Equation 5.6, assuming a BCE value of 0.95 and a 
BDE value of 0. 
 
For any periods where biogas flow and/or methane concentration data from this system 
are missing (and not replaceable through data substitution) or not in conformance with 
Section 6, Equation 5.8 shall be used to determine the quantity of project methane 
emissions from this system component. 

 
2. If the effluent from the covered liquid effluent storage system is directed to another 

treatment system (i.e. not land-applied), then an additional calculation is required. The 
methane released from the covered liquid effluent system shall be quantified using the 
guidance in Scenario 1 above, but the additional methane released by the further 
treatment system must also be quantified. Equation 5.9 shall be used to calculate the 
methane released from the additional treatment system using the default assumptions 
that 30% of the VSET,i from the effluent storage system enters the additional treatment 
system. 

 

                                                
22

 Per ACM0010 (V2 Annex I). 
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Equation 5.9. Modeled Project Methane Emissions from Non-Anaerobic Treatment of BCS Effluent
23

 

              ∑(                                    )

 

 

Where,   Units 

PECH4,ET,nAS = Project methane emissions from non-anaerobic effluent treatment 
systems during the reporting period 

tCH4 

VSET,i = Volatile solids to non-anaerobic effluent treatment system i (see 
Equation 5.8) 

kg/day 

B0,ET = Maximum methane producing capacity (of VS dry matter)
24

  m
3
CH4/kg 

rdrp = Number of reporting days in the current reporting period days 
0.68 = Density of methane (1 atm, 60°F) kg/m

3
 

MCFET,i = Methane conversion factor for effluent treatment system i (Table B.6) fraction 
0.001 = Conversion factor from kg to metric tons  

 
Equation 5.10. Project Methane Emissions from Non-BCS Related Sources

25
 

             ∑(                                      )

 

 

Where,   Units 

PECH4,other = Methane from sources in the waste treatment and storage category 
other than the BCS and associated effluent treatment systems during 
the reporting period 

tCH4 

PL = Average population of livestock category L during the reporting period  
VSL = Volatile solids produced by livestock category ‘L’ on a dry matter basis. 

Refer to Box 5.1 for guidance on using appropriate units for VSL values 
from Appendix B 

kg/ animal/ 
day 

B0,L = Maximum methane producing capacity of VS dry matter for manure for 

livestock category L, (Appendix B, Table B.3) 
m

3
 CH4/kg 

MCFnon-BCS = Management-weighted methane conversion factor for waste treatment 
and storage systems other than the BCS and associated effluent 
treatment systems 

fraction 

rdrp = Number of reporting days in the current reporting period days 
0.68 = Density of methane (1 atm, 60°F) kg/m

3
 

0.001 = Conversion factor from kg to metric tons  

            ∑(          )

 

 

Where,   Units 

MCFnon-BCS = Management-weighted methane conversion factor for waste treatment 
and storage systems other than the BCS and associated effluent 
treatment systems 

fraction 

MCFS = Methane conversion factor for system component S (Table B.9) fraction 
MSL,S = Fraction of manure from livestock category L that is managed in non-

BCS system component S 
fraction 

                                                
23

 Non-anaerobic effluent treatment systems are those which manage effluent in solid form, or those which manage 
liquid effluent in a way that would be considered aerobic (e.g. a pond with effective aeration equipment). 
24

 The Bo value for the project effluent pond is not differentiated by livestock category. Project developers shall use 
the Bo value that corresponds with a weighted average of the operation’s livestock categories that contribute manure 

to the BCS (weighted by the kg of VS contributed by each livestock category). Supporting laboratory data and 
documentation per Section 6.1, need to be supplied to the verifier to justify an alternative value. 
25

 According to this protocol, non-BCS-related sources means manure management system components (system 
component ‘S’) other than the biogas control system and the BCS effluent treatment systems (if used). 
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5.4 Metered Methane Destruction Comparison 
As described above, the Reserve requires all projects to compare the modeled methane 
emission reductions for the reporting period, as calculated in Equation 5.2 to Equation 5.4 and 
Equation 5.6 to Equation 5.9, with the actual metered amount of methane that is destroyed in 
the BCS over the same period. The lesser of the two values is to be used as the total methane 
emission reductions for the reporting period in question.  
 
In order to calculate the metered methane reductions, the monthly quantity of biogas that is 
metered and destroyed by the BCS must be aggregated over the reporting period. In the event 
that a project developer is reporting reductions for a period of time that is less than a full year, 
the total modeled methane emission reductions would be aggregated over this time period and 
compared with the metered methane that is destroyed in the BCS over the same period of time. 
Similarly, projects whose reporting periods begin or end with incomplete calendar months shall 
only quantify the baseline and project emissions for the portion of the month that is included 
within the reporting period. For example, if a project is reporting and verifying only 6 months of 
data (e.g. July to December), then the modeled emission reductions over this 6 month period 
would be compared to the total metered biogas destroyed over the same six month period, and 
the lesser of the two values would be used as the total methane emission reduction quantity for 
this six month period. See Equation 5.1 for calculation guidance. 
 
Equation 5.11 below details the metered methane destruction calculation. 
 
Equation 5.11. Metered Methane Destruction 

           ∑(                           )    

 

 

Where, 
 

  Units 

BEmetered = Aggregated quantity of methane collected and destroyed during the 
reporting period 

tCO2e 

CH4,metered,i = Quantity of methane collected and metered in month i. See Equation 
5.6 for calculation guidance 

tCH4/month 

BDEi,weighted = Weighted average of all destruction devices used in month i.
26

 See 
Equation 5.6 for calculation guidance 

fraction 

21 = Global warming potential of methane as carbon dioxide equivalent tCO2e/tCH4 

 

5.5 Calculating Baseline and Project Carbon Dioxide Emissions 
Sources of carbon dioxide emissions associated with a project may include electricity use by 
pumps and equipment, fossil fuel generators used to power pumping systems or milking parlor 
equipment, tractors that operate in barns or free-stalls, on-site manure hauling trucks, or 
vehicles that transport manure off-site. Per Table 4.1, the carbon dioxide emissions from any 
additional equipment, vehicles, or fuel use that is required by the project beyond what is 
required in the baseline shall be accounted for. In practice, project developers shall account for 
the emissions from any new electric- or fuel-powered equipment or vehicles purchased and 

                                                
26

 Project developers have the option to use either the default methane destruction efficiencies provided, or site 

specific methane destruction efficiencies, for each of the combustion devices used in the project. Site-specific values 
must be provided by an independent air emissions testing body that is accredited by a state or local agency, or the 
Stack Testing Accreditation Council (STAC). See Appendix B for more information. 
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installed/operated specifically for the purpose of implementing the project, as well as any 
additional fuel used by old or new vehicles to collect or transport waste. 
 
Project developers may either use Equation 5.12 below to calculate the net increase in carbon 
dioxide emissions, or, if they can demonstrate during verification that project carbon dioxide 
emissions are estimated to be equal to or less than 5% of the total baseline emissions, then the 
project developer may estimate baseline and project carbon dioxide emissions. If an estimation 
method is used, verifiers shall confirm based on professional judgment that project carbon 
dioxide emissions are equal to or less than 5% of the total baseline emissions based on 
documentation and the estimation methodology provided by the project developer. If emissions 
cannot be confirmed to be below 5%, then Equation 5.12 shall be used. Regardless of the 
method used, all estimates or calculations of anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions within the 
GHG Assessment Boundary must be verified and included in emission reduction calculations.27 
 
If calculations or estimates indicate that the project results in a net decrease in carbon dioxide 
emissions from grid-delivered electricity, mobile and stationary sources, then for quantification 
purposes the net increase in these emissions must be specified as zero (i.e. CO2,net = 0 in 
Equation 5.12).  
 
Carbon dioxide emissions from the combustion of biogas are considered biogenic emissions 
and are excluded from the GHG Assessment Boundary.  
 
Equation 5.12 below calculates the net increase in anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions 
resulting from the project activity. 
 

                                                
27

 This is consistent with guidance in WRI’s GHG Project Protocol regarding the treatment of significant secondary 
effects. 



U.S. Livestock Project Protocol Version 4.0, January 2013 

31 

Equation 5.12. Increased Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

                            

Where, 
 

  Units 

CO2,net = Net increase in anthropogenic CO2 emissions from electricity consumption and 
mobile and stationary combustion sources resulting from project activity during 
the reporting period. If result is <0, use a value of 0 

tCO2 

BECO2,MSC = Total baseline CO2 emissions from electricity consumption and mobile and 
stationary combustion sources during the reporting period (see equation 
below) 

tCO2 

PECO2,MSC = Total project CO2 emissions from electricity consumption and mobile and 
stationary combustion sources during the reporting period (see equation 
below) 

tCO2 

    
All CO2 emissions associated with electricity consumption and stationary and mobile combustion are 
calculated using the equation: 

         (∑           
 

)  [(∑           
 

)       ] 

Where, 
 

  Units 

CO2,MSC = Anthropogenic CO2 emissions from electricity consumption and mobile 
and stationary combustion sources 

tCO2 

QEc = Quantity of grid-connected electricity consumed for each emissions 
source ‘c’

28
 during the reporting period 

MWh 

EFCO2,e = CO2 emission factor for electricity used
29

 tCO2/MWh 
QFc = Quantity of fuel consumed for each mobile and stationary emission 

source ‘c’ during the reporting period 
MMBtu or 

gallons 
EFCO2,f = Fuel-specific emission factor f from Appendix B kg CO2/MMBtu 

or kg CO2/gallon 
0.001 = Conversion factor from kg to metric tons  

                                                
28

 Emissions from electricity generated by the BCS and consumed onsite, do not need to be reported, as the resulting 
CO2 emissions are considered biogenic, CH4 is captured by the BDE calculation and N2O emissions are excluded as 
negligible. 
29

 Refer to the version of the U.S. EPA eGRID most closely corresponding to the time period during which the 
electricity was used. Projects shall use the annual total output emission rates for the subregion where the project is 
located, not the annual non-baseload output emission rates. The eGRID tables are available from the U.S. EPA 
website: http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/index.html 

http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/index.html
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6 Project Monitoring 
The Reserve requires a Monitoring Plan to be established for all monitoring and reporting 
activities associated with the project. The Monitoring Plan will serve as the basis for verification 
bodies to confirm that the monitoring and reporting requirements in this section and Section 7 
have been and will continue to be met, and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record-
keeping is ongoing at the project site. The Monitoring Plan must cover all aspects of monitoring 
and reporting contained in this protocol and must specify how data for all relevant parameters in 
Table 6.1 (below) will be collected and recorded.  
 
At a minimum the Monitoring Plan shall stipulate the frequency of data acquisition; a record 
keeping plan (see Section 7.2 for minimum record keeping requirements); the frequency of 
instrument field check and calibration activities; and the role of individuals performing each 
specific monitoring activity, as well as QA/QC provisions to ensure that data acquisition and 
meter calibration are carried out consistently and with precision. The Monitoring Plan shall also 
contain a detailed diagram of the BCS, including the placement of all meters and equipment that 
affect SSRs within the GHG Assessment Boundary (see Figure 4.1 and Appendix F).  
 
For a project’s second crediting period, the Monitoring Plan must also include procedures that 
the project developer will follow to ascertain and demonstrate that the project at all times passes 
the Legal Requirement Test (Section 3.5.2). 
 
Project developers are responsible for monitoring the performance of the project and operating 
each component of the biogas collection and destruction system in a manner consistent with the 
manufacturer’s recommendations. 

6.1 Site-Specific Determination of Maximum Methane Potential (B0)
30 

The determination of a site-specific value for maximum methane potential (B0) is optional for 
manure from dairy facilities. Swine facilities must use the default values. For projects that 
choose this option for the quantification of emission reductions related to one or more manure 
streams being digested in the project’s BCS, or the BCS effluent, the following criteria must be 
met in order to ensure accuracy and consistency of the site-specific B0 values: 
 

1. Manure samples for each eligible livestock category must be sampled prior to mixing 
with manure from other animal categories or any other waste streams. These samples 
shall be taken from the manure collection system, rather than from an individual animal.  

a. Scrape systems: Samples shall be collected from the freshly scraped manure. 
b. Flush systems: Samples shall be collected at the point that the flushed manure 

leaves the barn. Additional samples must be collected of the flush water prior to 
mixing with manure. 

c. BCS effluent: Samples shall be collected after the effluent has exited the digester 
and prior to any further treatment.  
 

2. Sampling events shall occur during the time period between August and October, 
inclusive. 

a. Manure samples: For each eligible animal category, there shall be one single-day 
sampling event. A total of at least six samples of at least one half liter each must 

                                                
30

 Background information on the development of this section can be found in Appendix E. 
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be taken during the event. Samples shall be taken one to three hours apart, and 
all samples of the same type shall be combined (i.e. dairy cow manure samples 
in one container). The composite sample shall be delivered to the testing 
laboratory as soon as possible following the collection of the final sample.31 

b. Flush water samples: If the farm utilizes a flush system for manure collection, the 
flush water must be sampled prior to mixing with manure. Two samples of at 
least one liter shall be collected, one to three hours apart, during the manure 
sampling event. These samples shall be combined into one container and 
delivered to the testing laboratory as soon as possible. 

c. Effluent samples: Two samples of at least one liter shall be collected, one to 
three hours apart, during the manure sampling event. These samples shall be 
combined into one container and delivered to the testing laboratory as soon as 
possible.32 
 

3. All samples must be analyzed using a Biochemical Methane Potential (BMP) Assay 
procedure at an independent, third-party laboratory that is familiar and experienced with 
this test and ISO 11734.33 The laboratory must be able to document at least three years 
of experience with the BMP assay, and must have procedures in place to maintain a 
consistent inoculum. The laboratory must maintain and follow a standard operating 
procedure that outlines the process used in undertaking BMP analysis at that laboratory, 
and which can be made available to the verifier upon request. 
 

4. At least six test runs shall be conducted using material from the mixed manure sample 
(i.e. split the sample into two and test each in triplicate). Tests shall report the weight of 
VS for the sample (as kg of dry matter) as well as the volume of methane produced, in 
order to determine the maximum methane potential as m3 CH4/kg VS. If applicable, the 
flush water sample and effluent sample shall each be used for one test run in triplicate. 
The laboratory shall conduct an assay on the seed inoculum itself in order to control for 
its contribution to the methane potential of the manure samples. The laboratory shall 
also conduct a control assay with a substrate of known methane potential (such as 
glucose or cellulose) to verify correct procedures were followed and that the inoculum 
was viable. If the control assay differs from its established expected value by greater 
than 15%, all results from that batch of assays shall be discarded. Measurement of gas 
flow shall be corrected to standard temperature and pressure (60°F and 1 atm). Devices 

used to measure gas flow and methane content shall be properly installed and 
calibrated, such that they can provide results within +/- 5% accuracy. 
 

5. After the manure sample has been analyzed, there should be at least six estimates for 
the methane potential. The site specific value for B0 shall equal the 90% lower 
confidence limit of all assay results. For flush systems, the mean methane potential of 
the flush water results must be subtracted from the calculated methane potential of the 
flushed manure sample. For BCS effluent, the mean methane potential of the test results 

                                                
31

 Note, while there is no prescribed timeline regarding how quickly samples must be delivered to a laboratory, the 
longer a sample is retained before testing, the lower the methane generating potential will be. This loss can be 

mitigated by storing and transporting samples at temperatures below 5°C. 
32

 Ibid. 
33

 For more information on BMP Assay analysis and procedures, see: Moody et al. “Use of Biochemical Methane 
Potential (BMP) Assays for Predicting and Enhancing Anaerobic Digester Performance.” (2009) 
http://sa.pfos.hr/sa2009/radovi/pdf/Radovi/r10-009.pdf  

http://sa.pfos.hr/sa2009/radovi/pdf/Radovi/r10-009.pdf
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shall be used for the quantification. Additional sampling and assays may be carried out, 
and will reduce uncertainty and result in a final value that is closer to the mean. 

 
Site-specific B0 values determined using this procedure shall be valid for the reporting period 
during which the sampling occurred. Projects may elect to determine a site-specific B0 value for 
only a subset of the eligible manure streams and utilize default values for the remainder. The 
verifier must confirm that sampling procedures conform to this section and that the personnel 
responsible for the sampling are trained and competent. 

6.2 Biogas Control System Monitoring Requirements 
The methane capture and control system must be monitored with measurement equipment that 
directly meters: 
 

 The total flow of biogas, measured continuously and recorded every 15 minutes or 
totalized and recorded at least daily, adjusted for temperature and pressure, prior to 
delivery to the destruction device(s). 

 The flow of biogas delivered to each destruction device (except as described below), 
measured continuously and recorded at least every 15 minutes or totalized and recorded 
at least daily, adjusted for temperature and pressure. 

 The fraction of methane in the biogas, measured with a continuous analyzer or, 
alternatively, with at least quarterly measurements. 

 The operational status of each destruction device (except as described below), 
measured and recorded at least hourly. 

 
Flow data must be corrected for temperature and pressure at 60oF and 1 atm, either internally or 
by following the guidance in Equation 5.6. 
 
A single flow meter may be used to monitor the flow of gas to multiple destruction devices under 
certain conditions. If all destruction devices are of identical methane destruction efficiency (as 
described in Table B.7) and verified to be operational (i.e. there is recorded evidence of 
destruction), no additional steps are necessary for project registration. One example of this 
scenario would be a single meter used for a bank of multiple, identical engines that are in 
constant operation. If the destruction devices are not of identical efficiency, then the destruction 
efficiency of the least efficient device shall be applied to the flow data for this meter. 
If there are any periods where the operational data show that one or more devices were not 
destroying methane, these periods are eligible for crediting, provided that the verifier can 
confirm all of the following conditions are met: 
 

a. The destruction efficiency of the least efficient destruction device in operation shall be 
used as the destruction efficiency for all destruction devices monitored by this meter; 
and 

b. All devices are either equipped with valves on the input gas line that close automatically 
if the device becomes non-operational (requiring no manual intervention), or designed in 
such a manner that it is physically impossible for gas to pass through while the device is 
non-operational; and 

c. For any period where one or more destruction device(s) within this arrangement is not 
operational, it must be documented that the remaining operational devices have the 
capacity to destroy the maximum gas flow recorded during the period. For devices other 
than flares, it must be shown that the output corresponds to the flow of gas. 
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Figure 6.1 represents the suggested arrangement of the biogas flow meters and methane 
concentration metering equipment.  
 

 
Note: The number of flow meters must be sufficient to track the total flow as well as the flow to each combustion 
device. The above example includes one more flow meter than would be necessary to achieve this objective. 

Figure 6.1. Suggested Arrangement of Biogas Metering Equipment 

 

Operational activity of the destruction devices shall be monitored and documented at least 
hourly to ensure actual methane destruction.  
 
If for any reason the destruction device or the operational monitoring equipment (for example, 
the thermocouple on the flare) is inoperable, then all metered biogas going to the particular 
device shall be assumed to be released to atmosphere during the period of inoperability. In 
other words, during the period of inoperability, the destruction efficiency of the device must be 
assumed to be zero. In Equation 5.10, the monthly destruction efficiency (BDE) value shall be 
adjusted accordingly. See Box 6.1 below for an example BDE adjustment. 
 

Box 6.1. Example BDE Adjustment 
 
As an example, consider a situation where the primary destruction device is an open flare with a BDE of 
96%, and it is found to be inoperable for a period of 5 days of a 30 day month. Assume that the total flow 
of biogas to the flare for the month is 3,000,000 scf, and that the total flow recorded for the 5 day period 
of inoperability is 500,000 scf. In this case the monthly BDE would be adjusted as follows:  
 

     
[(              )  (           )]
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6.3 Biogas Measurement Instrument QA/QC  
All gas flow meters34 and continuous methane analyzers must be: 
 

 In calibration (accurate to +/- 5% of the true value being measured) at time of 
installation. Calibration accuracy can be demonstrated through either a recent field 
check (as installed) or calibration by the manufacturer or a certified calibration service. 
 

 Maintained per manufacturer’s guidance, as well as cleaned and inspected on a 
quarterly basis, with the activities performed and as found/as left condition of the 
equipment documented. 
 

 Field checked for calibration accuracy by an appropriately trained individual or a third-
party technician with the percent drift documented, using either a portable instrument 
(such as a pitot tube)35 or manufacturer specified guidance, at the end of but no more 
than 60 days prior to or after the end date of the reporting period.36 
 

 Calibrated by the manufacturer or a certified calibration service per manufacturer’s 
guidance or every 5 years, whichever is more frequent. Meters shall be calibrated to the 
range of conditions expected on site (e.g. pipe diameter, flow rate, temperature, 
pressure, gas composition) and as found/as left condition of the equipment documented. 

 
If a stationary meter that was in use for 60 days or more is removed and not reinstalled during a 
reporting period, that meter shall either be field-checked for calibration accuracy prior to removal 
or calibrated (with percent drift documented) by the manufacturer or a certified calibration 
service prior to quantification of emission reductions for that reporting period.  
 
If the field check on a piece of equipment reveals accuracy outside of a +/- 5% threshold, 
calibration by the manufacturer or a certified service provider is required for that piece of 
equipment, with as found/as left condition of the equipment documented. 
 
For the interval between the last successful field check and any calibration event confirming 
accuracy below the +/- 5% threshold, all data from that meter or analyzer must be scaled 
according to the following procedure. These adjustments must be made for the entire period 
from the last successful field check until such time as the meter is properly calibrated and re-
installed.  
 

 For calibrations that indicate the flow meter was outside the +/- 5% accuracy threshold, 
the project developer shall estimate total emission reductions using i) the metered 
values without correction, and ii) the metered values adjusted based on the greatest 
calibration drift recorded at the time of calibration. The lower of the two emission 
reduction estimates shall be reported as the scaled emission reduction estimate. 

                                                
34

 Field checks and calibrations of flow meters shall assess the volumetric output of the flow meter in SCF at 1 atm 

pressure and 60°F temperature. 
35

 It is recommended that a professional third party calibration service be hired to perform flow meter field checks if 
using pitot tubes or other portable instruments, as these types of devices require professional training in order to 
achieve accurate readings. 
36

 Instead of performing field checks, the project developer may instead have equipment calibrated by the 
manufacturer or a certified calibration service per manufacturer’s guidance, at the end of but no more than 60 days 
prior to or after the end date of the reporting period to meet this requirement. 
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For example, if a project conducts field checks quarterly during a year-long verification period, 
then only three months of data will be subject at any one time to the penalties above. However, 
if the project developer feels confident that the meter does not require field checks or calibration 
on a greater than annual basis, then failed events will accordingly require the penalty to be 
applied to the entire year’s data. Further, frequent calibration may minimize the total accrued 
drift (by zeroing out any error identified), and result in smaller overall deductions. 
 
If a portable instrument is used (such as a handheld methane analyzer), the portable instrument 
shall be calibrated at least annually – or per the manufacturer’s guidance, whichever is more 
frequent – by the manufacturer or at an ISO 17025 accredited laboratory. Portable methane 
analyzers shall be calibrated to a known reference gas prior to each use.  

6.3.1 Missing Data  

In situations where the flow rate or methane concentration monitoring equipment is missing 
data, the project developer shall apply the data substitution methodology provided in Appendix 
D. This methodology may also be used for periods where the project developer can show that 
the data are available but known to be corrupted (and where this corruption can be verified with 
reasonable assurance). If for any reason the monitoring equipment on any given destruction 
device is inoperable (for example, the thermocouple on the flare), then the destruction efficiency 
of that device must be assumed to be zero. For periods when it is not possible to use data 
substitution to fill data gaps, no emission reductions may be claimed. The methane flow volume 
for these days shall be zero, and the number of reporting days for that month shall be reduced 
to exclude the days of missing data (see Box 5.2).  
 
During any period where the project is not claiming emission reduction credits and is not 
classifying the period as a venting event, the project developer must be able to demonstrate that 
project emissions were not greater than baseline emissions. 
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6.4 Monitoring Parameters 
Provisions for monitoring other variables to calculate baseline and project emissions are provided in Table 6.1. The parameters are 
organized by general project factors then by the calculation methods. 
 
Table 6.1. Project Monitoring Parameters 

Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

 Regulations 

Project developer attestation to 
compliance with regulatory 
requirements relating to the 
manure digester project  

All 
applicable 
regulations 

n/a Every verification period 

Information used to demonstrate 
compliance with associated regulations 
and rules, e.g. criteria pollutant and 
effluent discharge limits. 

 L 
Type of livestock categories on 
the farm 

Livestock 
categories 

o Monthly See Appendix B, Table B.2. 

Equation 5.1 ERmodeled 

Avoided methane emissions 
associated with the project 
during the reporting period 

tCO2e c Every reporting period 
Quantified using a modeled baseline 
scenario. 

Equation 5.1 BEmodeled 
Modeled baseline emissions 
during the reporting period 

tCO2e c Every reporting period 
Quantified using a modeled baseline 
scenario. 

Equation 5.1 
Equation 5.5 

PECH4 

Total project methane 
emissions during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e c Every reporting period 
Quantified using a modeled project 
scenario and metered methane 
destruction data. 

Equation 5.1 
Equation 5.12 

CO2,net 

Net increase in anthropogenic 
CO2 emissions from electricity 
and mobile/stationary 
combustion 

tCO2e c Every reporting period  

Equation 5.1 ERmetered 

Avoided methane emissions 
associated with the project 
during the reporting period 

tCO2e c Every reporting period 
Quantified using metered methane 
destruction data. 

Equation 5.1 
Equation 5.11 

BEmetered 

Aggregated quantity of 
methane collected and 
destroyed during the reporting 
period 

tCO2e c Every reporting period 
Quantified using metered methane 
destruction data. 
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.2 BECH4,AS,L 

Total baseline methane 
emissions from anaerobic 
storage/treatment systems by 
livestock category, aggregated 
for reporting period 

tCO2e c Monthly  

Equation 5.2 
Equation 5.4 

BECH4,nAS,L 

Total baseline methane 
emissions for the reporting 
period from non-anaerobic 
storage/treatment systems by 
livestock category 

tCO2e c Every reporting period  

Equation 5.3 VSdeg,AS,L 

Monthly volatile solids 
degraded in each anaerobic 
storage system AS, for each 
livestock category L 

kg c, o Monthly 

Calculated value from operating 
records. Recommend Reserve 
Livestock Calculation Tool for all 
calculations. 

Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.4 
Equation 5.10 

B0,L 
Maximum methane producing 
capacity for manure by 
livestock category  

(m
3
 CH4/ 

kg VS) 
r Every reporting period See Appendix B, Table B.3. 

Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.8 

daysmo Calendar days per month days r Monthly See Box 5.2. 

Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.8 

rdmo 
Reporting days during the 
current month 

days o Monthly See Box 5.2. 

Equation 5.3 VSavail,AS,L 

Monthly volatile solids 
available for degradation in 
each anaerobic storage 
system, for each livestock 
category 

kg c, o Monthly  

Calculated value from operating 
records. Recommend Reserve 
Livestock Calculation Tool for all 
calculations. 

Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.8 

f van’t Hoff-Arrhenius factor n/a c Monthly 

The proportion of volatile solids that are 
biologically available for conversion to 
methane based on the monthly 
temperature of the system. 
Recommend Reserve Livestock 
Calculation Tool for all calculations. 

Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.4 
Equation 5.8 
Equation 5.10 

VSL  
Daily volatile solid production 
for each livestock category 

(kg/animal/ 
day) 

r, c Every reporting period 

Appendix B, Table B.3 and Table B.5a-
d; see Box 5.1 for guidance on 
converting units from (kg/day/1000kg) 
to (kg/animal/day). 
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.3 
Equation 5.4 
Equation 5.8 
Equation 5.10 

PL 
Average number of animals for 
each livestock category 

population 
(# head) 

o Monthly  

Equation 5.3 MSAS,L 

Fraction of manure from each 
livestock category managed in 
the anaerobic waste handling 
system 

% o Every reporting period 

Reflects the percent of waste handled 
by the system components S pre-
project. Each system component must 
have an MS value per livestock 
category. Within each livestock 
category, the sum of MS values (for all 
treatment/storage systems) equals 
100%. See Appendix B, Table B.1. 

Equation 5.3 VSavail-1,AS 

Previous month’s volatile 
solids available for degradation 
in anaerobic system 

kg c Monthly  

Equation 5.3 VSdeg-1,AS 

Previous month’s volatile 
solids degraded by anaerobic 
system 

kg c Monthly  

Equation 5.3 E Activation energy constant cal/mol r  15,175 cal/mol 

Equation 5.3 Tmo 
Average monthly temperature 
at location of the operation 

°C m/o Monthly 
Used for van’t Hoff calculation and for 
choosing appropriate MCF value. 

Equation 5.3 Tref Reference temperature K r  303.16 Kelvins 

Equation 5.3 R Ideal gas constant cal/Kmol r  1.987 cal/Kmol 

Equation 5.4 MSL,nAS 

Fraction of manure from each 
livestock category L managed 
in the non-anaerobic waste 
handling system 

% o Every reporting period 

Reflects the percent of waste handled 
by the system components S pre-

project. Each system component must 
have an MS value per livestock 
category. Within each livestock 
category, the sum of MS values (for all 
treatment/storage systems) equals 
100%. See Appendix B, Table B.1. 

Equation 5.4 daysrp 
Number of days in the 
reporting period 

days o Every reporting period See Box 5.2. 

Equation 5.4 MCFnAS 
Methane conversion factor for 
non-anaerobic 
storage/treatment system 

% r Every reporting period 
From Appendix B. Differentiate by 
livestock category. 
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.4 
Equation 5.9 
Equation 5.10 

rdrp 
Reporting days during the 
reporting period 

days  Every reporting period See Box 5.2. 

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.6 

PECH4,BCS 
Methane emissions from the 
BCS 

tCH4 m, c Every reporting period 
Calculated for each month and 
summed for the reporting period. 

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.8 

PECH4,ET,AS 

Methane emissions from the 
BCS effluent anaerobic 
treatment systems 

tCH4 m, c Every reporting period 
Calculated for each month and 
summed for the reporting period. 

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.9 

PECH4,ET,nAS 

Methane emissions from the 
BCS effluent non-anaerobic 
treatment systems 

tCH4 m, c Every reporting period Calculated for the reporting period. 

Equation 5.5 
Equation 5.10 

PECH4,other 

Methane emissions from 
sources in the waste treatment 
and storage category other 
than the BCS and associated 
effluent treatment systems 

tCH4 m, c Every reporting period Calculated for the reporting period. 

Equation 5.6 
Equation 5.11 

CH4,metered,i 
Metered amount of methane 
collected and destroyed by the 
BCS in month i 

tCH4 m, c 
Monthly calculation from 
continuous data 

Calculated from biogas flow and 
methane fraction meter readings (See 
F and CH4,conc parameters below). 

Equation 5.6 BCE 
Biogas capture efficiency of 
the anaerobic digester, 
accounts for fugitive emissions 

fraction r Every reporting period Use default value from Table B.4.  

Equation 5.6 
Equation 5.11 

BDEi,weighted 
Methane destruction efficiency 
of destruction device(s) 

fraction r, c Monthly 

Actual efficiency of the system to 
destroy captured methane gas – 
accounts for different destruction 
devices. 

Equation 5.6 
Equation 5.7 

CH4,vent,i 
Quantity of methane that is 
vented to the atmosphere due 
to BCS venting events 

scf c Monthly 
Calculated from average total flow of 
biogas from the digester and the 
number of days biogas is venting. 

Equation 5.6 F 
Volume of biogas from digester 
to destruction devices 

scf m 
Continuously, 
aggregated monthly 

Measured continuously from flow meter 
and recorded every 15 minutes or 
totalized and recorded at least once 
daily. Data to be aggregated monthly. 
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.6 Tb Temperature of the biogas 
°R 

(Rankine) 
m 

Continuously, averaged 
monthly 

Measured to normalize volume flow of 
biogas to STP. No separate monitoring 
of temperature is necessary when 
using flow meters that automatically 
measure temperature and pressure, 
expressing biogas volumes in 
normalized cubic feet. 

Equation 5.6 P Pressure of the biogas atm m 
Continuously, averaged 
monthly 

Measured to normalize volume flow of 
biogas to STP. No separate monitoring 
of pressure is necessary when using 
flow meters that automatically measure 
temperature and pressure, expressing 
biogas volumes in normalized cubic 
feet. 

Equation 5.6 
Equation 5.7 

CH4,conc 
Methane concentration of 
biogas 

fraction m At least quarterly 
Samples to be taken at least quarterly. 
See Section 6.2 for metering guidance. 

Equation 5.6 BDEDD 

Default methane destruction 
efficiency of a particular 
destruction device 

% r Monthly 
See Appendix B for default destruction 
efficiencies by device. 

Equation 5.6 Fi,DD 
Flow of biogas to a particular 
destruction device 

scf m Monthly See Section 6.2 for metering guidance. 

Equation 5.6 Fi 
Total volumetric flow of biogas 
to all destruction devices 

scf m Monthly See Section 6.2 for metering guidance. 

Equation 5.7 MGSBCS 
Maximum biogas storage of 
the BCS system 

scf r Every reporting period 

Obtained from digester system design 
plans. Necessary to quantify the 
release of methane to the atmosphere 
due to an uncontrolled venting event. 

Equation 5.7 Fpw 

Average total daily flow of 
biogas from the digester for the 
entire week prior to the 
uncontrolled venting event 

scf/day m Weekly 
Average flow of biogas can be 
determined from the daily records from 
the previous week.  

Equation 5.7 t 

Number of days of the month 
that biogas is venting 
uncontrolled from the BCS 
system 

days m, o Monthly  
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.8 
Equation 5.9 

VSET,i 
Volatile solids to effluent 
treatment system i 

kg/day r, c Every reporting period 
If project uses effluent pond, equals 
30% of the average daily VS entering 
the digester. 

Equation 5.8 
Equation 5.9 

B0,ET 
Maximum methane producing 
capacity of VS dry matter 

(m
3
 CH4/ 

kg VS) 
c Every reporting period 

An average of the B0,EF value of the 
operation’s livestock categories that 
contributes manure to the BCS. 

Equation 5.8 MSL,BCS 

Fraction of manure from each 
livestock category managed in 
the BCS 

fraction o 
 
Every reporting period 

Used to determine the total VS entering 
the digester. The fraction should be 
tracked in operational records. 

Equation 5.8 ETFi 
Fraction of the effluent that 
exits the digester that is sent to 
effluent treatment system 

 o, r Every reporting period 

Used to determine the amount of VS for 
each effluent treatment system. The 
percentage should be tracked in 
operational records, or the project 
developer may provide a technical 
reference to support this fraction. 

Equation 5.9 MCFET,i 
Methane conversion factor for 
effluent treatment system 

% r Every reporting period 
See Appendix B. Project developers 
should use the liquid slurry MCF value. 

Equation 5.10 MCFnon-BCS 

Management-weighted 
methane conversion factor for 
waste treatment and storage 
systems other than the BCS 
and associated effluent 
treatment systems 

% r Every reporting period Referenced from Appendix B.  

Equation 5.10 MCFS 
Methane conversion factor for 
system component 

 r  See Table B.9. 

Equation 5.10 MSL,S 

Manure from each livestock 
category managed in the 
baseline waste handling 
system 

fraction o Every reporting period 

Fraction of waste handled by the 
system component S pre-project. Each 
system component must have an MS 
value per livestock category. Within 
each livestock category, the sum of MS 
values (for all treatment/storage 
systems) equals 1. See Appendix B, 
Table B.1. 

Equation 5.12 BECO2,MSC 

Total baseline CO2 emissions 
from electricity and 
mobile/stationary combustion 
during reporting period 

tCO2 c Every reporting period  
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Equation 
Reference 

Parameter Description Data Unit 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Measurement 
Frequency 

Comment 

Equation 5.12 PECO2,MSC 

Total project CO2 emissions 
from electricity and 
mobile/stationary combustion 
during reporting period 

tCO2 c Every reporting period  

Equation 5.12 CO2,MSC 

Anthropogenic CO2 emissions 
from electricity and 
mobile/stationary combustion 

tCO2 c Every reporting period  

Equation 5.12 QEc 
Quantity of electricity 
consumed 

MWh o, c Every reporting period 
Electricity used by project for manure 
collection, transport, treatment/storage, 
and disposal. 

Equation 5.12 EFCO2,e 
Emission factor for electricity 
used by project 

tCO2/MWh r Every reporting period 
See Appendix B. If biogas produced 
from digester is used to generate 
electricity consumed, the EF is zero. 

Equation 5.12 QFc 
Quantity of fuel used for 
mobile/stationary combustion 
sources 

MMBtu 
or 

gallons 
o, c Every reporting period 

Fuel used by project for manure 
collection, transport, treatment/storage, 
and disposal, and stationary 
combustion sources including 
supplemental fossil fuels used in 
combustion device. 

Equation 5.12 EFCO2,f 
Fuel-specific emission factor 
for mobile/stationary 
combustion sources 

kg CO2/ 
MMBtu or 
kg CO2/ 
gallon 

r Every reporting period 

Refer to EPA eGRID for emission 
factors. If biogas produced from 
digester is used as an energy source, 
the EF is zero. 
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7 Reporting Parameters 
This section provides requirements and guidance on reporting rules and procedures. A priority 
of the Reserve is to facilitate consistent and transparent information disclosure among project 
developers. Project developers must submit either a project monitoring report or a verified 
emission reduction report to the Reserve annually at minimum, depending on the verification 
option selected by the project developer. 

7.1 Project Documentation 
Project developers must provide the following documentation to the Reserve in order to register 
a livestock project: 
 

 Project Submittal form  
 Project diagram from Monitoring Plan – see Appendix F (not public) 
 Completed Reserve Livestock Calculation Tool, if used (not public) 
 Signed Attestation of Title form 
 Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form37 
 Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form  
 Verification Report  
 Verification Statement  

 
Project developers must provide the following documentation each verification period in order 
for the Reserve to issue CRTs for quantified GHG reductions: 
 

 Verification Report  
 Verification Statement 
 Project diagram from Monitoring Plan – see Appendix F (not public) 
 Completed Reserve Livestock Calculation Tool, if used (not public) 
 Signed Attestation of Title form 
 Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
 Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form (second crediting period only) 

 
Unless otherwise specified, the above project documentation will be available to the public via 
the Reserve’s online registry. Further disclosure and other documentation may be made 
available on a voluntary basis through the Reserve. Project forms can be found 
athttp://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. . 

7.2 Record Keeping 
For purposes of independent verification and historical documentation, project developers are 
required to keep all information outlined in this protocol for a period of 10 years after the 
information is generated or 7 years after the last verification. This information will not be publicly 
available, but may be requested by the verifier or the Reserve. 

                                                
37

 A project developer only needs to attest that the project passes the Legal Requirement Test during its first 
verification period of a crediting period. Meeting the Legal Requirement Test is not required for the remainder of the 
first crediting period after initial verification. 
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System Information: 

 All data inputs for the calculation of the baseline emissions and project emission 
reductions 

 CO2e annual tonnage calculations (including copies of the Reserve Livestock Calculation 
Tool, if used) 

 Relevant sections of the BCS operating permits 
 Executed Attestation of Title forms, Attestation of Regulatory Compliance forms, and 

Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
 BCS information (installation dates, equipment list, etc.)  
 Biogas flow meter information (model number, serial number, manufacturer’s calibration 

procedures)  
 Cleaning and inspection records for all biogas meters 
 Field check results for all biogas meters 
 Calibration results for all biogas meters  
 Methane monitor information (model number, serial number, calibration procedures) 
 Biogas flow data (for each flow meter) 
 Biogas temperature and pressure readings (only if flow meter does not correct for 

temperature and pressure automatically) 
 Methane concentration monitoring data  
 Destruction device monitoring data (for each destruction device) 
 Destruction device, methane monitor and biogas flow monitor information (model 

numbers, serial numbers, calibration procedures)  
 Initial and annual verification records and results 
 All maintenance records relevant to the BCS, monitoring equipment, and destruction 

devices 

If using a calibrated portable gas analyzer for CH4 content measurement: 

 Date, time, and location of methane measurement  
 Methane content of biogas (% by volume) for each measurement  
 Methane measurement instrument type and serial number  
 Date, time, and results of instrument calibration  
 Corrective measures taken if instrument does not meet performance specifications 

7.3 Reporting and Verification Cycle 
To provide flexibility and help manage verification costs associated with livestock projects, there 
are three verification options to choose from after a project’s initial verification and registration.  
Regardless of the option selected, project developers must report GHG reductions resulting 
from project activities during each reporting period. A “reporting period” is a period of time over 
which a project developer quantifies and reports GHG reductions to the Reserve. Under this 
protocol, the reporting period cannot exceed 12 months. A “verification period” is the period of 
time over which GHG reductions are verified. Under this protocol, a verification period may 
cover multiple reporting periods (see Section 7.3.4). The end date of any verification period 
must correspond to the end date of a reporting period. 
 
A project developer may choose to utilize one option for the duration of a project’s crediting 
period, or may choose different options at different points during a single crediting period. 
Regardless of the option selected, reporting periods must be contiguous; there may be no time 
gaps in reporting during the crediting period of a project once the initial reporting period has 
commenced.  
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7.3.1 Initial Reporting and Verification Period 

While a reporting period cannot exceed 12 months, a project developer may register multiple 
reporting periods (i.e. more than 12 months of data) during a project’s initial verification period. 
A project developer may also register a project’s initial verification period as a zero-credit 
reporting period (see the Reserve Program Manual for more information on zero-credit reporting 
periods).  
 
Once a project is registered and has had at least 3 months of emission reductions verified, the 
project developer may choose one of the verification options below.  

7.3.2 Option 1: Twelve-Month Maximum Verification Period 

Under this option, the verification period may not exceed 12 months. Verification with a site visit 
is required for CRT issuance. The project developer may choose to have a sub-annual 
verification period (e.g. quarterly or semi-annually).  

7.3.3 Option 2: Twelve-Month Verification Period with Desktop Verification 

Under this option, the verification period cannot exceed 12 months. However, CRTs may be 
issued upon successful completion of a desktop verification as long as: (1) site-visit verifications 
occur at two-year intervals; and (2) the verifier has confirmed that there have been no significant 
changes in data management systems, equipment, or personnel since the previous site visit. 
Desktop verifications must cover all other required verification activities.  
 
In order to utilize this option, there are two additional requirements that must be satisfied:  
 

1. Prior to a desktop verification commencing, the project developer must attest to the 
verifier that there have been no significant changes to the project’s data management 
systems, project set up/equipment, or site personnel involved with the project since the 
last site-visit verification. For each verification period, the project developer must provide 
the following documentation for review by the verifier prior to the desktop verification 
commencing: 

a. A schematic of system equipment and configuration, detailing any changes since 
the previous site visit, and any other supporting documentation for system or 
operation changes  

b. A list of personnel performing key functions related to project activities (personnel 
who manage and perform monitoring, measurement, and instrument QA/QC 
activities for the project), and documentation of any personnel or roles or 
changes since the pervious site visit; this shall include documented handover of 
personnel changes, including personnel change dates  

c. The sections from the Monitoring Plan that summarize the data management 
systems and processes in place and a summary of any changes to the systems 
or processes since the previous site visit  

 
2. Desktop verifications must be conducted by the same verification body that conducted 

the most recent site-visit verification.  
 
For projects using this option, the initial verification in this cycle shall be a full verification, 
including a site visit, and shall cover a minimum of 3 months and maximum 12 months of project 
data. All subsequent verification periods under this option shall be 12-month verification periods. 
Projects that wish to upgrade to the latest protocol version from a previous version whilst 
simultaneously taking advantage of the desktop verification option shall be allowed to do so, 
provided: 
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i. The verification of the previous verification period (e.g. under Version 2.1, 2.2 or 3.0) 
was a full verification, including site visit, and covered a minimum of 3 months of project 
data, and 

ii. The two additional requirements specified in Section 7.3.3 are satisfied. 
 
Taking into consideration the Reserve’s policy that a verification body may provide verification 
services to a project for a maximum of six consecutive years (see the Verification Program 
Manual, Section 2.6 for more information), Table 7.1 below details what the verification cycle 
might look under Option 2.  
 
Table 7.1. Sample Verification Cycle under Option 2 

Reporting Period Verification Activity Verification Body (VB) 

Year 1 (initial verification) Site-visit verification  VB A 

Year 2 Desktop verification VB A 

Year 3 Site-visit verification  VB A 

Year 4 Desktop verification VB A 

Year 5 Site-visit verification  VB A 

Year 6 Desktop verification VB A 

Year 7 Site-visit verification  VB B (new verification body) 

Year 8 Desktop verification VB B 

 

7.3.4 Option 3: Twenty-Four Month Maximum Verification Period 

Under this option, the verification period cannot exceed 24 months and the project’s monitoring 
report must be submitted to the Reserve for the interim 12 month reporting period. The project 
monitoring report must be submitted for projects that choose Option 3 to meet the annual 
documentation requirement of the Reserve program. It is meant to provide the Reserve with 
information and documentation on a project’s operations and performance, and adherence to 
the project’s monitoring plan. It is submitted via the Reserve’s online registry, but is not a 
publicly available document. A monitoring report template for livestock projects is available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. The monitoring report shall be 
submitted within 30 days of the end of the interim reporting period. The only exception to this 
requirement is for projects that verify under Option 3 as part of a protocol upgrade, and fall 
within the specific timeline outlined below. 
 
Project developers that wish to upgrade to Version 4.0 of this protocol and immediately utilize 
the 24-month verification period shall be allowed to do so, provided that the verification of the 
previous verification period (e.g. under Version 2.0, 2.1, 2.2, or 3.0) was a full verification, 
including a site visit, and covered a minimum of 3 months of project data. 
 
All project developers utilizing the 24-month verification period must submit the monitoring 
report within 30 days of the end of the interim reporting period. 
 
Under this option, CRTs may be issued upon successful completion of a site-visit verification for 
GHG reductions achieved over a maximum of 24 months. CRTs will not be issued based on the 
Reserve’s review of project monitoring plans/reports. Project developers may choose to have a 
verification period shorter than 24 months. 
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Taking into consideration the Reserve’s policy that a verification body may provide verification 
services to a project for a maximum of six consecutive years (see the Verification Program 
Manual, Section 2.6 for more information), Table 7.2 below details what the verification cycle 
might look under Option 3. 
 
Table 7.2. Sample Verification Cycle under Option 3 

Reporting Period Verification Activity Verification Body (VB) 

Year 1 (initial verification) Site-visit verification VB A 

Year 2 
Project monitoring plan and report submitted to 
Reserve 

n/a 

Year 3 Site-visit verification for years 2 & 3 VB A 

Year 4 
Project monitoring plan and report submitted to 
Reserve 

n/a 

Year 5 Site-visit verification for years 4 & 5 VB A 

Year 6 
Project monitoring plan and report submitted to 
Reserve 

n/a 

Year 7 Site-visit verification for years 6 & 7 VB B (new verification body) 

Year 8 
Project monitoring plan and report submitted to 
Reserve 

n/a 
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8 Verification Guidance 
This section provides verification bodies with guidance on verifying GHG emission reductions 
associated with installing a biogas control system for manure management on dairy cattle and 
swine farms. This verification guidance supplements the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual 
and describes verification activities specifically related to livestock manure management 
projects. 
 
Verification bodies trained to verify livestock projects must be familiar with the following 
documents: 
 

 Climate Action Reserve Program Manual 
 Climate Action Reserve Verification Program Manual 
 Climate Action Reserve U.S. Livestock Project Protocol 

 
The Reserve’s Program Manual, Verification Program Manual, and project protocols are 
designed to be compatible with each other and are available on the Reserve’s website at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org.  
 
In cases where the Program Manual and/or Verification Program Manual differ from the 
guidance in this protocol, this protocol takes precedent. 
 
Only Reserve-approved verification bodies are eligible to verify livestock project reports. 
Verification bodies approved under other project protocol types are not permitted to verify 
livestock projects. Information about verification body accreditation and Reserve project 
verification training can be found on the Reserve website at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org.  

8.1 Standard of Verification 
The Reserve’s standard of verification for livestock projects is the U.S. Livestock Project 
Protocol (this document), the Reserve Program Manual, and the Verification Program Manual. 
To verify a livestock project report, verification bodies apply the guidance in the Verification 
Program Manual and this section of the protocol to the standards described in Sections 2 
through 7 of this protocol. Sections 2 through 7 provide eligibility rules, methods to calculate 
emission reductions, performance monitoring instructions and requirements, and procedures for 
reporting project information to the Reserve. 

8.2 Monitoring Plan 
The Monitoring Plan serves as the basis for verification bodies to confirm that the monitoring 
and reporting requirements in Section 6 and Section 7 have been met, and that consistent, 
rigorous monitoring and record-keeping is ongoing at the project site. Verification bodies shall 
confirm that the Monitoring Plan covers all aspects of monitoring and reporting contained in this 
protocol and specifies how data for all relevant parameters in Section 6 are collected and 
recorded.  

8.3 Verifying Project Eligibility 
Verification bodies must affirm a livestock project’s eligibility according to the rules described in 
this protocol. The table below outlines the eligibility criteria for livestock projects. This table does 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
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not present all criteria for determining eligibility comprehensively; verification bodies must also 
look to Section 3 and the verification items list in Table 8.2. 
 
Table 8.1. Summary of Eligibility Criteria for a Livestock Project 

Eligibility Rule Eligibility Criteria 
Frequency of Rule 
Application 

Start Date 
Projects must be submitted for listing within 6 months of the 
project start date 

Once during first 
verification 

Location United States, its territories, and U.S. tribal areas 
Once during first 
verification 

Performance 
Standard Test 

Installation of a biogas control system that captures and destroys 
methane gas from anaerobic manure treatment and/or storage 
facilities on livestock operations 

Once during first 
verification 

Anaerobic Baseline 

Projects must demonstrate that the depth of the anaerobic 
lagoons or ponds prior to the project’s implementation were 
sufficient to prevent algal oxygen production and create an 
oxygen-free bottom layer; which means at least 1 meter in liquid 
depth 

Once during first 
verification 

Legal Requirement 
Test  

Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form and 
additional documentation demonstrating that the project passes 
the Legal Requirement Test 

Once during first 
verification for first 
crediting period; 
every verification 
for second crediting 
period 

Regulatory 
Compliance 

Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form and disclosure 
of all non-compliance events to verifier, and monitoring; project 
must be in material compliance with all applicable laws 

Every verification 

 

8.4 Core Verification Activities 
The U.S. Livestock Project Protocol provides explicit requirements and guidance for quantifying 
the GHG reductions associated with installing a BCS to capture and destroy methane gas from 
livestock operations. The Verification Program Manual describes the core verification activities 
that shall be performed by verification bodies for all project verifications. They are summarized 
below in the context of a livestock project, but verification bodies must also follow the general 
guidance in the Verification Program Manual.  
 
Verification is a risk assessment and data sampling effort designed to ensure that the risk of 
reporting error is assessed and addressed through appropriate sampling, testing, and review. 
The three core verification activities are: 
 

1. Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs 
2. Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 
3. Verifying emission reduction estimates 

Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs 

The verification body reviews for completeness the SSRs identified for a project, such as energy 
use waste collection and transport, treatment and storage, and uncombusted methane from the 
biogas control system. 
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Reviewing GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 

The verification body reviews and assesses the appropriateness of the methodologies and 
management systems that the livestock project operator uses to gather data and calculate 
baseline and project emissions. This includes the examination of assertions or assumptions 
regarding MS, the percentage of manure going to anaerobic treatment systems in the baseline, 
and the baseline lagoon cleaning frequency. 

Verifying emission reduction estimates 

The verification body further investigates areas that have the greatest potential for material 
misstatements and then confirms whether or not material misstatements have occurred. This 
involves site visits to the project to ensure the systems on the ground correspond to and are 
consistent with data provided to the verification body. In addition, the verification body 
recalculates a representative sample of the performance or emissions data for comparison with 
data reported by the project developer in order to double-check the calculations of GHG 
emission reductions. 

8.5 Verification Period 
Per Section 7.3, this protocol provides project developers three verification options for a project 
after its initial verification and registration in order to provide flexibility and help manage 
verification costs associated with livestock projects. The different options require verification 
bodies to confirm additional requirements specific to this protocol, and in some instances, to 
utilize professional judgment on the appropriateness of the option selected. 

8.5.1 Option 1: Twelve-Month Maximum Verification Period  

Option 1 does not require verification bodies to confirm any additional requirements beyond 
what is specified in the protocol. 

8.5.2 Option 2: Twelve-Month Verification Period with Desktop Verification 

Option 2 requires verification bodies to review the documentation specified in Section 7.3.3 in 
order to determine if a desktop verification is appropriate. The verifier shall use his/her 
professional judgment to assess any changes that have occurred related to a project’s data 
management systems, equipment, or personnel and determine whether a site visit should be 
required as part of verification activities in order to provide a reasonable level of assurance on 
the project’s verification. The documentation shall be reviewed prior to the COI/NOVA renewal 
being submitted to the Reserve, and the verification body shall provide a summary of its 
assessment and decision on the appropriateness of a desktop verification when submitting the 
COI/NOVA renewal. The Reserve reserves the right to review the documentation provided by 
the project developer and the decision made by the verification body on whether a desktop 
verification is appropriate. 

8.5.3 Option 3: Twenty-Four Month Maximum Verification Period  

Under Option 3 (see Section 7.3.4), verification bodies shall look to the project monitoring report 
submitted by the project developer to the Reserve for the interim 12 month reporting period as a 
resource to inform its planned verification activities. While verification bodies are not expected to 
provide a reasonable level of assurance on the accuracy of the monitoring report as part of 
verification, the verification body shall list a summary of discrepancies between the monitoring 
report and what was ultimately verified in the List of Findings. 
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8.6 Livestock Verification Items 
The following tables provide lists of items that a verification body needs to address while 
verifying a livestock project. The tables include references to the section in the protocol where 
requirements are further specified. The table also identifies items for which a verification body is 
expected to apply professional judgment during the verification process. Verification bodies are 
expected to use their professional judgment to confirm that protocol requirements have been 
met in instances where the protocol does not provide (sufficiently) prescriptive guidance. For 
more information on the Reserve’s verification process and professional judgment, please see 
the Verification Program Manual. 
 
Note: These tables shall not be viewed as a comprehensive list or plan for verification 
activities, but rather guidance on areas specific to livestock projects that must be 
addressed during verification. 

8.6.1 Project Eligibility and CRT Issuance 

Table 8.2 lists the criteria for reasonable assurance with respect to eligibility and CRT issuance 
for livestock projects. These requirements determine if a project is eligible to register with the 
Reserve and/or have CRTs issued for the reporting period. If any requirement is not met, either 
the project may be determined ineligible or the GHG reductions from the reporting period (or 
sub-set of the reporting period) may be ineligible for issuance of CRTs, as specified in Sections 
2, 3, and 6. 
 
Table 8.2. Eligibility Verification Items  

Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

2.1 Verify that the project meets the definition of a livestock project No 

2.2 
Verify ownership of the reductions by reviewing Attestation of Title and 
other relevant contracts, documentation 

No 

3.2 Verify eligibility of project start date No 

3.2 Verify accuracy of project start date based on operational records Yes 

3.3 Verify that project is within its 10-year crediting period No 

3.4 
Verify that all pre-project manure treatment lagoons/ponds/tanks were of 
sufficient depth to ensure an oxygen free bottom layer (> 1m) 

Yes 

3.4 
Verify that the pre-project manure management system met the 
requirements of this section for the relevant period of time 

Yes 

3.4 
If the project is a greenfield project, verify that the project site meets the 
definition of a greenfield 

Yes 

3.5.1 Verify that the project meets the Performance Standard Test  No 

3.5.2 
Confirm execution of the Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form to 
demonstrate eligibility under the Legal Requirement Test (initial verification 
only) 

No 

3.6 

Verify that the project activities comply with applicable laws by reviewing 
instances of non-compliance provided by the project developer and 
performing a risk-based assessment to confirm the statements made by 
the project developer in the Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 

Yes 

6 
Verify that monitoring meets the requirements of the protocol. If it does 
not, verify that variance has been approved for monitoring variations 

No 

6 
Verify that all gas flow meters and continuous methane analyzers adhered 
to the inspection, cleaning, and calibration schedule specified in the 
protocol. If they do not, verify that a variance has been approved for 

No 
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Protocol 
Section 

Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

monitoring variations or that adjustments have been made to data per the 
protocol requirements 

6 Verify that adjustments for failed calibrations were properly applied No 

6, 
Appendix D 

If used, verify that data substitution methodology was properly applied 
No 

8.6.2 Quantification 

Table 8.3 lists the items that verification bodies shall include in their risk assessment and re-
calculation of the project’s GHG emission reductions. These quantification items inform any 
determination as to whether there are material and/or immaterial misstatements in the project’s 
GHG emission reduction calculations. If there are material misstatements, the calculations must 
be revised before CRTs are issued. 
 
Table 8.3. Quantification Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Quantification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

4 
Verify that all SSRs in the GHG Assessment Boundary are accounted 
for 

No 

5 
Verify that the modeled baseline is compared with the total amount of 
methane metered and destroyed by the project, and the lesser of the two 
values is used as the baseline for the GHG reduction calculation 

No 

5.1 Verify that the livestock categories (L) are correctly differentiated Yes 

5.1 
Verify that the project developer applied the correct VS and B0 values for 
each livestock category 

No 

5.1, 6.1 
If site-specific B0 values were developed, verify that the sampling and 
analysis procedures were correctly followed 

Yes 

5.1 
Verify that the fraction of manure (MS) handled by the different manure 
management system components (i.e. GHG source) is satisfactorily 
represented 

Yes 

5.1  
Verify that the baseline lagoon cleaning frequency is satisfactorily 
represented 

Yes 

5.1 
Verify that the project developer used methane conversion factors 
(MCF) differentiated by temperature 

No 

5.1 
Verify that the methane baseline emissions calculations for each 
livestock category were calculated according to the protocol with the 
appropriate data 

No 

5.1 
Verify that the project developer correctly aggregated methane 
emissions from sources within each livestock category 

Yes 

5.4 
Verify that the project developer correctly monitored, quantified and 
aggregated electricity use 

Yes 

5.2, 5.4 
Verify that the project developer correctly monitored, quantified and 
aggregated fossil fuel use 

Yes 

5.2, 5.4 
Verify that the project developer applied the correct emission factors for 
fossil fuel combustion and grid-delivered electricity 

No 

5.2 
Verify that the project developer applied the correct methane destruction 
efficiencies 

No 

5.2 
Verify that the project developer applied the correct B0 value for Modeled 
Project Methane Emissions from Anaerobic Treatment of BCS Effluent 

No 

5.2 
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified the amount of 
uncombusted methane 

No 
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Protocol 
Section 

Quantification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

5.2 
Verify that methane emissions resulting from any venting event are 
estimated correctly 

Yes 

5.2, 5.4 
Verify that the project emissions calculations were calculated according 
to the protocol with the appropriate data 

No 

5.2, 5.1 
Verify that the project developer assessed baseline and project 
emissions on a month-to-month basis 

No 

5.2 
Verify that the project developer correctly monitored and quantified the 
amount of methane destroyed by the project 

No 

5.3 
Verify that the modeled methane emission reductions are compared with 
the ex-post methane metered and destroyed by the project, and the 
lesser of the two values is used to quantify project emission reductions 

No 

8.6.3 Risk Assessment 

Verification bodies will review the following items in Table 8.4 to guide and prioritize their 
assessment of data used in determining eligibility and quantifying GHG emission reductions. 
 
Table 8.4. Risk Assessment Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Item that Informs Risk Assessment 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6 
Verify that the project Monitoring Plan is sufficiently rigorous to support the 
requirements of the protocol and proper operation of the project 

Yes 

6 
Verify that the BCS was operated and maintained according to 
manufacturer specifications 

No 

6 
Verify that appropriate monitoring equipment is in place to meet the 
requirements of the protocol 

No 

6 
Verify that the individual or team responsible for managing and reporting 
project activities are qualified to perform this function 

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate training was provided to personnel assigned to 
greenhouse gas reporting duties 

Yes 

6 
Verify that all contractors are qualified for managing and reporting 
greenhouse gas emissions if relied upon by the project developer. Verify 
that there is internal oversight to assure the quality of the contractor’s work 

Yes 

7.2 Verify that all required records have been retained by the project developer  No 

 

8.7 Completing Verification 
The Verification Program Manual provides detailed information and instructions for verification 
bodies to finalize the verification process. It describes completing a Verification Report, 
preparing a Verification Statement, submitting the necessary documents to the Reserve, and 
notifying the Reserve of the project’s verified status. 
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9 Glossary of Terms 
 
Accredited verifier 
 

A verification firm approved by the Reserve to provide verification 
services for project developers. 
 

Additionality 
 

Manure management practices that are above and beyond 
business-as-usual operation, exceed the baseline characterization, 
and are not mandated by regulation. 
 

Anaerobic 
 

Pertaining to or caused by the absence of oxygen. 
 

Anthropogenic emissions 
 

GHG emissions resultant from human activity that are considered 
to be an unnatural component of the Carbon Cycle (i.e. fossil fuel 
combustion, deforestation etc.). 
 

Biogas 
 

The mixture of gas (largely methane) produced as a result of the 
anaerobic decomposition of livestock manure. 
 

Biogas control system  
(BCS) 
 

A system designed to capture and destroy the biogas that is 
produced by the anaerobic treatment and/or storage of livestock 
manure and/or other organic material. Commonly referred to as a 
“digester.” 
 

Biogenic CO2 emissions 
 

CO2 emissions resulting from the combustion and/or aerobic 
decomposition of organic matter. Biogenic emissions are 
considered to be a natural part of the carbon cycle, as opposed to 
anthropogenic emissions. 
 

Carbon dioxide 
(CO2) 
 

The most common of the six primary greenhouse gases, consisting 
of a single carbon atom and two oxygen atoms. 
 

CO2 equivalent 
(CO2e) 
 

The quantity of a given GHG multiplied by its total global warming 
potential. This is the standard unit for comparing the degree of 
warming which can be caused by different GHGs. 

  
Direct emissions 
 

Greenhouse gas emissions from sources that are owned or 
controlled by the reporting entity. 
 

Emission factor 
 

A unique value for determining an amount of a greenhouse 
gas emitted for a given quantity of activity data (e.g. metric 
tons of carbon dioxide emitted per barrel of fossil fuel 
burned). 
 

Flare 
 

A destruction device that uses an open flame to burn 
combustible gases with combustion air provided by 
uncontrolled ambient air around the flame. 
 

Fossil fuel 
 
 

A fuel, such as coal, oil, and natural gas, produced by the 
decomposition of ancient (fossilized) plants and animals. 
 

Greenfield For the purposes of this protocol, a livestock facility that has 
been in operation for less than two years at a site that had 
no prior manure management infrastructure. 
 

Greenhouse gas  Carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), 
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(GHG) 
 

sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) or 
perfluorocarbons (PFCs). 
 

Global warming potential  
(GWP) 
 

The ratio of radiative forcing (degree of warming to the 
atmosphere) that would result from the emission of one unit 
of a given GHG compared to one unit of CO2. 
 

Indirect emissions 
 

Emissions that are a consequence of the actions of a 
reporting entity, but are produced by sources owned or 
controlled by another entity. 
 

Livestock project 
 

Installation of a biogas control system that, in operation, 
causes a decrease in GHG emissions from the baseline 
scenario through destruction of the methane component of 
biogas. 
 

Metric ton  
(tonne, MT, t) 
 

A common international measurement for the quantity of 
GHG emissions, equivalent to about 2204.6 pounds or 1.1 
short tons. 
 

Methane  
(CH4) 
 

A potent GHG with a GWP of 21, consisting of a single 
carbon atom and four hydrogen atoms. 
 

MMBtu 
 

One million British thermal units. 

Mobile combustion 
 

Emissions from the transportation of materials, products, 
waste, and employees resulting from the combustion of 
fuels in company owned or controlled mobile combustion 
sources (e.g. cars, trucks, tractors, dozers, etc.). 
 

Nitrous oxide  
(N2O) 
 

A GHG consisting of two nitrogen atoms and a single 
oxygen atom. 
 

Project baseline 
 

A business-as-usual GHG emission assessment against 
which GHG emission reductions from a specific GHG 
reduction activity are measured. 
 

Project developer 
 

An entity that undertakes a project activity, as identified in 
the Livestock Project Protocol. A project developer may be 
an independent third party or the dairy/swine operating 
entity. 
 

Reporting period The period of time over which a project developer quantifies 
and reports GHG reductions to the Reserve. Under this 
protocol, the reporting period cannot exceed 12 months.  
 

Stationary combustion source 
 

A stationary source of emissions from the production of 
electricity, heat, or steam, resulting from combustion of 
fuels in boilers, furnaces, turbines, kilns, and other facility 
equipment. 
 

van’t Hoff-Arrhenius factor (f) 
 

The proportion of volatile solids that are biologically 
available for conversion to methane based on the monthly 
temperature of the system.

38
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Verification 
 

The process used to ensure that a given participant’s 
greenhouse gas emissions or emission reductions have 
met the minimum quality standard and complied with the 
Reserve’s procedures and protocols for calculating and 
reporting GHG emissions and emission reductions. 
 

Verification body 
 

An accredited firm that is able to render a verification 
opinion and provide verification services for operators 
subject to reporting under this protocol. 
 

Verification period The period of time over which GHG reductions are verified. 
Under this protocol, a verification period may cover multiple 
reporting periods (see Section 7.3.4). The end date of any 
verification period must correspond to the end date of a 
reporting period. 
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Appendix A Associated Environmental Impacts 
Manure management projects have many documented environmental benefits, including air 
emission reductions, water quality protection, and electricity generation. These benefits are the 
result of practices and technologies that are well managed, well implemented, and well 
designed. However, in cases where practices or technologies are poorly or improperly 
designed, implemented, and/or managed, local air and water quality could be compromised.  
 
With regard to air quality, there are a number of factors that must be considered and addressed 
to realize the environmental benefits of a biogas project and reduce or avoid potential negative 
impacts. Uncontrolled emissions from combustion of biogas may contain between 200 to 300 
ppm NOx. The anaerobic treatment process creates intermediates such as ammonia, hydrogen 
sulfide, orthophosphates, and various salts, all of which must be properly controlled or captured. 
In addition, atmospheric releases at locations off-site where bio-gas is shipped may negate or 
decrease the benefit of emissions controls on-site. Thus, while devices such as Selective 
Catalyst Reduction (SCR) units can reduce NOx emissions and proper treatment system 
operation can control intermediates, improper design or operation may lead to violations of 
federal, state, and local air quality regulations as well as release of toxic air contaminants.  
 
With regard to water quality, it is critical that project developers and managers ensure digester 
integrity and fully consider and address post-digestion management of the effluent in order to 
avoid contamination of local waterways and groundwater resources. Catastrophic digester 
failures; leakage from pipework and tanks; and lack of containment in waste storage areas are 
all examples of potential problems. Further, application of improperly treated digestate and/or 
improper application timing or rates of digestate to agricultural land may lead to increased 
nitrogen oxide emissions, soil contamination, and/or nutrient leaching, thus negating or reducing 
benefits of the project overall. 
 
Project developers must not only follow the protocol to register GHG reductions with the 
Reserve, they must also comply with all local, state, and national air and water quality 
regulations. Projects must be designed and implemented to mitigate potential releases of 
pollutants such as those described, and project managers must acquire the appropriate local 
permits prior to installation to prevent violation of the law.  
 
The Reserve agrees that GHG emission reduction projects should not undermine air and water 
quality efforts and will work with stakeholders to establish initiatives to meet both climate-related 
and localized environmental objectives. 
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Appendix B  Emission Factor Tables 

 
Table B.1. Manure Management System Components 

System Definition 

Pasture/Range/ Paddock  The manure from pasture and range grazing animals is allowed to lie as deposited, and is not managed. 

Daily spread Manure is routinely removed from a confinement facility and is applied to cropland or pasture within 24 hours of excretion. 

Solid storage 
 

The storage of manure, typically for a period of several months, in unconfined piles or stacks. Manure is able to be stacked due to the 
presence of a sufficient amount of bedding material or loss of moisture by evaporation. 

Dry lot  A paved or unpaved open confinement area without any significant vegetative cover where accumulating manure may be removed 
periodically. 

Liquid/Slurry 
 

Manure is stored as excreted or with some minimal addition of water in either tanks or earthen ponds outside the animal housing, 
usually for periods less than one year. Per IPCC Guidelines, if manure contains less than 20% dry matter it can be considered liquid. 

Uncovered anaerobic 
lagoon 

A type of liquid storage system designed and operated to combine waste stabilization and storage. Lagoon supernatant is usually used 
to remove manure from the associated confinement facilities to the lagoon. Anaerobic lagoons are designed with varying lengths of 
storage (up to a year or greater), depending on the climate region, the volatile solids loading rate, and other operational factors. The 
water from the lagoon may be recycled as flush water or used to irrigate and fertilize fields. 

Pit storage below animal 
confinements 

Collection and storage of manure usually with little or no added water typically below a slatted floor in an enclosed animal confinement 
facility, usually for periods less than one year. 

Anaerobic digester 
 

Animal excreta with or without straw are collected and anaerobically digested in a large containment vessel or covered lagoon. 
Digesters are designed and operated for waste stabilization by the microbial reduction of complex organic compounds to CO2 and CH4, 
which is captured and flared or used as a fuel. 

Burned for fuel  The dung and urine are excreted on fields. The sun dried dung cakes are burned for fuel. 

Cattle and Swine deep 
bedding 

As manure accumulates, bedding is continually added to absorb moisture over a production cycle and possibly for as long as 6 to 12 
months. This manure management system also is known as a bedded pack manure management system and may be combined with a 
dry lot or pasture. 

Composting – In-vessel* Composting, typically in an enclosed channel, with forced aeration and continuous mixing. 

Composting – Static pile* Composting in piles with forced aeration but no mixing. 

Composting – Intensive 
windrow* 

Composting in windrows with regular (at least daily) turning for mixing and aeration. 
 

Composting – Passive 
windrow* 

Composting in windrows with infrequent turning for mixing and aeration. 
 

Aerobic treatment The biological oxidation of manure collected as a liquid with either forced or natural aeration. Natural aeration is limited to aerobic and 
facultative ponds and wetland systems and is due primarily to photosynthesis. Hence, these systems typically become anoxic during 
periods without sunlight. 

*Composting is the biological oxidation of a solid waste including manure usually with bedding or another organic carbon source typically at thermophilic temperatures 
produced by microbial heat production. 
Source: 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Chapter 10: Emissions from Livestock and Manure Management, Table 10.18: Definitions of 
Manure Management Systems, p. 10.49.
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Table B.2. Livestock Categories and Typical Animal Mass 

Livestock Category (L) 
Livestock Typical Animal Mass (TAM) in kg 

2006 - 2008 2009 - 2010 

Dairy cows (on feed) 604
b
 680

c
 

Non-milking dairy cows (on feed) 684
a
 684

a
 

Heifers (on feed) 476
b
 407

c
 

Bulls (grazing) 750
b
 750

c
 

Calves (grazing) 118
b
 118

c
 

Heifers (grazing) 420
b
 351

c
 

Cows (grazing) 533
b
 582.5

c
 

Nursery swine 12.5
a
 12.5

a
 

Grow/finish swine 70
a
 70

a
 

Breeding swine 198
b
 198

c
 

Sources for TAM: 
a.

 American Society of Agricultural Engineers (ASAE) Standards 2005, ASAE D384.2. 
b.

 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Inventory of US GHG Emissions and Sinks 1990-2006 (2007), Annex 3, 
Table A-161, pg. A-195. 
c.
 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Inventory of US GHG Emissions and Sinks 1990-2010 (2012), Annex 3, 

Table A-191, pg. A-246. 

 
Table B.3. Volatile Solids and Maximum Methane Potential by Livestock Category 

Livestock category (L) 
VSL 

(kg/day/1000 kg mass) 
B0,L 

b
 

(m
3
 CH4/kg VS added) 

Dairy cows See Appendix B, Tables 5a-e 0.24 

Non-milking dairy cows 5.56 0.24 

Heifers See Appendix B, Tables 5a-e 0.17 

Bulls (grazing) 6.04
b
 0.17 

Calves (grazing) 6.41
b
 0.17 

Heifers (grazing) See Appendix B, Tables 5a-e 0.17 

Cows (grazing) See Appendix B, Tables 5a-e 0.17 

Nursery swine 8.89
b
 0.48 

Grow/finish swine 5.36
b
 0.48 

Breeding swine 2.71
b
 0.35 

a.
 American Society of Agricultural Engineers (ASAE) Standards 2005, ASAE D384.2, VSL(kg/day per animal) from 

table 1.b (p.2) converted to (kg/day/1000 kg mass) using average Live Weight (kg)values from table 5c (p.7). 
b.

 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) – Climate Leaders Draft Manure Offset Protocol, October 2006, Table IIa: 
Animal Waste Characteristics (VS, B0, and Nex rates), p. 18. 

 
Table B.4. Biogas Collection Efficiency by Digester Type 

Digester Type Cover Type 
Biogas Collection Efficiency (BCE) as a 

Decimal 

Covered Anaerobic 
Lagoon 

Bank-to-Bank, impermeable 0.95 

Partial area (modular), 
impermeable 

(0.95) x (% area covered) 

Complete mix, plug flow, 
or fixed film digester 

Enclosed vessel 0.98 

Two stages of differing 
types 

With flow metered for each stage 
(    )  (        )  (    )  (        )

                 
 

No separate flow metering (    )      (    )      

Adapted from: U.S. EPA Climate Leaders, Offset Project Methodology for Managing Manure and Biogas Recovery 
Systems, 2008. Table IIf (original table has been expanded upon). 
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Table B.5a. 2010 Volatile Solid Default Values for Dairy Cows, Heifers, Heifers-Grazing and Cows-
Grazing by State (kg/day/1000 kg mass) 

State VS Dairy Cow VS Heifer VS Heifer-Grazing 
VS Cows-
Grazing 

Alabama 8.99 8.43 8.53 7.82 

Alaska 7.98 8.43 9.98 8.89 

Arizona 11.47 8.43 9.77 8.89 

Arkansas 8.30 8.43 8.48 7.82 

California 11.27 8.43 9.48 8.89 

Colorado 11.54 8.43 9.27 8.89 

Connecticut 10.22 8.43 8.62 7.87 

Delaware 9.53 8.43 8.53 7.87 

Florida 10.26 8.43 8.63 7.82 

Georgia 10.03 8.43 8.49 7.82 

Hawaii 8.43 8.43 9.77 8.89 

Idaho 11.24 8.43 9.41 8.89 

Illinois 10.19 8.43 7.78 7.47 

Indiana 10.54 8.43 7.91 7.47 

Iowa 10.67 8.43 7.64 7.47 

Kansas 10.74 8.43 7.61 7.47 

Kentucky 9.11 8.43 8.40 7.82 

Louisiana 7.98 8.43 8.63 7.82 

Maine 9.94 8.43 8.51 7.87 

Maryland 10.00 8.43 8.51 7.87 

Massachusetts 9.67 8.43 8.53 7.87 

Michigan 11.42 8.43 7.83 7.47 

Minnesota 10.25 8.43 7.83 7.47 

Mississippi 8.59 8.43 8.53 7.82 

Missouri 8.81 8.43 7.97 7.47 

Montana 10.63 8.43 8.42 7.82 

Nebraska 10.38 8.43 9.25 8.89 

Nevada 11.08 8.43 8.01 7.47 

New Hampshire 10.40 8.43 9.62 8.89 

New Jersey 9.69 8.43 8.45 7.87 

New Mexico 11.81 8.43 8.43 7.87 

New York 10.69 8.43 9.50 8.89 

North Carolina 10.54 8.43 8.61 7.87 

North Dakota 9.92 8.43 8.31 7.82 

Ohio 10.27 8.43 7.95 7.47 

Oklahoma 9.59 8.43 7.90 7.47 

Oregon 10.54 8.43 8.33 7.82 

Pennsylvania 10.39 8.43 9.56 8.89 

Rhode Island 9.76 8.43 8.66 7.87 

South Carolina 10.02 8.43 8.61 7.87 

South Dakota 10.59 8.43 8.19 7.82 

Tennessee 9.56 8.43 8.12 7.47 

Texas 10.87 8.43 8.21 7.82 

Utah 10.86 8.43 8.42 7.82 

Vermont 10.00 8.43 9.56 8.89 

Virginia 10.09 8.43 8.52 7.87 

Washington 11.50 8.43 8.25 7.82 

West Virginia 9.15 8.43 9.73 8.89 

Wisconsin 10.63 8.43 7.96 7.47 

Wyoming 10.46 8.43 9.62 8.89 

Source: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). U.S. Inventory of GHG Sources and Sinks 1990-2010 (2012), 
Annex 3, Table A-192, page A-237. 
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Table B.5b. 2009 Volatile Solid Default Values for Dairy Cows, Heifers, Heifers-Grazing and Cows-
Grazing by State (kg/day/1000 kg mass) 

State VS Dairy Cow VS Heifer VS Heifer-Grazing 
VS Cows-
Grazing 

Alabama 9.13 8.42 8.61 7.90 

Alaska 7.43 8.42 11.51 10.15 

Arizona 11.35 8.42 11.23 10.15 

Arkansas 8.24 8.42 8.53 7.87 

California 10.97 8.42 8.13 7.70 

Colorado 11.37 8.42 7.42 7.27 

Connecticut 10.05 8.42 8.53 7.77 

Delaware 9.54 8.42 8.29 7.77 

Florida 10.08 8.42 8.71 7.90 

Georgia 10.24 8.42 8.61 7.90 

Hawaii 8.70 8.42 11.32 10.15 

Idaho 11.07 8.42 10.86 10.15 

Illinois 10.10 8.42 8.10 7.77 

Indiana 10.48 8.42 8.20 7.77 

Iowa 10.55 8.42 7.98 7.77 

Kansas 10.77 8.42 7.38 7.27 

Kentucky 8.91 8.42 8.52 7.90 

Louisiana 8.01 8.42 8.68 7.87 

Maine 9.86 8.42 8.43 7.77 

Maryland 9.92 8.42 8.32 7.77 

Massachusetts 9.71 8.42 8.43 7.77 

Michigan 11.18 8.42 8.15 7.77 

Minnesota 10.21 8.42 8.17 7.77 

Mississippi 8.82 8.42 8.60 7.90 

Missouri 8.83 8.42 8.33 7.77 

Montana 10.42 8.42 7.83 7.27 

Nebraska 10.36 8.42 7.42 7.27 

Nevada 10.99 8.42 11.14 10.15 

New Hampshire 10.30 8.42 8.37 7.77 

New Jersey 9.81 8.42 8.34 7.77 

New Mexico 11.74 8.42 11.06 10.15 

New York 10.46 8.42 8.20 7.77 

North Carolina 10.55 8.42 8.60 7.90 

North Dakota 9.46 8.42 7.68 7.27 

Ohio 10.06 8.42 8.28 7.77 

Oklahoma 9.55 8.42 8.32 7.87 

Oregon 10.36 8.42 11.03 10.15 

Pennsylvania 10.25 8.42 8.20 7.77 

Rhode Island 9.78 8.42 8.55 7.77 

South Carolina 10.29 8.42 8.64 7.90 

South Dakota 10.48 8.42 7.57 7.27 

Tennessee 9.53 8.42 8.58 7.90 

Texas 10.73 8.42 8.26 7.87 

Utah 10.74 8.42 11.11 10.15 

Vermont 9.93 8.42 8.23 7.77 

Virginia 10.08 8.42 8.56 7.90 

Washington 11.39 8.42 10.93 10.15 

West Virginia 8.85 8.42 8.35 7.77 

Wisconsin 10.46 8.42 8.33 7.77 

Wyoming 10.08 8.42 7.72 7.27 

Source: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). U.S. Inventory of GHG Sources and Sinks 1990-2009 (2011), 
Annex 3, Table A-186, page A-225. 
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Table B.5c. 2008 Volatile Solid Default Values for Dairy Cows, Heifers, Heifers-Grazing and Cows-
Grazing by State (kg/day/1000 kg mass) 

State VS Dairy Cow VS Heifer VS Heifer-Grazing 
VS Cows-
Grazing 

Alabama 8.40 8.35 7.81 7.02 

Alaska 7.30 8.35 10.05 9.02 

Arizona 10.37 8.35 10.34 9.02 

Arkansas 7.59 8.35 7.86 7.00 

California 10.02 8.35 7.95 6.85 

Colorado 10.25 8.35 7.69 6.46 

Connecticut 9.22 8.35 7.67 6.90 

Delaware 8.63 8.35 7.72 6.90 

Florida 8.90 8.35 7.75 7.02 

Georgia 9.07 8.35 7.85 7.02 

Hawaii 7.00 8.35 10.26 9.02 

Idaho 10.11 8.35 10.82 9.02 

Illinois 9.07 8.35 8.07 6.91 

Indiana 9.38 8.35 7.98 6.91 

Iowa 9.46 8.35 8.27 6.91 

Kansas 9.63 8.35 7.75 6.46 

Kentucky 7.89 8.35 7.91 7.02 

Louisiana 7.39 8.35 7.73 7.00 

Maine 8.99 8.35 7.76 6.90 

Maryland 9.02 8.35 7.76 6.90 

Massachusetts 8.63 8.35 7.74 6.90 

Michigan 10.05 8.35 7.99 6.91 

Minnesota 9.17 8.35 8.04 6.91 

Mississippi 8.19 8.35 7.82 7.02 

Missouri 8.02 8.35 7.85 6.91 

Montana 9.03 8.35 7.17 6.46 

Nebraska 9.09 8.35 7.71 6.46 

Nevada 9.65 8.35 10.49 9.02 

New Hampshire 9.44 8.35 7.74 6.90 

New Jersey 8.51 8.35 7.89 6.90 

New Mexico 10.34 8.35 10.56 9.02 

New York 9.42 8.35 8.02 6.90 

North Carolina 9.38 8.35 7.83 7.02 

North Dakota 8.40 8.35 7.43 6.46 

Ohio 9.01 8.35 7.93 6.91 

Oklahoma 8.58 8.35 8.08 7.00 

Oregon 9.40 8.35 10.54 9.02 

Pennsylvania 9.26 8.35 8.00 6.90 

Rhode Island 8.94 8.35 7.60 6.90 

South Carolina 9.05 8.35 7.81 7.02 

South Dakota 9.45 8.35 7.50 6.46 

Tennessee 8.60 8.35 7.86 7.02 

Texas 9.51 8.35 8.21 7.00 

Utah 9.70 8.35 10.51 9.02 

Vermont 9.03 8.35 7.89 6.90 

Virginia 9.02 8.35 7.87 7.02 

Washington 10.36 8.35 10.77 9.02 

West Virginia 8.13 8.35 7.74 6.90 

Wisconsin 9.34 8.35 7.87 6.91 

Wyoming 9.29 8.35 7.30 6.46 

Source: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). U.S. Inventory of GHG Sources and Sinks 1990-2008 (2010), 
Annex 3, Table A-181, page A-213. 
For VS values for reporting years prior to 2008, please refer to the Livestock Project Protocol V3.0, Appendix B. 
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Table B.6. IPCC 2006 Methane Conversion Factors by Manure Management System Component/Methane Source ‘S’ 
39

 

MCF Values by Temperature for Manure Management Systems 

  Average annual temperature (°C)   

  Cool Temperate Warm   

System
a
 <10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 >28 Source and comments 

Pasture/Range/Paddock 0.010 0.015 0.020 
Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Hashimoto and Steed (1994). 

Daily spread 0.001 0.005 0.010 Hashimoto and Steed (1993). 

Solid storage 0.02 0.04 0.05 

Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Amon et al. (2001), which shows emissions of 
approximately 2% in winter and 4% in summer. 
Warm climate is based on judgment of IPCC Expert 
Group and Amon et al. (1998). 

Dry lot 0.010 0.015 0.020 
Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Hashimoto and Steed (1994). 

Liquid/slurry w/natural 
crust cover

40
 

0.10 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.22 0.24 0.26 0.29 0.31 0.34 0.37 0.41 0.44 0.48 0.50 

Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Mangino et al. (2001) and Sommer (2000). The 
estimated reduction due to the crust cover (40%) is 
an annual average value based on a limited data 
set and can be highly variable dependent on 
temperature, rainfall, and composition. 

Liquid/slurry uncovered 0.17 0.19 0.20 0.22 0.25 0.27 0.29 0.32 0.35 0.39 0.42 0.46 0.50 0.55 0.60 0.65 0.71 0.78 0.80 
Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Mangino et al. (2001).  

Uncovered anaerobic 
lagoon 

0.66 0.68 0.70 0.71 0.73 0.74 0.75 0.76 0.77 0.77 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.80 0.80 

Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Mangino et al. (2001). Uncovered lagoon 
MCFs vary based on several factors, including 
temperature, retention time, and loss of volatile 
solids from the system (through removal of lagoon 
effluent and/or solids). 

Pit storage below animal 
confinements (<1 
month) 

0.03 0.03 0.03 

Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Moller et al. (2004) and Zeeman (1994). Note 
that the ambient temperature, not the stable 
temperature is to be used for determining the 
climatic conditions. 

Pit storage below animal 
confinements (>1 
month) 

0.17 0.19 0.20 0.22 0.25 0.27 0.29 0.32 0.35 0.39 0.42 0.46 0.50 0.55 0.60 0.65 0.71 0.78 0.80 

Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Mangino et al. (2001). Note that the ambient 
temperature, not the stable temperature is to be 
used for determining the climatic conditions. 

                                                
39

 Adapted from 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Chapter 10: Emissions from Livestock and Manure Management, Table 10.17. 
MCF values shall be chosen based on the average temperature at the site for an entire calendar year, even if the reporting period does not exactly cover a 
calendar year. 
40

 A “natural crust cover” is a naturally-forming layer that covers the majority of the liquid surface at a thickness sufficient to support communities of oxidizing 
bacteria, and which persists throughout the year. Evidence of such a cover (including the area covered, thickness, and persistence) must be provided by the 
project developer during verification in order to justify the use of this MCF value. 
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Anaerobic digester 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 1 

Should be subdivided in different categories, 
considering amount of recovery of the biogas, 
flaring of the biogas and storage after digestion. 
Calculation with Formula 1. 

Burned for fuel 0.10 0.10 0.10 
Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Safley et al. (1992). 

Cattle and swine deep 
bedding (<1 month) 

0.03 0.03 0.30 

Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Moller et al. (2004). Expect emissions to be 
similar, and possibly greater, than pit storage, 
depending on organic content and moisture content. 

Cattle and swine deep 
bedding (>1 month) 

0.17 0.19 0.20 0.22 0.25 0.27 0.29 0.32 0.35 0.39 0.42 0.46 0.50 0.55 0.60 0.65 0.71 0.78 0.90 
Judgment of IPCC Expert Group in combination 
with Mangino et al. (2001). 

Composting - in-vessel 
or aerated static pile

b
 

0.005 0.005 0.005 
Judgment of IPCC Expert Group and Amon et al. 
(1998). MCFs are less than half of solid storage. 
Not temperature dependant. 

Composting - passive or 
intensive windrow

b
 

0.005 0.010 0.015 
Judgment of IPCC Expert Group and Amon et al. 
(1998). MCFs are slightly less than solid storage. 
Less temperature dependant. 

Aerobic treatment 0.00 0.00 0.00 

MCFs are near zero. Aerobic treatment can result in 
the accumulation of sludge which may be treated in 
other systems. Sludge requires removal and has 
large VS values. It is important to identify the next 
management process for the sludge and estimate 

the emissions from that management process if 
significant. 

a
 Definitions for manure management systems are provided in Table B.1. 

b
 Composting is the biological oxidation of a solid waste, including manure, usually with bedding or another organic carbon source, typically at thermophilic temperatures produced by microbial heat production. 
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Table B.7. Biogas Destruction Efficiency Default Values by Destruction Device 
 
If available, the official source tested methane destruction efficiency shall be used in place of the default 
methane destruction efficiency. Otherwise, project developers have the option to use either the default 
methane destruction efficiencies provided, or the site specific methane destruction efficiencies, for each 
of the combustion devices used in the project case performed on an annual basis. Site-specific values 
must be provided by an independent air emissions testing body that is accredited by a state or local 
regulatory agency, or the Stack Testing Accreditation Council. Where a state/region does not have an 
appropriate accreditation system or accredited service providers, the project developer may look to 
another state/region to find suitably qualified service providers. 

 

Biogas Destruction Device 
Biogas Destruction 
Efficiency (BDE)* 

Open Flare 0.96
2 

Enclosed Flare 0.995
2 

Lean-burn Internal Combustion Engine 0.936
2 

Rich-burn Internal Combustion Engine 0.995
2
 

Boiler 0.98
2 

Microturbine or large gas turbine 0.995
2 

Upgrade and use of gas as CNG/LNG fuel 0.95
2
 

Upgrade and injection into natural gas transmission and distribution 
pipeline 

0.98
3 

Direct pipeline to an end-user 
Per corresponding 
destruction device 

Source:  
1
 Seebold, J.G., et al., Reaction Efficiency of Industrial Flares, 2003 

2
 The default destruction efficiencies for this source are based on a preliminary set of actual source test data 

provided by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The default destruction efficiency values are the lesser 
of the twenty fifth percentile of the data provided or 0.995. These default destruction efficiencies may be updated as 
more source test data are made available to the Reserve. 
3
 The Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories gives a standard value for the 

fraction of carbon oxidized for gas destroyed of 99.5% (Reference Manual, Table 1.6, page 1.29). It also gives a 
value for emissions from processing, transmission and distribution of gas which would be a very conservative 
estimate for losses in the pipeline and for leakage at the end user (Reference Manual, Table 1.58, page 1.121). 
These emissions are given as 118,000kgCH4/PJ on the basis of gas consumption, which is 0.6%. Leakage in the 
residential and commercial sectors is stated to be 0 to 87,000kgCH4/PJ, which equates to 0.4%, and in industrial 
plants and power station the losses are 0 to 175,000kg/CH4/PJ, which is 0.8%. These leakage estimates are 
compounded and multiplied. The methane destruction efficiency for landfill gas injected into the natural gas 
transmission and distribution system can now be calculated as the product of these three efficiency factors, giving a 
total efficiency of (99.5% * 99.4% * 99.6%) 98.5% for residential and commercial sector users, and (99.5% * 99.4% 
* 99.2%) 98.1% for industrial plants and power stations.

41
 

 
 

                                                
41

 GE AES Greenhouse Gas Services, Landfill Gas Methodology, Version 1.0 (July 2007). 
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Table B.8. CO2 Emission Factors for Fossil Fuel Use 

Fuel Type Heat Content 
Carbon 
Content 

(Per Unit Energy) 

Fraction 
Oxidized 

CO2 Emission 
Factor 

(Per Unit Energy) 

CO2 Emission 
Factor 

(Per Unit Mass or 
Volume) 

Coal and Coke 
MMBTU / Short 

ton 
kg C / MMBTU  kg CO2 / MMBTU 

kg CO2 / Short 
ton 

Anthracite Coal 25.09 28.26 1.00 103.62 2,599.83 

Bituminous Coal 24.93 25.49 1.00 93.46 2,330.04 

Sub-bituminous Coal 17.25 26.48 1.00 97.09 1,674.86 

Lignite 14.21 26.30 1.00 96.43 1,370.32 

Unspecified (Residential/ Commercial) 22.05 26.00 1.00 95.33 2,102.29 

Unspecified (Industrial Coking) 26.27 25.56 1.00 93.72 2,462.12 

Unspecified (Other Industrial) 22.05 25.63 1.00 93.98 2,072.19 

Unspecified (Electric Utility) 19.95 25.76 1.00 94.45 1,884.53 

Coke 24.80 31.00 1.00 113.67 2,818.93 

Natural Gas (By Heat Content) 
BTU / Standard 

ft
3
 

kg C / MMBTU  kg CO2 / MMBTU 
kg CO2 / 

Standard ft
3 

975 to 1,000 Btu / Standard ft
3
 975 – 1,000 14.73 1.00 54.01 Varies 

1,000 to 1,025 Btu / Standard ft
3
 1,000 – 1,025 14.43 1.00 52.91 Varies 

1,025 to 1,050 Btu / Standard ft
3
 1,025 – 1,050 14.47 1.00 53.06 Varies 

1,050 to 1,075 Btu / Standard ft
3
 1,050 – 1,075 14.58 1.00 53.46 Varies 

1,075 to 1,100 Btu / Standard ft
3
 1,075 – 1,100 14.65 1.00 53.72 Varies 

Greater than 1,100 Btu / Standard ft
3
 > 1,100 14.92 1.00 54.71 Varies 

Weighted U.S. Average 1,029 14.47 1.00 53.06 0.0546 

Petroleum Products MMBTU / Barrel kg C / MMBTU  kg CO2 / MMBTU kg CO2 / gallon 

Asphalt & Road Oil 6.636 20.62 1.00 75.61 11.95 

Aviation Gasoline 5.048 18.87 1.00 69.19 8.32 

Distillate Fuel Oil (#1, 2, and 4) (diesel) 5.825 19.95 1.00 73.15 10.15 

Jet Fuel 5.670 19.33 1.00 70.88 9.57 

Kerosene 5.670 19.72 1.00 72.31 9.76 

LPG (average for fuel use) 3.849 17.23 1.00 63.16 5.79 

   Propane  3.824 17.20 1.00 63.07 5.74 

   Ethane 2.916 16.25 1.00 59.58 4.14 

   Isobutene 4.162 17.75 1.00 65.08 6.45 

   n-Butane 4.328 17.72 1.00 64.97 6.70 

Lubricants 6.065 20.24 1.00 74.21 10.72 

Motor Gasoline 5.218 19.33 1.00 70.88 8.81 

Residual Fuel Oil (#5 and 6) 6.287 21.49 1.00 78.80 11.80 

Crude Oil 5.800 20.33 1.00 74.54 10.29 

Naphtha (<401°F) 5.248 18.14 1.00 66.51 8.31 

Natural Gasoline 4.620 18.24 1.00 66.88 7.36 

Other Oil (>401°F) 5.825 19.95 1.00 73.15 10.15 

Pentanes Plus  4.620 18.24 1.00 66.88 7.36 

Petrochemical Feedstocks 5.428 19.37 1.00 71.02 9.18 

Petroleum Coke 6.024 27.85 1.00 102.12 14.65 

Still Gas 6.000 17.51 1.00 64.20 9.17 

Special Naphtha 5.248 19.86 1.00 72.82 9.10 

Unfinished Oils 5.825 20.33 1.00 74.54 10.34 

Waxes 5.537 19.81 1.00 72.64 9.58 

Source: EPA Climate Leaders, Stationary Combustion Guidance (2007), Table B-2 except: 
Default CO2 emission factors (per unit energy) are calculated as: Carbon Content × Fraction Oxidized × 44/12.  
Default CO2 emission factors (per unit mass or volume) are calculated as: Heat Content x Carbon Content × Fraction 
Oxidized × 44/12× Conversion Factor (if applicable). Heat content factors are based on higher heating values (HHV). 
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Table B.9. Volatile Solids Removed Through Solids Separation
42

 

Type of Solids Separation 
Volatile Solids Removed 

(fraction) 

Gravity 0.45 

Mechanical:  

Stationary screen 0.17 

Vibrating screen 0.15 

Screw press 0.25 

Centrifuge 0.50 

Roller drum 0.25 

Belt press/screen 0.50 

 
 
Table B.10. Baseline Assumptions for Greenfield Projects

43
 

Baseline Assumption 

Dairy Cattle Operations 

Swine Operations >200 Mature Dairy 
Cows 

<200 Mature Dairy 
Cows 

Anaerobic manure 
storage system 

Flush system into an 
anaerobic lagoon with 
>30 day retention time 

Flush system into an 
anaerobic lagoon with 
>30 day retention time 

Flush system into an 
anaerobic lagoon with 
>30 day retention time 

Non-anaerobic manure 
storage system(s) 

Solids storage Solids Storage Solids Storage 

MSL 
90% lagoon 
10% solids storage 

50% lagoon 
50% solids storage 

95% lagoon 
5% solids storage 

Lagoon cleaning 
schedule 

Annually, in September Annually, in September Annually, in September 

 

                                                
42

 U.S.EPA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Development Document, Chapter 5, “Industry 
Subcategorization for Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards”. Adapted from Moser et al. (1999). 
43

 The simplified assumptions contained within this table are based on the waste management system data compiled 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for the development of Table A-194 in Annex 3 of the U.S. Inventory of 
GHG Sources and Sinks 1990-2010 (2012). 
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Appendix C Summary of Performance Standard 
Development 

The analysis to establish a performance standard for the U.S. Livestock Project Protocol was 
undertaken by Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) and independent 
consultant Kathryn Bickel Goldman. It took place at the end of 2006. The analysis culminated in 
a paper that provided a performance standard recommendation to support the Reserve’s 
protocol development process, which the Reserve has incorporated into the protocol’s eligibility 
rules (see Section 33). This analysis was re-visited during the development of Version 4.0 of the 
protocol and, although there was no recommended change to the performance standard, this 
appendix has been updated to reflect more recent data and analysis. 
 
The purpose of a performance standard is to establish a threshold that is significantly better 
than average GHG production for a specified service, which, if met or exceeded by a project 
developer, satisfies the criterion of “additionality.” This protocol focuses on the following direct 
emission reduction activity: avoiding methane emissions from the anaerobic storage and 
treatment of livestock manure. Therefore, in this case the methane emissions correspond to 
GHG production, and manure treatment/storage correspond to the specified service.  
 
The analysis to establish the performance standard evaluated U.S.- and California-specific data 
on dairy and swine manure management systems. Ultimately, it recommended a practice-
based/technology-specific GHG emissions performance standard – i.e. the installation of a 
manure digester (or Biogas Control System (BCS), more generally). The paper was composed 
of the following sections:  
 

 The livestock industry in the U.S. and California 
 Livestock manure management practices 
 GHG emissions from livestock manure management 
 Data on livestock manure management practices in the U.S. and California 
 Current and anticipated regulations in California impacting manure management 

practices 
 Recommendation for a performance threshold for livestock operations 
 Considerations for baseline determinations 

 
The initial analysis from that paper can be found in earlier versions of the U.S. Livestock Project 
Protocol Performance Standard Appendix.44 In this updated Performance Standard Appendix, 
The additional, California-specific analysis showed adoption rates similar to the rest of the 
country, and thus has been removed from this document to reflect the Reserve’s decision to 
apply the same performance standard to all operations across the United States. Beef facility 
and animal information has also been removed as beef operations are not currently eligible 
under the Protocol.  

                                                
44

 Climate Action Reserve U.S. Livestock Project Protocol V1.0-3.0, Appendix C, 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/us-livestock/ 
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C.1 Analysis of Common Practice 

C.1.1 U.S. Data on Manure Management Practices 

For the initial performance standard analysis, data from the Draft EPA Climate Leaders Offset 
Protocol for Managing Manure with Biogas Recovery Systems (2006) were used to assess 
national-level manure management practices. That protocol relied on data describing farm 
distribution and manure management systems from the Manure Management portion of the 
Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 – 2004 and used data on the 
number of farms by farm size and geographic location from the 2002 Census of Agriculture.45  
  
Information compiled for the EPA’s U.S. GHG Inventory also provided a breakdown of the 
assumed predominant manure management systems in use for dairy and swine operations. 
Table C.1 and Table C.3 show data compiled for the systems in place in 2006. Table C.2 and 
Table C.4 show the Reserve’s approximate recreation of the same analysis using the most 
recently published numbers.46  
 
Table C.1. Dairy and Swine Operations in the U.S. by Manure Management System (2006) 

Animal 

Number of Operations by Manure Management System 

P/R/P 
Anaerobic 
Digester 

Lagoon Liquid/ Slurry Solid Storage Deep Pit Total 

Dairy 72,487 62 4,453 4,345 9,494 1,147 91,989 

Swine 53,230 18 6,571 6,303 1,129 11,643 78,894 

Source: U.S. EPA Climate Leaders Offset Protocol for Managing Manure with Biogas Recovery Systems (2008), 
Table I.A. 

 
Table C.2. Dairy and Swine Operations in the U.S. by Manure Management System (2012) 

Animal 

Number of Operations by Manure Management System 

P/R/P 
Anaerobic 
Digester 

Lagoon Liquid/ Slurry Solid Storage Deep Pit Total 

Dairy 56,075 185* 3,332 3,261 6,263 775 69,890 

Swine 55,110 30 5,740 4,641 892 9,029 75,442 

Source: U.S. EPA GHG Inventory (2012), U.S. EPA AgSTAR Database (2012), U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 2007 
Census of Agriculture 
* There are three systems in operation that digest both swine and dairy manure. For the purpose of this analysis they 
are considered as dairy. 

                                                
45

 EPA GHG Inventory Reports in subsequent years (including 2010) still rely on the results of the 2002 Census for 
this data. 
46

 The equivalent analysis based on the 2007 census is unavailable in the same format from the EPA Climate 
Leaders program. The Reserve performed a similar analysis using data for manure management from the Inventory 
of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks (2012), data on the prevalence of anaerobic digesters from the U.S. 
EPA’s AgSTAR database (Sept. 2012), and data on the number of farms by farms size and geographic location from 
the 2007 Census of Agriculture, the results of which are Table C.2 and Table C.4. This analysis may not have been 
performed in precisely the same way as the EPA Climate Leaders Program analysis; however it serves the purpose 
of evaluating the current state of the dairy and swine manure management practices. The following classification 
assumptions were made: 1. digester projects associated with farms of size are classified by based on other 
information in the AgSTAR database, if available, or assumed to be in the medium size class; 2. farms employing 
anaerobic digesters are subtracted from the USDA counts based on “Baseline System” or other information in the 
AgSTAR database, if available. Where the “Baseline System” is categorized as “Storage Tank or Pond or Pit,” the 
farm is assumed to belong in the “Liquid/Slurry” category for Dairy and the “Deep Pit” category for Swine. 
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The distribution of livestock across different sized operations can be an important criterion when 
developing a livestock manure management performance standard. There is a general 
relationship between manure management practices and operation size, where larger 
operations (in terms of livestock numbers) tend to use manure management systems that treat 
and store waste in liquid form (i.e. flush or scrape/slurry systems), particularly in dairy and swine 
operations.47 
 
Table C.3. Dairy and Swine Operations by Size and Manure Management System (2006) 

Animal 

Number of Operations by Farm Size and Manure Management System 

Farm Size P/R/P 
Anaerobic 
Digester 

Lagoon 
Liquid/ 
Slurry 

Solid 
Storage 

Deep Pit Total 

Dairy 

≥500 head 320 48 1,614 675 245 - 2,902 

200-499 3,213 9 617 652 54 - 4,546 

1-199 6,8954 5 2,223 3,017 9,195 1,147 84,541 

Swine 

≥2000 head - 14 2,581 1,084 297 2,774 6,749 

200-2000 - 3 3,990 5,219 832 8,869 18,913 

1-199 53,230 1 - - - - 53,231 

Source: U.S. 2002 Census of Agriculture. 

 

Table C.4. Dairy and Swine Operations by Size and Manure Management System (2012) 

Animal 

Number of Operations by Farm Size and Manure Management System 

Farm Size P/R/P 
Anaerobic 
Digester 

Lagoon 
Liquid/ 
Slurry 

Solid 
Storage 

Deep Pit Total 

Dairy 

≥500 head 312 154 1,824 710 284 - 3,284 

200-499 3205 25 502 531 44 - 4,307 

1-199 52559 6 1,006 2,020 5,934 775 62,299 

Swine 

≥2000 head - 26 3,182 1,295 358 3,345 8,206 

200-2000 - 3 2,557 3,347 534 5,685 12,125 

1-199 55,110 1 - - - - 55,111 

Source: U.S. EPA GHG Inventory (2012), U.S. EPA AgSTAR Database (2012), U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 2007 
Census of Agriculture. 

 
According to the Interim Draft Winter 2006 AgSTAR Digest used for the initial analysis, of 
91,988 dairy and 78,894 swine farm operations in the United States, a total of 80 anaerobic 
digesters were in operation: 62 (0.07%) for dairy manure and 18 (0.02%) for swine manure.  
 
Data were also disaggregated in the Climate Leaders protocol to determine whether digester 
installation was a common practice in any animal production operation size range. As was 
shown in Table C.3, even at large animal production operations, very few digester systems were 
in place. At dairy farms with ≥500 head, only 1.7% of manure management systems included 
digesters, and of swine farms with >2000 head, only 0.2% had digesters.  
 

                                                
47

 U.S. Inventory of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2004 (and earlier editions), US Environmental 
Protection Agency, Report # 430-R-06-002, April 2006. 
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The most current information from the AgSTAR database (September 2012) shows that the 
number of anaerobic digesters in operation or under construction has nearly tripled at dairy 
farms and increased by more than 50% at swine farms. In terms of prevalence as a manure 
management practice across farms however, the practice remains the exception, rather than the 
rule. Currently there are 185 digesters at dairy farms (0.14%), and 30 at swine farms (0.03%). 
The number of digesters at the largest farms increased the most significantly, with 154 digesters 
at dairy farms with ≥500 head (4.69%), and 26 at swine operations with ≥2000 head (0.32%). Of 
the 185 dairy farms with anaerobic digesters in operation, 84 have participated in GHG offset 
programs; eight of the 30 swine farms with anaerobic digester have participated in GHG offset 
programs. Table C.5 shows the distribution and percentages of digesters in operation or under 
construction by size farm, compared to farms with other manure management practices; Table 
C.6 shows the same distribution, but does not include the digesters at farms participating in 
GHG offset programs. 
 
The “natural” market penetration of anaerobic digesters on livestock facilities can be considered 
as the percentage of farms that choose this management option without the incentive provided 
by GHG offset programs. Table C.6 shows that the natural market penetration of anaerobic 
digesters on dairy and swine facilities in the U.S. remains very low. The highest rate of adoption 
is among dairy farms with ≥500 head, at 2.31%. However, this number conservatively includes 
anaerobic digestion facilities that are currently under construction. As many if not all of these 
facilities may actually be installed in response to GHG offset programs (which is often not 
known until they are operational and become publicly listed in one of these programs), even this 
small rate of adoption is likely to be overestimated by this analysis. If the anaerobic digesters 
that are under construction are all assumed to be GHG offset projects, then the natural market 
penetration of anaerobic digesters on dairy facilities of ≥ 500 head drops to 1.71%. 
 
Table C.5. Dairy and Swine Operations by Size and Manure Management System (2012) 

Animal 

Number of Operations by Farm Size and Manure Management System 

Farm Size P/R/P 
Anaerobic 
Digester 

Lagoon 
Liquid/ 
Slurry 

Solid 
Storage 

Deep Pit Total 

Dairy 

≥500 head 
312 154 1,824 710 284 - 

3,284 
9.49% 4.69% 55.53% 21.63% 8.66% - 

200-499 
3,205 25 502 531 44 - 

4,307 
74.41% 0.58% 11.66% 12.32% 1.03% - 

1-199 
52,559 6 1,006 2,020 5,934 775 

62,299 
84.37% 0.01% 1.61% 3.24% 9.52% 1.24% 

Total 
56,075 185 3,332 3,261 6,263 775 

69,890 
80.23% 0.26% 4.77% 4.67% 8.96% 1.11% 

Swine 

≥2000 
head 

- 26 3,182 1,295 358 3,345 
8,206 

- 0.32% 38.78% 15.78% 4.37% 40.76% 

200-1999 
- 3 2,557 3,347 534 5,685 

12,125 
- 0.02% 21.09% 27.60% 4.40% 46.88% 

1-199 
55,110 1 - - - - 

55,111 
99.998% 0.002% - - - - 

Total 
55,110 30 5,740 4,641 892 9,029 

75,442 
73.05% 0.04% 7.61% 6.15% 1.18% 11.97% 

Source: U.S. EPA GHG Inventory (2012), U.S. EPA AgSTAR Database (2012), U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 2007 
Census of Agriculture. 
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Table C.6. Dairy and Swine Operations by Size and Manure Management System (2012) 

Not including those participating in a GHG offset program. 

Animal 

Number of Operations by Farm Size and Manure Management System 

Farm Size P/R/P 
Anaerobic 
Digester 

Lagoon 
Liquid/ 
Slurry 

Solid 
Storage 

Deep Pit Total 

Dairy 

≥500 head 
312 74 1,824 710 284 - 

3,204 
9.73% 2.31% 56.91% 22.17% 8.88% - 

200-499 
3,205 21 502 531 44 - 

4,303 
74.47% 0.49% 11.67% 12.33% 1.03% - 

1-199 
52,559 6 1,006 2,020 5,934 775 

62,299 
84.37% 0.01% 1.61% 3.24% 9.52% 1.24% 

Total 
56,075 101 3,332 3,261 6,263 775 

69,806 
80.33% 0.14% 4.77% 4.67% 8.97% 1.11% 

Swine 

≥2000 
head 

- 19 3,182 1,295 358 3,345 
8,199 

- 0.23% 38.81% 15.79% 4.37% 40.80% 

200-1999 
- 2 2,557 3,347 534 5,685 

12,124 
- 0.02% 21.09% 27.60% 4.40% 46.89% 

1-199 
55,110 1 - - - - 

55,111 
99.998% 0.002% - - - - 

Total 
55,110 22 5,740 4,641 892 9,029 

75,434 
73.06% 0.03% 7.61% 6.15% 1.18% 11.97% 

Source: U.S. EPA GHG Inventory (2012), U.S. EPA AgSTAR Database (2012), U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 2007 
Census of Agriculture, open GHG offset program registries. 

 
Finally, as anaerobic digesters are most likely to be installed on livestock facilities that already 
utilize liquid-based manure management systems, it is useful to examine the market penetration 
among only these facilities. Table C.7 shows that, among the total facilities utilizing liquid 
manure management systems, the natural market penetration of anaerobic digesters is 1.35% 
for dairy farms and 0.11% for swine farms.48 The highest rate, seen among dairy farms of ≥500 
head, is 2.84%. This continues to be an extremely low rate of adoption for anaerobic digestion 
technology. 
 

                                                
48

 There is seemingly 100% market penetration on swine farms with <200 animals, due to the fact that there was only 
one farm in the dataset utilizing liquid manure management, and it also had an anaerobic digester. A greater trend of 
adoption of anaerobic digestion cannot be drawn from this single farm. 
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Table C.7. Dairy and Swine Operations Utilizing Liquid Manure Management, by Size and Manure 
Management System (2012) 

Not including those participating in a GHG offset program. 

Animal 

Number of Operations by Farm Size Using Anaerobic Manure Management 
(Excluding GHG Offsets) 

Farm Size Anaerobic Digester 
Liquid Manure 
Management 

Total 

Dairy 

≥500 head 
74 2,534 

2,608 
2.84% 97.16% 

200-499 
21 1,033 

1,054 
1.99% 98.01% 

1-199 
6 3,800 

3,806 
0.16% 99.84% 

Total 
101 7,367 

7,468 
1.35% 98.65% 

Swine 

≥2000 head 
19 7,822 

7,841 
0.24% 99.76% 

200-1999 
2 11,589 

11,591 
0.02% 99.98% 

1-199 
1 - 

1 
100.00% - 

Total 
22 19,410 

19,432 
0.11% 99.89% 

C.1.2 U.S. and State Manure Management Regulations  

As a part of the Reserve’s protocol management, regulatory developments are tracked through, 
among other outreach and research activities, reporting on regulatory requirements by project 
developers and verification bodies in the verification process. Of the farms with an anaerobic 
digester that have participated in GHG offset projects documented in EPA’s AgSTAR program, 
65 have listed their projects under the Reserve’s U.S. Livestock Project Protocol. Twenty-seven 
projects have been registered with the Reserve, i.e., successfully undergone the verification 
process. This includes projects in four of the five top dairy producing states, namely, California, 
Wisconsin, Texas and Idaho. In states where registered Reserve projects are located, no state 
or federal regulations have been found that would require the use of a BCS.  

C.2  Performance Standard Recommendation 
The original SAIC report recommended that a performance standard apply to the control of 
methane emissions from dairy and swine livestock operations in the U.S. and California. In 
particular, the performance standard should be a technology-specific threshold that dairy or 
swine operators would meet. The recommended threshold would be the installation of a BCS 
(e.g. an anaerobic digester). 
 
The report found that even under favorable conditions digesters were found on less than 1% of 
the dairies in California, which was found to be representative of the U.S. market; and that if a 
dairy operator chose to install a digester then the farmer would be managing waste in the 99th 
percentile. This constitutes above and beyond common practice. The report also found that the 
main barrier inhibiting the installation and use of digesters was cost. Cost studies performed by 
EPA’s AgSTAR program and the California Electricity Commission indicated that significant 
subsidies and/or incentives were needed to encourage additional digester installations. 
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The Reserve adopted this performance standard recommendation based on the data available 
at the time of the SAIC report. While the number of anaerobic digesters has increased 
significantly, the market penetration of BCS technology remains quite low, especially among 
those farms which are not receiving revenues from GHG offset markets. Today a dairy operator 
who chooses to install a digester would be managing waste in the 98th percentile—a modest 
increase since the original analysis, but hardly a significant shift in common practice. 
Furthermore, cost continues to inhibit wider adoption of BCS technologies according to a recent 
EPA report on the status of anaerobic digester adoption.49 In light of these facts, the Reserve 
will not alter the current performance standard, but will continue to monitor market 
developments in the future.  

C.3 Renewable Energy Credits and Other Revenue Opportunities for 
Biogas-to-Energy Projects  

Along with carbon credits, there are opportunities for farms installing digesters to earn additional 
revenues from a variety of sources that support renewable energy generation. These include 
loans and grants for developing biogas-to-energy projects and the sale of Renewable Energy 
Certificates (RECs) for use in a renewable portfolio standard (RPS) or a renewable portfolio 
goal (RPG)50.  
 
When considering additionality and the ability to generate RECs and CRTs from a livestock 
project, it is important to remember that the REC and CRT are created by two different but 
related activities. The REC is awarded for generating renewable electricity from the biogas 
collected by the BCS, whereas the CRT is awarded for the climate benefit created by the 
conversion of CH4 in the biogas into CO2 through combustion of the biogas. Under this protocol, 
projects are not required to generate electricity with collected biogas or send it to a natural gas 
pipeline. Rather, they are only required to destroy the biogas. So while a project may generate 
renewable electricity with its biogas, renewable energy generation is not an activity required or 
credited under this protocol.  
 
As there are a number of active RPS, RPG and voluntary REC programs nationwide, the 
availability of revenue from the sales of RECs is inherently represented in the data analyzed to 
set the performance standard. Since this analysis shows that the installation of a digester is not 
common practice at dairy and swine farms, the Reserve does not limit a project’s ability to 
generate or sell RECs. Due to the numerous barriers to implementation of an anaerobic digester 
project, their success typically relies on a complex array of factors, including multiple incentive 
program. Renewable energy incentives alone have not significantly increased the natural 
market penetration of these projects.  
 
When considering additionality and the availability of public dollars to support the development 
of biogas-to-energy projects, the Reserve has identified numerous state and local programs to 
support such projects through grants, loans and payments. Although the Reserve’s performance 
standard tests do not require individual project assessments of financial viability or returns, they 
are designed to reflect these factors in determining which projects are additional. Even with the 
funds available, the installation of anaerobic digesters according to this protocol is still very rare. 
Thus, even if a project does receive a grant or loan to support the generation of renewable 

                                                
49

 U.S. Anaerobic Digester Status Report, October 2010, 
http://www.epa.gov/agstar/documents/digester_status_report2010.pdf 
50

 Whereas compliance with an RPS is mandatory, RPGs set voluntary compliance targets. 

http://www.epa.gov/agstar/documents/digester_status_report2010.pdf
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energy from a biogas project, the performance standard and rules set forth in this protocol 
should ensure the additionality of the CRTs generated. 
 
Beyond grants and loans for biogas-to-energy projects, there are two nationwide payment 
programs administered by USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) that support 
the installation of anaerobic digesters. Authorized by the 2008 Farm Bill, the Environmental 
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), and the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Initiative (CBWI) are 
programs that provide payments to support the installation of a BCS and are implemented at the 
state- and county-level. NRCS expressly allows the sale of environmental credits from enrolled 
lands,51 but does not provide any additional guidance on ensuring the environmental benefit of 
any mitigation payment stacked with an NRCS payment.  
 
All NRCS programs share a common set of conservation practice standards that contain 
information on why and where the practice is to be applied, and set forth the minimum quality 
criteria that must be met during the application of that practice in order for it to achieve its 
intended purpose(s). 
 
NRCS Conservation Practice Standard 366 – Anaerobic Digester (CPS 366) provides 
assistance to farmers for the treatment of manure and other byproducts of animal agricultural 
operations for one or more of the following reasons: to capture biogas for energy production, to 
manage odors, to reduce the net effect of greenhouse gas emissions, or to reduce pathogens.52  
 
Data obtained from NRCS show that less than 0.3% of farms eligible for funding under CPS 366 
(i.e., farms with anaerobic operations) have received NRCS funds to install a BCS.53 In practice, 
only 9% of the farms that installed BCS since 2004 have received NRCS funds. Because the 
installation of anaerobic digesters is expensive, uncommon and generally not already funded by 
NRCS programs, the use of NRCS payments to help finance project activity is allowed under 
this protocol. 

                                                
51

 EQIP, 7 CFR §1466.36; CSP, 7 CFR §1470.37. 
52

 Natural Resources Conservation Service. (September 2009). Conservation Practice Standard, Anaerobic Digester, 
Code 366. State-specific conservation practice standards can be downloaded from 
http://efotg.sc.egov.usda.gov//efotg_locator.aspx.  
53

 Based on 2004-2011 data obtained from NRCS Resource Economics, Analysis and Policy Division through 
personal communication.  
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Appendix D Data Substitution  
This appendix provides guidance on calculating emission reductions when data integrity has 
been compromised either due to missing data points or a failed calibration. No data substitution 
is permissible for the operational status of destruction devices. Rather, the methodologies 
presented below are to be used only for the methane concentration and flow metering 
parameters. If operational data are missing for a destruction device, then the device shall be 
assumed to have been inoperable, and will be assigned a destruction efficiency of zero for that 
period. 

D.1 Missing Data 
The Reserve expects that projects will have continuous, uninterrupted data for the entire 
verification period. However, the Reserve recognizes that unexpected events or occurrences 
may result in brief data gaps.  
 
The following data substitution methodology may be used only for flow and methane 
concentration data gaps that are discrete, limited, non-chronic, and due to unforeseen 
circumstances. Data substitution can only be applied to methane concentration or flow readings, 
but not both simultaneously. If data are missing for both parameters, no reductions can be 
credited. 
 
Further, substitution may only occur when the following is true: 
 

1. For methane concentration substitution, flow rates during the data gap must be 
consistent with normal operation.  

2. For flow substitution, methane concentration rates during the data gap must be 
consistent with normal operations. 

 
If corroborating parameters fail to demonstrate any of these requirements, no substitution may 
be employed. If the requirements above can be met, the following substitution methodology 
maybe applied: 
 

Duration of Missing Data Substitution Methodology 

Less than six hours 
Use the average of the four hours immediately before and following the 
outage 

Six to 24 hours 
Use the 90% lower or upper confidence limit of the 24 hours prior to and 
after the outage, whichever results in greater conservativeness 

One to seven days 
Use the 95% lower or upper confidence limit of the 72 hours prior to and 
after the outage, whichever results in greater conservativeness 

Greater than one week No data may be substituted and no credits may be generated 

 
Note: It is conservative to use the upper confidence limit when calculating emissions from the 
BCS (Equation 5.6); however it is conservative to use the lower confidence limit when 
calculating the total amount of methane that is destroyed in the BCS Equation 5.10. 
 
For periods when it is not possible to use data substitution to fill data gaps, no emission 
reductions may be claimed. The methane flow volume for these days shall be zero, and the 
number of reporting days for that month shall be reduced to exclude the days of missing data. 
This guidance is not to be used for venting events.  
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Appendix E Development of the B0 Sampling and Analysis 
Methodology 

With the release of Livestock Protocol Version 4.0, the Reserve has adopted a novel 
methodology for the sampling and analysis of livestock manure to determine maximum methane 
potential. In all previous versions of the protocol, the value of this term was defined by the 
default options provided in Table B.3, which were themselves sourced from the EPA Climate 
Leaders Draft Manure Offset Protocol. Other than a change in the value of the default for Dairy 
Cows with Version 2.1 from a “low roughage” value to a “high roughage” value, these default 
values have not changed since the first version of the protocol was adopted. Reserve staff have 
received feedback from stakeholders that in many cases, the default value for a particular 
animal category, especially Dairy Cows, is excessively conservative. Based on this feedback, 
the Reserve initiated a process to explore the options for updating the default values for 
maximum methane potential (B0). After review of existing methodologies and literature related to 
manure methane potential, the Reserve determined that there is currently not a clear basis for 
establishing different default values. However, direct sampling and analysis were identified as 
an option that could be immediately provided as an alternative to the existing default values. 
 
In 2009 the Reserve adopted the Organic Waste Digestion project protocol (updated to Version 
2.0 in 2011). This protocol introduced a procedure for the determination of site-specific B0 value 
for organic wastewater streams (OWD V2.0, Section 6.1.3.2). These requirements formed the 
basis for the development of a sampling and analysis procedure for livestock projects. 
 
In early September, 2012, the Reserve solicited stakeholder interest for participation in the 
development process for this new methodology. A diverse group of 36 stakeholders 
representing carbon project developers, academia, government, livestock industry, GHG 
verification bodies, and others, responded to this request. These stakeholders then received a 
memorandum detailing the proposed methodology and were invited to a webinar on September 
19, 2012 to provide feedback and engage in discussion. 22 individuals participated in the 
webinar discussion, providing a great deal of feedback and suggestions for improvement. 
 
In addition to the public stakeholder consultation, Reserve staff worked directly with experts in 
industry and academia to further refine the methodology. The goal was to identify a sampling 
and testing regime that could consistently provide accurate estimates of the B0 value of different 
manure streams, and that would be reasonably practical for implementation. The major 
considerations and decisions are addressed below. 
 
Sampling Schedule 

The sampling procedure requires that six samples be taken at regular intervals throughout the 
day. These individual samples are then combined into one composite sample to represent that 
event. The sampling procedure in the OWD protocol calls for 10 samples spaced out over at 
least one week. In consultation with expert stakeholders, it was determined that livestock 
manure will be less variable over such short timescales, and that the collection of multiple 
samples in a single day would be sufficient to control for sample variability and error. A more 
onerous sampling requirement would introduce additional resourcing requirements and costs 
disproportionate to any reduction in uncertainty/error. 
 
The procedure also requires that the sampling event take place between the months of August 
through November (inclusive). The Reserve has limited the applicability of this procedure to 
dairy facilities, and expects that it will mainly be used for the determination of a site-specific B0 
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for dairy cows. Thus, the timing of the sampling procedure is designed to avoid overestimating 
the B0 value for this particular livestock category. Academic experts advised the Reserve that 
the methane generating potential of dairy cow manure tends to be positively correlated with milk 
production.54 To ensure that the average B0 value for the year is not overestimated, it is 
appropriate to avoid sampling the manure during periods of above-average milk production. 
Reserve staff used data from the National Agricultural Statistics Service55 to examine monthly 
milk production trends. For the years 1998-2011, the milk production for each month (in lb/head) 
was compared to the average monthly milk production for that year. This process highlighted 
the months with above or below-average milk production, while controlling for the overall trend 
of increasing milk production year-over-year. Figure E.1 shows the results of this analysis and 
the consistent pattern of milk production during this 14 year period. 
 

 
Figure E.1. Monthly Milk Production Trends as a Percent Change Over Annual Average Monthly Milk 

Production (1998-2011) 

 
Based on this analysis the Reserve has limited the sampling period to August through 
November. These months consistently exhibit average- to below-average milk production, which 
should result in a conservative estimate of the annual average B0 value. 
 
Sample Source 

The procedure instructs the user to obtain a manure sample that represents only a single animal 
category, prior to mixing with other residues (except for flush water in the case of flush 
systems). While certain stakeholders indicated through public comment that they would prefer to 
sample the entire waste stream as it enters the digester, there are two main reasons why this 
requirement was not amended: 
 

                                                
54

 In the future, it may be possible to develop a default methane potential that is based directly on monthly milk 
production, though additional research is needed. 
55

 Accessed from the USDA website at http://quickstats.nass.usda.gov/.  
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1. The waste stream entering the digester may contain ineligible materials which, while 
permitted to be processed by the project BCS, should not be represented in the 
quantification of baseline emissions. 

2. The baseline quantification model is run on a monthly basis, using the actual animal 
population figures for that month. The relative populations of different animal categories 
may change during the year, resulting in an overall B0 value for the manure from that 
facility that is variable through time. To use a composite B0 value, representative of 
multiple animal categories, would create quantification inaccuracies if relative 
populations change from one month to the next (see Table E.1). 

 
Table E.1. Effects of Relative Population Size on Composite B0 Value 

Animal Category B0 Value 
Population in 

Month 1 
Population in 

Month 2 
Population in 

Month 3 

Dairy Cows 0.24 2,000 800 3,000 

Heifers 0.17 500 2,000 200 

Calves 0.17 500 1,200 0 

Composite B0 Value 0.22 0.18 0.24 

 
There is an additional step for dairies that utilize a flush system for manure management, as the 
flush water is typically composed of some type of wastewater, which could have a significant 
methane potential. For these systems it is necessary to also sample the flush water inlet point 
prior to mixing with the manure, so that the methane potential of the flush water can then be 
subtracted from the methane potential of the sample. 
 
Laboratory Analysis 

The Reserve undertook research to determine whether standard procedures/processes existed 
for the professional analysis of B0 potential. This research revealed that while there is currently 
no standard laboratory certification scheme within the US pertaining to this type of analysis, 
there are commonly-accepted methods for undertaking the relevant biochemical methane 
potential (BMP) analysis itself. The requirements to document a laboratory’s experience and 
standard operating procedures were introduced to ensure rigor and consistency among testing 
bodies. 
 
The Reserve consulted with commercial and university testing laboratories regarding the 
requirements for the biochemical methane potential (BMP) assay. The resulting requirements 
closely resemble the standard procedures of existing laboratories. It is necessary for the 
protocol to prescribe at least basic parameters for the BMP assay in order to ensure 
consistency among projects that hire different laboratories. The inclusion of a control assay was 
suggested by multiple laboratories as an important quality check on the viability of the seed 
inoculum that is used for the BMP assay. 
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Appendix F Sample Livestock Project Diagram 
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U.S. Livestock Project Protocol  
Version 4.0 

ERRATA AND CLARIFICATIONS 
 
The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) published its U.S. Livestock Project Protocol Version 4.0 
(LSPP V4.0) in January 2013. While the Reserve intends for the LSPP V4.0 to be a complete, 
transparent document, it recognizes that correction of errors and clarifications will be necessary 
as the protocol is implemented and issues are identified. This document is an official record of 
all errata and clarifications applicable to the LSPP V4.0.1 
 
Per the Reserve’s Program Manual, both errata and clarifications are considered effective on 
the date they are first posted on the Reserve website. The effective date of each erratum or 
clarification is clearly designated below. All listed and registered livestock projects must 
incorporate and adhere to these errata and clarifications when they undergo verification. The 
Reserve will incorporate both errata and clarifications into future versions of the protocol.  
 
All project developers and verification bodies must refer to this document to ensure that the 
most current guidance is adhered to in project design and verification. Verification bodies shall 
refer to this document immediately prior to uploading any Verification Statement to assure all 
issues are properly addressed and incorporated into verification activities. 
 
If you have any questions about the updates or clarifications in this document, please contact 
Policy at policy@climateactionreserve.org or (213) 891-1444 x3. 
 
 

                                                
1 See Section 4.3.4 of the Climate Action Reserve Program Manual for an explanation of the Reserve’s policies on 
protocol errata and clarifications. “Errata” are issued to correct typographical errors. “Clarifications” are issued to 
ensure consistent interpretation and application of the protocol. For document management and program 
implementation purposes, both errata and clarifications are contained in this single document. 

mailto:policy@climateactionreserve.org
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Errata and Clarifications (arranged by protocol section) 
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1. Regulatory Compliance at Centralized Digesters (CLARIFICATION – July 21, 2016) ...... 3 
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2. Accounting for Methane Emissions during Temporary Project Shutdown 
(CLARIFICATION – October 29, 2013) ............................................................................ 3 

3. Service Providers for Site-Specific Destruction Efficiency Testing (CLARIFICATION – 
January 21, 2014) ............................................................................................................ 4 
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4. Monitoring Operational Status (CLARIFICATION – October 29, 2013) ............................ 5 
5. Meter Field Check Procedures (CLARIFICATION – October 29, 2013) ........................... 5 
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7. Data Substitution when Operational Data are Missing (ERRATUM – October 29, 2013).. 6 
8. Data Substitution for Continuous Methane Data (CLARIFICATION – October 29, 2013) . 7 
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Section 3 

1. Regulatory Compliance at Centralized Digesters (CLARIFICATION – 
July 21, 2016) 

Section: 3.6 (Regulatory Compliance) 
 
Context: This section states that, where a verifier determines that project activities have caused 
a material violation, no CRTs will be issued during the period(s) when the violation occurred. 
The guidance in this section does not specify how to address regulatory compliance for projects 
where manure is received from multiple farms and managed in a centralized BCS.  
 
It is unclear whether a violation with respect to one manure source facility would jeopardize the 
ability of the project to receive credit from emission reductions related to manure from other 
source facilities. It may be possible for an offset project at a centralized digester to have CRTs 
issued to it for manure from compliant manure source facilities during a period of time when one 
or more manure source facilities are materially noncompliant with a regulation. 
 
Clarification: The following text shall be inserted on page 7, at the end of Section 3.6: 
 
“With respect to projects that accept and manage manure from multiple, discrete source 
facilities (separate from the project BCS in both physical location and management), it may be 
possible for a project developer to demonstrate that a regulatory violation at one source facility 
does not affect the eligibility of the entire project under this section. Project developers should 
contact the Reserve to discuss potential regulatory non-compliance issues.” 
 

Section 5 

2. Accounting for Methane Emissions during Temporary Project 
Shutdown (CLARIFICATION – October 29, 2013) 

Section: 5.3 (Calculating Project Methane Emissions) 
 
Context: The last full paragraph on page 24 reads: “Although not common under normal 
digester operation, it is possible that a venting event may occur due to catastrophic failure of 
digester cover materials, the digester vessel, or the gas collection system. In the event that a 
catastrophic system failure results in the venting of biogas, the quantity of methane released to 
the atmosphere shall be estimated according to Equation 5.7 below.” 
 
Equation 5.7 on page 26 provides guidance for calculating the quantity of methane released 
during a venting event, which is added to the total Project Methane Emissions from the BCS, as 
calculated in Equation 5.6. Equation 5.7 accounts for two releases of biogas: the initial release 
of biogas being stored in the digester, and then the daily release of additional gas that is 
generated in the digester until the gas collection system is functional. 
 
The intent of the current guidance is to account for situations where the project digester 
continues to receive and treat manure, but the gas collection system is discovered to be 
compromised. In situations where the project digester has been shut down for longer periods of 
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time, biogas is typically released from the digester and then project manure directed to an 
anaerobic system (e.g. either the covers are taken off the digester or manure is diverted to open 
lagoons) that would meet the definition in Section 3.4. During such longer shutdowns, it has not 
been clear whether this entire period of time should be considered a venting event and, if so, 
how quantification of emissions should proceed. 
 
Clarification: The following text shall be inserted between Equation 5.7 and Equation 5.8 on 
page 26: 
 
“A venting event occurs when the project digester continues to process manure, but biogas is 
vented directly to the atmosphere (e.g. through a rip in a lagoon cover or a broken pipe). 
Projects that experience a venting event shall continue to use Equation 5.7 to calculate the 
resulting project methane emissions. 
 
A project shutdown occurs when the project digester is no longer functional. This occurs when 
the project reverts to an open, uncontrolled, anaerobic manure treatment system (e.g. the 
manure is redirected to open, anaerobic lagoons, or the cover is completely removed from a 
covered lagoon digester and no heating or mixing occurs). A project shutdown is defined as a 
venting event on the day of the shutdown, and then a cessation of project operations until the 
BCS is once again operable. 
 
In the case where the project BCS is shut down and the manure is treated in an open, 
uncontrolled, anaerobic system (meeting the definition in Section 3.4), the project scenario shall 
be assumed to be equal to the baseline scenario. In this case the project must quantify the 
release of stored biogas (MSBCS in Equation 5.7) at the time that the system is shut down, but 
not the subsequent daily release of biogas from the open lagoons. In these situations the project 
will cease quantification of emission reductions until the BCS is once again operational.” 

3. Service Providers for Site-Specific Destruction Efficiency Testing 
(CLARIFICATION – January 21, 2014) 

Section: 5.3 (Calculating Project Methane Emissions) 
 
Context: Footnote 19 on page 25 provides guidelines for service provider accreditation. It is not 
clear what specific options are available and permissible for projects located in a state or locality 
which does not have an accreditation program for source test service providers. Footnote 26 on 
page 29 and the first full paragraph on page 69 in Appendix B contain similar language. 
 
Clarification: The intent of this requirement is to ensure that any source testing conducted for 
the determination of a site-specific value for methane destruction efficiency is of a quality that 
would be acceptable for compliance by a regulatory body. The following text shall replace the 
last sentence of footnote 19 on page 25, of footnote 26 on page 29, and of the first full 
paragraph on page 69 of Appendix B: 
 

“If neither the state nor locality relevant to the project site offer accreditation for source 
testing service providers, projects may use an accredited service provider from another 
U.S. state or domestic locality. Alternatively, projects may choose a non-accredited 
service provider, under the following conditions: 1) the service provider must provide 
verifiable evidence of prior testing which was accepted for compliance by a domestic 
regulatory agency, and 2) the prior testing procedures must be substantially similar to 
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the procedures used for determining methane destruction efficiency for the project 
destruction device(s).” 

 

Section 6 

4. Monitoring Operational Status (CLARIFICATION – October 29, 
2013) 

Section: 6.2 (Biogas Control System Monitoring Requirements) 
 
Context: The first and second paragraphs of page 35 in Section 6.2 states that “[o]perational 
activity of the destruction devices shall be monitored and documented at least hourly to ensure 
actual methane destruction. … If for any reason the destruction device or the operational 
monitoring equipment…is inoperable, then all metered biogas going to the particular device 
shall be assumed to be released to atmosphere…[and] the destruction efficiency of the device 
must be assumed to be zero.” 
 
Certain types of destruction devices, such as internal combustion engines and most large boiler 
systems, are designed in such a way that gas may not flow through the device if it is not 
operational. It has not been clear how the requirements of Section 6.2 apply to these devices.  
 
Clarification: The first sentence of the first paragraph on page 35 shall be read to apply to all 
destruction devices in use during the reporting period. The paragraph on page 34 of Section 6.2 
starting, “[a] single flow meter may be used…,” shall not be construed to relax the requirement 
for hourly operational data for all destruction devices. Rather, that paragraph is allowing a 
specific metering arrangement during periods when one or more devices are known to be not 
operating. All destruction devices must have their operational status monitored and recorded at 
least hourly. If these data are missing or never recorded for a particular device, that device will 
be assumed to be not operating and will be assigned a destruction efficiency of zero for all flow 
data that are assigned to that device. 

5. Meter Field Check Procedures (CLARIFICATION – October 29, 
2013) 

Section: 6.3 (Biogas Measurement Instrument QA/QC) 
 
Context: The second paragraph below the first bulleted list of page 36 in Section 6.3 states that 
“[i]f the field check on a piece of equipment reveals accuracy outside of a +/- 5% threshold, 
calibration by the manufacturer or a certified service provider is required for that piece of 
equipment…” 
 
Certain types of biogas flow meters and methane analyzers are susceptible to measurement 
drift due to buildup of moisture or contaminants on the metering sensor, even if the equipment 
itself is not out of calibration. If the as-found condition of the meter is outside of the accuracy 
threshold, but the as-left condition (after cleaning) is within the accuracy threshold, it is not clear 
whether a full calibration is still required for this piece of equipment. In some cases the 
manufacturer provides specific guidance to this effect. 
 



U.S. Livestock Project Protocol Version 4.0  November 16, 2017 
Errata and Clarifications  

Please ensure that you are using the latest version of this document  6 

Clarification: The following text shall be inserted after the second paragraph following the 
bulleted list on page 36: 
 
“The as-found condition (percent drift) of a field check must always be recorded. If the meter is 
found to be measuring outside of the +/- 5% threshold for accuracy, the data must be adjusted 
for the period beginning with the last successful field check or calibration event up until the 
meter is confirmed to be in calibration. If, at the time of the failed field check, the meter is 
cleaned and checked again, with the as-left condition found to be within the accuracy threshold, 
a full calibration is not required for that piece of equipment. This shall be considered a failed 
field check, followed by a successful field check. The data adjustment shall be based on the 
percent drift recorded at the time of the failed field check. However, if the as-left condition 
remains outside of the +/- 5% accuracy threshold, calibration is required by the manufacturer or 
a certified service provider for that piece of equipment.”  

6. Methane Analyzer Factory Calibrations (CLARIFICATION – 
November 16, 2017) 

Section: 6.3 (Biogas Measurement Instrument QA/QC) 
 
Context: The fourth bullet in the list at the beginning of this section (page 36) states that  “[all 
gas flow meters and continuous methane analyzers must be] calibrated by the manufacturer or 
a certified calibration service per manufacturer’s guidance or every 5 years, whichever is more 
frequent.” 
 
The principle underlying this requirement is the need to ensure data integrity. More specifically, 
the intent of this requirement is that meters meet such requirement every time they are used to 
gather data that is used in project emission reduction quantification. If a meter was out of 
conformance with this calibration requirement during a portion of the reporting period when it is 
not in use, but is brought back into conformance with this requirement before again being used 
to gather data which is used for project emission reduction calculations, then the underlying 
intent of this requirement is met. 
 
Clarification: The following text shall be inserted after the fourth bulleted point at the beginning 
of Section 6.3: 

“Conformance with this requirement is only required during periods of time where data gathered 
by the meter are used for emission reduction quantification. Periods where the meter did not 
meet this requirement will not cause the project to fail this requirement, provided the meter was 
not being used for project emission reduction quantification during such periods, and provided 
the meter was brought back into conformance before being employed to gather data which is 
used for project emission reduction quantification.” 

Appendix D 

7. Data Substitution when Operational Data are Missing (ERRATUM – 
October 29, 2013) 

Section: Appendix D (Data Substitution) 
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Context: There are three parameters necessary for the quantification of biogas destruction: 
biogas flow volume, methane concentration, and operational status of the destruction device. 
Section D.1 on page 80 provides a methodology for the substitution of missing biogas flow or 
methane concentration data. Data on the operational status of a destruction device are not 
eligible for substitution. Substitution of one parameter (i.e. flow or concentration) is only allowed 
if both other parameters are successfully recorded during the data gap. Thus, to employ the 
data substitution methodology, it is required that the record of operational status be intact during 
the gap. 
 
This data substitution methodology was originally developed to resolve incidents of missing 
methane destruction data in landfill gas projects. Under that project type, excluding the data gap 
entirely is equivalent to the use of a destruction efficiency (DE) value of zero, whereas the same 
is not true for a livestock project. In the case of the Livestock Project Protocol, there is additional 
guidance on page 35 of Section 6.2 that requires the use of a DE value of zero for periods 
where the destruction device is inoperable, or the operational data are missing. This procedure 
effectively provides substitution of missing operational data with the assumption that the device 
was inoperable during the data gap. The effect of this substitution is an increase in project 
emissions, resulting in a more conservative estimate of emission reductions, regardless of 
whether the ultimate estimate of emission reductions is based on the modeled baseline or the 
metered methane destruction. 
 
Because of the nature of the quantification methodology for livestock projects, and the ways that 
it differs from that of landfill projects, it is appropriate and conservative to carry out flow or 
methane data substitution, even if the destruction device is inoperable. Under this protocol, the 
quantification of emission reductions will be more conservative than if the data substitution were 
not employed. 
 
Correction: The guidance on page 35 of Section 6.2 shall supersede the guidance in Appendix 
D. The following text shall be inserted after the second paragraph of Section D.1 in Appendix D: 
 
“If the destruction device is inoperable, or its operational data are missing, the destruction 
efficiency for the device shall be zero during that period of time. Data substitution may be 
employed for missing biogas flow or methane concentration data during periods of missing 
operational data, provided the dataset is able to fulfill all other requirements of this data 
substitution methodology. The data substitution methodology shall be employed in the manner 
resulting in the greatest level of conservativeness for the quantification of emission reductions.” 

8. Data Substitution for Continuous Methane Data (CLARIFICATION – 
October 29, 2013) 

Section: Appendix D (Data Substitution) 
 
Context: The data substitution methodology in Appendix D may not be used for data gaps that 
are greater than seven days. However, the minimum measurement frequency for methane 
concentration data is once per quarter (three months). For projects that measure methane 
concentration at a frequency that is greater than quarterly, it is not clear how methane values 
should be applied during gaps of more than one week but less than an entire quarter.  
 
Clarification: As long as a livestock project has at least one methane concentration reading per 
quarter, the project may satisfy the monitoring requirements in Section 6.2. A livestock project 
may have gaps between methane concentration readings that are greater than one week 
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without this being considered “missing data” as it is conceived in Appendix D. Thus, project 
developers may devise a reasonable approach by which to assign a value to periods of time 
between recorded methane concentration values. The verifier shall confirm that the value(s) 
applied by the project is reasonable and conservative. No data substitution may be applied if 
there are no methane concentration readings during an entire quarter. 
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1 Introduction 
The Climate Action Reserve U.S. Ozone Depleting Substances Project Protocol provides 
guidance to account for, report, and verify greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions 
associated with the destruction of high global warming potential ozone depleting substances 
(ODS) sourced from and destroyed within the U.S. that would have otherwise been released to 
the atmosphere. This project category includes ODS used in foam blowing agent and refrigerant 
applications. All destroyed ODS must be fully documented, chemically analyzed, and destroyed 
at a qualifying facility to be eligible for crediting under this protocol. All ODS must originate in the 
United States; potential project developers wishing to generate credits from the destruction of 
ODS originating outside of the United States must use the Climate Action Reserve’s Article 5 
Ozone Depleting Substances Project Protocol. 
 
As the premier carbon offset registry for the North American carbon market, the Climate Action 
Reserve works to ensure environmental benefit, integrity and transparency in market-based 
solutions that reduce greenhouse gas emissions. It establishes high quality standards for 
carbon offset projects, oversees independent third-party verification bodies, issues carbon 
credits generated from such projects and tracks the transaction of credits over time in a 
transparent, publicly-accessible system. By facilitating and encouraging the creation of GHG 
emission reduction projects, the Climate Action Reserve program promotes immediate 
environmental and health benefits to local communities, allows project developers access to 
additional revenues and brings credibility and value to the carbon market. The Climate Action 
Reserve is a private 501c(3) nonprofit organization based in Los Angeles, California. 
 
ODS project developers must use this document to quantify, verify and report GHG reductions 
with the Reserve. The protocol provides eligibility rules, methods to calculate reductions, 
performance-monitoring instructions, and procedures for reporting project information to the 
Reserve. Additionally, all projects must submit to annual, independent verification by ISO-
accredited and Reserve-approved verification bodies. Guidance for verification bodies to verify 
reductions is provided in the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual and Section 8 of this 
protocol. 
 
This project protocol is designed to ensure the complete, consistent, transparent, accurate, and 
conservative quantification and verification of GHG emission reductions associated with an ODS 
destruction project.1 
 

                                                
1
 See the WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol for Project Accounting (Part I, Chapter 4) for a description of GHG reduction 

project accounting principles. 
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2 The GHG Reduction Project 

2.1 Background 
The term “ozone depleting substances” refers to a large group of chemicals known to destroy 
the stratospheric ozone layer when released into the atmosphere. ODS were historically used in 
a wide variety of applications including refrigerants, foam blowing agents, solvents, and fire 
suppressants. In addition to their potency as ozone depleting substances, the ODS addressed 
by this protocol also exhibit high global warming potentials (GWP). The GWP of these ODS 
range from several hundred to several thousand times that of carbon dioxide (see Table 5.1). 
 
The adoption of the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer2 in 1987 
laid out a global framework for the phase-out of the production of certain known ODS. The 
Montreal Protocol differentiated two separate phase-out schedules: one for the developing 
Article 5 countries3 and a more rapid phase-out for the developed Non-Article 5 countries4, 
including the United States. The current phase-out schedule for Class I and Class II ODS for the 
United States, as dictated by the Montreal Protocol, is presented below in Table 2.1. The United 
States incorporated this phase-out schedule in domestic regulations and also applied a “worst 
first” approach to HCFC (i.e. prioritizing production phase-outs according to the destructive 
potential of HCFC in the ozone layer). The U.S. schedule is also presented below in Table 2.1. 
 
Table 2.1. Production Phase-Out Schedule of the Montreal Protocol

5,6 

Ozone Depleting Substance Non-Article 5 Countries U.S. 

CFC (chlorofluorocarbons) January 1, 1996 January 1, 1996 

Halons January 1, 1994 January 1, 1994 

Carbon tetrachloride January 1, 1996 January 1, 1996 

Methyl chloroform January 1, 1996 January 1, 1996 

Methyl bromide January 1, 2005 January 1, 2005 

HBFC (Hydrobromofluorocarbons) January 1, 1996 January 1, 1996 

HCFC (hydrochlorofluorocarbons) 

January 1, 1996: Freeze at 
baseline 

January 1, 1996: Freeze at 
baseline  

January 1, 2004: cut by 35% 
January 1, 2003: No 
production and no importing 
of HCFC-141b 

January 1, 2010: cut by 75% 

January 1, 2010: No 
production and no importing 
of HCFC-142b and HCFC-22, 
except for use in equipment 
manufactured before 
1/1/2010  

                                                
2
 http://ozone.unep.org/Ratification_status/montreal_protocol.shtml, and subsequent revisions and amendments. 

3
 See http://ozone.unep.org/Ratification_status/list_of_article_5_parties.shtml for a list of countries operating under 

Article 5. 
4
 See http://ozone.unep.org/Ratification_status/ for a list of all countries that have ratified the Montreal Protocol. 

5
 U.S. EPA, Phase-out of Class I Ozone Depleting Substances, available at: 

http://www.epa.gov/ozone/title6/phaseout/classone.html. 
6
 U.S. EPA, Phase-out of Class II Ozone Depleting Substances, available at: 

http://www.epa.gov/ozone/title6/phaseout/classtwo.html.  

http://ozone.unep.org/Ratification_status/montreal_protocol.shtml
http://ozone.unep.org/Ratification_status/list_of_article_5_parties.shtml
http://ozone.unep.org/Ratification_status/
http://www.epa.gov/ozone/title6/phaseout/classone.html
http://www.epa.gov/ozone/title6/phaseout/classtwo.html
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Ozone Depleting Substance Non-Article 5 Countries U.S. 

January 1, 2015: cut by 90% 

January 1, 2015: No 
production and no importing 
of any HCFC, except for use 
as refrigerants in equipment 
manufactured before 
1/1/2020 

January 1, 2020: cut by 99.5% 
(can only be used for 
refrigerator/AC servicing after 
this date) 

January 1, 2020: No 
production and no importing 
of HCFC-142b and HCFC-22 

January 1, 2030: full phase-out 
January 1, 2030: No 
production and no importing 
of any HCFC 

 
The Montreal Protocol and the U.S. Clean Air Act7 (CAA) control the production of ODS in the 
United States. However, neither framework requires the destruction of extant stocks of ODS. 
Rather, these stocks may leak to the atmosphere or may be recovered, recycled, reclaimed, 
and reused indefinitely, often in equipment with very high leak rates. Because the Montreal 
Protocol and Title VI of the CAA do not forbid the use of existing or recycled controlled 
substances beyond the phase-out dates, even properly managed ODS banks will eventually be 
released as fugitive emissions to the atmosphere.  

Refrigerants 

Prior to the 1996 production phase-out in the United States, equipment utilizing ODS 
refrigerants was preferred in a wide variety of applications. These applications include industrial 
and commercial refrigeration, cold storage, comfort cooling equipment (i.e. air conditioning), and 
various consumer applications. While the production of ODS refrigerants has been phased out 
(with the exception of certain HCFC), these substances are continually recovered, reclaimed 
and recycled to service old equipment. As such, use of these ODS is still widespread, and can 
be found everywhere from vehicle air conditioners to industrial chillers. 
 
Despite regulations prohibiting their intentional release through servicing, use, and end of life, 
refrigerant ODS may be inadvertently released to the atmosphere at rates of up to 35 percent 
per year.8  

Foams 

The ODS CFC-11, CFC-12, HCFC-141b, and HCFC-22 were used as blowing agents in the 
production of foam prior to their mandated production phase-out in the United States. Many of 
the applications for which this foam was used, such as refrigeration or A/C units and building 
insulation, have extended lifetimes and these foams containing ODS will therefore be present in 
the waste stream for many years to come. When foam is disposed of, ODS blowing agent is 
released from the foam during shredding9 and/or degradation in the landfill.10  

                                                
7
 CAA, Title VI, Section 604(a). 

8
 IPCC/TEAP. (2005). Special report: Safeguarding the Ozone Layer and the Global Climate System: Issues Related 

to Hydrofluorocarbons and Perfluorocarbons. 
9
 Scheutz et al. (2007). Release of fluorocarbons from insulation foam in home appliances during shredding. Journal 

of the Air & Waste Management Association. 
10

 Scheutz et al. (2007). Attenuation of fluorocarbons released from foam insulation in landfills. Environmental 
Science & Technology, 41: 7714-7722. 



U.S. ODS Project Protocol     Version 2.0, June 2012 

5 

2.2 Project Definition 
For the purposes of this protocol, a project is defined as any set of activities undertaken by a 
single project developer resulting in the destruction11 of eligible ODS at a single qualifying 
destruction facility within a 12-month period. Destruction may take place under one or more 
Certificates of Destruction. Each Certificate of Destruction must document the ODS destroyed. 
The ODS destroyed may come from a single origin (e.g. one supermarket) or from numerous 
sources. However, the entire quantity of eligible ODS destroyed must be documented on one or 
more Certificates of Destruction issued by a qualifying destruction facility.  
 
Although project developers may engage in ongoing recovery, aggregation and destruction 
activities, destruction events that fall outside of the 12-month window designated for a project 
may only be counted as part of a separately registered project. Project developers may choose 
a shorter time horizon for a single project (e.g. 3 months or 6 months), but no project may run 
longer than 12 months.  
 
In order for multiple Certificates of Destruction to be included under a single project, all of the 
following conditions must be met: 
 

 The project developer and owner of emission reductions are the same for all ODS 
destroyed 

 The qualifying destruction facility is the same for all Certificates of Destruction 
 Project activities span a timeframe of no more than 12 months from  the project’s start 

date to completion of the last ODS destruction event 
 No Certificate of Destruction is included as part of another project 

 
For all projects, the end fate of the ODS must be destruction at either an approved Hazardous 
Waste Combustor (HWC) subject to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 
CAA, and the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) standards, 
or any other transformation or destruction facility that meets or exceeds the Montreal Protocol’s 
Technology and Economic Assessment Panel (TEAP) standards provided in the Report of the 
Task Force on Destruction Technologies.12 Non-RCRA permitted facilities cannot receive and 
destroy ODS materials that are classified as hazardous waste and must demonstrate 
compliance with the Title VI requirements of the CAA for destruction of ODS, as well as 
demonstrate destruction and removal efficiency (DRE) of 99.99 percent and emission levels 
consistent with the guidelines set forth in the aforementioned TEAP report (see Appendix C). 

2.3 Eligible ODS 
This protocol provides requirements and guidance for the accounting of GHG reductions from 
two general sources of ODS eligible under the project definition: 
 

 Refrigerants: A project may recover or aggregate eligible ODS refrigerant (see Section 
2.3.1) from industrial, commercial or residential equipment, systems, and appliances or 
stockpiles, and destroy it at a qualifying destruction facility. 

 

                                                
11

 In this protocol, the term “destruction” is used to describe any activity that results in the elimination of ODS with an 
efficiency of 99.99 percent or higher. This definition incorporates both destruction and transformation technologies as 
defined by the EPA and the Clean Air Act (40 CFC 82). 
12

 TEAP. (2002). Report of the Task Force on Destruction Technologies. Volume 3B. 
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 Foams: A project may extract eligible ODS blowing agent (see Section 2.3.2) from 
appliance foams and destroy the concentrated ODS foam blowing agent at a qualifying 
destruction facility; or, a project may destroy intact foam sourced from building insulation 
at a qualified destruction facility. 

 
A single project may incorporate ODS obtained from one or both of these ODS source 
categories. Tracking procedures and calculation methodologies differ depending on the source 
of ODS. ODS sources not in one of the above categories, such as ODS that were used as or 
produced for use as solvents, medical aerosols or other applications are not eligible under this 
protocol.  

2.3.1 Refrigerant Sources 

This source category consists of ODS material produced prior to the U.S. production phase-out 
that could legally be sold into the U.S. refrigerant market.13 The ODS must originate from 
domestic U.S. supplies; imported refrigerant is not eligible under this protocol. Project 
developers seeking to register projects involving the domestic destruction of imported refrigerant 
must use the Reserve’s Article 5 Ozone Depleting Substances Project Protocol.  
 
In the absence of a GHG reduction project, this material may be illegally vented or recovered for 
re-sale into the refrigerant recharge market. As described in Section 5, for GHG reduction 
calculation purposes, this protocol conservatively assumes that the refrigerant would be 
reclaimed.  
 
Only destruction of the following ODS refrigerants is eligible for crediting under this protocol: 
 

 CFC-11 
 CFC-12 
 CFC-13 
 CFC-113 
 CFC-114 
 CFC-115 

 
ODS extracted from a foam source for use in refrigeration equipment is not considered part of 
this source category, and must instead be considered as a foam source. 
 
ODS sourced from the federal government is eligible if it meets the point of origin requirements 
detailed in Section 6.2. 
 
Additionally, all refrigerant recovery, handling, and destruction must be performed in accordance 
with the reporting and operation requirements of Section 6. 

2.3.2 Foam Sources 

This source category consists of ODS blowing agent entrained in foams that, absent a GHG 
reduction project, would have been released at end-of-life. The ODS blowing agent must 
originate from U.S. foam sources; imported foams are not eligible under this protocol.  
 

                                                
13

 Any ODS produced in association with a critical use or as by-product is ineligible. 
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Only the following ODS foam blowing agents are eligible to generate reductions under this 
protocol: 
 

 CFC-11 
 CFC-12 
 HCFC-22 
 HCFC-141b 

 
To be eligible for crediting, the ODS blowing agent must be destroyed in one of two ways: 
 
1. ODS blowing agent extracted from appliance foam and destroyed. The ODS blowing 

agent must be extracted from the foam to a concentrated form prior to destruction. This must 
be done under negative pressure to ensure that fugitive release of ODS cannot occur. The 
recovered ODS blowing agent must be aggregated, stored, and transported in cylinders or 
other hermetically sealed containers.  

 
2. Intact foam containing ODS blowing agent from buildings destroyed intact. When the 

intact foam is separated from building panels, it must be stored, transported, and destroyed 
in sealed containers.  

 
All blowing agent and foam collection, handling, extraction, and destruction must be performed 
in accordance with the reporting and operation requirements of Section 6. 

2.4 The Project Developer 
The “project developer” may be any entity that has an active account on the Reserve, submits a 
project for listing and registration with the Reserve, and is ultimately responsible for all project 
reporting and verification. Project developers may be ODS aggregators, facility owners, facility 
operators, or GHG project financiers. The project developer must have clear ownership of the 
project’s GHG reductions. Ownership of the GHG reductions must be established by clear and 
explicit title, and the project developer must attest to such ownership each time the project is 
verified by signing the Reserve’s Attestation of Title form.14  
 
Neither the federal government nor a federal government agency is eligible to be a project 
developer under this protocol, but material sourced from the federal government may be eligible 
if it meets all protocol requirements (see Section 6.2).  
 
 

                                                
14

 Attestation of Title form available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-
forms/. Verification activities not related to confirming the Attestation of Title (such as site visits or project material 
eligibility confirmation) may commence prior to this form being uploaded to the Reserve. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
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3 Eligibility Rules 
Projects that meet the definition of a GHG reduction project in Section 2.2 must fully satisfy the 
following eligibility rules in order to register with the Reserve.  
 

Eligibility Rule I: Location → U.S. and its territories 

Eligibility Rule II: Project Start Date → 
No more than six months prior to project 
submission 

Eligibility Rule III: Additionality → Exceed legal requirements 

  → Meet performance standard 

Eligibility Rule IV: Regulatory Compliance → Compliance with all applicable laws 

3.1 Location  
For ODS destruction to be eligible as a project under this protocol, all ODS must be sourced 
from stocks in the United States or its territories and destroyed within the United States or its 
territories. Project developers seeking to register projects involving the domestic destruction of 
imported ODS must use the Reserve’s Article 5 Ozone Depleting Substances Project Protocol. 

3.2 Project Start Date 
The project start date is defined according to the commencement of project activities.   
 

 For concentrated (non-mixed) ODS projects15 that are not aggregated at the destruction 
facility, the project start date is the day that the project ODS departs the final storage or 
aggregation facility for transportation to the destruction facility. 

 For concentrated (non-mixed) ODS projects where eligible material is aggregated at the 
destruction facility, the project start date is the day when destruction commences, as 
documented by a Certificate of Destruction. 

 For mixed ODS projects, the project start date is the day that mixing procedures begin. 
 
To be eligible, the project must be submitted to the Reserve no more than six months after the 
project start date.16 Projects may always be submitted for listing by the Reserve prior to their 
start date. 

3.3 Project Crediting Period 
An ODS project includes a discrete series of destruction events over a 12-month period, 
beginning on the project start date. No destruction events may occur more than 12 months after 
the project start date. For the purposes of this protocol, it is assumed that, absent the project, 
the avoided ODS emissions would have occurred over a longer time horizon.  
 
Under this protocol, the project crediting period is the period of time over which avoided 
emissions are quantified for the purpose of determining creditable GHG reductions. Specifically, 

                                                
15

 As defined in Section 6.6. 
16

 Projects are considered submitted when the project developer has fully completed and filed the required 
documents, available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
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ODS projects will be issued CRTs for the quantity of ODS that would have been released over a 
ten-year period following a destruction event. At the time the project is verified, CRTs are issued 
for all ODS emissions avoided by a project over the 10-year crediting period. 

3.4 Additionality 
The Reserve strives to register only projects that yield surplus GHG reductions that are 
additional to what would have otherwise occurred in the absence of a GHG market. 
 
Projects must satisfy both of the following tests to be considered additional: 
 

1. The Legal Requirement Test 
2. The Performance Standard Test 

3.4.1 The Legal Requirement Test 

All projects are subject to a Legal Requirement Test to ensure that the GHG reductions 
achieved by a project would not otherwise have occurred due to international, federal, state or 
local regulations, or other legally binding mandates. A project passes the Legal Requirement 
Test when there are no laws, statutes, regulations, court orders, environmental mitigation 
agreements, permitting conditions, or other legally binding mandates requiring the destruction of 
ODS. To satisfy the Legal Requirement Test, project developers must submit a signed 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form17 each time the project is verified (see Section 8).18 
In addition, the project’s Monitoring and Operations Plan (Section 6) must include procedures 
that the project developer will follow to ascertain and demonstrate that the project at all times 
passes the Legal Requirement Test.  

3.4.2 The Performance Standard Test 

Projects pass the Performance Standard Test by meeting a performance threshold, i.e. a 
standard of performance applicable to all ODS destruction projects, established on an ex ante 
basis by this protocol.19  
 
For this protocol, the Reserve uses a Performance Standard Test based on an evaluation of 
U.S. “common practice” for privately managed ODS. Because the Reserve has determined that 
destruction of ODS is not common practice in the United States (see Appendix B), all ODS 
destruction activities that meet the project definitions and other eligibility requirements pass the 
Performance Standard Test.  
 
The Reserve will periodically re-evaluate the appropriateness of the Performance Standard 
Test, and if necessary, amend this protocol accordingly. Projects that meet the Performance 
Standard Test and other requirements of the version of this protocol in effect at the time of their 
submission are eligible to generate CRTs.  

                                                
17

 Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/.   
18

 Verification activities not related to confirming the Attestation of Voluntary Implementation (such as site visits or 
project material eligibility confirmation) may commence prior to this form being uploaded to the Reserve. 
19

 A summary of the study to establish the Performance Standard Test is provided in Appendix B. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
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3.5 Regulatory Compliance 
Projects must be in material compliance with all applicable laws (e.g. air, water quality, and 
safety) at all times during each reporting period, as defined in Section 5. The regulatory 
compliance requirement extends to the operation of destruction facilities where the ODS is 
destroyed, as well as the facilities where mixed ODS projects are mixed and sampled, and the 
transportation of the ODS to the destruction facility. These facilities and transportation events 
must meet applicable regulatory requirements during implementation of project activities. For 
example, any upsets or exceedances of permitted emission limits at a destruction facility must 
be managed in keeping with an authorized startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan.20 
 
Project developers must attest that the project has met this requirement by signing the 
Reserve’s Attestation of Regulatory Compliance21 for each reporting period.22 Projects are not 
eligible to receive CRTs for GHG reductions that occur as the result of project activities that are 
not in material compliance with regulatory requirements. Non-compliance solely due to 
administrative or reporting issues, or due to “acts of nature,” will not affect CRT crediting. 
 
Project developers are required to disclose in writing to the verifier any and all instances of non-
compliance of the project with any law. If a verifier finds that a project is in a state of material 
non-compliance or non-compliance that is the result of negligence or intent, then CRTs will not 
be issued for GHG reductions that occurred during the period of non-compliance.  
 
 

                                                
20

 40 CFR 63.1206. 
21

 Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form available at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/. 
22

 Verification activities not related to confirming the Attestation of Regulatory Compliance (such as site visits or 
project material eligibility confirmation) may commence prior to this form being uploaded to the Reserve. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
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4 The GHG Assessment Boundary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary delineates the GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSRs) 
that shall be assessed by project developers in order to determine the total net change in GHG 
emissions caused by an ODS project.23 
 
Figure 4.1, Figure 4.2, and Figure 4.3 below provide a general illustration of the GHG 
Assessment Boundaries for different types of ODS destructions projects, indicating which SSRs 
are included or excluded from the boundary. 
 
Table 4.1 gives greater detail on each SSR and provides justification for all SSRs and gases 
that are excluded from the GHG Assessment Boundary. 
 

 
 

 
Figure 4.1. Illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary for Refrigerant Projects 

 

                                                
23

 The definition and assessment of SSRs is consistent with ISO 14064-2 guidance. 
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Figure 4.2. Illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary for Appliance 

Foam Projects 

 

 

 
 
Figure 4.3. Illustration of the GHG Assessment Boundary for Building 

Foam Projects 
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Table 4.1. Summary of Identified Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

SSR Source Description Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

1 
Appliance 
collection 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from the collection 
and transport of end-
of-life residential 
appliances 

CO2 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

2 
Refrigerant 
recovery and 
collection 

Emissions of ODS 
from the recovery 
and aggregation of 
refrigerant at end-of-
life or servicing 

ODS E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is likely to 
decrease these emissions. Therefore, 
exclusion is conservative 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from the recovery 
and aggregation of 
refrigerant at end-of-
life or servicing 

CO2 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

3 
Commercial/ 
Industrial 
refrigeration 

Emissions of ODS 
from equipment leak 
and servicing 

ODS E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from the operation of 
refrigeration and A/C 
equipment 

CO2 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 
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SSR Source Description Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

4 
Substitute 
refrigerant 
production 

 Emissions of 
substitute 
refrigerant 
occurring during 
production 

 Fossil fuel 
emissions from the 
production of 
substitute 
refrigerants 

CO2e E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

CO2 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

5 
Refrigerant 
mixing 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from ODS mixing 
activities at mixing 
facility 

CO2 

E N/A 
Excluded, as these emission sources are 
assumed to be very small 

CH4 

N2O 

6 
Transport to 
destruction 
facility 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from the vehicular 
transport of ODS 
from aggregation 
point to final 
destruction facility 

CO2 I 

Baseline: N/A 
Project: Estimated 
based on distance 
and weight 
transported 

Project emissions will be small, and can 
be calculated using the default factor 
provided 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

7 Refrigeration 

Emissions of ODS 
from leaks and 
servicing through 
continued operation 
of equipment 

ODS I 

Baseline: 
Estimated based on 
market-weighted 
emission rates 
Project: N/A 

Baseline equipment emissions will be 
significant for refrigerant sources, but are 
not applicable for foam sources 

Emissions of 
substitute from leaks 
and servicing through 
continued operation 
of equipment 

CO2e I 

Baseline: N/A 
Project: Estimated 
based on market-
weighted emissions 

Project equipment emissions will be 
significant for refrigerant sources, but are 
not applicable for foam sources 
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SSR Source Description Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

Indirect emissions 
from grid-delivered 
electricity 

CO2 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

8 Destruction 

Emissions of ODS 
from incomplete 
destruction at 
destruction facility 

ODS I 

Baseline: N/A 
Project: Estimated 
based on ODS 
destroyed, or 
included in default 
deduction 

Project emissions will be small, and can 
be calculated using the default factor 
provided 

Emissions from the 
oxidation of carbon 
contained in 
destroyed ODS 

CO2 I 

Baseline: N/A 
Project: Estimated 
based on ODS 
destroyed, or 
included in default 
deduction 

Project emissions will be small, and can 
be calculated using the default factor 
provided 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from the destruction 
of ODS at destruction 
facility 

CO2 I 

Baseline: N/A 
Project: Estimated 
based on ODS 
destroyed, or 
included in default 
deduction 

Project emissions will be small, and can 
be calculated using the default factor 
provided 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 
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SSR Source Description Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

Indirect emissions 
from the use of grid-
delivered electricity 

CO2 I 

Baseline: N/A 
Project: Estimated 
based on ODS 
destroyed, or 
included in default 
deduction 

Project emissions will be small, and can 
be calculated using the default factor 
provided 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as this emission source is 
assumed to be very small 

9 

Extraction of 
ODS blowing 
agent from 
appliance foam 

Emissions of ODS 
released during the 
separation of foam 
from appliance 

ODS I 

Baseline: N/A 
Project: Estimated 
based on recovery 
efficiency 

Project emissions may be significant. 
Site specific recovery efficiency shall be 
used  

10 
Appliance and 
foam shredding 

Emissions of ODS 
from the shredding of 
appliances for 
materials recovery, 
releasing ODS from 
foam 

ODS I 

Baseline: 
Estimated based on 
total quantity of 
ODS destroyed and 
default shredding 
factors 
Project: N/A 

Baseline shredding emissions will be 
significant for foam sources, but are non-
applicable for refrigerant sources 

11 Foam landfilling 

Emissions of ODS 
released from foam 
disposed of in 
landfills 

ODS I 

Baseline: 
Estimated based on 
release and 
degradation of ODS 
in landfill 
Project: N/A 

Baseline emissions will be significant for 
foam sources, but are not applicable for 
refrigerant sources 

Emissions of ODS 
degradation products 
from foam disposed 
of in landfills 

HFC, 
HCFC 

E N/A  
Excluded, as this baseline emission 
source is assumed to be very small. This 
exclusion is conservative 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from the transport 
and placement of 

CO2 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is likely to 
decrease these emissions. Therefore, 
exclusion is conservative 
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SSR Source Description Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Quantification 
Method 

Justification/Explanation 

shredded foam waste 
in landfill CH4 E N/A 

Excluded, as project activity is likely to 
decrease these emissions. Therefore, 
exclusion is conservative 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is likely to 
decrease these emissions. Therefore, 
exclusion is conservative 

12 
Building 
demolition 

Emissions of ODS 
from the demolition of 
buildings and 
damage to foam 
insulation panels 

ODS E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from the demolition of 
buildings 

CO2 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

13 
Foam transport 
and handling 

Emissions of ODS 
released from foam 
during transport and 
handling 

ODS E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

Fossil fuel emissions 
from the transport 
and handling of 
building foam 

CO2 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

CH4 E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 

N2O E N/A 
Excluded, as project activity is unlikely to 
affect emissions relative to baseline 
activity 
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5 Quantifying GHG Emission Reductions  
GHG emission reductions from an ODS project are quantified by comparing actual project 
emissions to calculated baseline emissions. Baseline emissions are an estimate of the GHG 
emissions from sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary (see Section 4) that would have 
occurred in the absence of the ODS destruction project. Project emissions are actual GHG 
emissions that occur at sources within the GHG Assessment Boundary. Project emissions must 
be subtracted from the baseline emissions to quantify the project’s total net GHG emission 
reductions (Equation 5.1).  
 
A project may not span more than 12 months, and GHG emission reductions must be quantified 
and verified at least once for the entire project time length. The length of time over which GHG 
emission reductions are quantified and verified is called a “reporting period.” Project developers 
may choose to have multiple reporting periods within a project or a project time length shorter 
than 12 months, if desired. The quantification methods presented below are specified for a 
single reporting period, which may be less than or equal to the entire project time length. 
 
Equation 5.1. Total Emission Reductions 

ttt PEBEER   

Where,  
 

  Units 

ERt = Total quantity of emission reductions during the reporting period tCO2e 

BEt = Total quantity of baseline emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

PEt = Total quantity of project emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

5.1 Quantifying Baseline Emissions 
Total baseline emissions must be estimated by calculating and summing the calculated baseline 
emissions for all relevant SSRs (as indicated in Table 4.1) using Equation 5.2 and the 
supporting equations presented below. This includes emissions from continued use of ODS in 
the secondary recharge market for refrigerants, and the emissions from end-of-life disposal for 
foams. Note that emissions shall be quantified in pounds throughout this section and converted 
into metric tons in Equation 5.2 below. 
 
Equation 5.2. Total Baseline Emissions 

623.2204

foamrefr

t

BEBE
BE


  

Where,  
 

  Units 

BE  = Total quantity of baseline emissions tCO2e 

BErefr = Total quantity of baseline emissions from refrigerant ODS lb CO2e 

BEfoam = Total quantity of baseline emissions from ODS blowing agent lb CO2e 

2204.623 = Conversion from pounds to metric tons lbs/t 

 
Baseline emissions for an ODS destruction project include the total calculated baseline 
emissions from each eligible source category – ODS refrigerant and ODS blowing agent. If a 
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project does not destroy any ODS from a particular source category, baseline emissions for that 
source category are assumed to be zero.  
 
Table 5.1 provides the applicable GWP to be used for calculating baseline emissions in units of 
CO2-equivalent tonnes.  
 
Table 5.1. Global Warming Potential of Eligible ODS  

ODS Species 
100-year Global Warming 

Potential (CO2e)
24

 

CFC-11 4,750 

CFC-12 10,900 

CFC-13 14,400 

CFC-113 6,130 

CFC-114 10,000 

CFC-115 7,370 

HCFC-22 1,810 

HCFC-141b 725 

 
If, during verification, the verification body cannot confirm that a portion of the ODS that was 
sent for destruction was eligible, this portion of the material shall be considered ineligible. This 
ineligible ODS shall be excluded from baseline emission calculations. The quantity of ineligible 
ODS sent for destruction shall be subtracted from Qrefr,i, BAapp,i or BAbuild,i prior to the calculation of 
Equation 5.3 or Equation 5.4 in order to calculate baseline emissions only for ODS that was 
confirmed to be eligible by the verification body. This quantity shall be determined by one of the 
following methods: 
 
 Option A: Confirmed weight and composition 

If the project developer can produce data that, based on the verifier’s professional 
judgment, confirm the weight and composition for the specific ODS that is deemed to be 
ineligible (or whose eligibility cannot be confirmed), these data shall be used to adjust 
the value of Qrefr,i, BAapp,i or BAbuild,i accordingly. 
 
Option B: Default values 

If sufficient data are not available to satisfy the Option A requirements, then the most 
conservative estimate of the weight and composition of the ineligible container of ODS 
shall be used. Specifically, the composition of the ineligible container of ODS shall be 
assumed to be 100 percent of the ODS species with the highest GWP based on the 
composition analysis, and the relevant container that was deemed ineligible shall be 
assumed to have been full. If the project developer has only some of the data required 
for Option A (i.e. weight or composition, but not both), this may be used in place of the 
conservative assumptions above, as long as the data can be confirmed by the 
verification body. The resulting estimate of the weight of ineligible ODS shall be 
subtracted from the total weight of that ODS species destroyed in the project, not to 
exceed the actual amount of that ODS species destroyed. See Box 5.1 for an example 
of Option B.

                                                
24

IPCC, Errata: Climate Change 2007, The Physical Science Basis, The Working Group I contribution to the IPCC 
Fourth Assessment Report, available at http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-errata.pdf.  

http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-errata.pdf
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Box 5.1. Applying Option B to Adjust for Ineligible ODS After Destruction 
 
This option shall be applied when multiple containers of ODS are combined into a single container for 
destruction, but the eligibility of the ODS in one or more of the original containers cannot be verified. 
 
Example: 

A refrigerant aggregator receives shipments of three different containers (A, B, and C), which are 
combined into one project container (Z) for destruction. During verification, the project developer is 
unable to produce documentation to verify the eligibility of container C. 
 

Original Containers from  
Point of Origin 

Maximum Container 
Volume 

Composition 

A 1000 L unknown 

B 500 L unknown 

C 500 L unknown 

Project container Weight Composition 

Z 5000 lbs 
50% CFC-11 
50% CFC-12 

 
Based on Option B above, the project developer must assume that the composition of container C was 
100 percent CFC-12 and that the container was completely full. Using the temperature recorded on the 
composition analysis (62°F for this example), the maximum amount of ODS would be equal to the 
volume of the container (500 L) multiplied by the density of CFC-12 at 62°F (2.9553 lb/L), or 1,478 lbs. 
This amount is subtracted from the total amount of eligible ODS prior to quantification of emission 
reductions. 
 
Resulting eligible ODS: 
 
CFC-11: 2500 lbs 
CFC-12: 2500 – 1478 = 1022 lbs 
 

5.1.1 Calculating Baseline Emissions from Refrigerant Recovery and Resale 

There are several emissions pathways for refrigerant ODS in the United States. At end-of-life 
and servicing, a significant portion of ODS may be lost through fugitive releases and low 
recovery efficiencies. However, a portion of the ODS refrigerant in the U.S. is recovered for 
resale in the secondary market for recharge of existing equipment. Whereas fugitive release 
and low recovery results in immediate release of the ODS to the atmosphere, recovery and 
reuse results in a more gradual release of ODS. To ensure that actual GHG reductions from 
ODS destruction are not overestimated, this protocol requires estimating baseline emissions 
according to the assumption that refrigerant ODS would be entirely recovered and resold (i.e. 
there would have been zero emissions from fugitive releases and low recovery). 
 
Because of this simplified and conservative baseline assumption, there is no need to determine 
why refrigerants were removed from equipment, why equipment may have been 
decommissioned, or why a stockpile was not utilized. Instead, Equation 5.3 shall be used to 
estimate the baseline emissions that would have occurred over ten years had the destroyed 
ODS been used in existing refrigeration or air conditioning equipment. This equation requires 
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the use of the ODS-specific GWP provided in Table 5.1, and emission rate (inclusive of both 
leak rate and servicing emissions) provided in Table 5.2.25  
 
Equation 5.3. Baseline Emissions from Refrigerant ODS 

   VRGWPERQBE
i

iiirefrirefrrefr 







  1,,

 

Where,  
 

  Units 

BErefr  = Total quantity of refrigerant baseline emissions during the reporting 
period 

lb CO2e 

Qrefr,i = Total quantity of eligible, pure refrigerant ODS i sent for destruction by 
the project 

lb ODS 

ERrefr,i = 10-year cumulative emission rate of refrigerant ODS i (see Table 5.2) % 

GWPi = Global warming potential of ODS i (see Table 5.1) lb CO2e/ 
lb ODS 

VR = Deduction for vapor composition risk (see Section 5.3) % 

 
 
Table 5.2. Baseline Emission Rates for ODS Refrigerants 

ODS Species 
Annual Weighted Average 

Emission Rate (%/yr)
26

 

10-year Cumulative Emission Rate 
(%/10 years)

27
 

(ERrefr) 

CFC-11 20% 89% 

CFC-12 26% 95% 

CFC-13 9% 61% 

CFC-113 20% 89% 

CFC-114 14% 78% 

CFC-115 9% 61% 

5.1.2 Calculating Baseline Emissions from Shredding and/or Landfilling ODS 
Foam Blowing Agents 

Depending on the origin of the foam, there are two different predominant baseline practices 
applicable to foams containing ODS blowing agent. The two baseline practices identified by the 
Reserve are as follows: 
 

 Origin Baseline Practice 

Insulation foam recovered from appliances The foam is shredded, and subsequently landfilled 

Foam recovered from building demolition The foam is landfilled 

 

                                                
25

 See Appendix D for a summary of how these emissions rates were determined. 
26

 EPA. (2011). EPA Vintaging Model. Version VM IO file_v4.4_3.23.11. CFC-12 estimates include data from private 
parties on mobile sources. 
27

 10-year cumulative emissions = 1-(1-leak rate)
10

, or the percent of a given substance which will be released over 
ten years at a constant leak rate. 



U.S. ODS Project Protocol     Version 2.0, June 2012 

   22 

Equation 5.4 shall be used to calculate the ODS emissions that would have resulted from the 
assumed baseline practice applied to foams in the absence of the project. Baseline emissions 
include the total emissions that would have occurred as a result of foam shredding and 
landfilling.28 In order to calculate total baseline emissions, projects destroying blowing agent 
extracted from appliance foam must calculate a project-specific recovery efficiency for use in 
Equation 5.4. Guidance on developing the recovery efficiency can be found in Appendix E. 
 

                                                
28

 Temperatures achieved by landfill gas flares and engines are not high enough to achieve significant ODS 
destruction.  
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Equation 5.4. Baseline Emissions from ODS Blowing Agent 

   
ji

ijiibuildiappfoam GWPERBABABE
,

,,,  

Where,  
 

  Units 

BEfoam = Total quantity of ODS blowing agent baseline emissions lb CO2e 

BAapp,i, = Total quantity of eligible ODS blowing agent i from appliance foam 
prior to treatment or processing, including blowing agent lost during 
processing 

lb ODS 

BAbuild,i = Total quantity of eligible ODS blowing agent i from building foam sent 
for destruction 

lb ODS 

ERi,j = Lifetime emission rate of ODS blowing agent i from application j at 
end-of-life (see Table 5.3) 

% 

GWPi = Global warming potential of ODS i (see Table 5.1) lb CO2e/ 
lb ODS 
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1
covcov,  

Where,  
 

  Units 

BAapp,i = Total quantity of ODS foam blowing agent in foam prior to treatment 
or processing, including ODS foam blowing agent lost during 
processing 

lb ODS 

Qrecover = Total quantity of eligible ODS foam blowing agent recovered during 
processing and sent for destruction, as determined according to 
Section 6.6 

lb ODS 

RE = Recovery efficiency of the ODS foam blowing agent recovery 
process

29
 (see Appendix E for calculation of RE) 

% 

    

%BAQBA foambuild   

Where, 
 

  Units 

BAbuild = Total quantity of ODS blowing agent i from building foam sent for 
destruction 

lb ODS 

Qfoam = Total weight of eligible foam with entrained ODS blowing agent sent 
for destruction 

lbs 

BA% = Mass ratio of ODS blowing agent entrained in building foam, as 
determined according to Section 6.4 

% (0-1) 

 

                                                
29

 RE is similar to the RDE defined in TEAP (2005) Report of the Task Force on Foam End-of-Life Issues, Table 6.1. 
RE, however, does not extend to the ODS destruction efficiency, which is handled separately under this protocol. 
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The total percent of ODS foam blowing agent that would be released throughout the end-of-life 
processing (i.e. 10-year emission rates) for each ODS foam blowing agent and foam origin is 
presented in Table 5.3. These values include emissions from: 
 

1. ODS blowing agent released during foam shredding,30 plus 
2. ODS blowing agent released during foam compaction, plus 
3. Landfilled ODS blowing agent that is released during anaerobic conditions (but is not 

degraded). 
 
The Reserve recognizes that there is considerable uncertainty regarding the extent of anaerobic 
degradation of ODS foam blowing agents in U.S. landfills. According to TEAP (2005), the 
“extent to which [anaerobic degradation] needs to be stimulated in the landfill environment is still 
under review, but there is a possibility of some degradation occurring under non-optimized 
conditions.”31 Accordingly, the Reserve has incorporated a factor for anaerobic degradation to 
be conservative. The factors are drawn from Scheutz et al. (2007)32 laboratory tests using 
degradation rates approximating those measured by the researchers in un-inoculated soil from 
a U.S. landfill. Because Scheutz et al. examined degradation rates under ideal conditions, 
however, the degradation rates used in this protocol are the lowest of the results reported. The 
degradation rates selected reflect the parameters derived from actual landfill conditions in the 
U.S., and more realistically estimate degradation in U.S. landfills; the higher values presented in 
Scheutz et al. reflect results based on parameters where degradation has been optimized 
through inoculation of the samples. While lower, the results used in this protocol are a 
conservative estimate based on laboratory analysis in a controlled environment. 
 
Table 5.3. 10-Year Emission Rates of Appliance and Building Foam at End-of-Life 

ODS Blowing Agent 
Appliance ODS Blowing Agent 
10-Year Emission Rate (ERi,j) 

Building ODS Blowing Agent 
10-Year Emission Rate (ERi,j) 

CFC-11 44% 20% 

CFC-12 55% 36% 

HCFC-22 75% 65% 

HCFC-141b 50% 29% 

 

The values provided in Table 5.3 have been calculated based on the values in Table 5.4. These 
values are re-produced here for reference, but are not used directly in any of the calculations 
within this section. 

                                                
30

 Note that the emissions from foam shredding have only been factored into the emission rates from appliance ODS 
blowing agents in Table 5.3, as building foam is not typically shredded before being landfilled. 
31

 TEAP. (2005). Report of the Task Force on Foam End-of-Life Issues. United Nations Environment Programme, 
page 39. 
32

 Scheutz, C., et al. (2007). Attenuation of insulation foam released fluorocarbons in landfills. Environmental Science 
& Technology, 41: 7714-7722. 
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Table 5.4. Emissions from Shredding and Landfilling ODS Foam Blowing Agents 

ODS Blowing 
Agent 

Percent of ODS 
Blowing Agent 

Released During 
Shredding

a
  

(set to zero for 
demolition debris) 

Percent of 
ODS Blowing 

Agent 
Released 

During 
Compaction

b
 

Percent of 
Remaining ODS 
Blowing Agent 

Released During 
Anaerobic 

Conditions
c
 

Percent of 
Released ODS 
Blowing Agent 

Not Degraded in 
Anaerobic 

Landfill 
Conditions

c
 

CFC-11 24% 19% 35% 5% 

CFC-12 24% 19% 52% 40% 

HCFC-22 24% 19% 100% 57% 

HCFC-141b 24% 19% 41% 29% 
a 

Scheutz, C., et al. (2007). Release of fluorocarbons from insulation foam in home appliances during shredding. 
Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association, 57: 1452-1460. 
b
Fredenslund, A., et al. (2005). Disposal of Refrigerators-Freezers in the U.S. : State of the Practice. Technical 

University of Denmark.  
c
Scheutz, C., et al. (2007). Attenuation of insulation foam released fluorocarbons in landfills. Environmental Science & 

Technology, 41: 7714-7722. 

5.2 Quantifying Project Emissions 
Project emissions are actual GHG emissions that occur within the GHG Assessment Boundary 
as a result of project activities.  
 
As shown in Equation 5.5, project emissions equal: 
 

 Emissions from non-ODS substitutes (applicable only to refrigerant projects), plus 
 Emissions from ODS foam blowing agent extraction (applicable only to appliance foam 

projects), plus 
 Emissions from the transportation of ODS, plus 
 Emissions from the destruction of ODS 

 
Note that emissions shall be quantified in pounds throughout this section and converted into 
metric tons in Equation 5.5 below. 
 
Equation 5.5. Total Project Emissions 

623.2204

DestTrBASub
PE

prref 
  

Where, 
 

  Units 
 

PE = Total quantity of project emissions during the reporting period tCO2e 

Subref = Total emissions from substitute refrigerant  lb CO2e 

BApr = Total quantity of ODS blowing agent from appliance foam released 
during ODS extraction 

lb CO2e 

Tr = Total emissions from transportation of ODS (calculated using either 
the default value in Equation 5.8 or Equation 5.14)  

lb CO2e 

Dest = Total emissions from the process associated with destruction of ODS 
(calculated using either the default value in Equation 5.8 or Equation 
5.9 through Equation 5.13) 

lb CO2e 

2204.623 = Conversion from pounds to metric tons lbs/t 
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5.2.1 Calculating Project Emissions from the Use of Refrigerant Substitutes 

When refrigerant ODS are destroyed, continued demand for refrigeration will lead to the 
production and consumption of other refrigerant chemicals whose production is still legally 
allowed. Projects that destroy refrigerant ODS must therefore estimate the emissions 
associated with the non-ODS substitute chemicals that are assumed to be used in their place. 
Like the estimates of baseline emissions, substitute emissions shall be accounted for based on 
the projected emissions over a ten year crediting period. 
 
Project emissions from the use of substitute refrigerants shall be calculated for all ODS 
refrigerant projects according to Equation 5.6 using the emission factors from Table 5.5. The 
use of site-specific substitute parameters (refrigerant, GWP, and leak rate) is not permitted. 
 
Equation 5.6. Project Emissions from the Use of Non-ODS Refrigerants 

  
i

iirefr SEQrefSub  

Where,  
 

  Units 
 

Subrefr  = Total quantity of refrigerant substitute emissions lb CO2e 

Qrefr,i = Total quantity of eligible, pure refrigerant i sent for destruction lbs 

SEi = Emission factor for substitute(s) for refrigerant i, per Table 5.5  lb CO2e/ lb 
ODS destroyed 

 
ODS substitute emissions presented in Table 5.5 are based on the weighted average of 
expected new refrigerant supplies into the refrigeration market. These substitute refrigerants 
were modeled using the EPA Vintaging Model and data provided by industry sources. A 
summary of the ODS substitute emission rates analysis and calculations is provided in 
Appendix D. The analysis identified substitute emission factors for each ODS refrigerant 
covered under this protocol (see Appendix D). 
 
Table 5.5. Refrigerant Substitute Emission Factors

33
 

ODS Refrigerant 
Substitute Emission Factors 

(lb CO2e/lb ODS) (SEi) 

CFC-11 202 

CFC-12 777 

CFC-13 7144 

CFC-113 220 

CFC-114 659 

CFC-115 1689 

 

                                                
33

 See Appendix D for a summary of the development of these factors. 
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5.2.2 Calculating Project Emissions from ODS Blowing Agent Extracted from 
Appliance Foam 

Projects that extract ODS blowing agent from appliance foam must account for the emissions of 
ODS that occur during processing, separation, and extraction using Equation 5.7. These 
emissions are calculated in Equation 5.7 based on the quantity of ODS blowing agent sent for 
destruction (BAapp,i, as calculated in Equation 5.4), and a project-specific recovery efficiency that 
represents the percentage of ODS that is not lost during these steps. The recovery efficiency 
must be calculated once per project according to the guidance provided in Appendix E. 
Although not required under this protocol, well-executed projects should be capable of keeping 
these emissions to no more than 10 percent of ODS blowing agent contained in the foam, per 
the recommendations of the TEAP Report of the Task Force on Foam End-of-Life Issues.34  
 
Equation 5.7. Calculating Project Emissions from the Release of ODS Blowing Agent during Processing 

   
i

iiapppr GWPREBABA 1,
 

Where,  
 

  Units 
 

BApr = Total quantity of ODS blowing agent from appliance foam released 
during ODS extraction 

lb CO2e 

BAapp,i = Total quantity of appliance ODS foam blowing agent in foam prior to 
treatment or processing, including ODS foam blowing agent lost 
during processing (see Equation 5.4 to calculate this term) 

lb ODS 

RE = Recovery efficiency of the ODS foam blowing agent recovery process 
(see Appendix E to calculate RE) 

% 

GWPi = Global warming potential of ODS i (see Table 5.1) lb CO2e/ 
lb ODS 

5.2.3 Calculating Default Project Emissions from Transportation and Destruction 

Projects must account for emissions that result from the transportation and destruction of ODS. 
Because these emission sources are both individually and in aggregate very small, the Reserve 
has developed default emission factors for ODS projects based on conservative assumptions 
and the SSRs outlined in Table 4.135: 
 

 7.5 pounds CO2e per pound ODS for refrigerant or extracted ODS blowing agent 
projects 

 75 pounds CO2e per pound ODS for intact building foam projects 
 
These emission factors aggregate both transportation and destruction emissions. Project 
developers have the option of using the default emission factors or using the guidance in 
Sections 5.2.4 and 5.2.5 to calculate project-specific emissions. Equation 5.8 shall be used to 
calculate ODS transportation and destruction emissions if default emission factors are used. If a 
project developer elects not to use the default emission factors, emissions associated with 
transportation and destruction of ODS must be calculated separately.  
 

                                                
34

 TEAP. (2005). Report of the Task Force on Foam End-of-Life Issues. United Nations Environment Programme. 
35

 See Appendix F for an explanation of how these default emission factors were derived. 
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Equation 5.8. Project Emissions from Transportation and Destruction Using the Default Emission Factors 

  
i

iiODS EFQDestTr ,
 

Where,  
 

  Units 
 

Tr+Dest = Total emissions from project transportation and destruction, as 
calculated using default emission factors  

lb CO2e 

QODS,i  = Total quantity of ODS i sent for destruction in the project, including 
eligible and ineligible material 

lb ODS 

EFi = Default emission factor for transportation and destruction of ODS i 
(7.5 for refrigerant or extracted ODS blowing agent projects, 75 for 
intact building foam projects) 

lb CO2e/ lb 
ODS 

5.2.4 Calculating Site-Specific Project Emissions from ODS Destruction 

Under this protocol, ODS must be destroyed at destruction facilities that demonstrate 
compliance with the TEAP recommendations.36 These facilities are required to demonstrate 
their ability to achieve destruction efficiencies upwards of 99.99 percent for substances with 
thermal stability ratings higher than the ODS included under this protocol.37 Associated with the 
operation of these facilities are emissions of CO2 from the fuel and electricity used to power the 
destruction, as well as emissions of undestroyed ODS. Equation 5.9 through Equation 5.13 
provide requirements for calculating emissions from ODS destruction in cases where project 
developers opt not to use the default factors provided in Section 5.2.3. 
 
Equation 5.9. Project Emissions from the Destruction of ODS 

2COemissionsdestdest
ODSODSELFFDest   

Where,  
 

  Units 
 

Dest = Total emissions from the destruction of ODS lb CO2e 

FFdest  = Total emissions from fossil fuel used in the destruction facility 
(Equation 5.10) 

lb CO2 

ELdest = Total indirect emissions from grid electricity used at the 
destruction facility (Equation 5.11) 

lb CO2 

ODSemissions = Total emissions of undestroyed ODS (Equation 5.12) lb CO2e 

ODSCO2 = Total emissions of CO2 from ODS oxidation (Equation 5.13) lb CO2 

 

                                                
36

 TEAP: http://uneptie.org/ozonaction/topics/disposal.htm.  
37

 ICF International. (2009). ODS Destruction in the United States of America and Abroad. U.S. EPA. 

http://uneptie.org/ozonaction/topics/disposal.htm
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Equation 5.10. Fossil Fuel Emissions from the Destruction of ODS 

 

454.0

,, 

 k

kFFkPR

dest

EFFF

FF  

Where,  
 

  Units 
 

FFdest = Total carbon dioxide emissions from the destruction of fossil 
fuel used to destroy ODS 

lb CO2 

FFPR,k = Total fossil fuel k used to destroy ODS volume fossil fuel 

EFFF,k = Fuel specific emission factor (see Appendix G)  kg CO2/ volume 
fossil fuel 

0.454 = Conversion from kilograms to pounds kg CO2/ lb CO2 

 
Equation 5.11. Electricity Emissions from the Destruction of ODS 

 ELPRdest EFELEL   

Where,  
 

  Units 
 

ELdest = Total carbon dioxide emissions from the consumption of 
electricity from the grid used to destroy ODS 

lb CO2 

ELPR = Total electricity consumed to destroy ODS MWh 

EFEL = CO2 emission factor for electricity used
38

  lb CO2/ MWh 

 
Equation 5.12. Calculating Project Emissions from ODS Not Destroyed 

 
i

iiODSemissions GWPQODS 0001.0,
 

Where, 
 

  Units 
 

ODSemissions = Total emissions of undestroyed ODS lb CO2e 

QODS,i = Total quantity of ODS i sent for destruction in the project lb ODS 

0.0001 = Maximum allowable percent of ODS fed to destruction that is not 
destroyed (0.01 percent) 

 

GWPi = Global warming potential of ODS i (see Table 5.1) lb CO2e/ 
lb ODS 

 
 

                                                
38

 Refer to the version of the EPA eGRID that most closely corresponds to the time period during which the electricity 
was used. Project shall use the annual total output emission rates for the subregion where the destruction facility is 
located, not the non-baseload output emission rates. The eGRID tables are available at 
http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/egrid/index.html. 
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Equation 5.13. Calculating Project Emissions of CO2 from the Oxidation of ODS 

 
i

iiODSCO CRQODS
12

44
9999.0,2

 

Where, 
 

  Units 
 

ODSCO2 = Total emissions of CO2 from ODS oxidation lb CO2 

QODS,i = Total quantity of ODS i  sent for destruction in the project lb ODS 

0.9999 = Minimum destruction efficiency of destruction facility % (0-1) 

CRi = Carbon ratio of ODS i 
CFC-11: 12/137 
CFC-12: 12/121 
CFC-13: 12/104 
CFC-113: 24/187 
CFC-114: 24/171 
CFC-115: 24/154 
HCFC-22: 12/87 
HCFC-141b: 24/117 

mole C/ mole 
ODS 

44/12 = Ratio of CO2 to C mole CO2/ 
mole C 

5.2.5 Calculating Site-Specific Project Emissions from ODS Transportation 

As part of any ODS destruction project, ODS will be transported from aggregators to destruction 
facilities, and emissions from this transportation must be accounted for under this protocol. 
Equation 5.14 must be used to calculate CO2 emissions associated with the transport of ODS in 
cases where project developers choose not to use the default emission factors presented in 
Section 5.2.3. Emissions shall be calculated for each leg of the transportation process 
separately, and then summed according to Equation 5.14 below.  
 
Equation 5.14. Calculating Project Emissions from the Transportation of ODS39 

  
i

TMTi EFTMTTr  

Where,   Units 
 

Tr = Total emissions from transportation of ODS  lb CO2e 

PMTi = Pound-miles-traveled
40

 for ODS i destroyed (to be calculated 
including the ODS, any accompanying material, and 
containers from point of aggregation to destruction) 

pound-miles 

EFPMT = CO2 emissions per pound-mile-traveled 
On-road truck transport = 0.000297 
Rail transport = 0.0000252 
Waterborne craft = 0.000048 
Aircraft = 0.001527 

lb CO2 / pound-
mile 

                                                
39

Derived from: U.S. EPA Climate Leaders, (2008). Optional emissions from business travel, commuting, and product 
transport. 
40

 A pound-mile is defined as the product of the distance traveled in miles and the mass transported in pounds. 
Therefore, 500 lbs transported four miles is equal to 2,000 pound-miles. 
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5.3 Deduction for Vapor Composition Risk 
For any given container of ODS, a portion of the container will be filled with liquid, and the 
remaining space will be filled with vapor. This protocol only requires that a liquid sample be 
taken for composition analysis. For containers that hold a mixture of ODS, the composition of 
ODS in the vapor may be different from the composition of ODS in the liquid due to differences 
in the thermodynamic properties of the chemicals. If the container holds chemicals that are not 
eligible for crediting, the quantification of emission reductions based on the analysis of liquid 
sample could overstate the actual reductions from the destruction of the material. 
 
To address this risk, projects that destroy containers which contain more than one chemical 
must use Table 5.7 to determine their risk category and applicable value of VR to be applied to 
the calculation of baseline emissions for that container (Equation 5.3). Table 5.6 classifies the 
eligible ODS species as low or high pressure. For the purposes of this protocol, any ineligible 
chemical with a boiling point less than 32°F at 1 atm is considered high pressure. 
 
The densities of the liquid and vapor phase components of the project container will be 
determined by the testing laboratory at the time that the composition analysis is carried out. The 
testing laboratory will calculate the densities of the liquid phase and vapor phase contents within 
the container. To support this calculation, the project developer shall provide the laboratory with 
the temperature of the project container (internal temperature if available, otherwise ambient 
temperature) at the time of sampling, as well as the volumetric capacity of the project container. 
Once the weight of the contents of the project container is known, the liquid fill level of the 
container may be determined using Equation 5.15. 
 
Table 5.6. Eligible Low Pressure and High Pressure ODS 

Low Pressure ODS High Pressure ODS 

CFC-11 CFC-12 

CFC-113 CFC-13 

CFC-114 CFC-115 

 
Table 5.7. Determining the Deduction for Vapor Composition Risk 

If the value of 
Fillliquid is: 

AND the concentration 
of eligible low pressure 

ODS is: 

AND the concentration 
of ineligible high 

pressure chemical is: 

Then the vapor risk 
deduction factor (VR) for 
that container shall be: 

> 0.70 N/A N/A 0 

0.50 – 0.70 > 1% > 10% 0.02 

< 0.50 > 1% > 5% 0.05 

 
The presence of eligible, high pressure ODS may mitigate the risk of over-crediting, so there are 
two scenarios where a container is exempt from a deduction otherwise required in Table 5.7: 
 

1. The container holds an eligible, high pressure ODS (in any concentration) which has a 
lower boiling point than the ineligible, high pressure chemical, or 

2. The container holds an eligible, high pressure ODS in a concentration greater than that 
of the ineligible, high pressure chemical. 

 
If the container holds multiple eligible, high pressure ODS, the applicability of the above 
scenarios will be determined based on the ODS with the highest percent concentration. If the 
container holds multiple ineligible, high-pressure chemicals, the applicability of the above 
scenarios will be determined based on the chemical with the highest percent concentration. 
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This deduction applies to both mixed and non-mixed ODS projects as defined in Section 6.6. 
 
Equation 5.15. Determining Liquid Fill Level in Project Container 

 
  containervaporliquid

containervapordestroyed

liquid
V

VM
Fill









 

 
Where, 
 

  
Units 

 

Fillliquid = Fill level of the liquid in the project container fraction 

Vcontainer = Total volume of the project container gal 

Mdestroyed = Total mass of the contents of the project container lbs 

ρliquid = Modeled density of the liquid material in the project container at the 
measured temperature 

lbs/gal 

ρvapor = Modeled density of the vapor material in the project container at the 
measured temperature 

lbs/gal 
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6 Project Monitoring and Operation 
The Reserve requires a Monitoring and Operations Plan to be established for all monitoring, 
operational, and reporting activities associated with ODS destruction projects. The Monitoring 
and Operations Plan will serve as the basis for verification bodies to confirm that the monitoring, 
operational, and reporting requirements in this section and Section 7 have been and will 
continue to be met, and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record-keeping is ongoing for 
the project. The Monitoring and Operations Plan must cover all aspects of monitoring, 
operations, and reporting contained in this protocol and must specify how data for all relevant 
parameters in Table 6.2 (below) will be collected and recorded.  
 
At a minimum the Monitoring and Operations Plan shall stipulate the frequency of data 
acquisition; a record keeping plan (see Section 7.3 for minimum record keeping requirements); 
and the role of individuals performing each specific monitoring or operational activity. The 
Monitoring and Operations Plan shall also contain a project diagram that illustrates the project 
ODS point(s) of origin, any reclamation facilities used, information on ODS transportation mode 
and transportation companies, mixing/sampling facilities, testing laboratories and the destruction 
facility (see Appendix H for a sample project diagram). The Monitoring and Operations Plan 
should also include QA/QC provisions to ensure that operations, data acquisition, and ODS 
analyses are carried out consistently and with precision. 
 
Project developers are responsible for monitoring the performance of the project and ensuring 
that there is no double-counting of GHG reductions associated with ODS destruction. To 
achieve this, the Monitoring and Operations Plan must also include a description of how data 
will be provided to the Reserve ODS tracking system (Section 6.1). 
 
Finally, the Monitoring and Operations Plan must include procedures that the project developer 
will follow to ascertain and demonstrate that the project at all times passes the Legal 
Requirement Test (Section 3.4.1). 

6.1 Reserve ODS Tracking System 
For the purposes of ensuring the integrity of ODS destruction projects, the Reserve maintains 
an online database of all destruction activities for which CRTs are registered and issued. Entries 
into this system within the Reserve software must be made by the project developer prior to the 
beginning of verification activities related to confirming that reductions have not been claimed by 
other parties for the destruction activity in question.41  
 
All projects are required to have one or more Certificate(s) of Destruction accounting for all 
eligible ODS destroyed as part of that project. The following information shall be entered by the 
project developer into the Reserve software from the Certificate(s) of Destruction issued by the 
destruction facility, and a copy of the certificate(s) must be provided to the project verifier: 
 

 Project developer (project account holder) 
 Destruction facility 
 Generator name  
 Certificate of Destruction ID number 

                                                
41

 Other verification activities (such as site visits) may commence prior to submission of information into the ODS 
tracking system. 
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 Start destruction date 
 End destruction date 
 Total weight of material destroyed (including eligible and ineligible material) 

6.2 Point of Origin Documentation Requirements 
Project developers are responsible for collecting data on the point of origin of each quantity of 
ODS, as defined in Table 6.1. The project developer must maintain detailed acquisition records 
of all quantities of ODS destroyed under the project. Project developers must be able to 
document the point of origin for all ODS that will be included in the project as defined below. 
 
Table 6.1. Identification of Point of Origin 

ODS Defined Point of Origin 

1. Refrigerant ODS stockpiled prior to February 3, 
2010 

Location of stockpile 

2. Refrigerant ODS quantities less than 500 lbs Location where ODS is first aggregated with other 
ODS to greater than 500 lbs 

3. Refrigerant ODS quantities greater than 500 lbs Site of installation where ODS is recovered 

4. Refrigerant ODS purchased from U.S. Defense 
Logistics Agency (DLA) Disposition Services

42
 

auction 

Location at the time of sale through a DLA 
Disposition Services auction 

5. ODS blowing agent extracted from foam Facility where ODS blowing agent is extracted 

6. ODS blowing agent in building foam Location of building from which foam was taken 

 
For destroyed ODS where the point of origin is a reservoir-style stockpile (i.e. ODS was not 
stored in sealed containers), the date on which the ODS was stockpiled is established using 
“first-in/first-out” accounting. Specifically, the date on which a quantity of ODS was “stockpiled” 
is defined as the furthest date in the past on which the quantity of ODS contained in the 
reservoir was greater than or equal to the total quantity of all ODS removed from the reservoir 
since that date (including any ODS removed and destroyed as part of the project). The date 
must be established using management systems and logs that verify the quantities of ODS 
placed into and removed from the reservoir throughout the relevant period. Provided these 
conditions are met, and the stockpile follows the “first-in/first-out” accounting, the date on which 
a quantity of ODS was stockpiled may be established. 
 
For stockpiles, documentation must confirm that the stockpile has been stored at the point of 
origin prior to February 3, 2010. 
 
For ODS recovered by service technicians in individual quantities less than 500 pounds, the 
point of origin is defined as the facility where two or more containers were combined and 
exceeded 500 pounds in a single container. Those handling quantities less than 500 pounds in 
a single container need not provide the documentation required below. However, once smaller 
quantities are aggregated and exceed 500 pounds in a single container, tracking is required at 
that location and point in time forward. 
 
For containers of ODS greater than 500 pounds (determined as the weight of eligible ODS 
within a single container), the project developer must provide documentation as to the origin of 

                                                
42

 See Appendix B for more information. 



U.S. ODS Project Protocol     Version 2.0, June 2012 

   35 

the ODS within that container and when it was recovered. If it is shown that, prior to aggregation 
in the project container, the ODS was contained as a quantity greater than 500 pounds, then the 
documentation must extend back to this previous container and its point of origin. The project 
developer must provide documentation tracking the ODS back to a point in time and location 
where it was either a) contained or recovered as a quantity of less than 500 pounds, or b) 
recovered by a service technician as a quantity of greater than 500 pounds. 
 
For refrigerant ODS purchased from a U.S. Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Disposition 
Services auction, the point of origin is defined as the facility where the ODS is stored at the time 
of sale through the auction. Tracking is required from that location and point in time forward. 
Documentation must show that the ODS was purchased from a DLA Disposition Services 
auction and include a bill of sale with specifications about the amount and type of ODS 
purchased. It is possible that the point of origin documentation may not be generated at the 
point of origin as required below, but rather at the auction location, which is allowable. 
Refrigerant ODS sourced directly from federal government agencies or installations is not 
eligible under the protocol. 
 
All data must be generated at the point of origin, except in the case of ODS purchased through 
DLA Disposition Services auction noted above. Documentation of the point of origin of ODS 
shall include the following: 
 

 Facility name and physical address, including zip code 
 For quantities greater than 500 pounds, identification of the system by serial number, if 

available, or description, location, and function, if serial number is unavailable  
 Serial or ID number of containers used for storage and transport 

6.3 Custody and Ownership Documentation Requirements 
In conjunction with establishing the point of origin for each quantity of ODS, project developers 
must also document the custody and ownership of ODS beginning from the point of origin. 
These records shall include names, addresses, and contact information of persons/entities 
buying/selling material for destruction and the quantity of the material (the combined mass of 
refrigerant and contaminants) bought/sold. Such records may include Purchase Orders, 
Purchase Agreements, packing lists, bills of lading, lab test results, transfer container 
information, receiving inspections, freight bills, transactional payment information, and any other 
type of information that will support previous ownership of the material and the transfer of that 
ownership. The verifier will review these records and will perform other tests necessary to 
authenticate the previous owners of the material, the physical transfer of the product, and the 
title transfer of ownership rights of all emissions and emission reductions associated with 
destroyed ODS to the project developer, as documented through contracts, agreements or other 
legal documents. 

6.4 Building Foam Requirements 
The following information shall be collected and recorded related to ODS blowing agents from 
building insulation foam destroyed by the project: 
 

 Building address 
 Date of construction 
 Blowing agent used 
 Approximate building dimensions 
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All recovered foam pieces must be placed in air- and water-tight storage for transport to the 
destruction facility. 
 
ODS blowing agent from building insulation foam may be destroyed intact without extraction of 
the blowing agent if the following procedures are followed to characterize the mass of foam and 
type(s) and mass ratio of ODS blowing agent contained in that foam. 
 

1. The mass of the foam shall be determined through weight measurements taken at the 
destruction facility on a scale which has its calibration tested quarterly by a licensed 
service company, using certified test weights. A scale is considered calibrated if it is 
within the maintenance tolerance of the relevant National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST) Handbook 44 accuracy class. If a scale is found to be outside of this 
tolerance it must be recalibrated. 

 
2. The composition and mass ratio of the ODS foam blowing agent(s) present in the 

building insulation foam shall be determined based on a selection of a minimum two 
samples per building surface taken prior to demolition. Accordingly, a building with four 
exterior walls and a roof would be required to analyze a total of 10 samples: two for each 
wall, and two for the roof. 

 
3. All samples must be collected and analyzed according to the following requirements: 

  
 Each foam sample shall be at a minimum two inches in length, two inches in width, 

and two inches thick 
 Each sample shall be placed and sealed in a separate waterproof, air-tight container, 

that is at minimum two millimeters thick for storage and transport 
 The analysis of ODS foam blowing agent content and mass ratio shall be done at an 

independent laboratory unaffiliated with the project developer  
 The analysis shall be done using the heating method to extract ODS foam blowing 

agent from the foam samples described in Scheutz et al. (2007):43 
o Each sample shall be prepared to a thickness no greater than one 

centimeter, placed in a 1123 mL glass bottle, weighed using a calibrated 
scale, and sealed with Teflon-coated septa and aluminum caps 

o To release the ODS blowing agent from the foam, the samples must be 
incubated in an oven for 48 hours at 140°C 

o When cooled to room temperature, gas samples must be redrawn from the 
headspace and analyzed using gas chromatography 

o The lids must be removed after analysis, and the headspace must be 
flushed with atmospheric air for approximately five minutes using a normal 
compressor. Afterwards, septa and caps must be replaced and the bottles 
subjected to a second 48-hour heating step to drive out the remaining ODS 
blowing agent from the sampled foam 

o When cooled down to room temperature after the second heating step, gas 
samples must be redrawn from the headspace and analyzed using gas 
chromatography 

                                                
43

 Scheutz, C., Fredenslund, A.M., Tant, M., & Kjeldsen, P. (2007). Release of fluorocarbons from insulation foam in 
home appliances during shredding. Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association, 57: 1452-1460. 
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 The mass of ODS blowing agent(s) recovered shall then be divided by the total mass 
of the initial foam samples prior to analysis to determine the mass ratio of each ODS 
foam blowing agent present 

 
4. The results from all samples from a single building shall be averaged to determine the 

mass ratio of blowing agent to foam, and this value multiplied by the weight of destroyed 
foam. The result shall represent the total quantity of ODS blowing agent from building 
foams destroyed for that building, and shall be used for the quantity as BAbuild in 
Equation 5.4. 

 
These practices shall be documented in Monitoring and Operations Plan, and must be 
demonstrated during verification activities (see Section 8.6). 

6.5 Appliance Foam Requirements 
The following information shall be collected and recorded related to ODS blowing agent from 
appliance foams destroyed by the project: 
 

 Number of appliances processed 
 Facility at which ODS foam blowing agent is extracted to concentrated form 
 Facility at which appliance de-manufacture occurs, if applicable 

 
All appliance foam must be processed to recover and destroy concentrated ODS blowing agent. 
The following requirements must be met: 
 

 The ODS blowing agent must be extracted from the foam to a concentrated form prior to 
destruction 

 ODS blowing agent must be extracted under negative pressure to ensure that fugitive 
release of ODS is limited 

 The recovered ODS blowing agent must be aggregated, stored, and transported in 
containers meeting U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) standards for refrigerants  

 
Extraction of the foam blowing agent may be performed using any technology capable of 
recovering concentrated ODS foam blowing agent. The processes, training, QA/QC, and 
management systems must be documented in the Monitoring and Operations Plan. The same 
process, as documented in the Monitoring and Operations Plan must be followed during project 
implementation and during the calculation of the project-specific recovery efficiency, as 
described in Appendix E.  
 
Concentrated ODS blowing agent shall be measured according to the procedures provided in 
Section 6.6. 

6.6 Concentrated ODS Composition and Quantity Analysis 
Requirements 

The requirements of this section must be followed to determine the quantities of both ODS 
refrigerants and concentrated ODS blowing agent. Prior to destruction, the precise mass and 
composition of ODS to be destroyed must be determined. The following analysis must be 
conducted: 
 
Mass shall be determined by individually measuring the weight of each container of ODS: (1) 
when it is full prior to destruction; and (2) after it has been emptied and the contents have been 
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fully purged and destroyed. The mass of ODS and any contaminants is equal to the difference 
between the full and empty weight, as measured. The following requirements must be met when 
weighing the containers of ODS: 
 

1. A single scale must be used for generating both the full and empty weight tickets at the 
destruction facility 

2. The scale used must have its calibration tested quarterly by a licensed service company, 
using certified test weights. A scale is considered calibrated if it is within the 
maintenance tolerance of the relevant NIST Handbook 44 accuracy class. If a scale is 
found to be outside of this tolerance, it must be recalibrated 

3. The full weight must be measured no more than two days prior to commencement of 
destruction per the Certificate of Destruction 

4. The empty weight must be measured no more than two days after the conclusion of 
destruction per the Certificate of Destruction 

 
Composition and concentration of ODS shall be established for each individual container by 
taking a sample from each container of ODS and having it analyzed for composition and 
concentration at an Air-Conditioning, Heating and Refrigeration Institute (AHRI) certified 
laboratory using the AHRI 700-2006 standard,44 or its successor. The laboratory performing the 
composition analysis must not be affiliated with the project developer or the project beyond 
performing these services.  
 
The following requirements must be met for each sample: 
 

1. The sample must be taken while ODS is in the possession of the company that will 
destroy the ODS  

2. Samples must be taken by a technician unaffiliated with the project developer45 
3. Samples must be taken with a clean, fully evacuated sample bottle that meets applicable 

U.S. DOT requirements with a minimum capacity of one pound  
4. The technician must ensure that the sample is representative of the contents of the 

container. All valves between the interior of the container and the sample port must be 
opened for a minimum of 15 minutes before the sample is taken 

5. Each sample must be taken in liquid state 
6. A minimum sample size of one pound must be drawn for each sample 
7. Each sample must be individually labeled and tracked according to the container from 

which it was taken, and the following information recorded: 
a) Time and date of sample 
b) Name of project developer 
c) Name of technician taking sample 
d) Employer of technician taking sample 
e) Volume of container from which sample was extracted 
f) Ambient air temperature at time of sampling46 

8. Chain of custody for each sample from the point of sampling to the AHRI laboratory must 
be documented by paper bills of lading or electronic, third-party tracking that includes 
proof of delivery (e.g. FedEx, UPS) 

                                                
44

 AHRI. (2006). Standard 700-2006: Standard for Specifications for Fluorocarbon Refrigerants. 
45

 For instances where the project developer is the destruction facility itself, an outside technician must be employed 
for taking samples. 
46

 Projects that destroy ODS prior to the adoption date of this protocol may use proxy data from NOAA recording 
stations in the area. 
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All project samples shall be analyzed using AHRI 700-2006 or its successor to confirm the mass 
percentage and identity of each component of the sample. The analysis shall provide: 
 

1. Identification of the refrigerant 
2. Purity (%) of the ODS mixture by weight using gas chromatography 
3. Moisture level in parts per million. The moisture content of each sample must be less 

than 75 percent of the saturation point for the ODS based on the temperature recorded 
at the time the sample was taken. For containers that hold mixed ODS, the sample’s 
saturation point shall be assumed to be that of the ODS species in the mixture with the 
lowest saturation point that is at least 10 percent of the mixture by mass 

4. Analysis of high boiling residue, which must be less than 10 percent by mass 
5. Analysis of other ODS in the case of mixtures of ODS, and their percentage by mass  

 
If any of the requirements above are not met, no GHG reductions may be verified for ODS 
destruction associated with that container. If a sample is tested and does not meet one of the 
requirements as defined above, the project developer may elect to have the material re-sampled 
and re-analyzed. While there is no limit to the number of samples that may be taken, the 
analysis results of all samples must be disclosed to the verification body, and the most 
conservative composition analysis from these samples shall be used for the quantification. If a 
project developer elects to have the material dried prior to resampling, the previous samples 
(prior to drying) may be disregarded.   
 
Note that the threshold for moisture saturation will be difficult to achieve at very low 
temperatures, and it is recommended that sampling not occur if the ambient air temperature is 
below 32°F. Project developers may sample for moisture content and perform any necessary 
de-watering prior to the required sampling and laboratory analysis. 
 
If the container holds non-mixed ODS (defined as greater than 90 percent composition of a 
single ODS species) no further information or sampling is required to determine the mass and 
composition of the ODS. 
 
If the container holds mixed ODS, which is defined as less than 90 percent composition of a 
single ODS species, the project developer must meet additional requirements as provided in 
Section 6.6.1.  

6.6.1 Analysis of Mixed ODS 

If a container holds mixed ODS, its contents must also be processed and measured for 
composition and concentration according to the requirements of this section (in addition to the 
requirements of Section 6.6). The sampling required under this section may be conducted at the 
final destruction facility or prior to delivery to the destruction facility. However, the circulation and 
sampling activities must be conducted by a third-party organization (i.e. not the project 
developer), and by individuals who have been properly trained for the functions they perform. 
Circulation and sampling may be conducted at the project developer’s facility, but all activities 
must be directed by a properly trained and contracted third-party. The project’s Monitoring and 
Operations Plan must specify the procedures by which mixed ODS are analyzed. If the mixing 
and sampling are conducted at the destruction facility, then the most conservative result of the 
two samples shall be used to satisfy the requirements of Section 6.6. If the mixing and sampling 
do not occur at the destruction facility, then the most conservative composition analysis from the 
mixing facility samples shall be used for the quantification of emission reductions. 
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The composition and concentration of ODS on a mass basis must be determined using the 
results of the analysis of this section for each container. The results of the composition analysis 
in Section 6.6 shall be used by verifiers to confirm that the destroyed ODS is in fact the same 
ODS that is sampled under these requirements. 
 
Prior to sampling, the ODS mixture must be circulated in a container that meets all of the 
following criteria: 
 

1. The container has no solid interior obstructions47 
2. The container was fully evacuated prior to filling 
3. The container must have mixing ports to circulate liquid and gas phase ODS 
4. The liquid port intake shall be at the bottom of the container, and the vapor port intake 

shall be at the top of the container. For horizontally-oriented mixing containers, the 
intakes shall be located in the middle third of the container. 

5. The container and associated equipment can circulate the mixture via a closed loop 
system from the liquid port to the vapor port  

 
If the original mixed ODS container does not meet these requirements, the mixed ODS must be 
transferred into a temporary holding tank or container that meets all of the above criteria. The 
weight of the contents placed into the temporary container shall be calculated and recorded. 
During transfer of ODS into and out of the temporary container, ODS shall be recovered to the 
vacuum levels required by the U.S. EPA for that ODS (see 40 CFR 82.156).48 
 
Once the mixed ODS is in a container or temporary storage unit that meets the criteria above, 
circulation of mixed ODS must be conducted as follows: 
 

1. Liquid mixture shall be circulated from the liquid port to the vapor port 
2. A volume of the mixture equal to two times the volume in the container shall be 

circulated  
3. Circulation must occur at a rate of at least 30 gallons/minute. Alternatively, circulation 

may occur at a rate that is less than 30 gallons/minute, as long as criterion #2 is 
achieved within the first 6 hours of mixing 

4. Start and end times shall be recorded 
 
Within 30 minutes of the completion of circulation, a minimum of two samples shall be taken 
from the bottom liquid port according to the procedures in Section 6.6. Both samples shall be 
analyzed at an AHRI approved laboratory per the requirements of Section 6.6. The mass 
composition and concentration of the mixed ODS shall be equal to the lesser of the two GWP-
weighted concentrations. 

6.7 Destruction Facility Requirements 
Destruction of ODS must occur at a facility that meets all of the guidelines provided in Appendix 
C of this protocol and by the TEAP Task Force on Destruction Technologies49  

                                                
47

 Mesh baffles or other interior structures that do not impede the flow of ODS are acceptable. 
48

 EPA. Required Levels of Evacuation. Retrieved December 21, 2009, from 
http://www.epa.gov/Ozone/title6/608/608evtab.html. 
49

 http://www.uneptie.org/ozonaction/topics/disposal.htm.  

http://www.epa.gov/Ozone/title6/608/608evtab.html
http://www.uneptie.org/ozonaction/topics/disposal.htm
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Any destruction facility that is regulated by U.S. EPA as a RCRA-permitted HWC is 
automatically considered a qualifying destruction facility under this protocol; no further testing 
for TEAP compliance is required.  
 
Non-RCRA permitted facilities may also be deemed qualifying destruction facilities if they meet 
the pertinent guidelines reproduced in Appendix C. Destruction facilities must provide third-party 
certified results indicating that the facility meets all performance criteria set forth in Appendix C. 
Following the initial performance testing, project developers must demonstrate that the facility 
has conducted comprehensive performance testing at least every three years to validate 
compliance with the TEAP DRE and emissions limits as reproduced in Appendix C. No ODS 
destruction credits shall be issued for destruction that occurs at a facility that has failed to 
undergo comprehensive performance testing according to the required schedule, or has failed 
to meet the requirements of such performance testing.  
 
At the time of ODS destruction, all destruction facilities must have a valid Title V air permit, if 
applicable, and any other air or water permits required by local, state, or federal law to destroy 
ODS. Facilities must document compliance with all monitoring and operational requirements 
associated with the destruction of ODS materials, as dictated by these permits, including 
emission limits, calibration schedules, and training. Any upsets or exceedances must be 
managed in keeping with an authorized startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan. Non-RCRA 
facilities must further document operation consistent with the TEAP requirements, as defined in 
this section and Appendix C. 
 
Operating parameters during destruction of ODS material shall be monitored and recorded as 
described in the Code of Good Housekeeping50 approved by the Montreal Protocol. This data 
will be used in the verification process to demonstrate that during the destruction process, the 
destruction unit was operating similarly to the period in which the DRE51 was calculated. The 
DRE is determined by using the Comprehensive Performance Test (CPT)52 as a proxy for DRE 
and is disclosed to the public in the destruction facility’s Title V operating permit. 
 
To monitor that the destruction facility operates in accordance with applicable regulations and 
within the parameters recorded during DRE testing, the following parameters must be tracked 
continuously during the entire ODS destruction process: 
 

 The ODS feed rate 
 The amount and type of consumables used in the process (not required if default project 

emission factor for transportation and destruction is used) 
 The amount of electricity and amount and type of fuel consumed by the destruction unit 

(not required if default project emission factor for transportation and destruction is used) 
 Operating temperature and pressure of the destruction unit during ODS destruction 
 Effluent discharges measured in terms of water and pH levels 
 Continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) data on the emissions of carbon 

monoxide during ODS destruction 
 

                                                
50

 TEAP. (2006). Code of Good Housekeeping. Handbook for the Montreal Protocol on Substances  
that Deplete the Ozone Layer, 7

th
 Edition. 

51
 DRE disclosed in Title V operating permit. 

52
 CPT must have been conducted with a less combustible chemical than the ODS in question. 



U.S. ODS Project Protocol     Version 2.0, June 2012 

   42 

The project developer must maintain records of all of these parameters for review during the 
verification process. 
 
Destruction facilities shall provide valid Certificate(s) of Destruction for all ODS destroyed as 
part of the project. The Certificate of Destruction shall include: 
 

 Project developer (project account holder) 
 Destruction facility 
 Generator name  
 Certificate of Destruction ID number 
 Serial, tracking or ID number of all containers for which ODS destruction occurred 
 Weight of material destroyed from each container (including eligible and ineligible 

material) 
 Type of material destroyed from each container (including all materials listed on 

laboratory analysis of ODS composition from sampling at the destruction facility) 
 Start destruction date 
 End destruction date 

6.8 Monitoring Parameters 
Prescribed monitoring parameters necessary to calculate baseline and project emissions are 
provided in Table 6.2 below. In addition to the parameters below that are used in the 
calculations provided in Section 5, project developers are responsible for maintaining all records 
required under Sections 6 and 7. 
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Table 6.2. ODS Project Monitoring Parameters 

Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Comment 

  Legal Requirement Test N/A 
For each reporting 

period 
 

Must be monitored and determined 
for each reporting period 

  
Mass of ODS (or ODS 
mixture) in each container 

mass of 
mixture 

Per container M 
Must be determined for each 
container destroyed 

  
Concentration of ODS (or 
ODS mixture) in each 
container 

mass ODS/ 
mass of 
mixture 

Per container M 
Must be determined for each 
container destroyed 

Equation 5.1 ERt 
Total quantity of emission 
reductions during the 
reporting period 

tCO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.1, 
Equation 5.2 

BEt 
Total quantity of baseline 
emissions during the 
reporting period 

tCO2e 
For each  reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.1, 
Equation 5.5 

PEt 
Total quantity of project 
emissions during the 
reporting period 

tCO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.2,  
Equation 5.3 

BErefr 
Total quantity of baseline 
emissions from refrigerant 
ODS  

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.2, 
Equation 5.4 

BEfoam 
Total quantity of baseline 
emissions from ODS 
blowing agent 

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

 
Equation 5.3, 
Equation 5.6 

Qrefr,i 
Total quantity of eligible 
refrigerant ODS i sent for 

destruction 
lb ODS 

For each reporting 
period 

M  

 
Equation 5.3 

ERrefr,i 
10-year cumulative emission 
rate of refrigerant ODS i 

0 - 1.0 N/A R See Table 5.1 

 
Equation 5.3, 
Equation 5.4, 
Equation 5.7, 
Equation 5.12 

GWPi 
Global warming potential of 
ODS i 

lb CO2e/ lb 
ODS 

N/A R See Table 5.1 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Comment 

Equation 5.3 VR Vapor risk deduction factor % (0-1) 
For each reporting 

period 
R See Table 5.7 

Equation 5.4, 
Equation 5.7 

BAapp,i, 

Total quantity of ODS 
blowing agent i from 
appliance foam prior to 
treatment or processing, 
including blowing agent lost 
during processing 

lb ODS 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.4 BAbuild,i 
Total quantity of ODS 
blowing agent i from building 
foam sent for destruction. 

lb ODS 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.4 ERi,j 

Lifetime emission rate of 
ODS blowing agent i from 
application j at end-of-life 
(see Table 5.3) 

% (0-1) N/A R  

Equation 5.4 Qrecover 

Total quantity of ODS foam 
blowing agent recovered 
during processing and sent 
for destruction 

lb ODS 
For each reporting 

period 
M  

Equation 5.4, 
Equation 5.7 

RE 
Recovery efficiency of the 
ODS foam blowing agent 
recovery process 

% (0-1) Once per project C 
See Appendix E for calculation of 
RE 

Equation 5.4 Qfoam 
Total weight of foam with 
entrained ODS blowing 
agent sent for destruction 

lb 
For each reporting 

period 
M  

Equation 5.4 BA% 

Mass ratio of ODS blowing 
agent entrained in building 
foam, as determined 
according to Section 6.4 

% (0-1) 
For each reporting 

period 
M  

Equation 5.5, 
Equation 5.6 

Subrefr 
Total emissions from 
substitute refrigerant 

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.5, 
Equation 5.7 

BApr,i 

Total quantity of ODS foam 
blowing agent i from 
appliance foam released 
during ODS extraction 

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C  



U.S. ODS Project Protocol                  Version 2.0, June 2012 

   45 

Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Comment 

Equation 5.5, 
Equation 5.8, 
Equation 5.14 

Tr 
Total emissions from project 
transportation  

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.5, 
Equation 5.8, 
Equation 5.9 

Dest 

Total emissions from the 
destruction process 
associated with destruction 
of ODS 

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C  

Equation 5.6 SEi 
Emission factor for 
substitute emissions of 
refrigerant i 

lb CO2e/ lb 
ODS 

destroyed 
Per container R 

See Table 5.5 for values and 
Appendix D for summary of the 
development of SE 

Equation 5.8, 
Equation 5.12, 
Equation 5.13 

QODS,i 

Total quantity of ODS i sent 
for destruction, including 
eligible and ineligible 
material 

 
lb ODS 

For each reporting 
period 

M  

Equation 5.8, EFi 
Default emission factor for 
transportation and 
destruction of ODS i  

lb  
CO2e/ lb 

ODS 
N/A R 

Equal to 7.5 for refrigerant projects, 
and 75 for foam projects 

Equation 5.9, 
Equation 5.10 

FFdest 
Total emissions from fossil 
fuel used in the destruction 
facility 

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 

Equation 5.9, 
Equation 5.11 

ELdest 
Total emissions from grid 
electricity at the destruction 
facility 

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 

Equation 5.10 FFPR,k 
Total fossil fuel k used to 
destroy ODS 

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
M 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 

Equation 5.10 EFFF,k Fuel specific emission factor 
kgCO2/ 

volume fuel 
N/A R 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 

Equation 5.11 ELPR 
Total electricity consumed to 
destroy ODS 

MWh 
For each reporting 

period 
M 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 

Equation 5.11 EFEL 
Carbon emission factor for 
electricity used 

lb CO2/ 
MWh 

N/A R 
Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 
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Eq. # Parameter Description Data Unit 
Measurement 

Frequency 

Calculated (c) 
Measured (m) 
Reference (r) 

Operating 
Records (o) 

Comment 

Equation 5.9, 
Equation 5.12 

ODSemissions 
Total emissions of un-
destroyed ODS 

lb CO2e 
For each reporting 

period 
C 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 

Equation 5.9, 
Equation 5.13 

ODSCO2 
Total emissions of CO2 from 
ODS oxidation 

lb CO2 
For each reporting 

period 
C 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 

Equation 5.13 CRi Carbon ratio of ODS i 
mole C/ 

mole ODS 
N/A R 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
destruction 

Equation 5.14 PMTi 
Pound-miles-traveled for 
ODS i destroyed 

pound-miles 
For each reporting 

period 
M 

Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
transportation 

Equation 5.14 EFPMT 
Mode-specific emission 
factor 

kgCO2/ 
pound-mile 

N/A R 
Use only if calculating site-specific 
project emissions from ODS 
transportation 

Equation 5.15 
Fillliquid Liquid fill level in project 

container 
% (0-1) 

For each reporting 
period 

C  

Equation 5.15 Vcontainer Volumetric capacity of 
project container 

gallons 
For each reporting 

period 
O  

Equation 5.15 Mdestroyed Total mass of material 
destroyed in the project 
container 

lbs 
For each reporting 

period M  

Equation 5.15 ρliquid Density of the liquid phase 
material in the project 
container 

lb/gal 
For each reporting 

period C  

Equation 5.15 ρvapor Density of the vapor phase 
material in the project 
container 

lb/gal 
For each reporting 

period C  
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7 Reporting Parameters 
This section provides requirements and guidance on reporting rules and procedures. A priority 
of the Reserve is to facilitate consistent and transparent information disclosure by project 
developers. Project developers must submit verified emission reduction reports to the Reserve 
at the conclusion of every project reporting period. 

7.1 Project Documentation  
Project developers must provide the following documentation to the Reserve in order to register 
an ODS destruction project. 
 

 Project Submittal form  
 Certificate(s) of Destruction (not public) 
 Laboratory analysis of ODS composition from sampling at destruction facility (not public) 
 Laboratory analysis of ODS composition from sampling at mixing facility, if applicable 

(not public) 
 Project diagram from Monitoring and Operations Plan – see Appendix H (not public) 
 Signed Attestation of Title form  
 Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form  
 Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form  
 Verification Report  
 Verification Statement  

 
Project developers must provide the following documentation each reporting period in order for 
the Reserve to issue CRTs for quantified GHG reductions: 
 

 Verification Report  
 Verification Statement  
 Certificate(s) of Destruction (not public) 
 Laboratory analysis of ODS composition from sampling at destruction facility (not public) 
 Laboratory analysis of ODS composition from sampling at mixing facility, if applicable 

(not public) 
 Project diagram from Monitoring and Operations Plan – see Appendix H (not public) 
 Signed Attestation of Title form  
 Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form  
 Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 

 
Unless otherwise specified, the above project documentation will be available to the public via 
the Reserve’s online registry with the Certificate of Destruction tracking information from Section 
6.1. Further disclosure and other documentation may be made available by the project 
developer on a voluntary basis. Project submittal forms can be found at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/.   

7.2 Joint Verification 
If desired, it is possible for a single project developer to register multiple concurrent ODS 
destruction projects at a single destruction facility (e.g. one involving domestically sourced ODS 
and a second involving ODS sourced from Article 5 countries). In such instances, the concurrent 
projects may be eligible for joint verification (see Section 8.1 for more detail). 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/projects/register/project-submittal-forms/
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Regardless of whether the project developer chooses to verify multiple projects through a joint 
project verification or pursue verification of each project separately, the documents and records 
for each project must be retained according to this section. 

7.3 Record Keeping 
For purposes of independent verification and historical documentation, project developers are 
required to keep all information outlined in this protocol for a period of 10 years after verification.  
This information will not be publicly available but may be requested by the verification body or 
the Reserve. 
 
System information the project developer should retain includes: 
 

 All data inputs for the calculation of the project emission reductions, including all 
required sampled data 

 Copies of all permits, Notices of Violations (NOVs), and any relevant administrative or 
legal consent orders dating back at least three years prior to the project start date 

 Executed Attestation of Title forms, Attestation of Regulatory Compliance forms and 
Attestation of Voluntary Implementation forms 

 Destruction facility monitor information (CEMS data, DRE documentation, scale 
readings, calibration procedures, and permits)  

 Verification records and results 
 Chain of custody and point of origin documentation 
 ODS composition and quantity lab reports 

7.4 Reporting Period and Verification Cycle  
ODS destruction projects may be no greater than 12 months in duration, measured from the 
project start date to completion of ODS destruction. As stated in Section 2.2, project developers 
may choose a shorter time horizon for their project (e.g. three months or six months), but no 
project may run longer than 12 months. At the project developer’s discretion, a project may have 
one or more reporting periods as defined in Section 5.  
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8 Verification Guidance 
This section provides verification bodies with guidance on verifying GHG emission reductions 
from ODS destruction projects developed to the standards of this protocol. This verification 
guidance supplements the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual and describes verification 
activities in the context of ODS destruction projects. 
 
Verification bodies trained to verify ODS projects must conduct verifications to the standards of 
the following documents: 
 

 Climate Action Reserve Program Manual 
 Climate Action Reserve Verification Program Manual 
 Climate Action Reserve U.S. Ozone Depleting Substances Project Protocol 

 
The Reserve’s Program Manual, Verification Program Manual, and project protocols are 
designed to be compatible with each other and are available on the Reserve’s website at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org.  
 
In cases where the Program Manual and/or Verification Program Manual differ from the 
guidance in this protocol, this protocol takes precedent. 
 
Only ISO-accredited verification bodies trained by the Reserve for this project type are eligible 
to verify ODS destruction project reports. Verification bodies approved under other project 
protocol types are not permitted to verify ODS destruction projects. Information about 
verification body accreditation and Reserve project verification training can be found in the 
Verification Program Manual. 

8.1 Joint Project Verification 
Because of the possibility for a project developer to have projects under both the U.S. and 
Article 5 ODS Project Protocols occurring at a single destruction facility, project developers have 
the option to hire a single verification body to verify multiple projects under a joint project 
verification. This may provide economies of scale for the project verifications and improve the 
efficiency of the verification process. Joint project verification is only available as an option for a 
single project developer; joint project verification cannot be applied to multiple projects 
registered by different project developers at the same destruction facility. 
 
Provided that the following elements are met, the verifier may, at his or her discretion, conduct a 
joint verification of two or more projects: 
 

 The project developer has contracted with a single verification body for all projects 
involved 

 All projects involved have an approved NOVA/COI form with designated site visit dates 
prior to the commencement of joint verification activities 

 An appropriate verification plan covering all aspects of the individual projects involved 
has been prepared prior to any shared site visits or verification activities 

 Project activities associated with all involved projects have commenced prior to the 
shared site visit or verification activity 

 
Under joint project verification, each project, as defined by the protocol and the project 
developer, must still be registered separately in the Reserve system and each project requires 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
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its own verification process and Verification Statement (i.e. each project is assessed by the 
verification body separately as if it were the only project at the destruction facility). However, all 
projects may be verified together by a single site visit to the destruction facility or other common 
locations. Furthermore, a single Verification Report may be filed with the Reserve that 
summarizes the findings from multiple project verifications. 
 
Finally, the verification body may submit one Notification of Verification Activities/Conflict of 
Interest (NOVA/COI) Assessment form that details and applies to all of the projects at a single 
destruction facility that it intends to verify. 
 
If, during joint project verification, the verification activities of one project are delaying the 
registration of another project, the project developer can choose to forego joint project 
verification. There are no additional administrative requirements of the project developer or the 
verification body if a joint project verification is terminated.  

8.2 Standard of Verification 
The Reserve’s standard of verification for ODS destruction projects is the U.S. Ozone Depleting 
Substances Project Protocol (this document), the Reserve Program Manual, and the Reserve 
Verification Program Manual. To verify an ODS destruction project report submitted by a project 
developer, verification bodies must apply the guidance in the Verification Program Manual and 
this section of the protocol to the standards described in Section 2 through 7 of this protocol. 
Sections 2 through 7 provide eligibility rules, methods to calculate emission reductions, 
operational requirements, performance monitoring requirements, and procedures for reporting 
project information to the Reserve.  

8.3 Monitoring and Operations Plan  
The Monitoring and Operations Plan serves as the basis for verification bodies to confirm that 
the monitoring, operational, and reporting requirements in Section 6 and Section 7 have been 
met, and that consistent, rigorous monitoring and record-keeping has been conducted. 
Verification bodies shall confirm that the Monitoring and Operations Plan covers all aspects of 
monitoring, operations, and reporting contained in this protocol and specifies how data for all 
relevant parameters in Table 6.2 are collected and recorded.  

8.4 Verifying Project Eligibility 
Verification bodies must affirm an ODS destruction project’s eligibility according to the rules 
described in this protocol. The table below outlines the eligibility criteria for an ODS destruction 
project. This table does not represent all criteria for determining eligibility comprehensively; 
verification bodies must also look to Section 3 and the verification items list in Table 8.3. 
 
Table 8.1. Summary of Eligibility Criteria 

Eligibility Rule Eligibility Criteria 
Verification 
Frequency 

Start Date No more than six months prior to project submission  Once per project 

Location of Destruction United States and its territories Once per project 
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Eligibility Rule Eligibility Criteria 
Verification 
Frequency 

Point of Origin of ODS Unites States and its territories Each verification 

Project Definition 

 Project developer and GHG ownership is the same 
for all ODS destroyed 

 A single destruction facility has been used for all 
ODS destruction 

 All project activities span no more than 12 months 
from the project start date to the conclusion of 
destruction activities 

 Eligible refrigerant ODS include CFC-11, CFC-12, 
CFC-13, CFC-113, CFC-114, CFC-115 

 Eligible ODS blowing agents include CFC-11, CFC-
12, HCFC-22, HCFC-141b  

Each verification 

Performance Standard 
Project destroys ODS refrigerant or ODS blowing 
agent that meet project definitions 

Each verification 

Legal Requirement 
Test  

Signed Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form 
and monitoring procedures that lay out procedures for 
ascertaining and demonstrating that the project 
passes the Legal Requirement Test 

Each verification 

Regulatory Compliance 
Test 

Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 
and disclosure of non-compliance to verifier; project 
must be in material compliance with all applicable 
laws 

Each verification 

Exclusions 

 ODS sourced from outside of the U.S. 
 ODS destroyed outside of the U.S. 
 Solvents and medical aerosols 
 Destruction of intact appliance foam 
 ODS sourced from the federal government, except 

through DLA Disposition Services auction 

Each verification 

8.5 Core Verification Activities 
The U.S. Ozone Depleting Substances Project Protocol provides explicit requirements and 
guidance for quantifying GHG reductions associated with the destruction of ODS sourced from 
the United States. The Verification Program Manual describes the core verification activities that 
shall be performed by verification bodies for all project verifications. These activities are 
summarized below in the context of an ODS destruction project, but verification bodies shall 
also follow the general guidance in the Verification Program Manual.   
 
Verification is a risk assessment and data sampling effort designed to ensure that the risk of 
reporting error is assessed and addressed through appropriate sampling, testing, and review. 
The three core verification activities are: 
 

1. Identifying emissions sources, sinks and reservoirs 
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2. Reviewing operations, GHG management systems, and estimation methodologies 
3. Verifying emission reductions and estimates 

Identifying emission sources, sinks, and reservoirs 

The verification body reviews for completeness the sources, sinks, and reservoirs identified for a 
project, such as the ODS baseline emissions, substitute emissions, emissions from 
transportation, and emissions from the destruction of ODS.  

Reviewing operations, GHG management systems and estimation methodologies 

The verification body reviews and assesses the appropriateness of the operations, 
methodologies and management systems that the ODS project developer employs to perform 
project activities, to gather data on ODS collected and destroyed and to calculate baseline and 
project emissions. 

Verifying emission reduction estimates 

The verification body further investigates areas that have the greatest potential for material 
misstatements and then confirms whether or not material misstatements have occurred. This 
involves site visits to the project to ensure the ODS management, sampling and destruction 
systems on the ground correspond to and are consistent with data provided to the verification 
body. In addition, the verification body must recalculate a representative sample of the ODS 
destruction or emissions data for comparison with data reported by the project developer in 
order to double-check the calculations of GHG emission reductions. 

8.6 Verification Site Visits 
Project verifiers shall conduct one or more site visits for each project to assess operations, 
management systems, QA/QC procedures, personnel training, and conformance with the 
requirements of this protocol. Each of the sites identified in Table 8.2 shall be visited at least 
once every 12 months by the project verification body. If one verification body is contracted by 
multiple projects that involve a single facility, the verification body must only visit that facility 
once per 12 month period. However, the verification body may visit a facility more frequently if 
they deem it necessary. For each reporting period, the site visits required in Table 8.2 must 
have occurred no more than 12 months prior to the end date of the reporting period. 
 
Table 8.2. Verification Site Visit Requirements 

Project Site Visit(s) Required 

Refrigerant recovery and destruction:  
pure ODS 

 Destruction facility 
 One additional project facility

a
 

Refrigerant recovery and destruction: mixed 
ODS 

 Destruction facility 
 ODS mixing & sampling facility 
 One additional project facility

a
 

Appliance foam collection, ODS foam 
blowing agent extraction, and destruction 

 Facility where ODS foam blowing agent is 
extracted 

 Destruction facility 
 One additional project facility

a
 

Building foam collection and destruction  
 
 

 Lab performing ODS blowing agent mass ratio 
analysis 

 Destruction facility 
 One additional project facility

a
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a
 The verification body shall visit one additional facility within the project diagram, including but not limited to: a point 

of recovery, reclamation or aggregation, the project developer’s offices, a point of origin, etc. The verification body 
shall choose this additional facility based upon the project specific risk assessment. 

 
In addition to the site visits specified above, verification bodies may visit any additional sites 
deemed necessary to verify the project in the context of the project specific risk assessment. In 
the instance that multiple sampling facilities or foam processing facilities were employed in a 
single project, verification bodies must determine the appropriate number of facilities to visit, but 
a minimum of one visit per type of facility is required. 

8.7 ODS Verification Items 
The following tables provide lists of items that a verification body needs to address while 
verifying an ODS destruction project. The tables include references to the section in the protocol 
where requirements are further described. The table also identifies items for which a verification 
body is expected to apply professional judgment during the verification process. Verification 
bodies are expected to use their professional judgment to confirm that protocol requirements 
have been met in instances where the protocol does not provide (sufficiently) prescriptive 
guidance. For more information on the Reserve’s verification process and professional 
judgment, please see the Verification Program Manual. 
 
Note: These tables shall not be viewed as a comprehensive list or plan for verification 
activities, but rather guidance on areas specific to ODS destruction projects that must be 
addressed during verification. 

8.7.1 Project Eligibility and CRT Issuance 

Table 8.3 lists the criteria for reasonable assurance with respect to eligibility and CRT issuance 
for ODS destruction projects. These requirements determine if a project is eligible to register 
with the Reserve and/or have CRTs issued for the ODS destroyed. If any one requirement is not 
met, either the project may be determined ineligible or the GHG reductions from the ODS 
destroyed (or sub-set of the ODS destroyed) may be ineligible for issuance of CRTs. 
 
Table 8.3. Project Eligibility Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Project Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

2.4 
Verify that credits for destroyed ODS have not been claimed on the 
Reserve or any other registry, using Attestation of Title and Reserve 
tracking software 

No 

2.2 Verify that the project meets the definition of a U.S. ODS project No 

2.2 Verify that the destroyed ODS is sourced from the U.S. Yes 

2.2 Verify that the destroyed ODS has been phased out in the U.S. No 

2.2 
Verify that the ODS was not used as or produced  for use as solvents, 
medical aerosols or other ODS applications 

Yes 

2.4 Verify ownership of the reductions by reviewing Attestation of Title No 

2.2 
Verify that the project activities involve a single project developer and a 
single qualifying destruction facility 

No 

Appendix C 

Verify that the destruction facility meets the requirements of this 
protocol; if the facility is not a RCRA approved HWC, verify that it has 
been third-party certified as meeting the requirements of the TEAP 
Report on the Task Force on HCFC Issues in Appendix C and has 
successfully completed the comprehensive performance testing in  
Appendix C within the three years prior to the end date of destruction 

No 
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Protocol 
Section 

Project Eligibility Qualification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

activities 

3.2 Verify eligibility of project start date No 

3.2 Verify project start date based on records No 

2.2 Verify that project activities span no more than 12 months No 

2.3 
Verify that the project was correctly characterized as a foam or 
refrigerant project 

No 

5.1 
Verify that the appropriate baseline scenario was applied for each 
quantity of ODS destroyed 

No 

3.4.1 
Confirm execution of the Attestation of Voluntary Implementation form to 
demonstrate eligibility under the Legal Requirement Test 

No 

6 
Verify that the project Monitoring and Operations Plan contains 
procedures for ascertaining and demonstrating that the project passes 
the Legal Requirement Test at all times 

Yes 

3.4.2 Verify that the project meets the Performance Standard Test No 

3.5 

Verify that the project activities comply with applicable laws by reviewing 
any instances of non-compliance provided by the project developer and 
performing a risk-based assessment to confirm the statements made by 
the project developer in the Attestation of Regulatory Compliance form 

Yes 

6 
Verify that monitoring plans and procedures meet the requirements of 
the protocol; if they do not, verify that a variance has been approved for 
monitoring variations 

Yes 

6 
Verify the Monitoring and Operations Plan includes a project diagram, 
and that the project diagram is complete, accurate, and up-to-date 

No 

 
If any variances were granted, verify that variance requirements were 
met and properly applied 

No 

8.7.2 Conformance with Operational Requirements and ODS Eligibility 

Table 8.4 lists the verification items to determine the project’s conformance with the operational 
and monitoring requirements of this protocol, and the eligibility of discrete ODS sources. A 
subset of destroyed ODS may be deemed ineligible if it was obtained in a manner inconsistent 
with this protocol, or if documentation is insufficient. If any of Table 8.4 is not met, no CRTs may 
be issued for that quantity of ODS. 
 
Table 8.4. Operational Requirement and ODS Eligibility Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Operational Requirement and ODS Eligibility Items 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6.1 
For all ODS, verify that information has been correctly entered in 
Reserve tracking system and that the Certificate of Destruction entry is 
unique to this project 

No 

6.2 For all ODS, verify that the point of origin is correctly identified and 
documented 

Yes 

6.2, 6.6 For all ODS, verify that the point of origin documentation agrees with the 
data reported at the destruction facility (weight and composition) with no 
significant discrepancies 

Yes 

6.3 For all ODS, verify that the ODS can be tracked through retained chain 
of custody documentation from the Certificate of Destruction back to the 
point of origin  

Yes 

6.4, 6.5 For ODS blowing agents, verify that required data has been collected, 
per Section 6.4 and 6.5 

No 
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Protocol 
Section 

Operational Requirement and ODS Eligibility Items 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6.4 
For foam ODS blowing agent, verify that that the recovery efficiency has 
been calculated correctly per Appendix E 

Yes 

6.6 Verify that the scales used for measuring mass of ODS destroyed are 
properly maintained and tested for calibration quarterly 

No 

6.6 Verify that the weight of full and empty ODS containers was measured 
48 hours prior to destruction commencing and 48 hours following 
completion, respectively 

No 

6.6 
Verify that all ODS samples were taken by a third-party technician while 
in the possession of the destruction facility  

No 

6.6 
Verify the chain of custody by which ODS sample was transferred from 
the destruction facility to the lab 

No 

6.6 
Verify that all ODS was analyzed for composition and concentration at a 
lab approved under the AHRI 700-2006 standard or its successor 

No 

6.6 
Verify that the calculation of ODS composition and mass concentration 
correctly accounted for moisture, mixing, and high boiling residue 

No 

6.6 
For mixed refrigerants, verify that credits are only claimed for 
refrigerants eligible under this protocol 

No 

6.6.1 For mixed refrigerants, verify that proper recirculation occurred No 

6.6.1 
For mixed refrigerants, verify that recirculation and sampling were 
performed by properly trained technicians 

Yes 

6.4 
Verify that for destruction of ODS blowing agent from building foam, the 
correct procedures have been followed for determining the type and 
mass ratio of ODS in the foam 

No 

6.7 Verify that all permits are current at the destruction facility No 

6.7, 
Appendix C 

Verify that the destruction facility where the ODS was destroyed has a 
documented destruction and removal efficiency greater than 99.99 
percent, and that CPT was conducted with a material less combustible 
than the ODS destroyed  

No 

6.7, 
Appendix C 

Verify that the destruction facility operated within the parameters under 
which it was tested to achieve a 99.99 percent or greater destruction and 
removal efficiency 

No 

6.7 
Verify that the destruction facility monitored the parameters identified in 
Section 6.7 

No 

6.7 Verify that the Certificate of Destruction contains all required information No 

8.7.3 Quantification of GHG Emission Reductions  

Table 8.5 lists the items that verification bodies shall include in their risk assessment and re-
calculation of the project’s GHG emission reductions. These quantification items inform any 
determination as to whether there are material and/or immaterial misstatements in the project’s 
GHG emission reduction calculations. If there are material misstatements, the calculations must 
be revised before CRTs are issued. 
 
Table 8.5. Quantification Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Quantification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

4 
Verify that SSRs included in the GHG Assessment Boundary 
correspond to those required by the protocol and those represented in 
the project documentation  

 
No 

6.7 
Verify that all destroyed ODS for which CRTs are claimed appear on a 
valid Certificate of Destruction  

No 



U.S. ODS Project Protocol     Version 2.0, June 2012 

   56 

Protocol 
Section 

Quantification Item 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

5.1 
Verify that the baseline emissions were calculated with the appropriate 
emission rate(s) and aggregated correctly 

No 

5.2.1 
Verify that the substitute emissions have been properly characterized, 
calculated, and aggregated correctly 

No 

5.1.2, 5.2.2 
Verify that the recovery efficiency has been correctly applied for 
concentrated ODS blowing agent projects 

No 

5.2.3, 5.2.4  
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified and aggregated 
electricity use, or that the default factor was applied 

Yes 

5.2.3, 5.2.4 
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified and aggregated 
fossil fuel use, or that the default factor was applied 

Yes 

5.2.3, 5.2.4 
Verify that the project developer applied the correct emission factors 
for fossil fuel combustion and grid-delivered electricity, or that the 
default factors were applied 

Yes 

5.2.3, 5.2.5 
Verify that the project developer correctly quantified and aggregated 
transportation emissions, or that the default factor was applied 

Yes 

5.2.3, 5.2.4 
Verify that emissions from incomplete ODS destruction and oxidation 
of ODS carbon have been correctly quantified and aggregated, or that 
the default factor was applied 

Yes 

8.7.4 Risk Assessment 

Verification bodies will review the following items in Table 8.6 to guide and prioritize their 
assessment of data used in determining eligibility and quantifying GHG emission reductions. 
 
Table 8.6. Risk Assessment Verification Items 

Protocol 
Section 

Item that Informs Risk Assessment 
Apply 

Professional 
Judgment? 

6 
Verify that the project Monitoring and Operations Plan is sufficiently 
rigorous to support the requirements of the protocol and proper operation 
of the project 

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate monitoring equipment is in place to meet the 
requirements of the protocol 

Yes 

6 
Verify that the individual or team responsible for managing and reporting 
project activities are qualified to perform these functions 

Yes 

6.5 
Verify that the required data on appliances from which foam was sourced 
has been collected and managed correctly  

Yes 

6 
Verify that appropriate training was provided to personnel assigned to 
operations, record-keeping, sample-taking, and other project activities 

Yes 

6 
Verify that all contractors are qualified for managing and reporting 
greenhouse gas emissions if relied upon by the project developer and that 
there is internal oversight to assure the quality of the contractor’s work 

Yes 

7 Verify that all required records have been retained by the project developer  No 

8.8 Completing Verification 
The Verification Program Manual provides detailed information and instructions for verification 
bodies to finalize the verification process. It describes completing a Verification Report, 
preparing a Verification Statement, submitting the necessary documents to the Reserve, and 
notifying the Reserve of the project’s verified status. 
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9 Glossary of Terms 
 
Certificate of Destruction 
 

An official document provided by the destruction facility 
certifying the date, quantity, and type of ODS destroyed. 
 

Commencement of destruction  
process 
 

When the ODS waste-stream is hooked up to the destruction 
chamber. 

Commercial refrigeration  
equipment 
 

The refrigeration appliances used in the retail food, cold storage 
warehouse or any other sector that requires cold storage. Retail 
food includes the refrigeration equipment found in supermarkets, 
grocery and convenience stores, restaurants, and other food 
service establishments. Cold storage includes the refrigeration 
equipment used to house perishable goods or any manufactured 
product requiring refrigerated storage.   
 

Container An air- and water-tight unit for storing and/or transporting ODS 
material without leakage or escape of ODS.  
 

Destruction Destruction of ozone depleting substances by qualified 
destruction, transformation or conversion plants achieving 
greater than 99.99 percent destruction and removal efficiency, in 
order to avoid their emissions. Destruction may be performed 
using any technology, including transformation, that results in 
the complete breakdown of the ODS into either a waste or 
usable by-product. 
 

Destruction facility A facility that destroys, transforms or converts ozone depleting 
substances using a technology that meets the standards defined 
by the UN Environment Programme Technology and Economic 
Assessment Panel Task Force on Destruction Technologies.

53
 

 
Emission rate The rate at which refrigerant is lost to the atmosphere, including 

emissions from leaks during operation and servicing events. 
 

Generator The facility from which the ODS material on a single Certificate 
of Destruction departed prior to receipt by the destruction facility. 
If the material on a single Certificate of Destruction was 
aggregated as multiple shipments to the destruction facility, then 
the destruction facility shall be the Generator. 
 

Ozone Depleting Substances 
(ODS) 

Ozone depleting substances are substances known to deplete 
the stratospheric ozone layer. The ODS controlled under the 
Montreal Protocol and its Amendments are chlorofluorocarbons 
(CFC), hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFC), halons, methyl 
bromide (CH3Br), carbon tetrachloride (CCl4), methyl chloroform 
(CH3CCl3), hydrobromofluorocarbons (HBFC) and 
bromochloromethane (CHBrCl). 

54
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Recovery efficiency The percent of total ODS blowing agent that is recovered during 
the process of ODS blowing agent extraction. 
 

Recharge Replenishment of refrigerant agent (using reclaimed or virgin 
material) into equipment that is below its full capacity because of 
leakage or because it has been evacuated for servicing or other 
maintenance. 
 

Reclaim Reprocessing and upgrading of a recovered ozone depleting 
substance through mechanisms such as filtering, drying, 
distillation and chemical treatment in order to restore the ODS to 
a specified standard of performance. Chemical analysis is 
required to determine that appropriate product specifications are 
met. It often involves processing off-site at a central facility.  
 

Recovery The removal of ozone depleting substances from machinery, 
equipment, containment vessels, etc., into an external container 
during servicing or prior to disposal without necessarily testing 
or processing it in any way. 
 

Reuse/recycle Reuse of a recovered ozone depleting substance following a 
basic cleaning process such as filtering and drying. For 
refrigerants, recycling normally involves recharge back into 
equipment and it often occurs ‘on-site’. 
 

Startup, shutdown, and malfunction 
plan 

A plan, as specified under 40 CFR 63.1206, that includes a 
description of potential causes of malfunctions, including 
releases from emergency safety vents, that may result in 
significant releases of hazardous air pollutants, and actions the 
source is taking to minimize the frequency and severity of those 
malfunctions. 
 

Stockpile ODS stored for future use or disposal in bulk quantities at a 
single location. These quantities may be composed of many 
small containers or a single large container.  
 

Substitute refrigerant Those refrigerants that will be used to fulfill the function that 
would have been filled by the destroyed ODS refrigerants. 
These refrigerants may be drop-in replacements used in 
equipment that previously used the type of ODS destroyed or 
may be used in new equipment that fulfills the same market 
function. 
 

Substitute emissions A term used in this protocol to describe the greenhouse gases 
emitted from the use of substitute refrigerants in technologies 
that are used to replace the ODS destroyed in a project.  
 

Transportation system A term used to encompass the entirety of the system that moves 
the ODS from the point of aggregation to the destruction facility. 
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Appendix A Summary of Legal Requirement Test 
Development 

Management activities for ozone depleting substances are dictated in the United States by both 
the Montreal Protocol, to which the U.S. is a party, and the U.S. Clean Air Act. This appendix 
provides background information on both of these regulatory frameworks. Further, this appendix 
demonstrates that neither framework requires the destruction of ODS, and destruction therefore 
meets the Legal Requirement Test under the Climate Action Reserve U.S. Ozone Depleting 
Substances Project Protocol. 

A.1 Montreal Protocol 
The original Montreal Protocol, signed in 1987, was the first international treaty with binding 
commitments to protect stratospheric ozone. Since that time, the Montreal Protocol has been 
repeatedly strengthened by both controlling additional ODS as well as by moving up the date by 
which previously controlled substances must be phased out. The Montreal Protocol controls 
only production and consumption (production plus imports minus exports) and not emissions of 
ODS. There is no mandatory requirement to destroy ODS in the Montreal Protocol. Therefore, 
for analyses prepared under the Montreal Protocol, it is assumed that all ODS that are produced 
will eventually be released to the atmosphere, even though some developed countries have 
voluntary and/or mandatory requirements to destroy ODS. 
 
Under the original Montreal Protocol agreement (1987), non-Article 5 countries were required to 
begin phasing out CFC in 1993 and achieve a 50 percent reduction relative to 1986 
consumption levels by 1998. Under this agreement, CFC were the only ODS addressed. The 
London Amendment (1990) changed the ODS emission schedule by requiring the complete 
phase-out of CFC, halons, and carbon tetrachloride by 2000 in developed countries, and by 
2010 in developing countries. Methyl chloroform was also added to the list of controlled ODS, 
with phase-out in developed countries targeted in 2005, and in 2015 for developing countries. 
 
The Copenhagen Amendment (1992) significantly accelerated the phase-out of ODS and 
incorporated an HCFC phase-out for developed countries, beginning in 2004. Under this 
agreement, CFC, halons, carbon tetrachloride, methyl chloroform, and HBFC were targeted for 
complete phase-out in 1996 in developed countries. In addition, methyl bromide consumption 
was capped at 1991 levels. 
 
The Montreal Amendment (1997) included the phase-out of HCFC in developing countries, as 
well as the phase-out of methyl bromide in developed and developing countries in 2005 and 
2015, respectively. 
 
The Beijing Amendment (1999) included tightened controls on the production and trade of 
HCFC. Bromochloromethane was also added to the list of controlled substances with phase-out 
targeted for 2002. 
 
At the 19th Meeting of the Parties in Montreal in September 2007, the Parties agreed to an 
adjustment that more aggressively phases out HCFC in both developed and developing 
countries. Developed countries must reduce HCFC production and consumption by 75 percent 
of their baseline by 2010, 99.5 percent by 2020, and 100 percent by 2030. The 0.5 percent 
during the period 2020-2030 is restricted to the servicing of existing refrigeration and air-
conditioning equipment and is subject to review in 2015. Developing countries must freeze 
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production and consumption of HCFC in 2013 at their baseline and then reduce it by 10 percent 
in 2015, 35 percent by 2020, 67.5 percent by 2025, 97.5 percent by 2030 and 100 percent by 
2040. The 2.5 percent during the period 2030-2039 is the average over that time frame (e.g. it 
can be five percent for five years and zero percent for the other five years), is restricted to the 
servicing of existing refrigeration and air-conditioning equipment, and is subject to review in 
2015. 
 
The result of the Montreal Protocol with its amendments and adjustments is that as of January 
1, 2010, CFC, halons, methyl chloroform, carbon tetrachloride, methyl bromide, and 
bromochloromethane will be phased out of production in both developed and developing 
countries. Therefore any ongoing uses of these substances must be supplied from already 
existing stocks that were never used, or from recycled or reclaimed material. However, it should 
be noted that there are allowances for some ongoing limited production of these substances for 
certain essential uses and critical uses approved by the Montreal Protocol Parties (e.g. as 
process agents and for quarantine and pre-shipment uses). Also, production and use of these 
substances as feedstock is not considered production since they are consumed in the feedstock 
process. Destruction of ODS from these sources is not eligible under this protocol. 
 
The Reserve’s review of the U.S. commitment under the Montreal Protocol and its amendments 
indicates that destruction of ODS is not required in the U.S. at this time. Further, review of the 
Montreal Protocol makes clear that destruction is not required. The scope of the Montreal 
Protocol is limited to the production end of ODS management, and does not require destruction 
of extant stocks. As such, in reference to the Montreal Protocol and international law, 
destruction of U.S. sources of ODS meets the Legal Requirement Test.  

A.2 Title VI of the Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 82  
In 1988, the United States ratified the Montreal Protocol. By ratifying the Montreal Protocol and 
its subsequent amendments, the United States committed to a collaborative, international effort 
to regulate and phase out ODS, including CFC, HCFC, halons, carbon tetrachloride, methyl 
chloroform, methyl bromide, bromochloromethane, and HBFC.  
 
The Montreal Protocol led to the inclusion of Title VI, Stratospheric Ozone Protection in the 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Title VI authorizes the EPA to manage the phase-out of 
ODS. Among the regulations established by EPA are requirements for the safe handling of ODS 
and prohibitions on the known venting or release of ODS into the atmosphere for the majority of 
applications, including refrigerants and fire suppressants. Therefore, as ODS are phased out, 
surplus ODS must be stored, reused (after recycling or reclamation) or destroyed. 
 
EPA regulations issued under Sections 601-607 of the CAA phase out the production and 
import of ODS, consistent with the schedules developed under the Montreal Protocol. However, 
in the case of HCFC, EPA has used a “worst-first” approach to meet the Montreal Protocol 
required reduction caps. Under this approach, those HCFC with the highest ozone depletion 
potential (ODP) are phased out first. As of January 1, 2003, EPA banned production and import 
of HCFC-141b, the HCFC with the highest ODP. This action allowed the United States to 
reduce its consumption by 35 percent below the cap by the January 1, 2004 deadline and meet 
its obligations under the Montreal Protocol. As such, HCFC-141b is now entirely phased out and 
therefore eligible per this protocol.  
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In 2003 EPA issued baseline allowances for production and import of HCFC-22 and HCFC-
142b, the two HCFC with the next highest ODP. The United States plans to meet the rest of the 
Montreal Protocol phase-out schedule through the following actions: 
 
January 1, 2010 Ban on production and import of HCFC-22 and HCFC-142b except for on-going 

servicing needs in equipment manufactured before January 1, 2010.* 

January 1, 2015 Ban on introduction into interstate commerce or use of HCFC except where the 
HCFC are used as a refrigerant in appliances manufactured prior to January 1, 
2020.* 

January 1, 2020 Ban on remaining production and import of HCFC-22 and HCFC-142b.* 

January 1, 2030 Ban on remaining production and import of all other HCFC.* 

* Certain additional exemptions apply, including exemptions for (1) HCFC used in processes resulting in their 
transformation or destruction, or (2) pre-authorized import of HCFC that are recovered and either recycled or 
reclaimed. 

 
The Reserve’s review of the CAA indicates that destruction of ODS is not required in the U.S. at 
this time. The CAA dictates a phase-out schedule for the production of ODS, and proffers 
guidance on handling, disposal, and other requirements but does not dictate that destruction of 
ODS occur. As such, in reference to the U.S. CAA and domestic law, destruction of U.S. 
sources of ODS meets the Legal Requirement Test.  
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Appendix B Summary of Performance Standard 
Development 

The Reserve assesses the additionality of projects through application of a Performance 
Standard Test and a Legal Requirement Test. The purpose of a performance standard is to 
establish a standard of performance applicable to all ODS projects that is significantly better 
than average ODS management practice, which, if met or exceeded by a project developer, 
satisfies the criterion of “additionality.” 55 
 
The sections below describe the analysis that forms the basis of the performance standard for 
each of the ODS sources within this protocol. The analysis included an examination of current 
practice related to 1) the destruction of ODS refrigerant and ODS foam blowing agent, and 2) 
the end-of-life treatment of foam. 

B.1 Destruction of ODS from Refrigerants and Foam 
Appendix A described the regulatory framework surrounding the end-of-life treatment of 
refrigerant and foam ODS and demonstrated that destruction is not required by law in the U.S. 
However, the Reserve looks not only at what the regulatory requirements are, but also at the 
prevailing practices in the industry. Therefore, with the project defined as destruction of ODS 
refrigerant or ODS blowing agent, the question remains: is destruction of ODS refrigerant and 
ODS blowing agent sourced within the U.S. standard practice or does it exceed standard 
practice? 
 
For this analysis, the Reserve assessed common practice for CFC refrigerants and foams that 
have been phased out of U.S. production under the Montreal Protocol and U.S. Clean Air Act. 
This was done by comparing the proportion of recoverable ODS in the U.S. within a given year 
to the amount that was destroyed during that same time period to determine to what extent 
available ODS was being destroyed. 
 
The Reserve’s starting point for this assessment was U.S. EPA data records, including a report 
produced by ICF International entitled ODS Destruction in the United States of America and 
Abroad (2009). In addition to providing information on ODS destruction techniques and 
practices, the report supplies the specific quantity of ODS destroyed for the years 2003 and 
2004 in the U.S. 
 
The years 2003 and 2004 are particularly useful as they represent common practice before the 
initiation of carbon offset projects in the U.S. Subsequent to 2004, several ODS destruction 
projects were conducted for carbon credits on the Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX), and in 
possible anticipation of other offset programs. As such, destruction numbers from this post-2004 
time period may artificially inflate the amount of ODS that is destroyed due to standard industry 
practice. The goal of this analysis is to determine what happened in the absence of a carbon 
incentive. Therefore, the 2003 to 2004 data represents a balance of current data on common 
practice after the CAA phase-out of ODS went into effect but prior to the availability of a carbon 
incentive. 

                                                
55

 See the Climate Action Reserve’s Program Manual for further discussion of the Reserve’s general approach to 
determining additionality.  
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Table B.1. Destruction of ODS in the U.S. 

CFC 2003 Destroyed (kg) 2004 Destroyed (kg) 

CFC-11 58,846 109,884 

CFC-12 23,709 62,364 

CFC-114 464 4,044 

CFC-115 4,401 6,737 

Source: Reproduced from ICF, ODS Destruction in the United States of America and Abroad (2009), prepared for 
U.S. EPA. 

 
While the 2003-2004 data above is useful because it is not yet influenced by the carbon market, 
it does nonetheless over-state the amount of destruction that took place during this time period 
because of the inclusion of ODS sourced from outside the U.S.  
 
The applicability of this protocol is limited to ODS sourced from within the U.S. Therefore, the 
analysis of common practice must include only destroyed ODS that originated within the U.S. 
Several countries, including Canada and Australia, have taken a proactive approach to 
managing ODS and have strong ODS destruction programs that regularly send material to the 
U.S. for destruction. The Reserve compiled data from destruction facilities to determine the 
amount of destruction that could be attributed to these imports and subsequently subtracted 
from total U.S. destruction. Table B.2 presents this analysis including the resulting net U.S. 
destruction. To protect proprietary company data, Table B.2 provides only the aggregate 
amounts of ODS that was destroyed from imported stocks. 
 
Table B.2. ODS Destroyed from Ineligible Imported Sources 

ODS 
Destroyed in U.S. (kg) 

Imported for Destruction 
(kg)

56
 

Net U.S. Sourced ODS 
Destroyed (kg) 

2003 2004 2003
57

 2004 2003 2004 

CFC-11 58,846 109,884 - 55,113 58,846 54,771 

CFC-12 23,709 62,364 - 25,611 23,709 36,753 

CFC-114 464 4,044 - 2,316 464 1,728 

CFC-115 4,401 6,737 - 1,710 4,401 5,027 

 
The goal of the performance standard is to determine the market penetration of a given activity. 
In order to determine the extent to which destruction occurred relative to the amount of ODS 
available in the U.S. prior to carbon incentives, the Reserve obtained data from U.S. EPA on the 
amount of ODS from refrigerant and foam that could be recovered for re-use and/or destruction 
in 2003 to 2004. The data source is U.S. EPA’s Vintaging Model that tracks the type, age, 
refrigerant, leak rates, and other information for equipment and ODS applications within the U.S. 
market. By tracking this data through cooperation with industry, the U.S. EPA Vintaging Model is 
able to approximate when stocks of ODS will reach end-of-life.  
 
At the Reserve’s request, the U.S. EPA provided estimates of the quantity of ODS refrigerant 
that was contained in equipment reaching end-of-life in 2003-2004.58 In addition to determining 
the amount of ODS that could be made available from refrigerants, the U.S. EPA provided 

                                                
56

 Data provided by industry is presented anonymously to protect proprietary information. 
57

 Data on imports could not be obtained for 2003. This results in a conservative performance standard analysis. 
58

 The use of data from the U.S. EPA Vintaging Model into this protocol does not constitute an endorsement by EPA 
of the Climate Action Reserve or its methodology. Where actual measurements or other data was made available to 
and used by the Reserve in this protocol in lieu of the Vintaging Model data, this has been indicated in the protocol. 
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estimates of the number of residential refrigerators reaching end-of-life in 2003 and 2004. U.S. 
EPA assumed an ODS content of one pound CFC-11 foam blowing agent per refrigerator to 
establish the total amount ODS that could be made available for destruction from these 
appliances. 
 
Table B.3. Recoverable ODS from End-of-Life Refrigeration Equipment and Foam Appliances in the U.S., 

2003-200459 

ODS 

Recoverable 
Refrigerant (kg) 

Residential Refrigerator 
Foam at End of Life (kg) 

Total Available for 
Destruction (kg) 

2003 2004 2003 2004 2003 2004 

CFC-11 717,140  700,310  3,499,545  3,516,364  4,216,685  4,216,674  

CFC-12 12,725,841  10,997,307    12,725,841  10,997,307  

CFC-114 154,710  154,710    154,710  154,710  

CFC-115 1,833,654  2,207,326    1,833,654  2,207,326  

 
Using the destruction data compiled by ICF International and the data on recoverable ODS 
refrigerants and ODS blowing agent from the U.S. EPA Vintaging Model, the Reserve derived 
the percentage of recoverable ODS that was destroyed in 2003-2004 (see Table B.4). Because 
the percentage of recoverable ODS destroyed was very low, the Reserve concluded that the 
destruction of refrigerant ODS without the incentive from the carbon market is not common 
practice. Therefore, any project that destroys the refrigerants listed in Table B.4 exceeds the 
performance standard.  
 
Table B.4. Destruction of Recoverable, U.S. Sourced End-of-Life ODS 

ODS 

Total Available for 
Destruction (kg) 

Domestic Sourced 
Destroyed (kg) 

Performance Standard 
(Destroyed/Available) 

2003 2004 2003 2004 2003 2004 

CFC-11  4,216,685  4,216,674  58,846  54,771  1.40% 1.30% 

CFC-12 12,725,841  10,997,307  23,709  36,753  0.19% 0.33% 

CFC-114 154,710  154,710  464  1,728  0.30% 1.12% 

CFC-115 1,833,654  2,207,326  4,401  5,027  0.24% 0.23% 

 
The Reserve consulted with representatives from government, industry, and the destruction 
facilities responsible for ODS destruction to characterize the limited ODS destruction that did 
occur in 2003 to 2004. Although these representatives were unable to provide records indicating 
a precise breakdown of destruction purposes, they indicated that the destroyed ODS was 
primarily solvent that was deemed hazardous waste and required destruction, ODS destroyed 
by the U.S. government , and medical grade ODS. None of these sources are eligible under this 
protocol. Only a very small amount of highly contaminated ODS was sent for destruction by 
industry. 
 
Under Version 1.0, ODS sourced from federal government installations or stockpiles was 
deemed ineligible. One reason for this decision was because some ODS sourced from the 
federal government was already being destroyed and it was suggested that this destruction was 
undertaken voluntarily as part of its existing commitment to responsible waste disposal. Since 
the issuance of Version 1.0, the Reserve has learned that the only ODS destroyed by the 
federal government is through a small number of demonstration projects and is not required by 
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 U.S. EPA. (2008). EPA Vintaging Model. Version VM IO file_v4.2_10.07.08. 
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any responsible waste disposal policies. While there is an executive order60 that sets forth the 
following policy on ODS management, it does not mandate destruction:  
 
“Each agency shall amend its personal property management policies and procedures to 
preclude the disposal of ODSs removed or reclaimed from its facilities or equipment, including 
disposal as part of a contract, trade, or donation, without prior coordination with the Department 
of Defense (DoD).” 
 
The DoD operates an ODS Reserve to ensure adequate supplies of halons and refrigerants for 
weapons use. Communications with the staff at the DoD ODS Reserve have confirmed that 
there is no mandate or policy in place requiring or recommending the federal government 
destroy ODS. In fact, if there is excess refrigerant available from federal installations beyond the 
inventory needs of the DoD ODS Reserve, the refrigerant is turned over to the U.S. Defense 
Logistics Agency Disposition Services for resale to the public. 
 
It is important to note that the federal government also comes to possess refrigerants through 
seizures of illegal material by U.S. Customs. This seized material would not be available 
through the U.S. Defense Logistics Agency Disposition Services, but rather through separate 
auctions conducted by U.S. Customs. ODS sourced from illegal seizures is not eligible under 
this protocol because it was not produced in the United States. 

B.2 End-of-Life Treatment of Foam 
The Reserve also reviewed separately the common practice in the end-of-life treatment of 
foams containing ODS blowing agents. Whereas U.S. EPA regulations prohibit the intentional 
release of ODS refrigerants to the atmosphere, there is no preclusion against disposal practices 
that result in release of ODS blowing agents.  
 
According to the 2005 TEAP Report of the Task Force on Foam End-of-Life Issues, there is little 
or no experience with the recovery of foams from buildings or of the ODS contained within the 
foams. This is mainly because few buildings containing foam with ODS blowing agent have 
been demolished, deconstructed, or renovated yet. The average overall lifecycle of buildings in 
North America and other developed countries ranges from 30 to 50 years. Meanwhile, the 
common use of foam in insulation only really began in the mid 1970s after the energy crisis led 
to increased use of insulation. With an average turnover rate of building stock in North America 
of less than one percent per year, buildings with foam insulation are only just beginning to enter 
the waste stream. As a result, the management of ODS from building foam has not yet become 
a focus of regulators. Other factors that have prevented the recovery and destruction of building 
foam include challenges involved with separating foam from the building structure, the common 
practice of landfilling construction waste without any pretreatment (only 20 to 30 percent of 
building materials are recycled or sold in the United States), the very small proportion of ODS 
foam compared to overall construction waste, and a lack of regulations in the United States 
governing recovery of building foam insulation and the ODS contained therein. 
 
The destruction of ODS from foam in appliances and equipment is also very limited in the U.S. 
The 2005 TEAP Report of the Task Force on Foam End-of-Life Issues describes the results of 
an AHAM survey which provides the following breakdown of common appliance disposal 
practices in the United States: 
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 Executive Order 13423 - “Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management”, March 
29, 2007. 
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 90 percent appliances shredded without blowing agent recovery and landfilled 
 7.5 percent appliances crushed whole and landfilled 
 1.5 percent appliances shredded with blowing agent recovery or destruction 
 One percent appliances abandoned 

 
As noted in the survey results, only 1.5 percent of appliances are being shredded with the 
containing foam blowing agent either being recovered for reuse in the refrigeration market or 
destroyed. This foam shredding and recovery is being driven mainly by state, local and utility 
energy efficiency initiatives with some program administrators adding a second requirement that 
the blowing agent must be recovered as well. Most of these programs are voluntary and meet 
their objectives by incentivizing early appliance retirement and recycling through rebates or 
discounts on new units. As noted in the TEAP report, the process for recovering ODS from 
appliance foam is costly and is currently not self-sustaining unless outside sponsorship is 
provided. Although U.S. EPA and others track information on the amount of foam that is being 
shredded and the blowing agent that is being recovered, there is no data available on the share 
of blowing agent that is being reused versus destroyed. According to industry analysts, most of 
the recovered blowing agent is being resold into the refrigeration market because of the 
economic incentive to do so. Destruction will only occur in cases where the utility or other entity 
participating in the appliance program specifically requests that this must take place. As a result, 
the destruction of ODS blowing agent is likely significantly less than the 1.5 percent share of 
appliances where the disposal includes management of the blowing agent. 
 
Because the destruction of blowing agent from building foam does not occur and the destruction 
from appliances is very low, the Reserve concluded that the destruction of foam blowing agent 
is not common practice. 
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Appendix C Rules Governing ODS Destruction 
This protocol requires that all ODS be destroyed at a destruction facility that is compliant with 
both the international standards specified in the TEAP Report of the Task Force on Destruction 
Technologies,61 as well as the requirements of domestic law. This appendix provides a brief 
summary of the U.S. rules for destruction of ODS, and the criteria that must be met for a 
destruction facility to qualify under this protocol.  
 
All ODS destruction is regulated under stratospheric ozone protection regulations under the 
Clean Air Act (CAA) (40 CFR 82). Additionally, because some ODS are classified as hazardous 
wastes (such as CFC-113, methyl chloroform, and carbon tetrachloride), facilities that handle 
these ODS are regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 
Hazardous waste combustors (HWCs, e.g. incinerators) that destroy ODS classified as 
hazardous waste are also regulated by the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) 
standard under the CAA. 
 
Under the authority of the CAA, the stratospheric ozone protection regulations (40 CFR Part 82, 
Subpart A) require that ODS be destroyed using one of the following destruction technologies 
approved by the Montreal Protocol Parties:  
 

1. Liquid injection incineration 
2. Reactor cracking 
3. Gaseous/fume oxidation 
4. Rotary kiln incineration 
5. Cement kiln 
6. Radio frequency plasma 
7. Municipal waste incinerators (only for the destruction of foams) 
8. Argon arc plasma 

 
Additionally, if the substance is to be considered “completely destroyed” as defined in the 
regulations, it must be destroyed to a 98 percent destruction efficiency (DE). This is slightly 
different from the Montreal Protocol Technology and Economic Assessment Panel which 
recommends a destruction and removal efficiency (DRE) limit of 99.99 percent. DE is a more 
comprehensive measure of destruction than DRE as it includes emissions of undestroyed 
chemical from all points (e.g. stack gases, fly ash, scrubber, water, bottom ash), while DRE 
includes emissions of undestroyed chemical from the stack gas only. However, because of the 
relatively volatile nature of ODS and because, with the exception of foams, they are generally 
introduced as relatively clean fluids, one would not expect a very significant difference between 
DRE and DE.  
 
Any destruction facility that is regulated by U.S. EPA as a RCRA-permitted HWC is 
automatically considered a qualifying destruction facility under this protocol.  
 
Non-RCRA permitted facilities may also be deemed qualifying destruction facilities if they meet 
the pertinent guidelines provided by the TEAP Report of the Task Force on Destruction 
Technologies, and reproduced below. By inclusion here, the recommendations of the excerpted 
section of the TEAP report shall be binding on all non-RCRA destruction facilities. Destruction 
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TEAP. (2002). Report of the Task Force on Destruction Technologies. Volume 3B. 
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facilities must provide third-party certified results indicating that the facility meets all 
performance criteria set forth below. Following the initial performance testing, project developers 
must demonstrate that the facility has conducted comprehensive performance testing at least 
every three years to validate compliance with the TEAP DRE and emissions limits as 
reproduced below.  
 
(Reproduced in full from TEAP Report of the Task Force on Destruction Technologies, Chapter 
2 (2002). References in the following section pertain to the Report document, not this protocol.) 
 

CHAPTER 2 
 

2.0 TECHNOLOGY SCREENING PROCESS 
 

2.1 Criteria for Technology Screening 
The following screening criteria were developed by the UNEP TFDT. Technologies for use by 
the signatories to the Montreal Protocol to dispose of surplus inventories of ODS were assessed 
on the basis of: 
 

1. Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE) 
2. Emissions of dioxins/furans 
3. Emissions of other pollutants (acid gases, particulate matter, and carbon monoxide) 
4. Technical capability 

 
The first three refer to technical performance criteria selected as measures of potential impacts 
of the technology on human health and the environment. The technical capability criterion 
indicates the extent to which the technology has been demonstrated to be able to dispose of 
ODS (or a comparable recalcitrant halogenated organic substance such as PCB) effectively and 
on a commercial scale. 
 
For convenience, the technical performance criteria are summarized in Table 2-1. These 
represent the minimum destruction and removal efficiencies and maximum emission of 
pollutants to the atmosphere permitted by technologies that qualify for consideration by the 
TFDT for recommendation to the Parties of the Montreal Protocol for approval as ODS 
destruction technologies. The technologies must also satisfy the criteria for technical capability 
as defined in Section 2.1.4. 
 
Table 2-1: Summary of Technical Performance Qualifications

62
 

Performance 
Qualification 

Units Diluted Sources Concentrated Sources 

DRE % 95 99.99 

PCDDs/PCDFs ng-ITEQ/Nm
3
 0.5 0.2 

HCl/Cl2 mg/Nm
3
 100 100 

HF mg/Nm
3
 5 5 

HBr/Br2 mg/Nm
3
 5 5 

Particulates (TSP) mg/Nm
3
 50 50 

CO mg/Nm
3
 100 100 
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 All concentrations of pollutants in stack gases and stack gas flow rates are expressed on the basis of dry gas at 
normal conditions of 0ºC and 101.3 kPa, and with the stack gas corrected to 11 percent O2. 
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2.1.1 Destruction and Removal Efficiency 
Destruction Efficiency (DE)63 is a measure of how completely a particular technology destroys a 
contaminant of interest – in this case the transformation of ODS material into non-ODS by-
products. There are two commonly used but different ways of measuring the extent of 
destruction – DE and Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE).64 For a more detailed 
explanation of how DRE is calculated, see section 4.2.1. The terms are sometimes 
interchanged or used inappropriately. DE is a more comprehensive measure of destruction than 
DRE, because DE considers the amount of the chemical of interest that escapes destruction by 
being removed from the process in the stack gases and in all other residue streams. Most 
references citing performance of ODS destruction processes only provide data for stack 
emissions and thus, generally, data is only available for DRE and not DE. 
 
Because of the relatively volatile nature of ODS and because, with the exception of foams, they 
are generally introduced as relatively clean fluids, one would not expect a very significant 
difference between DRE and DE. 
 
For these reasons this update of ODS destruction technologies uses DRE as the measure of 
destruction efficiency. 
 
For the purposes of screening destruction technologies, the minimum acceptable DRE is:  
 

 95 percent for foams; and, 
 99.99 percent for concentrated sources. 

 
It should be noted that measurements of the products of destruction of CFC, HCFC and halons 
in a plasma destruction process have indicated that interconversion of ODS can occur during 
the process. For example, under some conditions, the DRE of CFC-12 (CCl2F2) was measured 
as 99.9998 percent, but this was accompanied by a conversion of 25 percent of the input CFC-
12 to CFC-13 (CClF3), which has the same ozone-depleting potential. The interconversion is 
less severe when hydrogen is present in the process, but can nonetheless be significant.65 For 
this reason, it is important to take into account all types of ODS in the stack gas in defining the 
DRE.  
 
For the reasons described in the previous paragraph, the Task Force recommends that future 
calculations of DRE use the approach described below.66  

                                                
63

 Destruction Efficiency (DE) is determined by subtracting from the mass of a chemical fed into a destruction system 
during a specific period of time the mass of that chemical that is released in stack gases, fly ash, scrubber water, 
bottom ash, and any other system residues and expressing that difference as a percentage of the mass of the 
chemical fed into the system. 
64

 Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE) has traditionally been determined by subtracting from the mass of a 
chemical fed into a destruction system during a specific period of time the mass of that chemical alone that is 
released in stack gases, and expressing that difference as a percentage of the mass of that chemical fed into the 
system. 
65

 Deam, R. T., Dayal, A. R.,  McAllister, T., Mundy, A. E., Western, R. J., Besley, L. M., Farmer, A. J. D., Horrigan, E. 
C., & Murphy, A. B. (1995). Interconversion of chlorofluorocarbons in plasmas. J. Chem. Soc.: Chem. Commun. No. 
3, 347-348; Murphy, A. B., Farmer, A. J. D., Horrigan, E. C., & McAllister, T. (2002). Plasma destruction of ozone 
depleting substances, Plasma Chem. Plasma Process, 22, 371-385. 
66

 Since different ODS have different ODP, consideration should be given to taking into account the ODP of each type 
of ODS present in the stack gas in calculating the DRE. An appropriate definition that takes into account the 
differences in ODP is: DRE of an ODS is determined by subtracting from the number of moles of the ODS fed into a 
destruction system during a specific period of time, the total number of moles of all types of ODS that are released in 
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DRE of an ODS should be determined by subtracting from the number of moles of the ODS fed 
into a destruction system during a specific period of time, the total number of moles of all types 
of ODS that are released in stack gases, and expressing that difference as a percentage of the 
number of moles of the ODS fed into the system. 

In mathematical terms,  
in

1

outin

1

DRE
N

NN
i

i
  

 
Where N1

in is the number of moles of the ODS fed into the destruction system, and Ni
out is the 

number of moles of the ith type of ODS that is released in the stack gases. 
 

2.1.2 Emissions of Dioxins and Furans 
Any high temperature process used to destroy ODS has associated with it the potential 
formation (as by-products) of polychlorinated dibenzo-paradioxins (PCDDs) and polychlorinated 
dibenzofurans (PCDFs). These substances are among the products of incomplete combustion 
(or PICs) of greatest concern for potential adverse effects on public health and the environment.  
The internationally recognized measure of the toxicity of these compounds is the toxic 
equivalency factor (ITEQ),67 which is a weighted measure of the toxicity for all the members of 
the families of these toxic compounds that are determined to be present. 
 
The task force members note that the World Health Organization has developed a new system 
for calculating TEQs, however, most of the existing data on emissions is expressed in the 
former ITEQ system established in 1988. 
 
For purposes of screening destruction technologies, the maximum concentration of dioxins and 
furans in the stack gas from destruction technologies is: 
 

 0.5 ng-ITEQ/Nm3 for foams; and, 
 0.2 ng-ITEQ/Nm3 for concentrated sources. 

 
These criteria were determined to represent a reasonable compromise between more stringent 
standards already in place in some industrialized countries [for example, the Canada-Wide 
Standard of 0.08 ng/m3 (ITEQ)], and the situation in developing countries where standards may 
be less stringent or non-existent. Although a previous standard of 1.0 ng/m3 (ITEQ) had been 

                                                                                                                                                       
stack gases, weighted by their ODP relative to that of the feed ODS, and expressing that difference as a percentage 
of the number of moles of the ODS fed into the system. 
67

 There are 75 chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and 135 chlorinated dibenzofurans that share a similar chemical 
structure but that have a wide range in degree of chlorination and a corresponding wide range in toxicity. Of these, 
one specific dioxin [2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin, or (TCDD)] is the most toxic  and best characterized of this 
family of compounds. Since PCDDs and PCDFs are generally released to the environment as mixtures of these 
compounds, the scientific community has developed a system of toxic equivalency factors (TEFs) which relate the 
biological potency of compounds in the dioxin/furan family to the reference TCDD compound. The concentration of 
each specific compound is multiplied by its corresponding TEF value, and the resulting potency-weighted 
concentration values are summed to form an expression of the mixture’s overall toxic equivalence (TEQ). The result 
of this exercise is a standardized expression of toxicity of a given mixture in terms of an equivalent amount of TCDD 
(the reference compound). The internationally accepted protocol for determining TEQ – i.e. ITEQ – was established 
by NATO in 1988. [North Atlantic Treaty Organization/Committee on the Challenge of Modern Society. (1988). 
Scientific Basis for the Development of International Toxicity Equivalency Factor (I-TEF), Method of Risk Assessment 
for Risk Assessment of Complex Mixtures of Dioxins and Related Compounds. Report No. 176, Washington, D.C.] 
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suggested in the UNEP 1992 report, advances in technology in recent years, and the level of 
concern for emissions of these highly toxic substances justified a significantly more stringent 
level. 
 

2.1.3 Emissions of Acid Gases, Particulate Matter and Carbon Monoxide 
Acid gases are generally formed when ODS are destroyed and these must be removed from the 
stack gases before the gases are released to the atmosphere. The following criteria for acid 
gases have been set for purposes of screening destruction technologies: 
 

 a maximum concentration in stack gases of 100 mg/Nm3 HCl/Cl2; 
 a maximum concentration in stack gases of 5 mg/Nm3 HF; and, 
 a maximum concentration in stack gases of 5 mg/Nm3 HBr/Br2. 

 
Particulate matter is generally emitted in the stack gases of incinerators for a variety of reasons 
and can also be emitted in the stack gases of facilities using non-incineration technologies. For 
the purposes of screening technologies, the criterion for particulate matter is established as: 
 

 a maximum concentration of total suspended particulate (TSP) of 50 mg/Nm3. 
 
Carbon monoxide (CO) is generally released from incinerators resulting from incomplete 
combustion and may be released from some ODS destruction facilities because it is one form 
by which the carbon content of the ODS can exit the process. Carbon monoxide is a good 
measure of how well the destruction process is being controlled. For the purposes of screening 
technologies, the following criterion has been established: 
 

 a maximum CO concentration in the stack gas of 100 mg/Nm3. 
 
These maximum concentrations apply to both foams and concentrated sources.  They were set 
to be achievable by a variety of available technologies while ensuring adequate protection of 
human health and the environment. 
 

2.1.4 Technical Capability 
As well as meeting the above performance requirements it is necessary that the destruction 
technologies have been demonstrated to be technically capable at an appropriate scale of 
operation. In practical terms, this means that the technology should be demonstrated to achieve 
the required DRE while satisfying the emissions criteria established above. Demonstration of 
destruction of ODS is preferred but not necessarily required. Destruction of halogenated 
compounds that are refractory, i.e. resistant to destruction, is acceptable. For example, 
demonstrated destruction of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) was often accepted as an 
adequate surrogate for demonstrated ODS destruction. 
 
For this evaluation, an ODS destruction technology is considered technically capable if it meets 
the following minimum criteria: 
 

 It has been demonstrated to have destroyed ODS to the technical performance 
standards, on at least a pilot scale or demonstration scale (designated in Table 2-2 
as “Yes”). 
 

 It has been demonstrated to have destroyed a refractory chlorinated organic 
compound other than an ODS, to the technical performance standards, on at least a 
pilot scale or demonstration scale (designated in Table 2-2 as “P,” which indicates 
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that the technology is considered to have a high potential for application with ODS, 
but has not actually been demonstrated with ODS). 
 

 The processing capacity of an acceptable pilot plant or demonstration plant must be 
no less than 1.0 kg/hr of the substance to be destroyed, whether ODS or a suitable 
surrogate. 

 
These criteria of technical capability will minimize the risk associated with technical performance 
and ensure that destruction of ODS will be performed in a predictable manner consistent with 
protecting the environment. 
 
Appendix B presents a detailed discussion of the selection of 1.0 kg/hr as the minimum capacity 
for a pilot plant in order to demonstrate technical capability, which represents a change from the 
criterion originally selected in the 1992 UNEP report. 
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Appendix D  Development of Refrigerant Emissions Rates  
Under this protocol refrigerant emissions are estimated in reference to the emission loss rates of 
the equipment into which those refrigerants would have been installed in the baseline. This 
appendix explains the methodology the Reserve followed to determine the protocol’s prescribed 
emission rates for refrigerant baseline and project emissions.  
 
As described in Appendix A, the CAA and 40 CFR 82 prohibit intentional venting of ODS to the 
atmosphere. However, due to the disperse nature of servicing and ODS recovery, a significant 
portion of ODS refrigerants are unintentionally lost during recovery. As a result, every year a 
significant quantity of ODS is released directly to the atmosphere during equipment servicing 
and handling, but due to the dispersed nature of these emissions it is difficult to determine the 
overall share that is being emitted rather than re-used.  
 
The CAA allows the recovery and sale of reclaimed ODS to the refrigeration and air conditioning 
markets. In fact, because they can no longer be produced or imported, ODS refrigerants still 
have a high value for recovery and reuse. Whereas destruction of recovered ODS imposes a 
cost on industry, resale provides positive revenue from recovered ODS.  
 
As previously noted, the share of ODS refrigerant that is recovered and sold to market versus 
the share that is released during servicing and end-of-life is unknown. To avoid overestimating 
emissions in the baseline, the conservative approach for estimating GHG reductions is to 
assume that all ODS is being recovered and recycled into the ODS end use market. The 
baseline scenario for refrigerants under this protocol is therefore defined as full recovery and 
recharge for refrigeration and air conditioning applications.   
 
The population of equipment that utilizes ODS refrigerants is rapidly aging and approaching end 
of life. As such, this equipment exhibits relatively high emission rates and refrigerants are lost to 
the atmosphere at a rapid rate. For the purposes of this protocol, the baseline emissions of ODS 
are defined as the amount of ODS that would have been released over the ten-year crediting 
period had it not been destroyed, but rather been used to recharge existing equipment (see 
Figure D.1). 
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Figure D.1. Illustration of Refrigerant Project Baseline Scenario and Project Scenario 

 

D.1 Baseline Emissions Rates 
The refrigerant baseline scenario is defined as recirculation into the refrigerant re-sale market. 
This market can either be supplied by recovered, or recoverable, ODS refrigerant or refrigerant 
currently being stockpiled. Determining why refrigerant may have been removed from certain 
equipment – why a chiller may have been decommissioned or likewise, why excess supplies 
may exist and why a stockpile was not utilized – is beyond the scope of this protocol because it 
cannot be assessed in the standardized manner required by the Reserve. Therefore, to enable 
standardization the baseline is calculated from the time that ODS refrigerant has been 
recovered, and focuses on what would have happened to a given quantity of ODS refrigerant in 
the re-sale market. By defining the baseline in this way, the Reserve is able to utilize a single 
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baseline for refrigerant removed from residential appliances (e.g. refrigerators or A/C units) and 
commercial or industrial equipment. 
 
When ODS enters the re-sale market it could be used in any refrigeration or A/C equipment that 
needs servicing, regardless of whether it is for large refrigeration, large A/C, or mobile A/C. 
Since it is impossible to know the exact equipment that the destroyed ODS would have been 
used in, and the associated emission rate, the ODS baseline is defined as the weighted average 
of all end-use emission rates of ODS refrigerant in the market under the assumption that it 
would be absorbed into the overall market. The emission rate for refrigerants is defined as the 
total annual emissions resulting from both leaks and servicing events of the equipment that 
would have been recharged by the ODS refrigerant had it not been destroyed. 
 
To determine the applicable weighted emission rate for each ODS refrigerant, the Reserve used 
data provided by the U.S. EPA from the Vintaging Model. This model compiles estimates of the 
type, age, refrigerant, leak rates, servicing emission rates, and other information for equipment 
and ODS applications within the U.S. market. The EPA has tracked this data through years of 
cooperation with industry, and as a result the EPA Vintaging Model is able to approximate when 
stocks of ODS will reach end-of-life, and the rates at which installed banks of ODS will be 
emitted from various equipment categories.  
 
The Vintaging Model is based on industry surveys, engineering estimates, stakeholder 
feedback, and approximations of industry trends and technologies and is used primarily as a 
predictive tool rather than a tool for regulating industry. As a result, estimates of emission rates 
for individual equipment categories may be uncertain and may either over- or under-estimate 
actual emissions. However, at an aggregate level the model provides a reasonably accurate 
representation of ongoing emissions for the ODS market as a whole. Despite its limitations, the 
Vintaging Model represents a comprehensive data source on the U.S. ODS industry, and is 
therefore the best source for developing emission estimates for each source of ODS in the 
protocol. 
 
The accuracy of the Vintaging Model increases with greater levels of data aggregation. That is, 
it likely more accurately estimates CFC emissions from the U.S. economy as a whole than it 
does CFC emissions from a specific end use like centrifugal chillers. In this protocol, the 
Reserve has aggregated data to an intermediate level. The categories provided in this protocol 
were selected because they were determined to be an appropriate balance of specificity and 
aggregation by the Reserve in consultation with the working group and stakeholders. While finer 
resolution data is presented in this appendix to illustrate the way in which the Reserve 
calculated these aggregated values, it should be stressed that each individual value is an 
approximation and not an exact value. 
 
At the Reserve’s request, the EPA ran the Vintaging Model and provided data on the weighted 
average emission rates for CFC-11, CFC-12, CFC-114, and CFC-115 as indicated in Table D.1. 
These outputs are composites of emission rates associated with dozens of separate 
subcategories within the refrigeration market that are reflected in the Vintaging Model.  
 
As illustrated in Table D.1, the resulting weighted average emission rates derived from the 
Vintaging Model are based on emissions from the Mobile A/C, Large Refrigeration, and Large 
A/C sub-sectors, as these were identified as the sub-sectors of the market where refrigerant 
recharge predominantly will occur in 2012.  
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The EPA Vintaging Model assumptions rely on the expected life of various types of equipment 
that utilize ODS. Because vehicles with CFC-12 systems are older than the assumed 12-year 
lifespan of a vehicle, the Vintaging Model indicated that no CFC-12 will be used in the 
automotive sector in 2012. Consultation with members of the refrigerant reclaim and wholesale 
industry indicated that CFC-12 is still being sold in large quantities for mobile A/C applications. 
In fact, upwards of 50 percent of the U.S. CFC-12 demand may be in the mobile market. The 
Reserve confirmed this finding through review of confidential sales records that indicated a 
majority of CFC-12 sales were intended for the automotive market. Accordingly, a 50 percent 
mobile market share has been assumed to be conservative, and the Vintaging Model data has 
been adjusted accordingly. For the mobile market the Reserve further assumed an emission 
rate of 40.7 percent (leak and servicing emissions) per year for CFC-12, and 18 percent 
emission rate for the replacement, HFC-134a. 
 
As the EPA Vintaging Model does not track CFC-13 and CFC-113 as refrigerants, the Reserve 
used conservative assumptions to derive appropriate emission rates. Our understanding is that 
CFC-13 is used as a very low temperature refrigerant. Since the system size it is utilized in is 
uncertain, the Reserve assumed a large refrigeration system to be conservative. The California 
Air Resources Board (ARB) Compliance Offset Protocol for ODS projects utilizes a nine percent 
annual leak rate for large refrigeration systems, in accordance with the impact of California’s 
Refrigerant Management Program. To be conservative and consistent with the ARB compliance 
protocol, the Reserve has used this same nine percent annual leak rate. CFC-113 is used 
primarily in chillers, much like CFC-11. The Reserve conservatively assumed that all CFC-113 
went into large A/C applications. The same emission rate and substitution rate as CFC-11 were 
used, as the chemicals’ application and use are similar.  This is also consistent with the ARB 
compliance protocol. 
 
The results, incorporating both industry and Vintaging Model data, are presented in Table D.1. 
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Table D.1. Weighted Average Annual Loss Rate Percent and Market Share for Class I ODS
 68

 

 
 2010 Weighted Average Annual Loss Rate Percent and Market Share for Class I ODS 

CFC-11 CFC-12 CFC-13 CFC-113 CFC-114 CFC-115 

Refrigeration and 
A/C Sector 

Market 
Share 

Loss 
Rate 

Market 
Share 

Loss 
Rate 

Market 
Share 

Loss 
Rate 

Market 
Share 

Loss 
Rate 

Market 
Share 

Loss 
Rate 

Market 
Share 

Loss 
Rate 

Mobile
69

 - - 50% 41% - - - - - - - - 

Large 
Refrigeration 

3% 19% 33% 10% 100% 9% 
- - 

- - 100% 25% 

Large AC 97% 20% 17% 14% - - 100% 20% 100% 14% - - 

Market-Weighted 
Annual Loss Rate 

20% 26% 9% 20% 14% 25% 

10-year Total 
Loss 

89% 95% 61% 89% 77% 94% 

                                                
68

 EPA. (2011). EPA Vintaging Model. Version VM IO file_v4.4_3.23.11. 
69

 The market share for mobile refrigeration was derived from industry surveys conducted by Reserve staff. 
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The categories identified in Table D.1 are weighted aggregates of the subsectors presented in 
Table D.2. 
 
Table D.2. Characterization of Categories from the EPA Vintaging Model 

Category End Use 

Large AC 
Centrifugal Chillers 

Positive Displacement Chillers 

Large Refrigeration 

Large Retail Food 

Cold Storage 

Refrigerated Transport 

Industrial Process Refrigeration 

Mobile 

Mobile AC 

School & Tour Buses AC 

Transit Buses AC 

Trains AC 

Small AC 

Dehumidifiers 

Window Units 

Unitary A/C  

Water & Ground Source HP 

Packaged Terminal AC/HP 

Small Refrigeration 

Small and Medium Retail Food 

Household Refrigerated Appliances 

Ice Makers 

 
Interviews with industry experts indicated that a large share of recoverable refrigerant is vented 
to the atmosphere directly rather than re-introduced as recycled or reclaimed material into the 
market. As this would result in 100 percent immediate release, calculating all refrigerant ODS 
baseline emissions according to a market emission rate as described above is conservative. 
 
The weighted annual emission rates calculated in Table D.1 are used in the protocol to calculate 
baseline emissions from the release of ODS refrigerant in Equation 5.3. 

D.2 Project Emissions Rates 
By removing ODS refrigerant from the re-sale market through destruction projects, substitute 
refrigerants will be required to fulfill the U.S. refrigeration need. Much as predicting the baseline 
use of destroyed ODS is difficult and inappropriate, so too is predicting the specific refrigerant 
that will fill the void when the ODS is destroyed and the baseline does not come to pass 
because of the project. Therefore, the Reserve employed the same technique used for 
establishing the emissions rate of the baseline when developing a generic, weighted substitute 
GWP and emission rate for the project. 
 
Substitute emissions for CFC-11, CFC-12, CFC-114, and CFC-115 are based on the weighted 
average of new market entrants for their respective refrigeration purposes as modeled by the 
EPA Vintaging Model for 2012. Pulling from industry expertise and internal EPA research, the 
Vintaging Model predicts that the ODS substitutes in Table D.3 through Table D.8 will be the 
dominant refrigerant substitutes. The model further provides the emission rates associated with 
each substitute, the relative charge size of the substitute required to meet the same refrigerant 
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need as the replaced ODS,70 and data on the market share attributable to each substitute. 
Using this information, the Reserve calculated the weighted average substitute emissions per 
pound of ODS destroyed. 
 
The parameters of substitute emissions are used in the protocol to estimate the project scenario 
emissions associated with the use of substitute refrigerants in Equation 5.6. 
 

                                                
70

 In many cases, more or less of a substitute refrigerant is needed to perform the same function as the replaced 
ODS. 
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Table D.3. Calculation of Substitute Emissions for CFC-11 

Application 

CFC-11 
Recharge 

Market 
Share 

ODS 
Substitute 

Market Share 
Relative to 

Subsector (by 
weight) 

Overall 
CFC-11 
Market 
Share 

GWP 
(CO2e) 

Relative  
Charge Size  

(lb Sub/lb ODS) 

Sub Used to 
Replace One lb 

CFC-11 (lbs) 

Loss Rate 
of Sub 
(%/yr) 

10-year 
lbCO2e/ODS 
Destroyed 

Large 
Refrigeration 

3% 
HCFC-123 65% 2% 90 0.88 0.017 5% 1 

HFC-134a 35% 1% 1300 1.4 0.019 5% 8 

Large AC 97% 
HCFC-123 41% 33% 90 0.88 0.289 2% 7 

HFC-134a 59% 64% 1300 1.4 0.894 2% 186 

     CFC-Sub Emissions (lbCO2e/lbODS destroyed) 202 

 
 
Table D.4. Calculation of Substitute Emissions for CFC-12 

Application 

CFC-12 
Market 

Share of 
Recharge 

ODS 
Substitute 

Market Share 
Relative to 

Subsector (by 
weight) 

Overall 
CFC-12 
Market 
Share 

GWP 
(CO2e) 

Relative  
Charge Size  

(lb Sub/lb ODS) 

Sub Used to 
Replace One lb 

CFC-12 (lbs) 

Loss Rate 
of Sub 
(%/yr) 

10-year 
lbCO2e/ODS 
Destroyed 

Mobile 50% HFC-134a 100% 50% 1300 .74 0.370 18% 415 

Large 
Refrigeration 

33% 

HCFC-123 14% 8% 90 0.88 0.068 4% 1 

HFC-134a 34% 20% 1300 1.4 0.278 4% 73 

R-404A 36% 3% 2028 0.78 0.026 11% 130 

R-410A 1% 1% 1725 0.88 0.005 5% 2 

R-507A 16% 1% 3300 0.78 0.008 12% 95 

Large AC 17% 

HCFC-123 19% 2% 90 0.88 0.014 1% 0 

HFC-134a 78% 14% 1300 1.4 0.196 3% 59 

R-407C 3% 2% 1526 0.76 0.012 2% 1 

R-410A 1% 0% 1725 0.76 0.003 1% 0 

     CFC-Sub Emissions (lbCO2e/lbODS destroyed) 777 
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Table D.5. Calculation of Substitute Emissions for CFC-13 

Application 

CFC-13 
Market 

Share of 
Recharge 

ODS 
Substitute 

Market Share 
Relative to 
Subsector  
(by weight) 

Overall 
CFC-13 
market 
share 

GWP 
(CO2e) 

Relative  
Charge Size  

(lb Sub/lb ODS) 

Sub Used to 
Replace One lb 

CFC-13 (lbs) 

Loss Rate 
of Sub 
(%/yr) 

10-year 
lbCO2e/ODS 
Destroyed 

Large 
Refrigeration 

100% HFC-23 100% 100% 11700 1 1.000 9% 7144 

     
CFC-Sub Emissions (lbCO2e/lbODS destroyed) 7144 

 
Table D.6. Calculation of Substitute Emissions for CFC-113 

Application 

CFC-113 
Market 

Share of 
Recharge 

ODS 
Substitute 

Market Share 
Relative to 

Subsector (by 
weight) 

Overall 
CFC-113 
Market 
Share 

GWP 
(CO2e) 

Relative  
Charge Size  

(lb Sub/lb ODS) 

Sub used to 
Replace One lb 
CFC-113 (lbs) 

Loss Rate 
of Sub 
(%/yr) 

10-year 
lbCO2e/ODS 
Destroyed 

Large AC 100% 
HCFC-123 34% 34% 77 0.88 0.299 2% 5 

HFC-134a 66% 66% 1300 1.4 0.925 2% 215 

     CFC-Sub Emissions (lbCO2e/lbODS destroyed) 220 

 
Table D.7. Calculation of Substitute Emissions for CFC-114 

Application 

CFC-114 
Market 

Share of 
Recharge 

ODS 
Substitute 

Market Share 
Relative to 
Subsector  
(by weight) 

Overall 
CFC-114 
Market 
Share 

GWP 
(CO2e) 

Relative  
Charge Size  

(lb Sub/lb ODS) 

Sub Used to 
Replace One lb 
CFC-114 (lbs) 

Loss Rate 
of Sub 
(%/yr) 

10-year 
lbCO2e/ODS 
Destroyed 

Large AC 100% HFC-134a 100% 100% 1300 1.4 1.400 4% 659 

     CFC-Sub Emissions (lbCO2e/lbODS destroyed) 659 
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Table D.8. Calculation of Substitute Emissions for CFC-115 

Application 

CFC-115 
Market 

Share of 
Recharge 

ODS 
Substitute 

Market Share 
Relative to 

Subsector (by 
weight) 

Overall 
CFC-115 
Market 
Share 

GWP 
(CO2e) 

Relative  
Charge Size  

(lb Sub/lb ODS) 

Sub used to 
Replace One lb 
CFC-115 (lbs) 

Loss Rate 
of Sub 
(%/yr) 

10-year 
lbCO2e/ODS 
Destroyed 

Large 
Refrigeration 

100% 

R-404A 68% 53% 2028 0.85 0.448 17% 999 

R-507A 31% 12% 3300 0.85 0.101 15% 691 

Non-
ODP/GWP 

1% 36% 0 1 0.355 15% 0 

     CFC-Sub Emissions (lbCO2e/lbODS destroyed) 1689 
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Appendix E Foam Recovery Efficiency and Calculations 

The following methodology calculates the site- or process-specific recovery efficiency for 
blowing agent recovery projects, and uses this value for calculation of emission reductions in 
Section 5. Determination of accurate recovery efficiency allows baseline emissions and project 
emissions to be calculated in reference to the initial quantity of foam blowing agent diverted 
from baseline treatment. 
 
The methodology prescribed in this appendix uses a mass balance approach similar to that 
utilized by the Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment Directive (WEEE),71 RAL Quality 
Assurance Association (RAL),72 and other internationally recognized standards. However, 
applying these standards directly to projects using this protocol was deemed inappropriate for 
several reasons.  
 
First, these standards are based on assumptions about the size of appliances, quantity of foam, 
and concentration of CFC foam blowing agent in the polyurethane (PU) foam found in Europe. 
The empirical work underlying these assumptions was conducted in Europe, and it is unclear 
whether these values are similar in the U.S. The Reserve’s research indicates that U.S. 
appliances are larger, have a greater quantity of foam per appliance, and a higher concentration 
of CFC foam blowing agent in the PU foam.  
 
Second, the existing international standards are intended to benchmark best practices in 
appliance recycling and ODS recovery. Accordingly, uncertainty in the assumptions of these 
standards (e.g. kg foam per appliance, concentration of ODS blowing agent) is acceptable 
provided that the standard is consistently applied from one project to the next. As such, these 
standards provide a means of comparison between processes or practices, but do not provide a 
mechanism by which to calculate losses of ODS that may occur during the project activity. As a 
GHG accounting methodology, this protocol must provide a mechanism for estimating project 
emissions that occur during recycling. 
 
The methodology provided in this appendix differs in one significant way from the internationally 
accepted standards that precede it. The other standards dictate a minimum recover efficiency of 
90 percent that must be demonstrated. This protocol does not specify a minimum recovery 
efficiency, but instead builds in an incentive to optimize ODS blowing agent recovery. For 
application in the U.S., where blowing agent recovery to a concentrated form is rare, this 
approach has several advantages. 
 
While the Reserve fully endorses a 90 percent or higher recovery efficiency as the end goal, this 
method will allow gap or bridge technologies and processes with lower than 90 percent recovery 
to be eligible provided that emissions accounting is properly conducted and credited.  
 
Additionally, higher recovery efficiencies – including those above 90 percent – are incentivized 
by minimizing project emissions (deducted at 100 percent) in the calculations, in addition to 
increasing the quantity of ODS recovered and destroyed (calculated only as released portion, 
per Equation 5.7). 

                                                
71

 WEEE Forum. (2007). Requirements for the Collection, Transportation, Storage, Handling and Treatment of 
Household Cooling and Freezing Appliances containing CFC, HCFC, or HFC. 
72

 RAL Deutsches Institut für Gütesicherung und Kennzeichnung e.V. (2007). Quality Assurance and Test 
Specifications for the Demanufacture of Refrigeration Equipment.  
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E.1 Calculating Recovery Efficiency 
All appliance foam projects must calculate a recovery efficiency once per project based on a run 
of a minimum ten appliances. Basing this analysis on a number of appliances greater than ten 
will likely result in a higher calculated recovery efficiency due to the 90 percent upper 
confidence limit used for calculating the concentration of ODS blowing agent in the foam. A 
larger sample size will decrease uncertainty and thus lower the estimated blowing agent 
concentration and increase recovery efficiency; however, sampling of additional appliances will 
also increase testing costs.  
 
The procedures below shall be used to calculate recovery efficiency. 

Estimate initial blowing agent concentration 

The concentration of ODS blowing agent in the PU foam prior to any appliance treatment shall 
either be assumed to equal to 14.9 percent (a conservative value identified by Fredenslund et 
al. (2005) for U.S. appliances73) or calculated according to the steps below. Calculating a 
sample-specific value allows project developers to document a lower ODS blowing agent 
concentration, which will result in a higher estimated recovery efficiency. 
 
The following steps shall be followed to document a sample-specific ODS blowing agent 
concentration: 
 

1. Cut four PU foam samples from each appliance (left side, right side, top, bottom) using a 
reciprocating saw. Samples must be at least four inches square and the full thickness of 
the insulation 

2. Seal the cut edges of each foam sample using aluminum tape or similar product that 
prevents off-gassing 

3. Individually label each sample to record appliance model, and site of sample (left, right, 
top, or bottom) 

4. Analyze samples according to the procedures dictated for building foam in Section 6.4. 
Samples may be analyzed individually (four analyses per appliance), or a single analysis 
may be done using equal masses of foam from each sample (one analysis per 
appliance) 

5. Based on the average of the samples for each appliance, calculate the 90 percent upper 
confidence limit of the concentration. The 90 percent upper confidence limit shall be 
used as the parameter BAconc in the equations below 

Extract the ODS blowing agent and separate foam residual 

The ODS blowing agent from the sampled appliances must be collected and quantified 
according to the steps below. 
 

1. Begin processing with all equipment shut down and emptied of all materials. 
2. Process all sample appliances 
3. Extract and collect concentrated BA. The mass of the recovered blowing agent shall be 

determined by comparison of the mass of the fully evacuated receiving containers to 
their mass when filled. This value shall be used as the parameter BApost in the equations 
below 

                                                
73

 Fredenslund, A. et al. (2005). Disposal of Refrigerators-Freezers in the U.S.: State of the Practice. Technical 
University of Denmark. 
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Separate foam residual 

The quantity of foam in the processed appliances must be established either through use of a 
default value of 12.9 pounds per appliance,74 or according to step the following steps. If the 
value of 12.9 pounds per appliance is used, it shall be multiplied by the number of appliances 
processed to determine Foamres in the calculation of recovery efficiency. 
 

1. Separate and collect all foam residual, which may be in a fluff, powder, or pelletized 
form. Processes must be documented to demonstrate that no significant quantity of foam 
residual is lost in the air or other waste streams 

2. If desired, manually separate non-foam components in the residual (e.g. plastic) to 
determine a percent of foam in residual. If performed, this analysis must be conducted 
on at least one kilogram of residual, and results may be no lower than 90 percent 

3. Weigh the total recovered foam residual, and, if performed, multiply by the percent foam 
in residual, to calculate total mass of foam recovered. This value shall be used as the 
parameter Foamres 

Calculate recovery efficiency 

To calculate the recovery efficiency, apply the calculated values to the equations below. The 
recovery efficiency (RE) calculated below shall be used in the calculations of Section 5. 
 

 

 
 

                                                
74

 EcoSolutions Recycling. (2010). Foam content and CFC recovery in residential appliances. EcoSolutions 
Recycling, Inc., Quebec. 

conc

conc

res
init BA

BA

Foam
BA 




)1(
 

Where,  
 

  Units 

Foamres = Mass of foam recovered lbs foam 

BAconc = Initial concentration of blowing agent in PU foam lbs BA / lbs PU 

BAinit = Initial quantity of blowing agent in appliances prior to treatment lbs BA 

init

post

BA

BA
RE   

Where,  
 

  Units 

RE = Recovery efficiency % 

BApost = Quantity of recovered blowing agent in concentrated form lbs BA 

BAinit = Initial quantity of blowing agent in appliances prior to treatment lbs BA 
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Appendix F Default Emission Factors for Calculating ODS 
Transportation and Destruction Emissions 

F.1 Summary 
The GHG Assessment Boundary for ODS destruction projects under the Reserve includes 
emissions in both the baseline and project scenario. These emission sources include the 
following: 
 

Baseline Project 

 Emissions of ODS from foam shredding  Extraction of ODS blowing agent 

 Emissions of ODS from foam landfilling  Emissions of substitute refrigerant 
applications 

 Emissions of ODS from refrigerant 
applications 

 CO2 emissions from fossil fuel and 
electricity used in destruction facility 

  CO2 emissions from fossil fuel used in 
transport to destruction facility 

  ODS emissions from incomplete 
destruction of ODS 

  CO2 emissions from ODS oxidation during 
destruction 

 
All of these emission sources must be accounted for to ensure complete, accurate, and 
conservative calculations of project emission reductions. However, some of these emission 
sources are of a significantly greater magnitude than others, and some of the smaller sources 
are costly to track and verify, and difficult to assess. In order to lessen the burden on project 
developers and verifiers, the Reserve has calculated a standard deduction that can be applied 
to all projects to account for the following project scenario emissions: 
 

1. CO2 emissions from fossil fuel and electricity used by the destruction facility 
2. CO2 emissions from fossil fuel used for transporting the ODS to the destruction facility 
3. ODS emissions from incomplete destruction of ODS 
4. CO2 emissions from ODS oxidation during destruction 

 
The aggregate of these emission sources amounts to less than 0.5 percent of total emission 
reductions under even the most conservative assumptions. As a result, a conservative emission 
factor can be applied. This appendix provides background on the development of these default 
emission factors. 

F.2 Methodology and Analysis 
The Reserve created a model to conservatively calculate all emissions in the baseline and 
project scenario for ODS projects. The model incorporated all equations from Section 5. The 
equations that have been rolled up into this emission factor are Equation 5.9 through Equation 
5.14. 
 
In many cases, the equations used for estimating emissions required additional input and 
emissions factors. Where calculations required such inputs (e.g. electricity grid emission 
factors), the most conservative factors available were used. Fossil fuel emissions from the 
destruction process were calculated based on confidential industry records made available to 
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the Reserve that describe the energy requirements associated with ODS destruction projects. 
The assumptions used in this analysis are as follows: 
 

Parameter Assumption 

ODSi = 1 tonne ODS  

FFPR,k = 0.0009 MMBtu natural gas/lb ODS destroyed (for foams and refrigerants) 

EFFF,k = 54.01 kg CO2/MMBtu
75

 

ELPR = 0.0002 MWh/lb ODS destroyed for foam, 0.0018 MWh/lb ODS destroyed 
for refrigerants and extracted ODS blowing agent 

EFEL = 0.889 tCO2/MWh
76

 

TMTi = 2,000 miles 

EFTMT = 0.000297 kgCO2/PMT
77

 

CRi = Actual per ODS 

Foam weight = 8.5% ODS blowing agent by weight (foam weight used for transport and 
energy use) 

 
Under these assumptions, and the equations provided in Section 5, the calculations provided 
the following results for different ODS project categories: 
 
Table F.1. Project Emissions (Excluding Substitutes)  
All quantities in tonnes CO2/tonne ODS destroyed. 

 

Fossil Fuel 
Emissions 
from the 
Destruction  

Electricity 
Emissions 
from the 
Destruction  

Emissions 
from ODS 
Not 
Destroyed 

Emissions 
from CO2 

Emissions 
from the 
Transporta-
tion of ODS 

Total 
 

CFC-11 
refrigerant or 
extracted BA 0.04 3.53 0.47 0.32 0.59 4.95 

CFC-12 
refrigerant or 
extracted BA 0.04 3.53 1.07 0.36 0.59 5.59 

CFC-114 
refrigerant 0.04 3.53 1.00 0.47 0.59 5.63 

CFC-115 
refrigerant 0.04 3.53 0.74 0.47 0.59 5.36 

CFC-11 
building foam 0.42 41.50 0.47 0.32 6.99 49.70 

CFC-12 
building foam 0.42 41.50 1.07 0.36 6.99 50.35 

HCFC-141b 
building foam 0.42 41.50 0.07 0.75 6.99 49.74 

 
Because the ODS covered in this protocol have such high GWPs (750 to 10,900) even 
emissions of 50 tonnes CO2e per tonne of ODS destroyed are relatively small compared to 
emissions of the overall baseline and project scenarios. For refrigerant projects, the emissions 

                                                
75

 U.S. EPA Climate Leaders. (2007). Stationary Combustion Guidance. Note: The highest emission factor was 
selected to be conservative. 
76

 U.S. EPA eGRID2007, Version 1.1 Year 2005 GHG Annual Output Emission Rates (December 2008). Note: the 
highest emission factor in the nation was selected to be conservative. 
77

 U.S. EPA Climate Leaders. (2008). Optional emissions from business travel, commuting, and product transport. 
Note: the highest emitting mode of transportation was selected to be conservative. 
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amount to less than 0.15 percent of baseline emissions. For building foams, emissions from the 
four emission sources can be as high as five percent of baseline emissions. 

F.3 Conclusion 
To account for the emission sources analyzed above, project developers may apply a 7.5 tonne 
CO2e/tonne ODS emission factor to all ODS refrigerant projects and to appliance ODS blowing 
agent projects. A 75 tonne CO2e/tonne ODS emission factor must be applied to building ODS 
blowing agent projects that destroy intact foam. These default emission factors represent a 
conservative estimate of the potential emissions from the four selected sources and were 
derived using worst-case emission factors and empirical data. 
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Appendix G Emission Factor Tables 
 
Table G.1. CO2 Emission Factors for Fossil Fuel Use 

 
Fuel Type 

Heat Content 
Carbon 
Content 

(Per Unit Energy) 

Fraction 
Oxidized 

CO2 Emission 
Factor 

(Per Unit Energy) 

CO2 Emission 
Factor 

(Per Unit Mass or 
Volume) 

Coal and Coke 
MMBtu / Short 

ton 
kg C / MMBtu  kg CO2 / MMBtu 

kg CO2 / Short 
ton 

Anthracite Coal 25.09 28.26 1.00 103.62 2,599.83 

Bituminous Coal 24.93 25.49 1.00 93.46 2,330.04 

Sub-bituminous Coal 17.25 26.48 1.00 97.09 1,674.86 

Lignite 14.21 26.30 1.00 96.43 1,370.32 

Unspecified (Residential/ Commercial) 22.05 26.00 1.00 95.33 2,102.29 

Unspecified (Industrial Coking) 26.27 25.56 1.00 93.72 2,462.12 

Unspecified (Other Industrial) 22.05 25.63 1.00 93.98 2,072.19 

Unspecified (Electric Utility) 19.95 25.76 1.00 94.45 1,884.53 

Coke 24.80 31.00 1.00 113.67 2,818.93 

Natural Gas (By Heat Content) 
Btu / Standard 

cubic foot 
kg C / MMBtu  kg CO2 / MMBtu 

kg CO2 / 
Standard cub. ft. 

975 to 1,000 Btu / Std cubic foot 975 – 1,000 14.73 1.00 54.01 Varies 

1,000 to 1,025 Btu / Std cubic foot 1,000 – 1,025 14.43 1.00 52.91 Varies 

1,025 to 1,050 Btu / Std cubic foot  1,025 – 1,050 14.47 1.00 53.06 Varies 

1,050 to 1,075 Btu / Std cubic foot 1,050 – 1,075 14.58 1.00 53.46 Varies 

1,075 to 1,100 Btu / Std cubic foot 1,075 – 1,100 14.65 1.00 53.72 Varies 

Greater than 1,100 Btu / Std cubic foot > 1,100 14.92 1.00 54.71 Varies 

Weighted U.S. Average 1,029 14.47 1.00 53.06 0.0546 

Petroleum Products MMBtu / Barrel kg C / MMBtu  kg CO2 / MMBtu kg CO2 / gallon 

Asphalt & Road Oil 6.636 20.62 1.00 75.61 11.95 

Aviation Gasoline 5.048 18.87 1.00 69.19 8.32 

Distillate Fuel Oil (#1, 2 & 4) 5.825 19.95 1.00 73.15 10.15 

Jet Fuel 5.670 19.33 1.00 70.88 9.57 

Kerosene 5.670 19.72 1.00 72.31 9.76 

LPG (average for fuel use) 3.849 17.23 1.00 63.16 5.79 

   Propane  3.824 17.20 1.00 63.07 5.74 

   Ethane 2.916 16.25 1.00 59.58 4.14 

   Isobutene 4.162 17.75 1.00 65.08 6.45 

   n-Butane 4.328 17.72 1.00 64.97 6.70 

Lubricants 6.065 20.24 1.00 74.21 10.72 

Motor Gasoline 5.218 19.33 1.00 70.88 8.81 

Residual Fuel Oil (#5 & 6) 6.287 21.49 1.00 78.80 11.80 

Crude Oil 5.800 20.33 1.00 74.54 10.29 

Naphtha (<401 deg. F) 5.248 18.14 1.00 66.51 8.31 

Natural Gasoline 4.620 18.24 1.00 66.88 7.36 

Other Oil (>401 deg. F) 5.825 19.95 1.00 73.15 10.15 

Pentanes Plus  4.620 18.24 1.00 66.88 7.36 

Petrochemical Feedstocks 5.428 19.37 1.00 71.02 9.18 

Petroleum Coke 6.024 27.85 1.00 102.12 14.65 

Still Gas 6.000 17.51 1.00 64.20 9.17 

Special Naphtha 5.248 19.86 1.00 72.82 9.10 

Unfinished Oils 5.825 20.33 1.00 74.54 10.34 

Waxes 5.537 19.81 1.00 72.64 9.58 

Source: EPA Climate Leaders. (2007). Stationary Combustion Guidance. Table B-2 except: 
Default CO2 emission factors (per unit energy) are calculated as: Carbon Content × Fraction Oxidized × 44/12.  
Default CO2 emission factors (per unit mass or volume) are calculated as: Heat Content x Carbon Content × Fraction Oxidized × 
44/12× Conversion Factor (if applicable).  
Heat content factors are based on higher heating values (HHV).
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Appendix H ODS Project Diagram Sample 
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U.S. Ozone Depleting Substances Project Protocol 
Version 2.0 

ERRATA AND CLARIFICATIONS 
 
The Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) published its U.S. Ozone Depleting Substances Project 
Protocol Version 2.0 (U.S. ODS V2.0) in June 2012. While the Reserve intends for the U.S. 
ODS V2.0 to be a complete, transparent document, it recognizes that correction of errors and 
clarifications will be necessary as the protocol is implemented and issues are identified. This 
document is an official record of all errata and clarifications applicable to the U.S. ODS V2.0.1 
 
Per the Reserve’s Program Manual, both errata and clarifications are considered effective on 
the date they are first posted on the Reserve website. The effective date of each erratum or 
clarification is clearly designated below. All listed and registered U.S. ODS projects must 
incorporate and adhere to these errata and clarifications when they undergo verification. The 
Reserve will incorporate both errata and clarifications into future versions of the U.S. ODS 
Project Protocol.  
 
All project developers and verification bodies must refer to this document to ensure that the 
most current guidance is adhered to in project design and verification. Verification bodies shall 
refer to this document immediately prior to uploading any Verification Statement to assure all 
issues are properly addressed and incorporated into verification activities. 
 
If you have any questions about the updates or clarifications in this document, please contact 
Policy at policy@climateactionreserve.org or (213) 891-1444 x3. 
 

                                                           
1
 See Section 4.3.4 of the Climate Action Reserve Program Manual for an explanation of the Reserve’s policies on 

protocol errata and clarifications. “Errata” are issued to correct typographical errors. “Clarifications” are issued to 
ensure consistent interpretation and application of the protocol. For document management and program 
implementation purposes, both errata and clarifications to the U.S. ODS protocol are contained in this single 
document. 

mailto:policy@climateactionreserve.org
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Section 5 

1. Accounting for Non-ODS Material (CLARIFICATION – January 29, 
2013) 
Section: 5.1.1 (Calculating Baseline Emissions from Refrigerant Recovery and Resale) 
 
Context: The protocol states that projects shall only include the weight of pure ODS when 
calculating emission reductions. There are additional specific adjustments that were not 
mentioned in the protocol and it may not be clear how these adjustments should be made. 
Specifically, project developers shall exclude the weight of high boiling residue (HBR) in 
their calculation of emission reductions. 
 
Clarification: The definition of the term “Qrefr,i” in Equation 5.3 on page 21 shall read “Total 
quantity of pure refrigerant ODS i sent for destruction by the project.” The total weight of 
material destroyed by the project shall be adjusted to exclude the weight of ineligible 
material, including high boiling residue, as determined by the laboratory analysis required in 
Section 6.6 (in the case of multiple laboratory analyses, the highest reported value for HBR 
shall be used). In any case where the composition of the single ODS species is less than 
100%, the value of this term must be adjusted to reflect the weight of pure ODS for each 
eligible chemical. 
 
For example, if a project destroys 1,000 lbs. of material that contains 5% high boiling 
residue and 95% eligible ODS i, the value of Qrefr,i would be 902.5 lbs. 
 
While water is also considered ineligible material, the moisture content requirement in 
Section 6.6 of the protocol (i.e. that the moisture content must be less than 75% of the 
saturation point for the ODS) already ensures that the weight of any moisture present will 
not have a material impact on the quantification of emission reductions. Thus the weight 
does not need to be adjusted to reflect the weight of moisture present in the sample. 

2. Performance Requirements for Destruction Facilities (ERRATUM – 
July 16, 2015) 
Section: 5.2.4 (Calculating Site-Specific Project Emissions from ODS Destruction) 
 
Context: The protocol states that destruction “facilities are required to demonstrate their 
ability to achieve destruction efficiencies upwards of 99.99 percent for substances with 
thermal stability ratings higher than the ODS included under this protocol” (emphasis 
added). The reference cited for this statement explains a ranking system for the 
incinerability of ODS species based on their thermal stability. In this system, ODS species 
that are more thermally stable are more difficult to destroy. This results in a lower ranking. 
Thus, the lowest ranking (1) indicates the chemical that is most difficult to destroy, while the 
highest ranking (320) indicates the chemical that is easiest to destroy. The above-quoted 
statement in the U.S. ODS Project Protocol includes an error that communicates the 
opposite of the intended meaning of the statement. 
 
Correction: The second sentence in the first paragraph of this section shall read: 
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“These facilities are required to demonstrate their ability to achieve destruction efficiencies 
upwards of 99.99 percent for substances with thermal stability rankings lower than the ODS 
included under this protocol.” 
 

Section 6 

3. Determining the Mass of ODS Destroyed (CLARIFICATION – April 
11, 2013) 
Section: 6.6 (Concentrated ODS Composition and Quantity Analysis Requirements) 
 
Context: The protocol requires that the mass of ODS destroyed by the project be 
determined using (1) the difference between the measured weight of each container when it 
is full prior to destruction and the measured weight after it has been emptied and (2) the 
composition and concentration of material destroyed as determined by laboratory analyses 
of samples from each container. 
 
Clarification: The mass of ODS and any contaminants destroyed shall be considered equal 
to the difference between the full and empty weights of the containers, as measured by the 
scale at the destruction facility and recorded by the destruction facility on the weight tickets 
and the Certificate of Destruction. No adjustments shall be made by the project developer to 
the weights as measured and recorded by the destruction facility in calculating the mass of 
ODS and contaminants. 
 
Verifiers shall confirm that the weights recorded on the weight tickets and the Certificate of 
Destruction by the destruction facility are used without adjustment to calculate emission 
reductions. The mass of eligible ODS shall then be determined using these weights and the 
results of the laboratory analyses. 
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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 

C Carbon 
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1 Introduction 
The Urban Tree Planting (UTP) Project Protocol provides requirements and guidance for 
quantifying the net climate benefits of activities that sequester carbon in woody biomass within 
an urban environment. The protocol provides project eligibility rules, methods to calculate a 
project’s net effects on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and removals of carbon dioxide (CO2) 
from the atmosphere (“removals”), procedures for assessing the risk that carbon sequestered by 
a project may be reversed (i.e. released back to the atmosphere), and approaches for long term 
project monitoring and reporting.  
 
The goal of this protocol is to ensure that the net GHG reductions and removals caused by a 
project are accounted for in a complete, consistent, transparent, accurate, and conservative 
manner1 and may therefore be reported to the Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) as the basis 
for issuing carbon offset credits (called Climate Reserve Tonnes, or CRTs). Additionally, it is the 
goal of the Reserve to ensure the protocol is as efficient and practical as possible for Project 
Operators.  
 
As the premier carbon offset registry for the North American carbon market, the Reserve 
encourages action to reduce GHG emissions by ensuring the environmental integrity and 
financial benefit of emission reduction projects. The Reserve establishes high quality standards 
for carbon offset projects, oversees independent third-party verification bodies, issues carbon 
credits generated from such projects, and tracks the transaction of credits over time in a 
transparent, publicly-accessible system. The Reserve is a private 501(c)(3) nonprofit 
organization based in Los Angeles, California.2 
 
Only projects that are eligible under and comply with the UTP Project Protocol may be 
registered with the Reserve. Section 8 of this protocol provides requirements and guidance for 
verifying the performance of project activities and their associated GHG reductions and 
removals reported to the Reserve. 

1.1 About Urban Forests, Carbon Dioxide and Climate Change 
Urban forests have the capacity to both emit and absorb CO2, a leading greenhouse gas that 
contributes to climate change. Trees, through the process of photosynthesis, naturally absorb 
CO2 from the atmosphere and store the gas as carbon in their biomass, i.e. trunk (bole), leaves, 
branches, and roots. Carbon may also be stored in the soils that support the urban forest, as 
well as the understory plants and litter on the urban forest floor. After trees are removed, their 
wood residue may be converted into mulch, with CO2 gradually released to the atmosphere 
through decomposition. Carbon may continue to be sequestered for a substantial amount of 
time in wood products and in landfills. Carbon from urban forests may also be used to provide 
fuel for biomass energy. Urban trees can reduce summertime air temperatures and building 
energy use for air conditioning, thus reducing GHG emissions from electricity generation (Akbari 
2002). In winter, trees can increase or decrease GHG emissions associated with energy 
consumed for space heating, depending on local climate, site features, and building 
characteristics (Heisler 1986). 
 

                                                
1
 See the WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol for Project Accounting (Part I, Chapter 4) for a description of GHG reduction 

project accounting principles. 
2
 For more information, please visit www.climateactionreserve.org.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/
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When trees are disturbed, through events like fire, disease, pests, or harvest, some of their 
stored carbon may oxidize or decay over time, releasing CO2 into the atmosphere. The quantity 
and rate of CO2 that is emitted may vary, depending on the particular circumstances of the 
disturbance. Depending on how urban forests are managed or impacted by natural events, they 
can be a net source of emissions, resulting in a decrease to the reservoir, or a net sink of 
emissions, resulting in an increase of CO2 to the reservoir. In other words, urban forests may 
have a net negative or net positive impact on the climate. 
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2 Urban Tree Planting Definition and Requirements 
For the purposes of this protocol, an Urban Tree Planting (UTP) Project is a planned set of 
activities designed to increase removals of CO2 from the atmosphere, or reduce or prevent 
emissions of CO2 to the atmosphere, through increasing and/or conserving urban forest carbon 
stocks. 
 
A glossary of terms used in this protocol is provided in Section 9. Throughout the protocol, 
important defined terms are capitalized (e.g. “Urban Forest Owner”). 

2.1 Project Definition 
A UTP Project is a project where new trees are planted in areas where trees have not been 
harvested with a primary commercial interest during the 10 years prior to the Project 
Commencement Date. Only planted trees and trees that regenerate from planted trees are 
eligible to be quantified for credits. Benefits from urban tree planting activities occur when the 
net CO2e (CO2e stored minus CO2e emitted) associated with planted trees exceeds baseline 
tree planting CO2e levels. 

2.2 Urban Forest Owners 
Credits for a UTP Project must be quantified from carbon that is owned by participating entities. 
An Urban Forest Owner is a corporation, a legally constituted entity (such as a utility or special 
district), city, county, state agency, educational campus, individual(s), or a combination thereof 
that has legal control of any amount of urban forest carbon3 within the Project Area.  
 
Control of urban forest carbon means the Urban Forest Owner has the legal authority to effect 
changes to urban forest carbon quantities (right to plant or remove, for example). Control of 
urban forest carbon occurs, for purposes of satisfying this protocol, through fee ownership, 
perpetual contractual agreements, and/or deeded encumbrances. This protocol recognizes the 
fee owner as the default owner of urban forest carbon where no explicit legal encumbrance 
exists. Individuals or entities holding mineral, gas, oil, or similar de minimis4 interests without fee 
ownership are precluded from the definition of Urban Forest Owner. 

2.3 Project Operators 
A Project Operator must be one of the Urban Forest Owners or a legally created entity to 
represent the Urban Forest Owners. The Project Operator is responsible for undertaking a UTP 
Project and registering it with the Reserve, and is ultimately responsible for all project listing, 
monitoring, reporting, and verification. The Project Operator is responsible for any reversals 
associated with the project and is the entity that executes the Project Implementation 
Agreement (see below) with the Reserve. 
 
In all cases where multiple Urban Forest Owners participate in a UTP Project, the Project 
Operator must secure an agreement from all other Urban Forest Owners that assigns authority 
to the Project Operator to include the carbon they own in the project, subject to any conditions 
imposed by any of the Urban Forest Owners to include or disallow any carbon they control and 
any provisions to opt out of the project. 

                                                
3
 See definition of Carbon Stock in the glossary. 

4
 de minimis control includes access right of ways and residential power line right of ways. 
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2.4 Project Implementation Agreement 
A Project Implementation Agreement (PIA) is a required agreement between the Reserve and a 
Project Operator setting forth the Project Operator’s obligation (and the obligation of its 
successors and assigns) to comply with the UTP Project Protocol. 
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3 Eligibility Rules 
In addition to the definitions and requirements described in Section 2, projects must meet 
several other criteria and conditions to be eligible for registration with the Reserve, and must 
adhere to the following requirements related to their duration and crediting periods. 

3.1 Project Location 
Only those activities that occur within the Urban Area boundaries, defined by the most recent 
publication of the United States Census Bureau (http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-
data/maps.html), are eligible to develop a project under this protocol. Projects must be entirely 
within the Urban Area boundary as of Project Commencement. 

3.2 Project Area 
The Project Area is the geographic extent of the UTP Project. The Project Area may be made 
up of consolidated or disaggregated polygons. A KML file must be submitted with the project to 
clearly identify the project boundaries. There are no size limits for UTP Projects. 
 
No part of the Project Area can be included if commercial harvesting of timber has occurred in 
the Project Area in the past 10 years. Additionally, the issuance and transaction of credits will be 
suspended if commercial harvesting of timber products occurs any time during the project. 
Where the harvesting of commercial timber products is anticipated, the OPO should consider 
the use of a protocol that addresses the carbon stored in harvested wood products, such as the 
Reserve’s Forest Protocol or the California Air Resource’s Board Compliance Forest Protocol. 
Exceptions to the prohibition of harvesting commercial timber products are recognized where 
the provision of commercial timber products might be generated where harvests are conducted 
primarily for safety, salvage of material when trees are in decline, and developing improved 
resilience to wildfire and pests. 

3.3 Project Commencement 
The commencement date for a project is the date at which the Project Operator initiates an 
activity that will lead to increased GHG reductions or removals with long-term security relative to 
the project baseline. The earliest acceptable activity that demonstrates the commencement of 
project activities is a formal planning process by the Project Operator. Subsequent activities to 
planning, including the purchase of equipment for tree planting, site preparation, or planting 
trees, with a plan in place, also demonstrate a project has commenced. Once a UTP Project 
has commenced, new plantings can occur within the Project Area throughout the Project Life. 
Discrete and verifiable evidence that acceptable activity has occurred includes signed contracts 
and/or direct evidence of the recent activity. 
 
To be eligible, the project must be submitted to the Reserve no more than six months after the 
project commencement date.5 Projects may always be submitted for listing by the Reserve prior 
to their start date. 

3.4 Additionality 
The Reserve will only register projects that yield surplus GHG emission reductions and 
removals that are additional to what would have occurred in the absence of a carbon offset 

                                                
5
 Projects are considered submitted when the project developer has completed and uploaded the appropriate project 

submittal forms to the Reserve software. 

http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/maps.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/maps.html
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market (i.e. under “Business As Usual”). For a general discussion of the Reserve’s approach to 
determining additionality, see the Reserve’s Program Manual.6  
 
Projects must satisfy the following tests to be considered additional. 

3.4.1 Legal Requirement Test 

UTP Projects must achieve GHG reductions or removals above and beyond any GHG 
reductions or removals that would result from compliance with any federal, state, or local law, 
statute, rule, regulation, or ordinance. Projects must also achieve GHG reductions and removals 
above and beyond any GHG reductions or removals that would result from compliance with any 
court order or other legally binding mandates. Deeded encumbrances, tree-planting and 
management ordinances, and contractual agreements, collectively referred to as Legal 
Agreements, may effectively control urban forest carbon and possess ownership rights to the 
carbon inventories controlled. Similarly, deeded encumbrances, tree planting and management 
ordinances, and contractual agreements may have an effect on urban forest carbon inventories 
beyond the control of any of the Urban Forest Owners. 
 
Trees planted to fulfill a legal requirement are ineligible under this protocol. Legal requirements 
include any requirement issued by authority of a federal, state, or local jurisdiction to plant trees 
for any reason. 

3.4.2 Performance Test 

Projects must achieve GHG reductions or removals above and beyond any GHG reductions or 
removals that would result from engaging in Business As Usual activities, as defined by the 
requirements described below. 

3.4.2.1 Performance Standard for Urban Tree Planting Projects 

The performance standard metrics are based on the averages of data between the 50th and 
100th percentiles. The data are based on the following data: 
 

1. For Municipalities/counties: trees per capita. 
2. Educational institutions: trees per acre of maintained landscaping. 
3. Utilities: trees per ratepayer 

 
Project Operators must include the performance standard level of planting in their baseline 
calculations as described in the Quantification Guidance supplemental to this protocol. 

3.5 Project Crediting Period 
The crediting period for UTP Projects is 25 years. Projects may be renewed for additional 
crediting periods with the prospect of incorporating updated technology into the project analysis. 
The initial baseline can be maintained for the crediting period. While the project can be renewed 
indefinitely, the baseline must be renewed at the end of the crediting period. Any previously 
issued credits are respected for the life of the project. 

3.6 Minimum Time Commitment 
Projects must monitor, report, and undergo verification activities for 100 years following the last 
credit issued to the project. 

                                                
6
 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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3.7 Social and Environmental and Co-Benefits 
All projects will provide climate benefits to the extent in which they generate credits. Urban 
forests provide many additional benefits, including environmental, social, and public health 
benefits. The ability to achieve additional environmental and social co-benefits depends on 
consideration of additional factors, some of which are described in this section. Only those 
projects where public and/or tribal entities participate in direct urban tree management activities 
(e.g., planting, tree distribution, etc.) are required to include the provisions for social and 
environmental co-benefits. However, these provisions may serve as suggestions to NGOs and 
other privately funded projects that may wish to enhance social and environmental co-benefits. 
Where required, the provisions must be described in the Project Design Document (PDD) and 
implemented throughout the Project Life. The Reserve has developed a tree-planting template 
that outlines elements that need to be addressed and provides important considerations that 
may be helpful in decision-making.7 The template provides considerations that will enable 
verifiers to ensure progress is being achieved over time. 

3.7.1 Social Co-Benefits 

UTP Projects can create long-term climate benefits as well as providing other social and 
environmental benefits. Investment in projects has the potential to improve the quality of life for 
urban communities in a number of ways. Among other benefits, tree planting projects can 
improve air quality and reduce storm water runoff, provide shade, and increase property values 
by creating a more aesthetically pleasing environment. Projects also have the potential to create 
negative social externalities such as an uneven distribution of project benefits due to an uneven 
distribution of projects sites throughout a community (e.g. skewed toward more affluent 
communities). 
 

Table 3.1. Social Co-Benefits of Urban Tree Planting Projects 

Social Provisions 
Elements to Include in the Project Design Document 

(PDD) 

Equitable distribution of forest resources Describe how the project will make progress toward 
achieving relatively equal distribution of tree canopy cover 
by neighborhood whenever possible. 

Public participation Establish guidelines to ensure adequate notification, 
opportunities for public participation, and documentation 
with regards to public activities with urban forest 
management. 

 

3.7.2 Environmental Co-Benefits 

The protocol has a goal of permanently removing greenhouse gases from the atmosphere by 
sustaining carbon benefits generated from urban forests for at least 100 years. Healthy urban 
forests can also provide a number of environmental benefits as well as create negative 
externalities. Projects have the potential to improve air quality and reduce storm water runoff 
and energy usage. They can also contribute to reduced biodiversity, introduce invasive species, 
and damage infrastructure. Inefficient water usage during maintenance can also put pressure on 
local and regional water supplies. 
 

                                                
7
 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/
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Table 3.2. Environmental Co-Benefits of Urban Tree Planting Projects 

Environmental Provisions 
Elements to Include in the Project Design Document 

(PDD) 

Biodiversity Describe how UTP Project activities will maintain and 
enhance biodiversity, including: 
 
1. Benefits of tree species selection and composition to 
biodiversity within the project area. 
2. Use of specific tree species, sizes and/or distributions 
to support unique habitat elements. 

Native species Describe how UTP Project activities will promote the use 
of native species, including: 
 
1. Strengths and limitations of using native trees in the 
UTP Project. 
2. Preferential treatment of native species. 

Non-native species Describe how UTP Project activities will limit and target 
the use of any non-native species, including: 
 
1. Strengths and limitations of using non-native trees in 
the UTP Project. 
2. Resistance to insects and disease. 

Climate change resilience Describe how UTP Project activities will enhance the 
resilience of the urban forest to climate change, including: 
 
1. Ability of urban forest to adapt to climate change. 
2. Resistance to natural disturbances. 

Air quality Describe how UTP Project activities will enhance air 
quality benefits, including: 
 
1. Tree selection and distribution to reduce air pollutants. 
2. Tree selection and distribution to reduce emissions of 
Biogenic Volatile Organic Compounds (BVOCs). 
3. Design tree maintenance activities to reduce fossil fuel 
emissions. 

Physical characteristics Describe how UTP Project activities will enhance physical 
characteristics of the urban environment, including: 
 
1. Tree shading. 
2. Wind protection. 
3. Minimize disturbance to city infrastructure (e.g. 
sidewalks, power lines, etc.)  

Water Management Describe how UTP Project activities will improve water 
management, including: 
 
1. Increase infiltration and recharge of groundwater. 
2. Reduce stormwater runoff. 
3. Conserve water from urban forest management. 
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4 GHG Assessment Boundaries 
The quantification of all included sources, sinks, and reservoirs (SSR) (Table 4.1 below) is 
described in the supplemental Quantification Guidance available on the Reserve’s website.8 
 

Table 4.1. Description of all Sources, Sinks, and Reservoirs 

SSR  Source Description Type Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Justification/Explanation 

UF-1 

Standing live carbon 
(carbon in all 

portions of living 
trees) 

Reservoir / 
Pool 

CO2 Included 
Increases in standing live carbon 
stocks are likely to be a large 
Primary Effect of UTP Projects 

UF-2 
Shrubs and 
herbaceous 

understory carbon 

Reservoir / 
Pool 

CO2 Excluded 

For crediting purposes shrubs and 
herbaceous understory are 
excluded since changes in this 
reservoir are unlikely to have a 
significant effect on total quantified 
GHG reductions or removals. 
Furthermore, it is generally not 
practical to undertake 
measurements of shrubs and 
herbaceous understory accurate 
enough for crediting purposes. 

UF-3 

Standing dead 
carbon (carbon in all 

portions of dead, 
standing trees) 

Reservoir / 
Pool 

CO2 Included 

Standing dead wood is expected to 
be a small, but in rare cases 
substantial, portion of UTP 
Projects. 

UF-4 
Lying dead wood 

carbon 
Reservoir / 

Pool 
CO2 Excluded 

For crediting purposes lying dead 
wood carbon is excluded since 
changes in this reservoir are 
unlikely to have a significant effect 
on total quantified GHG reductions 
or removals. Changes associated 
with carbon projects are likely to 
increase lying dead wood. 
Furthermore, it is generally not 
practical to undertake 
measurements of lying dead wood 
accurate enough for crediting 
purposes. 

UF-5 
Litter and duff 

carbon (carbon in 
dead plant material) 

Reservoir / 
Pool 

CO2 Excluded 

Litter and duff carbon is excluded 
since changes in this reservoir are 
unlikely to have a significant effect 
on total quantified GHG reductions 
or removals. Furthermore, it is 
generally not practical to undertake 
measurements of litter and duff 
accurate enough for crediting 
purposes. 

                                                
8
 http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/
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SSR  Source Description Type Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Justification/Explanation 

UF-6 Soil carbon 
Reservoir / 

Pool 
CO2 Excluded 

Soil carbon is not anticipated to 
change significantly as a result of 
UTP Projects. 

UF-7 
Carbon in in-use 
forest products 

Reservoir / 
Pool 

CO2 Excluded 

Urban forests do not produce 
significant levels of wood products 
that persist for long enough periods 
of time to meet permanence 
requirements and UTP Projects will 
not substantially change wood 
product production. 

UF-8 
Forest product 

carbon in landfills 
Reservoir / 

Pool 
CO2 Excluded 

Urban forests do not produce 
significant levels of wood products 
and UTP Projects will not 
substantially change wood product 
production. 

UF-9 Nutrient application Source N2O Excluded 
The use of nitrogen-based 
fertilizers is not expected to be a 
significant source of emissions.  

UF-10 
Biological emissions 
from site preparation 

activities 
Source CO2 Excluded 

Biological emissions from site 
preparation are not quantified since 
projects that involve intensive site 
preparation activities are not 
eligible. 

UF-11 
Mobile combustion 
emissions from site 

preparation activities 
Source 

CO2 Excluded 

Mobile combustion CO2 emissions 
from site preparation are not 
quantified since projects that 
involve intensive site preparation 
activities are not eligible. 

CH4 Excluded 

Changes in CH4 emissions from 
mobile combustion associated with 
site preparation activities are not 
considered significant. 

N2O Excluded 

Changes in N2O emissions from 
mobile combustion associated with 
site preparation activities are not 
considered significant. 

UF-12 

Mobile combustion 
emissions from 
ongoing project 
operation and 
maintenance 

Source 

CO2 Excluded 

Mobile combustion CO2 emissions 
from ongoing project operation and 
maintenance are unlikely to be 
significantly different from baseline 
levels, and are therefore not 
included in the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. 

CH4 Excluded 

CH4 emissions from mobile 
combustion associated with 
ongoing project operation and 
maintenance activities are not 
considered significant. 
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SSR  Source Description Type Gas 
Included (I) or 
Excluded (E) 

Justification/Explanation 

N2O Excluded 

N2O emissions from mobile 
combustion associated with 
ongoing project operation and 
maintenance activities are not 
considered significant. 

UF-13 

Stationary 
combustion 

emissions from 
ongoing project 
operation and 
maintenance 

Source 

CO2 Excluded 

Stationary combustion CO2 
emissions from ongoing project 
operation and maintenance could 
include GHG emissions associated 
with electricity consumption or 
heating/cooling at Urban Forest 
Owner facilities or at facilities 
owned or controlled by contractors. 
These emissions are unlikely to be 
significantly different from baseline 
levels, and are therefore not 
included in the GHG Assessment 
Boundary. 

CH4 Excluded 

CH4 emissions from stationary 
combustion associated with 
ongoing project operation and 
maintenance activities are not 
considered significant. 

N2O Excluded 

N2O emissions from stationary 
combustion associated with 
ongoing project operation and 
maintenance activities are not 
considered significant. 
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5 Quantifying Net GHG Reductions and Removals 
This section provides general requirements and guidance for quantifying a UTP Project’s net 
GHG reductions and removals. Detailed methodological approaches to quantifying GHG 
reductions and removals are provided in the Quantification Guidance document. The Reserve 
will issue Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs) to a project upon confirmation by an ISO-accredited 
and Reserve-approved verification body that the project’s GHG reductions and removals have 
been quantified following the applicable requirements of this section (see Section 8 for 
verification requirements). The Reserve provides an Urban Tree Planting Calculation Tool on its 
website9 to assist with the annual calculation of reductions and removals. 
 
Quantification proceeds according to the steps below. 
 

1. Estimating baseline onsite carbon stocks. The baseline is an estimate of what would 
have occurred in the absence of a project. To establish baseline onsite carbon stocks, 
the Project Operator must apply the appropriate performance test from Section 3.4.2 of 
this protocol to the Project Onsite Inventory at Project Commencement. The Project 
Onsite Inventory must have been developed according to the guidelines established in 
the Quantification Guidance. Baseline estimates are developed for a 100-year period. 
Generally, baselines do not change during this period absent findings of errors in initial 
calculation or reconciliation associated with methodological updates. 
 

2. Determining actual onsite carbon stocks. Each year, the Project Operator must 
determine the project’s actual onsite carbon stocks. This must be done by updating the 
UTP Project’s forest carbon inventory for the current year, following the guidance in this 
section and in the Quantification Guidance. The estimate of actual onsite carbon stocks 
must be adjusted by an appropriate confidence deduction, as described in the 
Quantification Guidance. 
 

3. Calculating the project’s Primary Effect. Each year, the Project Operator must 
quantify the actual change in GHG emissions or removals associated with the project’s 
intended (“primary”) effect. For any given year, the Primary Effect is calculated by: 

a. Taking the difference between actual onsite carbon stocks for the current year 
and actual onsite carbon stocks for the prior year.10 

b. Subtracting from (a) the difference between baseline onsite carbon stocks for the 
current year and baseline onsite carbon stocks for the prior year. 
 

4. Calculating total net GHG reductions and removals. For each year, total net GHG 
reductions and removals are calculated by summing a project’s Primary and Secondary 
Effects. If the result is positive, then the project has generated GHG reductions and/or 
removals in the current year. If the result is negative, this may indicate a reversal has 
occurred (see Section 6).11 

 

                                                
9
 http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/ 

10
 For the purposes of calculating the project’s Primary Effect, actual and baseline carbon stocks prior to the Project 

Commencement Date are assumed to be zero. 
11

 A reversal occurs only if: (1) total net GHG reductions and removals for the year are negative; and (2) CRTs have 
previously been issued to the UTP Project. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/
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The required formula for quantifying annual net GHG reductions and removals is presented in 
Equation 5.1. Net GHG reductions and removals must be quantified and reported in units of 
carbon dioxide-equivalent (CO2e) metric tons. 
 
 

 
 
 

Equation 5.1. Annual Net GHG Reductions and Removals 

                                

Where, 
 

  Units 

QRy = Quantified GHG reductions and removals for year y tCO2e 

∆ AConsite = (AConsite, y) – (AConsite, y-1) tCO2e 

Where, 
 AConsite, y = Actual carbon (CO2e) as inventoried for year y (y may be less 

than a year for the first Reporting Period following Project 
Commencement). 

tCO2e 

 AConsite, y-1 = Actual carbon (CO2e) as inventoried for year y-1  tCO2e 

∆ BConsite = (BConsite, y) – (BConsite, y-1) tCO2e 

Where, 
 BConsite, y = Baseline onsite carbon (CO2e) as estimated for year y (y may be 

less than a year for the first Reporting Period following Project 
Commencement). 

tCO2e 

 BConsite, y-1 = Baseline onsite carbon (CO2e) as estimated for year y-1 tCO2e 

 

 

Step 1 
Estimate Baseline Carbon Inventories 

(Project Commencement Only) 

Step 2 
Estimate Project Carbon Inventories 

(Annually) 

Step 3 
Calculate Primary Effect 

(Annually) 

Primary Effect (Step 3) = Step 2 – Step 1 
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5.1 Urban Tree Planting Baseline 
To develop a project baseline for a UTP Project, Project Operators must provide a qualitative 
characterization of the regulatory framework governing tree planting activities within the Project 
Area and explain why trees planted as part of the project are outside of any framework requiring 
the planting of trees.  
 
Projects use a performance standard value which provides guidance to quantifying baselines. 
The performance standard value is a value that represents the averages of data between the 
50th and 100th percentiles for trees planted annually for classes based on the entity type 
(county, municipality, educational institution, or utility/special district), the entity’s size 
(population, landscaped area, or ratepayer population), and the entity’s geo-political region. 
Project Operators must match their entity with an urban forest class on the Reserve’s Urban 
Forest Project Protocol webpage. 
 
The performance standard value12 is compared to the actual project trees planted and the 
resulting proportion is calculated in terms of CO2e to calculate the baseline contribution. The 
baseline calculation contains provisions for the potential eventuality that the Project Area is 
saturated with planted trees. The Reserve’s Urban Tree Planting Calculation Tool13 assists 
Project Operators with the baseline calculation. A more technical description of the 
quantification of the UTP Project baseline can be found in the Quantification Guidance 
supplemental to this protocol. 
 
 

                                                
12

 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/. 
13

 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/. 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/
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6 Ensuring the Permanence of Credited GHG Reductions 
and Removals 

Changes in urban forest management have the potential to enhance the rate of CO2 absorption, 
providing removals, and reducing or eliminating emissions associated with the loss of trees 
(reductions). Reductions are not possible with UTP Projects. The Reserve requires that credited 
GHG reductions and removals be effectively “permanent.” For UTP Projects, this requirement is 
met by ensuring that the carbon associated with credited GHG reductions and removals 
remains stored for at least 100 years.  
 
The Reserve ensures the permanence of GHG reductions and removals through three 
mechanisms: 
 

1. The requirement for all Project Operators to monitor onsite carbon stocks, submit regular 
monitoring reports, and submit to regular third-party verification of those reports along 
with periodic onsite verifications for the duration of the Project Life. 

2. The requirement for all Project Operators to sign a Project Implementation Agreement 
with the Reserve which obligates Project Operators to retire CRTs to compensate for 
reversals of GHG reductions and removals. 

3. The maintenance of a Buffer Pool to provide insurance against reversals of GHG 
reductions and removals due to unavoidable causes (including natural disturbances 
such a fires, pest infestations or disease outbreaks). 

 
GHG reductions and removals can be “reversed” if the stored carbon associated with them is 
released (back) to the atmosphere. Many biological and non-biological agents, both natural and 
human-induced, can cause reversals. Some of these agents cannot completely be controlled 
(and are therefore “unavoidable”), such as natural agents like fire, insects, pathogens, drought, 
and wind.  
 
Other agents can be controlled, such as the human activities like land conversion. Under this 
protocol, reversals due to controllable agents are considered “avoidable”. As described in this 
section, Project Operators must contribute to the Reserve Buffer Pool to insure against 
reversals. If the quantified GHG reductions and removals in a given year are negative, and 
CRTs were issued to the UTP Project in any previous year, the Reserve will consider this to be 
a reversal regardless of the cause of the decrease. 
 
The Buffer Pool is a holding account for project CRTs, which is administered by the Reserve. All 
UTP Projects must contribute a percentage of CRTs to a Buffer Pool any time they are issued 
CRTs for verified GHG reductions and removals. A project that has an Unavoidable Reversal 
will use Buffer Pool CRTs proportionally from all projects that have contributed to the pool to 
compensate for the reversal. Project Operators do not receive compensation for their 
contributions to the Buffer Pool. 
 
If a project experiences an Unavoidable Reversal of GHG reductions and removals (as defined 
in Section 6.2.2), the Reserve will retire a number of CRTs from the Buffer Pool equal to the 
total amount of carbon that was reversed (measured in metric tons of CO2). The Buffer Pool 
therefore acts as a general insurance mechanism against Unavoidable Reversals for all UTP 
Projects registered with the Reserve. The Reserve may determine to re-distribute CRTs to 
Project Operators in the future, or modify the amount of contributions to the Buffer Pool, if actual 
Unavoidable Reversals fluctuate significantly from the current evaluation of risks. 
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6.1 Contributions to the Buffer Pool 
Projects may be affected by financial risks, management risks, social risks, risks from pollution, 
and risks from natural disturbances (disease/insects, wildfire, flooding, drought etc.). To 
compensate for these risks, each project must contribute 6% of their issued CRTs to the Buffer 
Pool. 

6.2 Compensating for Reversals 
The Reserve requires that all reversals be compensated through the retirement of CRTs. If a 
Reversal associated with a UTP Project was unavoidable (as defined below), then the Reserve 
will compensate for the reversal on the Project Operator’s behalf by retiring CRTs from the 
Buffer Pool. If a reversal was avoidable (as defined below) then the Project Operator must 
compensate for the reversal by surrendering CRTs from its Reserve account. 

6.2.1 Avoidable Reversals 

An Avoidable Reversal is any reversal that is due to the Project Operator’s negligence, gross 
negligence, or willful intent, including harvesting, development, and harm to the Project Area 
due to the Project Operator’s negligence, gross-negligence or willful intent. Requirements for 
Avoidable Reversals are as follows: 
 

1. If an Avoidable Reversal has been identified during annual monitoring, the Project 
Operator must give written notice to the Reserve within thirty days of identifying the 
reversal. Additionally, if the Reserve determines that an Avoidable Reversal has 
occurred, it shall deliver written notice to the Project Operator. 

2. Within thirty days of receiving the Avoidable Reversal notice from the Reserve, the 
Project Operator must provide a written description and explanation of the reversal to the 
Reserve. 

3. Within four months of receiving the Avoidable Reversal notice, the Project Operator must 
retire a quantity of CRTs from its Reserve account equal to the size of the reversal in 
CO2-equivalent metric tons (i.e. QRy, as specified in Equation 5.1). In addition: 

a. The retired CRTs must be those that were issued to the project, or that were 
issued to other UTP Projects registered with the Reserve. 

b. The retired CRTs must be designated in the Reserve’s software system as 
compensating for the Avoidable Reversal. 

4. Within a year of receiving the Avoidable Reversal notice, the Project Operator must 
provide the Reserve with a verified estimate of current onsite carbon stocks and the 
estimated quantity of the Avoidable Reversal. 

6.2.2 Unavoidable Reversals 

An Unavoidable Reversal is any reversal not due to the Project Operator’s negligence, gross 
negligence or willful intent, including, but not limited to, wildfires or disease that are not the 
result of the Project Operator's negligence, gross negligence or willful intent. Requirements for 
Unavoidable Reversals are as follows: 
 

1. If the Project Operator determines there has been an Unavoidable Reversal, it must 
notify the Reserve in writing of the Unavoidable Reversal within six months of its 
occurrence. 

2. The Project Operator must explain the nature of the Unavoidable Reversal and provide a 
verified estimate of onsite carbon stocks within one year so that the reversal can be 
quantified (in units of CO2-equivalent metric tons).  
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If the Reserve determines that there has been an Unavoidable Reversal, it will retire a quantity 
of CRTs from the Buffer Pool equal to size of the reversal in CO2-equivalent metric tons. 

6.3 Disposition of Projects after a Reversal 
If a reversal lowers the UTP Project’s carbon stocks below its approved baseline carbon stocks, 
the project will be terminated as the original baseline approved for the project would no longer 
be valid. If a project is terminated due to an Unavoidable Reversal, a new project may be 
initiated and submitted to the Reserve for registration on the same Project Area. New projects 
may not be initiated on the same Project Area if the project is terminated due to an Avoidable 
Reversal. 
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7 Project Monitoring, Reporting, and Verification 
This section provides requirements and guidance on project monitoring, reporting rules and 
procedures. 

7.1 Project Documentation 
Project Operators must provide the following documentation to the Reserve in order to register a 
UTP Project. 
 

Table 7.1. Project Documentation Submittal Requirements 

Document When Submitted/Required 

Project Submittal Form Once, at project initiation when the Project Operator 
wishes to submit project concept to Reserve. Must be 
submitted within 6 months of the Commencement 
Date. 

Project Design Document Once, prior to initial verification. 

Signed Attestation of Title Form Prior to issuance of credits. Required at initial 
verification, onsite verification, and every optional 
desktop verification. 

Signed Attestation of Regulatory Compliance 
Form 

Prior to issuance of credits. Required at initial 
verification, onsite verification, and every optional 
desktop verification. 

Signed Attestation of Voluntary 
Implementation Form 

Once, prior to the issuance of credits as part of the 
initial verification. 

Verification Report Upon completion of verification and prior to issuance of 
credits. Required at initial verification, onsite 
verification, and every optional desktop verification. 

Verification Statement Upon completion of verification and prior to issuance of 
credits. Required at initial verification, onsite 
verification, and every optional desktop verification. 

Project Implementation Agreement Upon completion of verification and prior to issuance of 
credits. Required at initial verification, onsite 
verification, and every optional desktop verification. 

 
Project submittal forms can be found at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/. 
 
All reports that reference carbon stocks must be submitted with the oversight of a Certified 
Arborist, a Certified Forester, a Certified Urban Forester, or Professional Forester so that 
professional standards and project quality are maintained. Any Certified Arborist, Certified 
Urban Forester, Professional Forester or Certified Forester preparing a project in an unfamiliar 
jurisdiction must consult with a Certified Arborist, Professional Forester or Certified Forester 
practicing forestry in that jurisdiction to understand all laws and regulations that govern urban 
forest practices within the jurisdiction. This requirement does not preclude the project’s use of 
technicians or other unlicensed/uncertified persons working under the supervision of the 
Professional Forester, Certified Arborist, or Certified Forester. 
 
All projects shall submit a shapefile as a KML that matches the maps submitted to depict the 
Project Area. The project’s reported acres shall be based on the shapefile submitted to the 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/documents/
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Reserve. The Reserve will create a file of all verified forest carbon projects on Google Maps for 
public dissemination. 

7.1.1 Urban Forest Project Design Document 

The Project Design Document (PDD) is a required document for reporting information about a 
project. The document is submitted at the initial verification. A PDD template has been prepared 
by the Reserve and is available on the Reserve’s website.14 The template is arranged to assist 
in ensuring that all requirements of the UTP Project Protocol are addressed. The template is 
required to be used by all projects. The template is designed to manage the varying 
requirements based on project type. 
 
Each project must submit a PDD at the project’s first verification. PDDs are intended to serve as 
the main project document that thoroughly describes how the project meets eligibility 
requirements, discusses summaries associated with developing data according to quantification 
requirements, outlines how the project complies with terms for additionality and describes how 
project reversal risks are calculated. All methodologies used by Project Operators and 
descriptions in the PDD must be clear in a way that facilitates review by verifiers, Reserve staff, 
and the public. PDDs must be of professional quality and free of incorrect citations, missing 
pages, incorrect project references, etc. 

7.2 Monitoring Report 
Monitoring is the process of regularly collecting and reporting data related to a project’s 
performance. Annual monitoring of UTP Projects is required to ensure up-to-date estimates of 
project carbon stocks and provide assurance that GHG reductions or removals achieved by a 
project have not been reversed. Project Operators must conduct monitoring activities and 
submit monitoring reports according to the schedule and requirements presented in Section 7.2. 
Monitoring is required for a period of 100 years following the final issuance of CRTs to a project 
for quantified GHG reductions or removals.  
 
Monitoring activities consist primarily of updating a project’s forest carbon inventory, entering 
the updated inventory into the project’s calculation worksheet, and submitting it to the Reserve 
at frequencies defined in Section 7.3. CRTs are only issued in years that the project data are 
verified, as described in Section 7.4. 
 
A monitoring report must be prepared for each Reporting Period. Monitoring reports must be 
provided to verification bodies whenever a project undergoes verification. The monitoring report 
must be completed and submitted to the Reserve within 12 months of the end of the Reporting 
Period. When required verifications must be conducted as explained below, both the verification 
report and the monitoring report must be completed and submitted to the Reserve within 12 
months of the end of the Reporting Period. Monitoring reports must include an update of the 
project’s calculation worksheet. The project’s calculation worksheet includes: 
 

1. An updated estimate of the current year’s carbon stocks in the reported carbon pools. 
Acceptable methodologies for updating the project’s inventory are provided in the 
Quantification Guidance. The update is determined by: 

a. Including any new forest inventory data obtained during the Reporting Period. 
b. Applying growth estimates to existing inventory. 

                                                
14

 http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/ 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/protocols/urban-forest/
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c. Updating inventory estimates for removals and/or disturbances that have 
occurred during the Reporting Period. 

2. The baseline carbon stock estimates for the current year, as determined following the 
requirements in Section 5 and approved at the time of the project’s registration. 

3. A preliminary calculation of total net GHG reductions and removals (or reversals) for the 
year, following the requirements in Section 5. 

4. *A preliminary calculation of the project’s Buffer Pool contribution. 
 
In addition to data reported using the project calculation worksheet, the following must be 
submitted to the Reserve as part of a monitoring report. 
 
Conditional reporting, as pertinent: 
 

1. If a reversal has occurred during the previous year, the report must provide a written 
description and explanation of the reversal, whether the Reserve classified the reversal 
as Avoidable or Unavoidable, and the status of compensation for the reversal. 

7.3 Reporting and Verification Cycles 
This section describes the required reporting and verification cycles. A UTP Project is 
considered automatically terminated (see Section 6.3) if the Project Operator chooses not to 
report data and undergo verification at required intervals. 

7.3.1 Reporting Period Duration and Cycles 

Projects must report their initial inventory data associated with the Project Commencement 
Date. Project Operators must report their project inventories annually with the exception of the 
Reporting Period immediately following Project Commencement, which can be any length of 
time up to one year. This enables Project Operators to establish an annual reporting cycle that 
is convenient for the entity.  
 
Figure 7.1 displays the Reporting Periods in graphical form. 
 
Reporting Periods must be contiguous, i.e. there must be no gaps in reporting during the 
crediting period of a project once the first Reporting Period has commenced. 
 

Urban Forest Reporting Periods 
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(for Start 
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NA 
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Project Onsite 
Carbon 
Stocks 

Yes Yes  Yes  Yes 

CRTs Issued 
upon 

Successful 
Verification? 

No Yes  Yes  Yes 

Figure 7.1. Urban Tree Planting Reporting Periods 

7.3.2 Verification Cycles 

All projects must be initially verified within 30 months of being submitted to the Reserve. The 
initial verification of all project types must include a site visit, confirm the project’s eligibility, and 
confirm that the project’s initial inventory and the baseline have been established in 
conformance with the UTP Project Protocol. Subsequent verification may include multiple 
Reporting Periods and is referred to as the “Verification Period.” The end date of any 
Verification Period must correspond to the end date of a Reporting Period. 
 
Verification has both required frequencies and optional frequencies. Required verification is 
established on a temporal framework to ensure that ongoing monitoring of urban forest carbon 
stocks are accurate and up-to-date. Optional verification is at the Project Operator’s discretion 
and may be conducted in the years in which verification is not required and the Project Operator 
wishes to receive credits. Required verifications are referred to as onsite verifications. Optional 
verifications are referred to as desk review verifications. Details of verification scheduling 
requirements are provided within this section. 
 
Verification must be completed within 12 months of the end of the Reporting Period(s) being 
verified. For required verifications, failure to complete verification within the 12 month time 
period will result in account activities being suspended until the verification is complete. The 
project will terminate if the required verification is not completed within 36 months of the end of 
the Reporting Period(s) being verified. There is no consequence for failure to complete 
verification activities within 12 months for optional verifications. 

7.3.3 Requirements of Onsite Verifications 

Onsite verification is a verification in which project inventory data are verified through a process 
that audits data in the office as well as data in the field. The Reserve requires that an approved 
third-party verification body verify all reported data and information for a project and conduct a 
site visit for the Verification Period that coincides with Project Commencement and the end of 
every fifth Reporting Period following the Project Commencement Date. Buffer Pool 
contributions are also verified during onsite verifications. 

7.3.4 Desk Review Verification 

In between onsite verifications, the Project Operator may choose to have an approved third-
party verification body conduct a desk review of annual monitoring reports as an optional 
verification. CRTs may be issued for GHG reductions/removals verified through such desk 
reviews. 
 
Submission of annual monitoring reports to the Reserve is required even if the Project Operator 
chooses to forego desk review verification. 
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7.4 Issuance and Vintage of CRTs 
The Reserve will issue Climate Reserve Tonnes (CRTs) for quantified GHG reductions and 
removals that have been verified through either onsite verifications or desk reviews. Onsite 
verification may determine that earlier desk reviews overestimated onsite carbon stocks. Any 
resulting downward adjustment to carbon stock estimates will be treated as a reversal (see 
Section 6). In this case, the Project Operator must retire CRTs in accordance with the 
requirements for compensating for a reversal (Section 6.2). Vintages are assigned to CRTs 
based on the proportion of days in a calendar year within a Reporting Period. 

7.5 Record Keeping 
For purposes of independent verification and historical documentation, Project Operators are 
required to keep all documents and forms related to the project for a minimum of 100 years after 
the final issuance of CRTs from the Reserve. This information may be requested by the 
verification body or the Reserve at any time. 

7.6 Transparency 
The Reserve requires data transparency for all projects, including data that displays current 
carbon stocks, reversals, and verified GHG reductions and removals. For this reason, all non-
confidential project data reported to the Reserve will be publicly available on the Reserve’s 
website. 
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8 Verification Guidance 
This section provides guidance to Reserve-approved verification bodies for verifying GHG 
emission reductions associated with urban forest projects. 
 
This section supplements the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual,15 which provides 
verification bodies with the general requirements for a standardized approach for independent 
and rigorous verification of GHG emission reductions and removals. The Verification Program 
Manual outlines the verification process, requirements for conducting verification, conflict of 
interest and confidentiality provisions, core verification activities, content of the verification 
report, and dispute resolution processes. In addition, the Verification Program Manual explains 
the basic verification principles of ISO 14064-3:2006 which must be adhered to by the 
verification body. 
 
Verification bodies must read and be familiar with the following International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO) and Reserve documents and reporting tools: 
 

 Urban Tree Planting Project Protocol (this document) 
 Reserve Program Manual 
 Reserve Verification Program Manual 
 Reserve software 
 ISO 14064-3:2006 Principles and Requirements for Verifying GHG Inventories and 

Projects 
 
Only Reserve-approved urban forest project verification bodies are eligible to verify UTP Project 
reports. To become a recognized urban forest project verifier, verification bodies must become 
accredited under ISO 14065. Information on the accreditation process can be found on the 
Reserve website at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/how-to-become-a-
verifier/. 
 
The verification of reports that reference carbon stocks must be conducted with the oversight of 
a Certified Arborist, a Professional Forester, or a Certified Forester,16 managed by the Society 
of American Foresters, so that professional standards and project quality are maintained. Any 
Certified Arborist, Professional Forester or Certified Forester who is not currently working with 
urban forest activities within the Project Area must consult with a Certified Arborist, a 
Professional Forester, Certified Forester, or planning agency familiar with the practice of urban 
forestry in that jurisdiction to understand all laws and regulations that govern urban forest 
practice within the jurisdiction. The Reserve may evaluate and approve alternative professional 
credentialing requirements if requested, but only for jurisdictions where laws or regulations that 
govern professional urban forest management do not exist. 

8.1 Standard of Verification 
The Reserve’s standard of verification for UTP Projects is the Urban Tree Planting Project 
Protocol, the Reserve Program Manual, and the Reserve Verification Program Manual. To verify 
a Project Operator’s initial Project Design Document and annual monitoring reports, verification 
bodies apply the verification guidance in the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual and this 

                                                
15

 Found on the Reserve website at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/.  
16

 See www.certifiedforester.org.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/how-to-become-a-verifier/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/verification/how-to-become-a-verifier/
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
http://www.certifiedforester.org/
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section of the UTP Project Protocol to the requirements and guidance described in Sections 2 
through 7 of the UTP Project Protocol.  
 
This section of the protocol provides requirements and guidance for the verification of UTP 
Projects. This section describes the core verification activities and criteria that must be 
undertaken and addressed by a verification body in order to provide a reasonable level of 
assurance that the GHG removals or reductions quantified and reported by Project Operators 
are materially correct. 
 
Verification bodies will use the criteria in this section to determine if there exists a reasonable 
assurance that the data submitted on behalf of the Project Operator to the Reserve addresses 
each requirement in the UTP Project Protocol, Sections 2 through 7. Project reporting is 
deemed accurate and correct if the Project Operator is in compliance with Sections 2 through 7. 
 
Further information about the Reserve’s principles of verification, levels of assurance, and 
materiality thresholds can be found in the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual at 
http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/.  

8.2 Project Verification Activities 
Required verification activities for UTP Projects vary depending on whether the verification body 
is conducting an initial verification for registration on the Reserve, onsite verification, or an 
optional annual verification involving a desk review. The following sections contain guidance for 
all of these verification activities. 

8.2.1 Initial Verification 

Verifiers must ensure that the project has met the UTP Project Protocol criteria and 
requirements for eligibility, Project Area definition, additionality, quantification and calculation of 
baseline. The initial verification must include onsite verification. The verification body must 
assess and ensure the completeness and accuracy of all required reporting elements submitted 
in the Project Design Document. 

8.2.2 Onsite Verification 

Onsite verification involves review of the UTP Project’s quantification, relevant attestations, soil 
carbon emissions associated with management activities, adherence to environmental and 
social safeguards (if applicable), and risk of reversal ratings. After a project’s initial verification, 
subsequent site visits must assess and assure accuracy in measurement and monitoring 
techniques and onsite record keeping practices. Onsite verifications must be completed during 
the initial verification and for every fifth subsequent reporting cycle. That is, onsite verification is 
required every 5-years. 

8.2.3 Optional Annual Verification 

Optional annual verifications can occur according to preferences of the Project Operator. 
Credits can be verified and registered as the result of an optional annual verification. Optional 
annual verification occurs in the interim years between onsite verifications. The main focus of 
optional annual verifications is to assure that annual monitoring reports are complete and that 
reported project carbon inventories are within acceptable bounds, as described in the 
Quantification Guidance. 
 

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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Table 8.1 displays the protocol sections that are verified at the initial verification, the onsite 
verification, and/or the optional annual verification. 
 

Table 8.1. Verification Items and Related Schedules 

Verification Items  Section of UTP Project Protocol 

In
itia

l 

S
ite

 

O
p

tio
n

a
l 

Apply 
Professional 
Judgment

17
? 

1. Project Definition 2.1 Urban Tree Planting X   Yes 

2. Urban Forest Owner 2.2 Urban Forest Owners X X  Yes 

3. Project Operator 2.3 Project Operators X X  No 

4. Project Implementation 
Agreement 

2.4 Project Implementation Agreement X X X No 

5. Project Location 3.1 Project Location X   No 

6. Project Area 3.2 Project Area X   No 

8. Project Commencement 3.3 Project Commencement X   Yes 

9. Additionality 

3.4.1 Legal Requirement Test 
3.4.2 Performance Test 

X X  

Yes 
3.4.2.1 Performance Standard for Urban 

Tree Planting Projects 
X   

10.Project Crediting Period 3.5 Project Crediting Period X X  No 

11.Minimum Time Commitment 3.6 Minimum Time Commitment X X  No 

12. Social and Environmental 
Co-Benefits 

3.7 Social and Environmental Co-Benefits X X  
Yes for 

public entities 
only 

13. Social Co-Benefits 3.7.1 Social Co-Benefits X X  
Yes for 

public entities 
only 

14. Environmental Co-Benefits 3.7.2 Environmental Co-Benefits X X  
Yes for 

public entities 
only 

15. GHG Assessment 
Boundaries 

4 GHG Assessment Boundaries X X  No 

The verification topics below are linked to quantification requirements. The verification of project inventories is 
described in detail below this table. Verifiers shall assure that requirements associated with the references in this 
table have been satisfied and implement the specific guidance requirements for verifying inventories below. 

16. Quantifying Net GHG 
Reductions and Removals 

5 Quantifying Net GHG Reductions and 
Removals 

8.3 Verifying Carbon Inventories 
Urban Tree Planting Quantification 
Guidance 

X X X No 

17. Urban Forest Protocol 
Baselines 

5.1 Urban Tree Planting Baseline 
Urban Tree Planting Quantification 
Guidance: Baseline Development for 
Urban Tree Planting Projects 

X   No 

18. Permanence and Buffer 
Pool Contributions 

6.1 Contributions to the Buffer Pool X X  No 

19. Permanence and 
Compensating for Reversals 

6.2 Compensating for Reversals 
6.2.1 Avoidable Reversals 
6.2.2 Unavoidable Reversals 

X X X No 

                                                
17

 Verifiers must use professional judgment to verify protocol criteria which are not quantitative or can be measured 
completely with objective analysis. 
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8.3 Verifying Carbon Inventories 
Verification bodies are required to verify carbon stock inventory calculations of all sampled 
and/or measured carbon pools within the Project Area. Inventories of carbon stocks are used to 
determine the project baseline and to quantify GHG reductions and removals against the project 
baseline over time. The method of verification of carbon inventories varies depending on 
whether the verification is part of the initial verification, onsite verification, or an optional 
verification. The verification elements and their periodicity are explained in this section. 
 

Verification Item Description Verification Frequency 

1 – Quantification of 
Carbon Estimates 

Confirming that the methodology and 
requirements for quantifying carbon estimates 
specified in the Urban Tree Planting 
Quantification Guidance were implemented 
correctly and that the field measurements, use 
of biomass equations, and summary of project 
data meet minimum tolerance standards for 
accuracy, as part of onsite verification. 

Initial onsite verification and 
every subsequent 5 years 
following initial onsite 
verification. 

2 – Updated Data 
Confirming that updated data are within 
acceptable bounds. 

Optional, in years in 
between onsite 
verifications. 

 

8.3.1 Verification of Urban Tree Planting Project Inventories 

8.3.1.1 Office-Based Inventory Verification Activities 

The verifier must progress through each successive step according to the guidance below. 
Verification activities may only proceed to field verification activities once the following items 
have been successfully verified: 
 

1. Prior to verification of project inventories, items 1 – 16 in Table 8.1 must be reviewed 
and deemed satisfactory by the verifier, both in terms of clear presentation and aligned 
with the protocol requirements. 

2. Confirm that the tree records used in producing the project-level estimate of CO2e are 
in a database, have latitude and longitude for each tree, and that the sum of individual 
CO2e estimates for each tree equals the reported value for the project. 

3. Confirm that the confidence statistics for canopy cover were correctly calculated and 
meet minimum requirements. 

8.3.1.2 Field-Based Inventory Verification Activities  

The verification effort must include a re-measurement of a subset of project data used to 
calculate the inventory estimate for the project. The data sampled by verifiers are individual 
trees. The verification strategy for all measured data is based on a comparison of randomly 
selected verifier measurements to Project Operator measurements in a process referred to as 
sequential sampling. Individual diameters (DBH) and total height must be measured for each 
tree. The minimum standards of measurement for verifiers are: 
 

1. To the nearest inch for DBH measurements. DBH must be measured per the Urban Tree 
Planting Quantification Guidance. 

2. To the nearest foot for height measurements. 
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Verification using the sequential sampling methodology requires the verification body to 
sequentially sample successive plots. Sequential approaches have stopping rules rather than 
fixed sample sizes. Verification is successful after a minimum number of successive plots in a 
sequence indicate agreement according to the tolerance thresholds established in the 
sequential sampling workbook. The evaluation of the three themes that utilize sequential 
sampling (CO2e estimates from plots, current tree canopy area, and historical tree canopy area) 
shall utilize separate worksheets and include a copy of the results within the verification report. 
 
Where sequential measurements from the verifier result in a trend of agreement with the Project 
Operator’s data, as defined by established tolerance bounds, verification can proceed toward a 
finding of adequate accuracy. The number of trees measured by the verifier is based on 
stopping rules established by the Reserve. Where a high level of agreement is found between 
the Project Operator and the verifier, a finding of accuracy may be established with the minimal 
number of trees required by the Reserve. As variation between verifier estimates and Project 
Operators increases, the number of trees measured by the verifier must increase in order to 
work toward establishing a finding of accuracy. In cases where continued verifier effort does not 
result in agreement, the Project Operator must decide whether continued investment in 
verification effort is justified. Alternatively, verification can be suspended while the Project 
Operator improves the quality of the inventory and revises related project documentation. 
 
The worksheet provided by the Reserve includes the established stopping rules. Where 
agreement between the verifier and the Project Operator is within specified tolerance bounds, 
verification of plot data is successful. For the field-based verification activities, the verifier must 
randomly select an initial set of 40 individual trees sampled by the Project Operator, maintaining 
the order of their selection in sequential order (1 – 40). 
 

Verification 
Element 

Description Verification Frequency 

1 

Measurement of Field Data: The verifier must 
develop an initial strategy to efficiently visit the first 20 
trees (1-20) in the list. The trees to not need to be 
visited and measured sequentially, but they all need to 
be visited prior to entering the data in the sequential 
sampling works. The verifier must measure the 
individual trees and calculate the CO2e associated 
with each tree. The entries of tree summaries into the 
sequential sampling worksheet provided by the 
Reserve must be in the same order the trees were 
randomly selected. 

Initial verification and 
each subsequent 5-year 
onsite verification. 

2 

Data Quality Control: Confirm that the tree records 
used in producing the project-level estimate of CO2e 
are in a database, have latitude and longitude for 
each tree, and that the sum of individual CO2e 
estimates for each tree equals the reported value for 
the project. 

Initial verification and 
each subsequent 5-year 
onsite verification. 

3 
Confirm that the confidence statistics for canopy 
cover were correctly calculated and meet minimum 
requirements. 

Initial verification and 
each subsequent 5-year 
onsite verification. 
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8.3.1.3 Optional Verification for Interim Years between Onsite Verifications 

In the interim years between onsite verifications, OPOs can optionally have project stocks 
verified and receive credits. Verifiers shall compare current reported data with previously 
verified data and calculate if the reported data are within acceptable tolerance bounds. The 
tolerance bound is defined within 5% of the previous year’s reported carbon stocks. Projects 
that utilize the optional verification must provide contribute 20% of the credits generated during 
the optional verification to a holding account. The holding account is reconciled to the project 
accounting in the reporting year that the project undergoes onsite verification. Data that are not 
within tolerance bounds must undergo the requirements for a 5-year onsite verification. 

8.4 Completing the Verification Process 
After completing the core project verification activities for a UTP Project, the verification body 
must do the following to complete the verification process: 
 

1. Complete a verification report to be delivered to the Project Operator (public document). 
2. Complete a detailed list of findings containing both immaterial and material findings (if 

any), and deliver it to the Project Operator (private document). 
3. Prepare a concise verification statement detailing the vintage and the number of CRTs 

verified, and deliver it to the Project Operator (public document). 
4. Verify that the number of CRTs specified in the verification report and statement match 

the number entered into the Reserve software. 
5. Conduct an exit meeting with the Project Operator to discuss the verification report, list 

of findings, and verification statement and determine if material misstatements (if any) 
can be corrected. If so, the verification body and Project Operator should schedule a 
second set of verification activities after the Project Operator has revised the project 
submission. 

6. If a reasonable level of assurance opinion is successfully obtained, upload electronic 
copies of the verification report, list of findings, verification statement, and verification 
activity log into the Reserve. 

7. Return important records and documents to the Project Operator for retention. 
 
The recommended content for the verification report, list of findings, and verification statement 
can be found in the Reserve’s Verification Program Manual.18 The Verification Program Manual 
also provides further guidance on quality assurance, negative verification statements, use of an 
optional project verification activity log, goals for exit meetings, dispute resolution, and record 
keeping. 
 
 
 

                                                
18

 Available at http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/.  

http://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/program/program-manual/
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9 Glossary of Terms 
 
Additionality GHG emission reductions should occur as a result of 

specific GHG mitigation incentives; additionality is 
achieved when GHG reductions are beyond what would 
occur under business as usual operation and result from 
activities that are not mandated by regulation. 
 

Allometric Equation An equation that utilizes the genotypical relationship 
among tree components to estimate characteristics of 
one tree component from another. Allometric equations 
allow the below ground root volume to be estimated using 
the above-ground bole volume. 
 

Avoidable Reversal An avoidable reversal is any reversal that is due to the 
project operator’s negligence, gross negligence, or willful 
intent, including harvesting, development, and harm to 
the project area. 
 

Baseline An estimate of GHG emissions and removals that would 
have occurred in absence of the project under business 
as usual operations. 
 

Best Management Practices Management practices determined by a state or 
designated planning agency to be the most effective and 
practicable means (including technological, economic, 
and institutional considerations) of controlling point and 
nonpoint source pollutants at levels compatible with 
environmental quality goals.

19
 

 
Biological Emissions For the purposes of the UTP Project Protocol, biological 

emissions are GHG emissions that are released directly 
from forest biomass, both live and dead, including forest 
soils. Biological emissions are deemed to occur when the 
reported tonnage of onsite carbon stocks, relative to 
baseline levels, declines from one year to the next. 
 

Biomass The amount of living matter comprising, in this case, a 
tree. 
 

Bole The trunk or main stem of a tree. 
 

Buffer Pool The buffer pool is a holding account for urban forest 
project CRTs administered by the Reserve. It is used as 
a general insurance mechanism against unavoidable 
reversals for all UTP projects registered with the 
Reserve. 
 

Business As Usual The activities, and associated GHG reductions and 
removals that would have occurred in the project area in 
the absence of incentives provided by a carbon offset 
market. 

                                                
19

 (Helms, 1998) 
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Carbon Pool A reservoir that has the ability to accumulate and store 

carbon or release carbon. In the case of forests, a carbon 
pool is the forest biomass, which can be subdivided into 
smaller pools. These pools may include above-ground or 
belowground biomass or roots, litter, soil, bole, branches 
and leaves, among others. 
 

Carbon Sink A carbon sink is any process, activity or mechanism that 
removes carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. 
 

Carbon Source A carbon source is any process or activity that releases 
carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. 
 

Carbon Stock A pool of stored carbon. Urban forest carbon stocks 
include biomass of the project trees. Include living and 
standing dead vegetation, woody debris and litter, 
organic matter in the soil, and harvested stocks such as 
wood for wood products and fuel. 
 

Carbon Stock Change  
or Carbon Sequestration 
 

The annual incremental change in carbon stocks. 

Cemis CO2 and other GHG emissions from project maintenance 
activities, for example, due to vehicular or equipment use. 
 

Cproj Project carbon, i.e. carbon stored annually in project 
trees, reported as CO2. 
 

Certified Arborist An arborist meeting the criteria having passed the test 
given by the International Society of Arboriculture 
(http://www.isa-arbor.com/certification/index.aspx). 
 

Certified Forester A professional with certified forester credentials managed 
by the Society of American Foresters (see 
www.certifiedforester.org). See also, Professional 
Forester. 
 

Certified Urban Forester An urban forester meeting the criteria and having passed 
the test created by the California Urban Forests Council, 
and now administered nationally by the Society of 
American Foresters. 
 

Climate Reserve Tonnes 
(CRT) 

One metric ton (tonne) of verified CO2 equivalent 
emission reduction or sequestration. 
 

CO2-equivalent 
(CO2e) 

The quantity of a given GHG multiplied by its total global 
warming potential. This is the standard unit for comparing 
the degree of warming which can be caused by different 
GHGs. 
 

Dry Weight (DW) Biomass The weight of aboveground tree biomass when dried to 
0% moisture content. Also known as oven-dry and bone-
dry biomass. Convert from green biomass to dry weight 
biomass by multiplying by 0.56 for hardwoods or 0.48 for 
softwoods. 

http://www.isa-arbor.com/certification/index.aspx
http://www.certifiedforester.org/
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Entity The individual, organization, agency or corporation that 

owns, controls, or manages urban trees. 
 

Freshweight or Green Biomass The weight of aboveground tree biomass when fresh (or 
green), which includes the moisture present at the time 
the tree was cut. The moisture content of green timber 
varies greatly among different species. The Reserve 
assumes that the moisture content of fresh weight 
biomass is 30%. 
 

Global Warming Potential 
(GWP) 

Factors used to convert emissions from GHGs other than 
carbon dioxide to their equivalent carbon dioxide 
emissions. 
 

Greenhouse gas 
(GHG) 

Greenhouse gases mean carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), 
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). 
 

GHG Assessment Boundary The GHG Assessment Boundary defines all the GHG 
sources, sinks, and reservoirs that must be accounted for 
in quantifying a project’s GHG reductions and removals. 
 

Inherent Uncertainty The scientific uncertainty associated with calculating 
carbon stocks and greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

KML KML (Keyhole Markup Language) is an XML based file 
format used to display geographic data in an Earth 
browser such as Google Earth, Google Maps, and 
Google Maps for mobile. 
 

Leakage According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change: “the unanticipated decrease or increase in 
greenhouse gas benefits outside of the project's 
accounting boundary as a result of project activities.” 
 

Permanence The requirement that GHGs must be permanently 
reduced or removed from the atmosphere to be credited 
as carbon offsets. For UTP projects, this requirement is 
met by ensuring that the carbon associated with credited 
GHG reductions and removals remains stored for at least 
100 years. 
 

Primary Effects The project’s intended changes in carbon stocks, GHG 
emissions or removals.  
 

Professional Forester A professional engaged in the science and profession of 
forestry. A professional forester is credentialed in 
jurisdictions that have professional forester licensing laws 
and regulations. Where a jurisdiction does not have a 
professional forester law or regulation then a professional 
forester is defined as having the certified forester 
credentials managed by the Society of American 
Foresters (see www.certifiedforester.org). 
 

Project Activity The carbon storage, emission reductions and emissions 

http://www.certifiedforester.org/
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due to an urban tree planting project. 
 

Project Area The area inscribed by the geographic boundaries of a 
project. 
 

Project Commencement 
(Project Commencement Date) 

The commencement date is initiated by activities that 
increase carbon inventories and/or decrease emissions 
relative to the baseline. 
 

Project Life Refers to the duration of a project and its associated 
monitoring and verification activities. 
 

Project Onsite Inventory The inventory of trees eligible to generate emission 
reductions or removals in a project. Developed according 
to the guidelines in the Quantification Guidance. 
 

Project Operator One of the urban forest owners or a legally created entity 
to represent the urban forest owners that is responsible 
for undertaking a project. 
 

Project Submission Date The date that a project is submitted for listing in the 
Reserve program. The Reserve considers a project to be 
“submitted” when all of the appropriate forms have been 
uploaded to the Reserve’s software system, and the 
project operator has paid a project submission fee. 
 

Registered Consulting Arborist An arborist meeting the criteria and having passed all the 
qualification requirements of the American Society of 
Consulting Arborists (http://www.asca-
consultants.org/about/rca.cfm). 
 

Reporting Uncertainty The level of uncertainty associated with an entity’s 
chosen method of sampling and/or inventorying carbon 
stock and calculation methodologies. Contrast with 
inherent uncertainty. 
 

Reporting Period The time period for which an entity is reporting its project 
activity and quantifying GHG reductions. This period will 
typically be 12 months, except for 1) the initial reporting 
period which begins at the project commencement date 
and may be more than 12 months, and 2) the second 
reporting period, which may be less than 12 months. 
 

Reversal A reversal is a decrease in the stored carbon stocks 
associated with quantified GHG reductions and removals 
that occurs before the end of the project life. Under this 
protocol, a reversal is deemed to have occurred if there is 
a decrease in the difference between project and 
baseline onsite carbon stocks from one year to the next, 
regardless of the cause of this decrease (i.e. if the result 
of (∆ AConsite - ∆ BConsite) in Equation 5.1 is negative).  
 

Secondary Effects Unintended changes in carbon stocks, GHG emissions, 
or GHG removals caused by the project. 
 

Sequestration The process by which trees remove carbon dioxide from 

http://www.asca-consultants.org/about/rca.cfm
http://www.asca-consultants.org/about/rca.cfm
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the atmosphere and transform it into biomass. 
 

Start Date See Project Commencement. 
 

Tree A woody perennial plant, typically large and with a well-
defined stem or stems carrying a more or less definite 
crown with the capacity to attain a minimum diameter at 
breast height of five inches and a minimum height of 15 
feet with no branches within three feet from the ground at 
maturity.

20
 

 
Tree Residue Aboveground biomass from urban trees (as distinguished 

from construction debris) that can be salvaged for reuse, 
such as mulch, wood products, or fuel for biomass power 
plant. 
 

Unavoidable Reversal An unavoidable reversal is any reversal not due to the 
project operator’s negligence, gross negligence or willful 
intent, including windstorms or disease that are not the 
result of the project operator's negligence, gross 
negligence or willful intent. 
 

Urban Area The most recent Urbanized Area definition provided by 
the United States Census Bureau at 
http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-
data/maps/2010ua.html. 
 

Urban Forest Owner A corporation, legally constituted entity (such as a utility), 
city, county, state agency, individual(s), or combination 
thereof that has legal control (e.g. right to plant or 
remove, etc.) of any amount of urban forest carbon within 
the project area. 
 

Urban Tree Planting Project 
(UTP Project, project) 

A planned set of activities designed to increase removals 
of CO2 from the atmosphere, or reduce or prevent 
emissions of CO2 to the atmosphere, through increasing 
and/or conserving urban forest carbon stocks.  
 
An urban tree planting (UTP) project involves new trees 
being planted in areas where trees have not been 
harvested with a primary commercial interest over the 
past 10 years prior to project commencement. This does 
not include harvesting where the primary concern is for 
human safety or forest health. Only planted trees and 
trees that regenerate from planted trees are eligible to be 
quantified for credits. Benefits from urban tree planting 
activities occur when the CO2e associated with planted 
trees exceeds baseline tree planting CO2e levels. 
 

Verification The process of reviewing and assessing all of a project’s 
reported data and information by an ISO-accredited and 
Reserve-approved verification body, to confirm that the 
project operator has adhered to the requirements of this 
protocol. 

                                                
20

 (Helms 1998) 

http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/maps/2010ua.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/maps/2010ua.html
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Verification Cycle The Reserve requires onsite verification of projects every 

five years, but project operators can choose to have more 
frequent ‘desktop’ verifications. In between site visits, 
desk reviews of project reports can be completed by an 
approved verification body. The Reserve will only issue 
CRTs for verified emission reductions. 
 

Verification Period The period of time over which GHG reductions/removals 
are verified. A verification period may cover multiple 
reporting periods. The end date of any verification period 
must correspond to the end date of a reporting period. 
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ABOUT VERRA 

Verra supports climate action and sustainable development through the development and management 

of standards, tools and programs that credibly, transparently and robustly assess environmental and 

social impacts, and drive funding for sustaining and scaling up these benefits. As a mission-driven, non-

profit (NGO) organization, Verra works in any arena where we see a need for clear standards, a role for 

market-driven mechanisms and an opportunity to achieve environmental and social good. 

Verra manages a number of global standards frameworks designed to drive finance towards activities 

that mitigate climate change and promote sustainable development, including the Verified Carbon 

Standard (VCS) Program and its Jurisdictional and Nested REDD+ framework (JNR), the Verra California 

Offset Project Registry (OPR), the Climate, Community & Biodiversity (CCB) Standards and the 

Sustainable Development Verified Impact Standard (SD VISta). Verra is also developing new standards 

frameworks, including LandScale, which will promote and measure sustainability outcomes across 

landscapes. Finally, Verra is one of the implementing partners of the Initiative for Climate Action 

Transparency (ICAT), which helps countries assess the impacts of their climate actions and supports 

greater transparency, effectiveness, trust and ambition in climate policies worldwide. 

Intellectual Property Rights, Copyright and Disclaimer  

This document contains materials, the copyright and other intellectual property rights in which are 

vested in Verra or which appear with the consent of the copyright owner. These materials are made 

available for you to review and to copy for the use (the “Authorized Use”) of your establishment or 

operation of a project or program under the VCS Program (the “Authorized Use”).  

Except for the Authorized Use, all commercial use of this document is prohibited. You are not permitted 

to view, download, modify, copy, distribute, transmit, store, reproduce or otherwise use, publish, license, 

transfer, sell or create derivative works (in whatever format) from this document or any information 

obtained from this document otherwise than for the Authorized Use or for personal, academic or other 

non-commercial purposes.  

All copyright and other proprietary notices contained in this document must be retained on any copy 

that you make. All other rights of the copyright owner not expressly dealt with above are reserved.  

No representation, warranty or guarantee express or implied is made in this document. No 

representation, warranty or guarantee express or implied is made that the information provided is 

accurate, current or complete. Whilst care is taken in the collection and provision of this information, 

Verra and its officers, employees, agents, advisers and sponsors will not be liable for any errors, 

omissions, misstatements or mistakes in any information or damages resulting from the use of this 

information or any decision made or action taken in reliance on this information. 
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http://verra.org/project/california-offset-project-registry/
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http://www.climateactiontransparency.org/
http://www.climateactiontransparency.org/
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1   INTRODUCTION 
The VCS Standard provides a global standard for GHG emission reduction and removal projects and 

programs. It uses as its core the requirements set out in ISO 14064-2:2006, ISO 14064-3:2006 and 

ISO 14065:2013. The three principal documents of the program are the VCS Program Guide, the VCS 

Standard, and the VCS Methodology Requirements. The VCS Program Guide describes the rules and 

requirements governing the VCS Program and further describes the constituent parts of the program 

such as the project and program registration process, the Verra registry system, the methodology 

approval process and the accreditation requirements for validation/verification bodies. The VCS 

Standard provides the requirements for developing projects and programs, as well as the requirements 

for validation, monitoring and verification of projects, programs and GHG emission reductions and 

removals. The VCS Methodology Requirements provides the rules and requirements for developing new 

VCS methodologies. The VCS Program Guide should be read before using the VCS Standard or the VCS 

Methodology Requirements. 

Verra recognizes the kind agreement of the International Organization for Standardization (ISO, 

www.iso.org) to allow inclusion of critical clauses of ISO 14064-2:2006 and ISO 14064-3:2006 in the 

VCS Program documentation to facilitate comprehension. In particular, the sections in this document 

on project and methodology requirements include text drawn from ISO 14064-2:2006 clause 5 and ISO 

14064-3:2006 clause 4.9, amended where necessary to fit the context of the VCS Program. 

1.1 Version 

All information about version control under the VCS Program is contained in the VCS Program Guide. 

This document will be updated from time-to-time and readers shall ensure that they are using the most 

current version of the document. Where external documents are referenced, such as the IPCC 2006 

Guidelines for National GHG Inventories, and such documents are updated, the most recent version of 

the document shall be used.  

Previous versions of the VCS Program may have included different rules and requirements than those 

set out in this version. Previous versions of the VCS Standard and other VCS Program documents are 

archived and available on the Verra website. 

1.2 Language 

The operating language of the VCS Program is English. The project and program description, validation 

report, monitoring report, verification report and all other documentation (including all and any 

appendices) required under the VCS Program shall be in English.
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2 VCS PROGRAM SPECIFIC ISSUES 

2.1 Scope of VCS Program 

 The scope of the VCS Program includes: 

1) The six Kyoto Protocol greenhouse gases. 

2) Ozone-depleting substances. 

3) Project activities supported by a methodology approved under the VCS Program through the 

methodology approval process. 

4) Project activities supported by a methodology approved under a VCS approved GHG 

program, unless explicitly excluded under the terms of Verra approval. 

5) Jurisdictional REDD+ programs and nested REDD+ projects as set out in the VCS Program 

document Jurisdictional and Nested REDD+ (JNR) Requirements. 

The scope of the VCS Program excludes projects that can reasonably be assumed to have 

generated GHG emissions primarily for the purpose of their subsequent reduction, removal or 

destruction. The VCS Program also excludes the following project activities under the 

circumstances indicated in Table 1, below. 

Table 1: Excluded Project Activities 

Activity Non-LDC1 LDC 

Large scale2 Small scale2 Large scale Small scale 

Activities that reduce 

hydrofluorocarbon-23 

(HFC-23) emissions 

Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded 

Grid-connected 

electricity generation3 
Excluded Excluded Excluded  

                                                        

1 Least Developed Country, as designated by the United Nations. 
2 Small-scale and large-scale designations are as per CDM definitions for same. 
3 “Grid-connected electricity generation” means the generation of electricity primarily for delivery to a national or regional 

grid. Generation of electricity primarily for delivery to a micro-grid (i.e., a localized grid that facilitates the delivery of 
electricity to discrete and often remote sets of infrastructure that do not otherwise have reliable access to electricity) is  not 
included in this definition, and such project activities are eligible under the scope of the VCS Program.  
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using hydro power 

plants/units 

Grid-connected 

electricity generation 

using wind, geothermal, 

or solar power 

plants/units 

Excluded Excluded   

Utilization of recovered 

waste heat for, inter alia, 

combined cycle 

electricity generation and 

the provision of heat for 

residential, commercial 

or industrial use 

Excluded Excluded   

Generation of electricity 

and/or thermal energy 

using biomass. This does 

not include efficiency 

improvements in thermal 

applications (e.g., cook 

stoves). 

Excluded Excluded   

Generation of electricity 

and/or thermal energy 

using fossil fuels, 

including activities that 

involve switching from a 

higher carbon content 

fuel to a lower carbon 

content fuel 

Excluded Excluded   

Replacement of electric 

lighting with more energy 

efficient electric lighting, 

such as the replacement 

of incandescent 

electrical bulbs with CFLs 

or LEDs 

Excluded    

Installation and/or 

replacement of electricity 

transmission lines 

and/or energy efficient 

transformers  

Excluded    
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For example, and to illustrate the mechanics of this table, large-scale grid-connected 

hydroelectric projects are excluded in all cases. However, a small-scale grid-connected 

hydroelectric project would be eligible where located within an LDC. 

2.2 Principles 

 The application of principles is fundamental in ensuring that GHG-related information is a true 

and fair account. The principles below shall provide the basis for, and shall guide the 

application of, the VCS Program rules and requirements. 

Principles taken from ISO 14064-2:2006, clause 3. 

Relevance 

Select the GHG sources, GHG sinks, GHG reservoirs, data and methodologies appropriate to 

the needs of the intended user. 

Completeness 

Include all relevant GHG emissions and removals. Include all relevant information to support 

criteria and procedures. 

Consistency 

Enable meaningful comparisons in GHG-related information. 

Accuracy 

Reduce bias and uncertainties as far as is practical. 

Transparency 

Disclose sufficient and appropriate GHG-related information to allow intended users to make 

decisions with reasonable confidence. 

Conservativeness 

Use conservative assumptions, values and procedures to ensure that net GHG emission 

reductions or removals are not overestimated. 

Note – Accuracy should be pursued as far as possible, but the hypothetical nature of 

baselines, the high cost of monitoring of some types of GHG emissions and removals, and 

other limitations make accuracy difficult to attain in many cases. In these cases, 

conservativeness may serve as a moderator to accuracy in order to maintain the credibility of 

project and program GHG quantification. 

2.3 Timing of Crediting 

 VCUs shall not be issued under the VCS Program for GHG emission reductions or removals that 

have not been verified.  

 Project activities are eligible for immediate crediting of future avoided emissions under the 

conditions set out below, which shall be addressed at the level of the methodology: 
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1) The project immediately avoids future streams of GHG emissions as a result of an upfront 

intervention that permanently precludes further emissions from the source. VCUs shall be 

issued only after such an intervention has occurred and the GHG emission reductions have 

been verified. Examples of such activities include projects that destroy chlorofluorocarbons 

recovered from refrigeration equipment thereby immediately precluding their future release 

into the atmosphere, and composting projects that divert organic waste from landfill sites 

thereby immediately precluding future methane emissions. A REDD project would not 

qualify for immediate crediting because future streams of GHG emissions are not 

permanently precluded.  

2) The physical processes that would generate GHG emissions in the absence of an 

intervention are well-understood, stable and quantifiable. Models used to simulate such 

processes shall meet the requirements for such models set out in the VCS Program 

document VCS Methodology Requirements. Any default factors associated with input 

parameters shall meet the requirements set out for such default factors in the VCS 

Program document VCS Methodology Requirements. 

3) VCUs may be issued only for GHG emissions avoided over a ten-year period, even if such 

GHG emissions are likely to have continued over a longer period of time under the baseline 

scenario. For example, a composting project that diverts organic waste from a landfill site 

would be eligible for crediting (in relation to a specific amount of composted organic waste) 

for the GHG emissions that would have occurred at the landfill site over a ten-year period, 

and any emissions that would have occurred beyond the ten year period (in relation to the 

specific amount of composted organic waste) are not eligible. Note that in this particular 

example the ten-year rule applies to the specific amount of composted organic waste and 

the usual rules on duration of the project and project crediting period still apply. 

 ODS projects are eligible for immediate crediting of future avoided emissions and methodology 

elements may use such a crediting model.  

Note – Crediting of ODS projects shall still be in relation to the baseline scenario. In many 

cases, methodology elements will credit projects for all of the ODS destroyed by the project 

(minus any project emissions and leakage). However, it is possible that projects could destroy 

ODS from existing stockpiles and only a portion of the ODS would have been emitted under the 

baseline scenario. For example, if the baseline scenario includes use of the ODS to service 

existing equipment and a certain proportion of such ODS would be recovered and destroyed at 

the end of that equipment’s life (whether voluntarily or due to regulation), then the volume of 

credits granted to the project shall reflect this. 

2.4 AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk and Pooled Buffer Account 

 Non-permanence risk in Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use (AFOLU) projects is 

addressed through the use of a project risk analysis, using the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk 

Tool, which determines a number of credits to be deposited in the AFOLU pooled buffer 

account. The pooled buffer account holds non-tradable buffer credits to cover the non-

permanence risk associated with AFOLU projects. It is a single account that holds the buffer 
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credits for all projects.  

Buffer credits are cancelled to cover carbon known, or believed, to be lost. As such, the VCUs 

already issued to projects that subsequently fail are not cancelled and do not have to be “paid 

back”. All VCUs issued to AFOLU projects (as with all projects) are permanent. The VCS 

approach provides atmospheric integrity because the AFOLU pooled buffer account will always 

maintain an adequate surplus to cover unanticipated losses from individual project failures and 

the net GHG benefits across the entire pool of AFOLU projects will be greater than the total 

number of VCUs issued. 

The full rules and procedures for AFOLU projects with respect to non-permanence risk are set 

out in Section 3.2. 

 The AFOLU pooled buffer account is subject to periodic reconciliation. Reconciliation is based 

on a review of existing AFOLU verification reports and an assessment of project performance. 

This process will identify the projects that have failed or underperformed and seek to identify 

their common characteristics. The risk analysis criteria and buffer withholding percentages, set 

out in the VCS Program document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, will be adjusted 

accordingly to ensure that there are always sufficient buffer credits in the AFOLU pooled buffer 

account to cover project losses. Any changes to the tool will not be retroactive (i.e., they will 

apply only to future non-permanence risk assessments).  

 Project risk analyses will be subject to periodic review by Verra. This process consists of a 

review of a sample of AFOLU project risk reports to identify any inconsistencies in the process 

and application of the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool and assessment of same by 

validation/verification bodies. The risk analysis criteria and risk ratings set out in the tool may 

be adjusted, to ensure consistent and accurate application of the tool. Any changes to the tool 

will not be retroactive (i.e., they will apply only to subsequent non-permanence risk analyses).  

2.5 AFOLU Leakage Assessments 

 Project market leakage assessments will be subject to periodic review by Verra. This process 

consists of a review of a sample of AFOLU projects’ leakage assessments to identify any 

inconsistencies in the process and application of the leakage requirements in Sections 3.14.7– 

3.14.9 and the VCS Program document VCS Methodology Requirements, and assessment of 

same by validation/verification bodies. The leakage requirements set out in the VCS 

Methodology Requirements may be adjusted to ensure consistent and accurate application. 

Any changes to the leakage requirements will not be retroactive (i.e., they will apply only to 

subsequent leakage assessments). 
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3 PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 
This section sets out the rules and requirements for projects under the VCS Program. Specific 

requirements for AFOLU and ODS projects are set out throughout this section, as these project types 

may encounter unique circumstances related to project implementation, monitoring and other matters, 

which must be addressed. 

In order to complete the VCS Program certification process, projects must demonstrate how they meet 

the rules and requirements set out below. Projects must also demonstrate how they have applied an 

eligible methodology in full. Projects demonstrate their compliance with the VCS Program rules and the 

applied methodology through the validation and verification processes, which are defined in Section 4 

below. Once projects complete the validation and verification processes, they become eligible to 

request registration and VCU issuance. Note that the full process for requesting project registration and 

VCU issuance is set out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process. 

3.1 General Requirements 

Concept 

Establishing a consistent and standardized certification process is critical to ensuring the integrity of 

VCS projects. Accordingly, certain high-level requirements must be met by all projects, as set out below. 

Requirements 

 Projects shall meet all applicable rules and requirements set out under the VCS Program, 

including this document. Projects shall be guided by the principles set out in Section 2.2.1. 

 Projects shall apply methodologies eligible under the VCS Program. Methodologies shall be 

applied in full, including the full application of any tools or modules referred to by a 

methodology, noting the exception set out in Section 3.13.1. The list of methodologies and 

their validity periods is available on the Verra website. 

 Projects and the implementation of project activities shall not lead to the violation of any 

applicable law, regardless of whether or not the law is enforced.  

 Where projects apply methodologies that permit the project proponent its own choice of model 

(see the VCS Program document Program Definitions for definition of model), such model shall 

meet with the requirements set out in the VCS Program document VCS Methodology 

Requirements and it shall be demonstrated at validation that the model is appropriate to the 

project circumstances (i.e., use of the model will lead to an appropriate quantification of GHG 

emission reductions or removals). 
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 Where projects apply methodologies that permit the project proponent its own choice of third 

party default factor or standard to ascertain GHG emission data and any supporting data for 

establishing baseline scenarios and demonstrating additionality, such default factor or 

standard shall meet with the requirements set out in the VCS Program document VCS 

Methodology Requirements.  

 Projects shall preferentially apply methodologies that use performance methods (see the VCS 

Program document VCS Methodology Requirements for further information on performance 

methods) where a methodology is applicable to the project that uses a performance method for 

determining both additionality and the crediting baseline (i.e., a project shall not apply a 

methodology that uses a project method where such a performance method is applicable to the 

project). Methodologies approved under the VCS Program that use performance methods 

provide a list of similar methodologies that use project methods (that were approved under the 

VCS Program or an approved GHG program at the time the performance method was 

developed). Such lists are not necessarily exhaustive but can serve as the starting point for 

determining whether a performance method is applicable to the project. Following the approval 

of a methodology that uses a performance method, projects may use any applicable pre-

existing methodology that uses a project method for a six-month grace period.  

 Where the rules and requirements under an approved GHG program conflict with the rules and 

requirements of the VCS Program, the rules and requirements of the VCS Program shall take 

precedence. 

 Where projects apply methodologies from approved GHG programs, they shall comply with any 

specified capacity limits (see the VCS Program document Program Definitions for definition of 

capacity limit) and any other relevant requirements set out with respect to the application of 

the methodology and/or tools referenced by the methodology under those programs.  

 Where Verra issues new requirements relating to projects, registered projects do not need to 

adhere to the new requirements for the remainder of their project crediting periods (i.e., such 

projects remain eligible to issue VCUs through to the end of their project crediting period 

without revalidation against the new requirements). The new requirements shall be adhered to 

at project crediting period renewal, as set out in Section 3.8.9. 

3.2 AFOLU-Specific Matters 

Concept 

AFOLU projects may encounter unique circumstances related to project implementation, monitoring 

and other matters. This section sets out high-level requirements related to such AFOLU-specific 

matters. Note that additional AFOLU-specific requirements are also set out throughout this document. 
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Requirements 

General 

 There are currently six AFOLU project categories eligible under the VCS Program, as defined in 

Appendix 1 Eligible AFOLU Project Categories below: afforestation, reforestation and 

revegetation (ARR), agricultural land management (ALM), improved forest management (IFM), 

reduced emissions from deforestation and degradation (REDD), avoided conversion of 

grasslands and shrublands (ACoGS), and wetland restoration and conservation (WRC). Further 

specification with respect to eligible activities which may be included within methodologies 

approved under the VCS Program can be found in the VCS Program document VCS 

Methodology Requirements. 

 Where projects are located within a jurisdiction covered by a jurisdictional REDD+ program, 

project proponents shall follow the requirements in this document and the requirements 

related to nested projects set out in the VCS Program document Jurisdictional and Nested 

REDD+ Requirements.  

 Where an implementation partner is acting in partnership with the project proponent, the 

implementation partner shall be identified in the project description. The implementation 

partner shall identify its roles and responsibilities with respect to the project, including but not 

limited to, implementation, management and monitoring of the project, over the project 

crediting period.  

 Activities that convert native ecosystems to generate GHG credits are not eligible under the 

VCS Program. Evidence shall be provided in the project description that any ARR, ALM, WRC or 

ACoGS project areas were not cleared of native ecosystems to create GHG credits (e.g., 

evidence indicating that clearing occurred due to natural disasters such as hurricanes or 

floods). Such proof is not required where such clearing or conversion took place at least 10 

years prior to the proposed project start date. The onus is upon the project proponent to 

demonstrate this, failing which the project shall not be eligible. 

 Activities that drain native ecosystems or degrade hydrological functions to generate GHG 

credits are not eligible under the VCS Program. Evidence shall be provided in the project 

description that any AFOLU project area was not drained or converted to create GHG credits. 

Such proof is not required where such draining or conversion took place prior to 1 January 

2008. The onus is upon the project proponent to demonstrate this, failing which the project 

shall not be eligible.  

 The project proponent shall demonstrate that project activities that lead to the intended GHG 

benefit have been implemented during each verification period in accordance with the project 

design. Where no new project activities have been implemented during a verification period, 

project proponents shall demonstrate that previously implemented project activities continued 

to be implemented during the verification period (e.g., forest patrols or improved agricultural 

practices of community members). 
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 For all IFM, REDD, WRC and ACoGS project types, the project proponent shall, for the duration 

of the project, reassess the baseline every 10 years and have this validated at the same time 

as the subsequent verification. Baseline projections for deforestation and/or degradation, land 

conversion, forest management plans and wetland hydrological changes beyond a 10-year 

period are not likely to be realistic because rates of change in land-use and/or land or water 

management practices are subject to many factors that are difficult to predict over the long 

term, hence the need for periodic reassessment of the baseline. The following shall apply with 

respect to the baseline reassessment:  

1) The reassessment will capture changes in the drivers and/or behavior of agents that cause 

the change in land use, hydrology, sediment supply and/or land or water management 

practices and changes in carbon stocks, all of which shall then be incorporated into revised 

estimates of the rates and patterns of land-use change and estimates of baseline 

emissions.4  

2) The latest approved version of the methodology or its replacement shall be applied at the 

time of baseline reassessment.   

3) The project description shall be updated at the time of baseline reassessment following the 

requirements set out in Section 3.8.9(2)(d).   

4) Ex-ante baseline projections beyond a 10-year period are not required.   

 Where ARR, ALM, IFM or REDD project activities occur on wetlands, the project shall adhere to 

both the respective project category requirements and the WRC requirements, unless the 

expected emissions from the soil organic carbon pool or change in the soil organic carbon pool 

in the project scenario is deemed below de minimis or can be conservatively excluded as set 

out in the VCS Program document VCS Methodology Requirements, in which case the project 

shall not be subject to the WRC requirements.  

Non-Permanence Risk 

 Projects shall prepare a non-permanence risk report in accordance with the VCS Program 

document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool at both validation and verification. In the case of 

projects that are not validated and verified simultaneously, having their initial risk assessments 

validated at the time of VCS project validation will assist VCU buyers and sellers by providing a 

more accurate early indication of the number of VCUs projects are expected to generate. The 

non-permanence risk report shall be prepared using the VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report 

Template, which may be included as an annex to the project description or monitoring report, 

as applicable, or provided as a stand-alone document.  

 

                                                        

4 Brown, S., M. Hall, K. Andrasko, F. Ruiz, W. Marzoli, G. Guerrero, O. Masera, A. Dushku, B. DeJong, and J. Cornell, 2007. 

Baselines for land-use change in the tropics: application to avoided deforestation projects. Mitigation and Adaptation 
Strategies for Global Change, 12 (6):1001-1026. 
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 Projects with tree harvesting shall demonstrate that the permanence of their carbon stock is 

maintained and shall put in place management systems to ensure the carbon against which 

VCUs are issued is not lost during a final cut with no subsequent replanting or regeneration.  

 WRC projects shall demonstrate that the permanence of their soil carbon stock will be 

maintained. The maximum quantity of GHG emission reductions that may be claimed by the 

project is limited to the difference between project and baseline scenario after a 100-year time 

frame, as further described in the VCS Program document VCS Methodology Requirements. 

 Buffer credits shall be deposited in the AFOLU pooled buffer account based upon the non-

permanence risk report assessed by the validation/verification body(s). Buffer credits are not 

VCUs and cannot be traded. The full rules and procedures with respect to the deposit of buffer 

credits are set out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process. 

 Projects shall perform the non-permanence risk analysis at every verification event because the 

non-permanence risk rating may change. Projects that demonstrate their longevity, 

sustainability and ability to mitigate risks are eligible for release of buffer credits from the 

AFOLU pooled buffer account. The full rules and procedures with respect to the release of 

buffer credits are set out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process.   

 Assessment of non-permanence risk analyses may be conducted by the same 

validation/verification body that is conducting validation or verification of the project and at the 

same time as the validation or verification of the project, as applicable. The rules and 

requirements for the process of assessment by validation/verification body(s) are set out in 

Section 4 below. 

 Where an event occurs that is likely to qualify as a loss event (see the VCS Program document 

Program Definitions for definition of loss event), the project proponent shall notify Verra within 

30 days of discovering the likely loss event. Where VCUs have been previously issued, a loss 

event report shall be prepared and submitted to the Verra registry, as follows: 

1) The loss event report shall be prepared using the VCS Loss Event Report Template. It shall 

include a conservative estimate of the loss of previously verified emission reductions and 

removals due to losses in carbon stocks from the project, based on monitoring of the full 

area affected by the loss event. 

2) The loss event report shall be accompanied by a loss event representation signed by the 

project proponent and representing that the loss estimate is true and accurate in all 

material respects. The template for the loss event representation is available on the Verra 

website. 

3) The loss event report shall be submitted to the Verra registry within two years of the date of 

discovery of the loss event. Where a loss event report is not submitted within two years of 

the date of discovery of the loss event, the project shall no longer be eligible to issue VCUs.  
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4) The Verra registry shall put buffer credits from the AFOLU pooled buffer account on hold, in 

an amount equivalent to the estimated loss stated in the loss event report.  

 At the verification event subsequent to the loss event, the monitoring report shall restate the 

loss from the loss event and calculate the net GHG benefit for the monitoring period in 

accordance with the requirements set out in the methodology applied. In addition, the following 

applies: 

1) Where the net GHG benefit of the project, compared to the baseline, for the monitoring 

period is negative, taking into account project emissions, removals and leakage, a reversal 

has occurred (see the VCS Program document Program Definitions for definition of 

reversal) and buffer credits equivalent to the reversal shall be cancelled from the AFOLU 

pooled buffer account, as follows:  

a) Where the total reversal is less than the number of credits put on hold after the 

submission of the loss event report, Verra shall cancel buffer credits equivalent to the 

reversal. Any remaining buffer credits shall be released from their hold status (though 

remain in the AFOLU pooled buffer account). 

b) Where the reversal is greater than stated by the loss event report, the full amount of 

buffer credits put on hold with respect to the submission of the loss event report shall 

be cancelled, and additional buffer credits from the AFOLU pooled buffer account shall 

be cancelled to fully account for the reversal. 

2) Where the net GHG benefit for the monitoring period is positive, taking into account project 

emissions, removals and leakage (i.e., all losses have been made up over the monitoring 

period), a reversal has not occurred and buffer credits put on hold after the submission of 

the loss event report shall be released from their hold status (but shall remain in the AFOLU 

pooled buffer account). 

 At a verification event, where a reversal has occurred, the following applies: 

1) Where the reversal is a catastrophic reversal (see the VCS Program document Program 

Definitions for the definition of catastrophic reversal), the following applies: 

a) The baseline may be reassessed, including any relevant changes to baseline carbon 

stocks and, where reassessed, shall be validated at the time of the verification event 

subsequent to the reversal. Note that allowing baseline revisions after catastrophic 

reversal supersedes any methodological requirements for a fixed baseline.  

b) The same geographic boundary shall be maintained. The entire project area, including 

areas degraded or disturbed by the catastrophic event, shall continue to be a part of 

project monitoring. GHG credits may not be claimed from any increased rate of 

sequestration from natural regeneration after a catastrophic reversal until the loss 

from catastrophic reversals is recovered. At the subsequent VCU issuance, GHG credits 

from the project equal to the additional number of buffer credits cancelled after the 
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reversal from the AFOLU pooled buffer account on behalf of the project (i.e., above 

what has been previously contributed by the project) shall be deposited in the AFOLU 

pooled buffer account. For example, if the project previously contributed 100 buffer 

credits and 150 credits were cancelled from the AFOLU pooled buffer account after a 

reversal, the project would deposit an additional 50 buffer credits (to replenish the pool 

at large) in addition to the amount required by the risk analysis at the current 

verification event. Buffer credits deposited to replenish the pool after a reversal (50 in 

the example above) shall never be eligible for release back to the project, as set out in 

Section 3.2.12. In addition, buffer credits shall be deposited in the AFOLU pooled 

buffer account based upon the non-permanence risk analysis determined in 

accordance with the VCS Program document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, as 

assessed by the validation/verification body(s).  

2) Where the reversal is a non-catastrophic reversal (e.g., due to poor management, removal 

of a portion of the project area from participation in the project or over-harvesting), the 

following applies: 

a) No further VCUs shall be issued to the project until the deficit is remedied. The deficit is 

equivalent to the full amount of the reversal, including GHG emissions from losses to 

project and baseline carbon stocks. 

b) The same geographic boundary shall be maintained. The entire project area, including 

areas degraded or disturbed by the non-catastrophic event, shall continue to be a part 

of project monitoring. Projects may not claim GHG credits from any increased rate of 

sequestration from natural regeneration after a reversal until the loss from 

catastrophic reversals is recovered.  

Note – Notwithstanding the rules set out in (b) above, where a portion of the project 

area is removed from participation in the project, it is not expected that the project 

proponent maintain the same geographic boundary of the project, nor is it expected 

that the area that is removed from the project continue to be monitored. 

 As set out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process, where projects fail 

to submit a verification report within five or ten years from the previous verification event, a 

percentage of buffer credits is put on hold under the conservative assumption that the carbon 

benefits represented by buffer credits held in the AFOLU pooled buffer account may have been 

reversed or lost in the field. Where projects fail to submit a verification report within 15 years 

from the previous verification event, buffer credits are cancelled under the same assumption. 

The full rules and requirements with respect to the cancellation and holding of buffer credits 

are set out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process.   

 The remaining balance of buffer credits is cancelled at the end of the project crediting period.  
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Long-term Average GHG Benefit 

 ARR and IFM projects with harvesting activities shall not be issued GHG credits above the long-

term average GHG benefit maintained by the project.  

 Where ARR or IFM projects include harvesting, the loss of carbon due to harvesting shall be 

included in the quantification of project emissions. The maximum number of GHG credits 

available to projects shall not exceed the long-term average GHG benefit. The GHG benefit of a 

project is the difference between the project scenario and the baseline scenario of carbon 

stocks stored in the selected carbon pools and adjusted for any project emissions of N2O, CH4 

and fossil-derived CO2, and leakage emissions. The long-term average GHG benefit shall be 

calculated using the following procedure:  

1) Establish the period over which the long-term average GHG benefit shall be calculated, 

noting the following:  

a) For ARR or IFM projects undertaking even-aged management, the time period over 

which the long-term GHG benefit is calculated shall include at minimum one full 

harvest/cutting cycle, including the last harvest/cut in the cycle. For example, where a 

project crediting period is 40 years and has a harvest cycle of 12 years, the long-term 

average GHG benefit will be determined for a period of 48 years.   

b) For ARR projects under conservation easements with no intention to harvest after the 

project crediting period, or for selectively-cut IFM projects, the time period over which 

the long-term average is calculated shall be the length of the project crediting period. 

2) Determine the expected total GHG benefit of the project for each year of the established 

time period. For each year, the total GHG benefit is the to-date GHG emission reductions or 

removals from the project scenario minus baseline scenario.  

3) Sum the total GHG benefit of each year over the established time period.  

4) Calculate the average GHG benefit of the project over the established time period.   

5) Use the following equation to calculate the long-term average GHG benefit:  

Where:  

LA  =  The long-term average GHG benefit  

PEt  =  The total to-date GHG emission reductions and removals generated in the 

project scenario (tCO2e). Project scenario emission reductions and removals 

shall also consider project emissions of CO2, N2O, CH4 and leakage. 

BEt =  The total to-date GHG emission reductions and removals projected for the 

baseline scenario (tCO2e) 

𝐿𝐴 =  
 𝑃𝐸𝑡 − 𝐵𝐸𝑡
𝑛
𝑡=0

𝑛
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t  =  Year 

n  =  Total number of years in the established time period 

6) A project may claim GHG credits during each verification event until the long-term average 

GHG benefit is reached. Once the total number of GHG credits issued has reached this 

average, the project can no longer issue further GHG credits. The long-term average GHG 

benefit shall be calculated at each verification event, meaning the long-term average GHG 

benefit may change over time based on monitored data. For an example of determining the 

long-term average GHG benefit, see the Verra website. 

Buffer credits are withheld only when GHG credits are issued. the number of buffer credits 

to withhold is based on the change in carbon stocks only (not the net GHG benefit), as such 

the buffer credits will be based on the long-term average change in carbon stock. Use the 

following equation to calculate the long-term average change in carbon stock.   

Where:  

LC  =  The long-term average change in carbon stock  

PCt  =  The total to-date carbon stock in the project scenario (tCO2e) 

BCt  =  The total to-date carbon stock projected for the baseline scenario (tCO2e) 

t  =  Year 

n  =  Total number of years in the established time period 

Note – The VCS Program guidance document AFOLU Guidance: Example for Calculating the 

Long-Term Average Carbon Stock for ARR Projects with Harvesting, available on the Verra 

website, provides examples for calculating the long-term average carbon stock for a variety of 

ARR project scenarios with harvesting. The same examples can be applied to IFM projects with 

harvesting. 

3.3 ODS-Specific Matters 

Concept 

ODS projects may encounter unique circumstances related to project implementation, avoidance of 

perverse incentives and other matters. This section sets out high-level requirements related to such 

ODS-specific matters. Note that additional ODS-specific requirements are also set out throughout this 

document. 

  

𝐿𝐶 =  
 𝑃𝐶𝑡 − 𝐵𝐶𝑡
𝑛
𝑡=0

𝑛
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Requirements 

Eligible ODS 

 ODS residing in stockpiles or ODS recovered directly from any of the products set out in Section 

3.3.2 are eligible. The following ODS controlled by the Montreal Protocol for which the IPCC 

publishes a global warming potential (100-year time horizon) are eligible: 

1) Annex A, Group I 

2) Annex B, Group I 

3) Annex C, Group I 

 The destruction of ODS recovered from the following products are eligible: 

1) Refrigeration equipment, systems or appliances; 

2) Air conditioning equipment, systems or appliances; 

3) Fire suppression equipment or systems; and 

4) Thermal insulation foams. 

 The destruction of ODS recovered from pre-polymers, aerosol products or other products is not 

eligible.  

ODS Origin 

 Where ODS is recovered from products that have been imported specifically for their 

disassembly (i.e., the products have not been collected in the host country), the following shall 

apply: 

1) The products shall not originate from any country in which any law, statute or other 

regulatory framework requires the recovery and destruction of the relevant ODS from such 

products. 

2) The project proponent shall provide documentary evidence, such as shipping manifests, 

bills of lading and evidence of collection of the products in the originating country, to 

demonstrate the origin of such products. 

 Documentary evidence shall be provided to verify the origin of all ODS destroyed by the project. 

Evidence may include, inter alia, shipping manifests, bills of lading, other commercial 

documentation, and addresses of households, commercial premises and other evidence of 

collection of the products. Such evidence shall be appropriate to the nature and scale of the 

project. 
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Destruction Technology  

 The project shall use a destruction technology that meets the screening criteria for destruction 

technologies set out in the UNEP April 2002 Report of the Technology and Economic 

Assessment Panel (TEAP), Volume 3b, Report of the Task Force on Destruction Technologies5, 

as may be updated from time to time. The report sets out, inter alia, requirements for 

Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE).  

 For concentrated sources (e.g., refrigerants), projects shall use a destruction technology with a 

minimum verified DRE of 99.99 percent. 

 For dilute sources (i.e., foams), projects shall use a destruction technology with a minimum 

verified DRE of 95 percent. In addition, a minimum Recovery and Destruction Efficiency (RDE) 

of 85 percent shall be achieved. RDE describes the proportion of blowing agent (ODS) 

remaining in the foam immediately prior to decommissioning that is recovered in the overall 

end-of-life management step, including ultimate destruction. For a full specification of RDE, see 

the UNEP May 2005 Report of the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel, Volume 3, 

Report of the Task Force on Foam End-of-Life Issues.6  

Note – The May 2005 TEAP report provides a theoretical model for calculating RDE and 

methodology elements will need to specify a practical approach for determining RDE, such as 

those provided in RAL GZ 728 (Quality Assurance and Test Specifications for the 

Demanufacture of Refrigeration Equipment, 2007), the WEEE Forum standard (Requirements 

for the Collection, Transportation, Storage, Handling and Treatment of Household Cooling and 

Freezing Appliances containing CFC, HCFC or HFC, 2007) or another appropriate approach. 

3.4 Project Documentation 

Concept 

In order to complete the project validation process, project proponents shall prepare a project 

description, which describes the project’s GHG emission reduction or removal activities. In order to 

complete the project verification process, project proponents shall prepare a monitoring report, which 

describes the data and information related to the monitoring of GHG emission reductions or removals. 

  

                                                        

5 UNEP, 2002, UNEP April 2002 Report of the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel, Volume 3b, Report of the Task 

Force on Destruction Technologies. (http://ozone.unep.org/teap/Reports/Other_Task_Force/TEAP02V3b.pdf)   
6 UNEP, 2005, UNEP May 2005 Report of the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel, Volume 3, Report of the Task 

Force on Foam End-of-Life Issues. (http://ozone.unep.org/teap/Reports/TEAP_Reports/TEAP-May-2005-Vol-2-Forms-End-of-
Life.pdf) 

http://ozone.unep.org/teap/Reports/Other_Task_Force/TEAP02V3b.pdf
http://ozone.unep.org/teap/Reports/TEAP_Reports/TEAP-May-2005-Vol-2-Forms-End-of-Life.pdf
http://ozone.unep.org/teap/Reports/TEAP_Reports/TEAP-May-2005-Vol-2-Forms-End-of-Life.pdf
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Requirements 

Project Description 

 The project proponent shall use the VCS Project Description Template, an approved combined 

project description template available on the Verra website or an approved GHG program 

project description template where the project is registered under an approved GHG program, 

as appropriate. The project proponent shall adhere to all instructional text within the template. 

 All information in the project description shall be presumed to be available for public review, 

though commercially sensitive information may be protected, as set out in the VCS Program 

document Registration and Issuance Process, where it can be demonstrated that such 

information is commercially sensitive. The validation/verification body shall check that any 

information designated by the project proponent as commercially sensitive meets the VCS 

Program definition of commercially sensitive information. Information in the project description 

related to the determination of the baseline scenario, demonstration of additionality, and 

estimation and monitoring of GHG emission reductions and removals shall not be considered to 

be commercially sensitive and shall be provided in the public versions of the project 

description. 

Monitoring Report  

 The project proponent shall use the VCS Monitoring Report Template or an approved combined 

monitoring report template available on the Verra website, as appropriate, and adhere to all 

instructional text within the template. 

 The monitoring period of the monitoring report shall be a distinct time period that does not 

overlap with previous monitoring periods. Projects shall not be eligible for crediting of GHG 

emission reductions generated in previous monitoring periods. In addition, monitoring periods 

shall be contiguous with no time gaps between monitoring periods. 

 Where a monitoring report and associated verification report divide a monitoring period into 

vintages, separate VCU issuance records in accordance with vintage periods may be issued, as 

set out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process.  

3.5 Project Design 

Concept 

The VCS Program allows for different approaches to project design. Projects may be designed as a 

single installation of an activity. Projects may also be designed to include more than one project 

activity, such as an AFOLU project that includes REDD and ALM components. In addition, projects may 

be designed to include more than one project activity instance, such as a clean cookstove project that 

distributes cookstoves to a number of different communities. Finally, projects may be designed as 
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grouped projects, which are projects structured to allow the expansion of a project activity subsequent 

to project validation.  

Note – Project activity and project activity instance both have the specific meanings that are set out in 

the VCS Program document Program Definitions. 

Requirements 

Multiple Project Activities 

 Projects may include multiple project activities where the methodology applied to the project 

allows more than one project activity and/or where projects apply more than one methodology.  

 Where more than one methodology has been applied to a project with multiple project 

activities, the following applies: 

1) Each project activity shall be specified separately in the project description, referencing the 

relevant methodology. 

2) All criteria and procedures set out in the applied methodologies in relation to applicability 

conditions, demonstration of additionality, determination of baseline scenario and GHG 

emission reduction and removal quantification shall be applied separately to each project 

activity, noting the following: 

a) A single set of criteria and procedures for the demonstration of additionality may be 

applied where the applied methodologies reference the same additionality tool and/or 

procedures, and where separate demonstration of additionality for each project activity 

is not practicable.  

For example, separate demonstration of additionality may not be practicable in project 

activities that are implemented at a single facility and therefore represent a single 

investment. The onus is upon the project proponent to demonstrate to the 

validation/verification body that separate demonstration of additionality is not 

practicable, failing which separate demonstration of additionality shall be provided. 

Where a methodology specifies requirements for demonstrating additionality in 

addition to those specified in the referenced additionality tool and/or procedures, such 

requirements shall be adhered to. 

b) The criteria and procedures for identifying the baseline scenario may be combined 

where the relevant methodologies or the referenced additionality tool and/or 

procedures specify criteria and procedures for combining baseline scenarios.   

3) The criteria and procedures relating to all other aspects of the methodologies may be 

combined.  

4) Where AFOLU projects are required to undertake non-permanence risk assessment and 

buffer withholding determination, this shall be done separately for each project activity. 
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Note – Where a single methodology is applicable to more than one project activity and where 

the methodology does not provide clear procedures for the application of more than one 

project activity, the above requirements shall be adhered to. 

 AFOLU projects that include multiple project activities shall comply with the respective project 

requirements of each included AFOLU category. 

For example, projects that combine agroforestry or enrichment planting with community 

forestry in a single project, where farmers integrate these activities within a single landscape, 

shall follow an ARR methodology for planting activities and an IFM methodology for community 

forestry activities (except where the activities have been combined in a single methodology). 

Similarly, projects that integrate avoided grassland and shrubland conversion and improved 

grazing practices shall follow an ACoGS methodology for grassland or shrubland protection 

activities and an ALM methodology for improved grazing practices (except where both activities 

have been combined into a single methodology). Avoided conversion projects in landscapes 

that contain both forest and non-forest shall follow a REDD methodology for forested lands and 

an ACoGS methodology for non-forested lands. For each activity covered by a different 

methodology, the geographic extent of the area to which the methodology is applied shall be 

clearly delineated. 

Multiple Instances of Project Activities 

 Inclusion of further project activity instances subsequent to initial validation of a non-grouped 

project is not permitted (see Sections 3.5.8 – 3.5.16 for information on grouped projects).  

 The baseline determination and additionality demonstration for all project activity instances 

shall be combined (e.g., multiple wind turbines shall be assessed in combination rather than 

individually).  

 Where a project includes multiple project activity instances from multiple project activities, the 

project activity instances from each project activity shall be assessed in accordance with 

Sections 3.5.1 – 3.5.3.  

 Non-grouped projects with multiple project activity instances shall not exceed any capacity 

limits to which a project activity is subject. 

Grouped Projects 

Baseline Scenario and Additionality 

 Grouped projects shall have one or more clearly defined geographic areas within which project 

activity instances may be developed. Such geographic areas shall be defined using geodetic 

polygons as set out in Section 3.10 below.  

 Determination of baseline scenario and demonstration of additionality are based upon the 

initial project activity instances. The initial project activity instances are those that are included 

in the project description at validation and shall include all project activity instances currently 

implemented on the issue date of the project description. The initial project activity instances 
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may also include any planned instances of the project activity that have been planned and 

developed to a sufficient level of detail to enable their assessment at validation. Geographic 

areas with no initial project activity instances shall not be included in the project unless it can 

be demonstrated that such areas are subject to the same (or at least as conservative) baseline 

scenario and rationale for the demonstration of additionality as a geographic area that does 

include initial project activity instances. 

 As with non-grouped projects, grouped projects may incorporate multiple project activities (see 

Section 3.5.1 – 3.5.3 for more information on multiple project activities). Where a grouped 

project includes multiple project activities, the project description shall designate which project 

activities may occur in each geographic area. 

 The baseline scenario for a project activity shall be determined for each designated geographic 

area, in accordance with the methodology applied to the project. Where a single baseline 

scenario cannot be determined for a project activity over the entirety of a geographic area, the 

geographic area shall be redefined or divided such that a single baseline scenario can be 

determined for the revised geographic area or areas. 

 The additionality of the initial project activity instances shall be demonstrated for each 

designated geographic area, in accordance with the methodology applied to the project. Where 

the additionality of the initial project activity instances within a particular geographic area 

cannot be demonstrated for the entirety of that geographic area, the geographic area shall be 

redefined or divided such that the additionality of the instances occurring in the revised 

geographic area or areas can be demonstrated. 

 Where factors relevant to the determination of the baseline scenario or demonstration of 

additionality require assessment across a given area, the area shall be, at a minimum, the 

grouped project geographic area. Examples of such factors include, inter alia, common 

practice; laws, statutes, regulatory frameworks or policies relevant to demonstration of 

regulatory surplus; determination of regional grid emission factors; and historical deforestation 

and degradation rates. 

Capacity Limits 

 Where a capacity limit applies to a project activity included in the project, no project activity 

instance shall exceed such limit. Further, no single cluster of project activity instances shall 

exceed the capacity limit, determined as follows: 

1) Each project activity instance that exceeds one percent of the capacity limit shall be 

identified. 

2) Such instances shall be divided into clusters, whereby each cluster is comprised of any 

system of instances such that each instance is within one kilometer of at least one other 

instance in the cluster. Instances that are not within one kilometer of any other instance 

shall not be assigned to clusters. 
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3) None of the clusters shall exceed the capacity limit and no further project activity instances 

shall be added to the project that would cause any of the clusters to exceed the capacity 

limit. 

Eligibility Criteria 

 Grouped projects shall include one or more sets of eligibility criteria for the inclusion of new 

project activity instances. At least one set of eligibility criteria for the inclusion of new project 

activity instances shall be provided for each combination of project activity and geographic 

area specified in the project description. A set of eligibility criteria shall ensure that new project 

activity instances: 

1) Meet the applicability conditions set out in the methodology applied to the project. 

2) Use the technologies or measures specified in the project description. 

3) Apply the technologies or measures in the same manner as specified in the project 

description. 

4) Are subject to the baseline scenario determined in the project description for the specified 

project activity and geographic area. 

5) Have characteristics with respect to additionality that are consistent with the initial 

instances for the specified project activity and geographic area. For example, the new 

project activity instances have financial, technical and/or other parameters (such as the 

size/scale of the instances) consistent with the initial instances, or face the same 

investment, technological and/or other barriers as the initial instances. 

Note – Where grouped projects include multiple baseline scenarios or demonstrations of 

additionality, such projects will require at least one set of eligibility criteria for each 

combination of baseline scenario and demonstration of additionality specified in the project 

description.  

Inclusion of New Project Activity Instances 

 Grouped projects provide for the inclusion of new project activity instances subsequent to the 

initial validation of the project. New project activity instances shall: 

1) Occur within one of the designated geographic areas specified in the project description. 

2) Comply with at least one complete set of eligibility criteria for the inclusion of new project 

activity instances. Partial compliance with multiple sets of eligibility criteria is insufficient. 

3) Be included in the monitoring report with sufficient technical, financial, geographic and 

other relevant information to demonstrate compliance with the applicable set of eligibility 

criteria and enable sampling by the validation/verification body. 
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4) Be validated at the time of verification against the applicable set of eligibility criteria. 

5) Have evidence of project ownership, in respect of each project activity instance, held by the 

project proponent from the respective start date of each project activity instance (i.e., the 

date upon which the project activity instance began reducing or removing GHG emissions). 

6) Have a start date that is the same as or later than the grouped project start date.  

7) Be eligible for crediting from the start date of the instance through to the end of the project 

crediting period (only). Note that where a new project activity instance starts in a previous 

verification period, no credit may be claimed for GHG emission reductions or removals 

generated during a previous verification period (as set out in Section 3.4.4) and new 

instances are eligible for crediting from the start of the next verification period.  

Where inclusion of a new project activity instance necessitates the addition of a new project proponent 

to the project, such instances shall be included in the grouped project within two years of the project 

activity instance start date or, where the project activity is an AFOLU activity, within five years of the 

project activity instance start date. The procedure for adding new project proponents is set out in the 

VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process. 

AFOLU Projects 

 AFOLU non-permanence risk analyses, where required, shall be assessed for each geographic 

area specified in the project description (for requirements related to geographic areas of 

grouped projects see the VCS Standard). Where risks are relevant to only a portion of each 

geographic area, the geographic area shall be further divided such that a single total risk rating 

can be determined for each geographic area. Where a project is divided into more than one 

geographic area for the purpose of risk analysis, the project’s monitoring and verification 

reports shall list the total risk rating for each area and the corresponding net change in the 

project’s carbon stocks in the same area, and the risk rating for each area applies only to the 

GHG emissions reductions generated by project activity instances within the area.  

 Activity-shifting, market leakage and ecological leakage assessments, where required, shall be 

undertaken as set out in Section 3.14.5 – 3.14.15, and the methodology applied, on the initial 

group of instances of each project activity and reassessed where new instances of the project 

activity are included in the project. 

Project Description for Grouped Projects 

 A grouped project shall be described in a single project description, which shall contain the 

following (in addition to the content required for non-grouped projects): 

1) A delineation of the geographic area(s) within which all project activity instances shall 

occur. Such area(s) shall be defined by geodetic polygons as set out in Section 3.10 below. 

2) One or more determinations of the baseline for the project activity in accordance with the 

requirements of the methodology applied to the project. 
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3) One or more demonstrations of additionality for the project activity in accordance with the 

requirements of the methodology applied to the project. 

4) One or more sets of eligibility criteria for the inclusion of new project activity instances at 

subsequent verification events.  

5) A description of the central GHG information system and controls associated with the 

project and its monitoring. 

Note – Where the project includes more than one project activity, the above requirements shall 

be addressed separately for each project activity, except for the delineation of geographic 

areas and the description of the central GHG information system and controls, which shall be 

addressed for the project as a whole.  

3.6 Ownership 

Concept 

Project and jurisdictional proponents shall demonstrate that they have the legal right to control and 

operate project or program activities.  

Requirements  

 The project description shall be accompanied by one or more of the following types of evidence 

establishing project ownership accorded to the project proponent(s), or program ownership 

accorded to the jurisdictional proponent(s), as the case may be (see the VCS Program 

document Program Definitions for definitions of project ownership and program ownership). To 

aid the readability of this section, the term project ownership is used below, but should be 

substituted by the term program ownership, as appropriate: 

1) Project ownership arising or granted under statute, regulation or decree by a competent 

authority. 

2) Project ownership arising under law. 

3) Project ownership arising by virtue of a statutory, property or contractual right in the plant, 

equipment or process that generates GHG emission reductions and/or removals (where the 

project proponent has not been divested of such project ownership). 

4) Project ownership arising by virtue of a statutory, property or contractual right in the land, 

vegetation or conservational or management process that generates GHG emission 

reductions and/or removals (where the project proponent has not been divested of such 

project ownership). 

5) An enforceable and irrevocable agreement with the holder of the statutory, property or 

contractual right in the plant, equipment or process that generates GHG emission 

reductions and/or removals which vests project ownership in the project proponent. 
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6) An enforceable and irrevocable agreement with the holder of the statutory, property or 

contractual right in the land, vegetation or conservational or management process that 

generates GHG emission reductions or removals which vests project ownership in the 

project proponent. 

7) Project ownership arising from the implementation7 or enforcement of laws, statutes or 

regulatory frameworks that require activities be undertaken or incentivize activities that 

generate GHG emission reductions or removals. 

3.7 Project Start Date 

Concept 

The project start date of a non-AFOLU project is the date on which the project began generating GHG 

emission reductions or removals. The project start date of an AFOLU project is the date on which 

activities that led to the generation of GHG emission reductions or removals are implemented (e.g., 

preparing land for seeding, planting, changing agricultural or forestry practices, rewetting, restoring 

hydrological functions, or implementing management or protection plans). Projects shall complete 

validation within specific timeframes from the project start date.  

Requirements 

Non-AFOLU Projects 

 Non-AFOLU projects shall complete validation within two years of the project start date. 

Additional time is granted for non-AFOLU projects to complete validation where they are 

applying a new VCS methodology. Specifically, projects using a new VCS methodology and 

completing validation within two years of the approval of the methodology by Verra may 

complete validation within four years of the project start date.  

 Note that new VCS methodology in this context refers to both newly issued VCS methodologies 

and newly issued VCS revisions to approved GHG program methodologies. The grace period 

does not apply in relation to any subsequent versions of such new methodologies and new 

methodology revisions that may be issued. 

AFOLU Projects 

 AFOLU projects shall complete validation within five years of the project start date.  

 

 

 

                                                        

7 Implemented in the context of this paragraph means enacted or introduced, consistent with use of the term under the 

CDM rules on so-called Type E+ and Type E- policies. 
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ODS Projects 

 ODS projects shall comply with at least one of the following in relation to project start date: 

1) The project start date shall not be before the Montreal Protocol production phase-out 

deadline (except for critical/essential uses) for the relevant ODS as it applies to the host 

country and/or any country from which ODS destroyed by the project is imported (as 

applicable); or 

2) The project start date shall not be before the date the host country and/or any country from 

which ODS destroyed by the project is imported (as applicable) implements the production 

phase-out, or consumption phase-out where such country does not produce the relevant 

ODS, of the relevant ODS (critical/essential uses exempted). Such phase-outs shall be 

implemented in combination with an import ban on the relevant ODS (critical/essential 

uses exempted). This project start date requirement accounts for countries that phase-out 

the relevant ODS in advance of their Montreal Protocol production phase-out deadline.  

Note – The project can destroy ODS that has not been phased out under either of the two 

options in above (e.g., if one ODS has contaminated another), but it shall receive no credit for 

the destruction of such ODS. Note also that the relevant production phase-out deadlines are 

those of the individual substances and not the substance groups.  

Note – The relevant production phase-out deadlines are those of the individual substances and 

not the substance groups.   

 Where the project imports ODS, it shall provide documentary evidence, such as shipping 

manifests and bills of lading, to demonstrate that the ODS originates from a country meeting 

with the above. 

Standardized Methods 

 Notwithstanding the requirements set out in Sections 3.7.1 – 3.7.5 above, projects applying a 

standardized method for determining additionality shall initiate the project pipeline listing 

process set out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process within the 

project validation timelines set out above. Validation may be completed any time thereafter.  

For example, a non-AFOLU project applying a standardized method for determining additionality 

shall initiate the project pipeline listing process within two years of the project start date, and 

may complete validation any time thereafter. 

Projects Registered with Other GHG Programs 

 For projects registered under an approved GHG program which are seeking registration with the 

VCS Program, further specification with respect to the validation deadline is set out in Sections 

3.19.5 and 3.19.6.  
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3.8 Project Crediting Period 

Concept 

The project crediting period is the time period for which GHG emission reductions or removals 

generated by the project are eligible for issuance as VCUs. Project crediting periods shall be renewed 

periodically in order to ensure that changes to a project’s baseline scenario and regulatory surplus are 

taken into consideration throughout the lifetime of the project. 

Requirements 

Project Crediting Period Length 

Non-AFOLU Projects 

 For non-AFOLU projects, the project crediting period shall be either seven years, twice 

renewable for a total of 21 years, or ten years fixed.  

AFOLU Projects 

 For ALM projects focusing exclusively on reducing N2O, CH4 and/or fossil-derived CO2 

emissions, the project crediting period shall be either seven years, twice renewable for a total 

of 21 years, or ten years fixed. 

 For all other AFOLU projects other than such ALM projects described above, the project 

crediting period shall be a minimum of 20 years up to a maximum of 100 years, which may be 

renewed at most four times with a total project crediting period not to exceed 100 years.  

 AFOLU projects shall have a credible and robust plan for managing and implementing the 

project over the project crediting period.  

 For ARR or IFM extension of rotation age or low-productive to high-productive projects with 

harvesting, the length of the project crediting period shall be set to include at least one 

complete harvest/cutting cycle. In the case of selectively cut IFM projects, where trees are 

individually selected for harvest, the harvest/cutting cycle is the allowable re-entry period into 

the harvest area as determined by legal and regulatory requirements, and/or common practice.  

 The earliest project crediting period start date for AFOLU projects shall be 1 January 2002. 

Projects Registered under Other GHG Programs 

 Projects registered under other GHG programs are not eligible for VCU issuance beyond the end 

of the total project crediting period under those programs. For example, a CDM project with a 

seven year twice renewable project crediting period is not eligible for VCU issuance beyond the 

end of those 21 years. Where projects have been registered under more than one other GHG 

program, they are not eligible for VCU issuance after the date that is the earliest end date of all 

applicable project crediting periods. 
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Note – Since the total project crediting period under the Joint Implementation (JI) program is 

not defined ex-ante, the total project crediting period shall be deemed as 21 years for non-

AFOLU JI projects and as 60 years for AFOLU JI projects8. 

Renewal of Project Crediting Period  

 Where projects fail to renew the project crediting period, the project crediting period shall end 

and the project shall be ineligible for further crediting.   

 The following shall apply with respect to the renewal of the project crediting period under the 

VCS Program: 

1) A full reassessment of additionality is not required when renewing the project crediting 

period. However, regulatory surplus shall be demonstrated in accordance with the 

requirements set out in the VCS Program rules and the project description shall be updated 

accordingly. 

2) The validity of the original baseline scenario shall be demonstrated, or where invalid a new 

baseline scenario shall be determined, when renewing the project crediting period, as 

follows: 

a) The validity of the original baseline scenario shall be assessed. Such assessment shall 

include an evaluation of the impact of new relevant national and/or sectoral policies 

and circumstances on the validity of the baseline scenario. 

b) Where it is determined that the original baseline scenario is still valid, the GHG 

emissions associated with the original baseline scenario shall be reassessed using the 

latest version of the CDM Tool to assess the validity of the original/current baseline 

and to update the baseline at the renewal of a crediting period. 

c) Where it is determined that the original baseline scenario is no longer valid, the current 

baseline scenario shall be established in accordance with the VCS Program rules. 

d) The project description, containing updated information with respect to the baseline, 

the estimated GHG emission reductions or removals and the monitoring plan, shall be 

submitted for validation. Such updates shall be based upon the latest approved version 

of the methodology or its replacement. Where the project does not meet the 

requirements of the latest approved version of the methodology or its replacement, the 

project proponent shall select another applicable approved methodology (which may be 

a new methodology or methodology revision it has had approved via the methodology 

approval process), or shall apply a methodology deviation (where a methodology 

deviation is appropriate). Failing this, the project shall not be eligible for renewal of its 

project crediting period. 

                                                        

8 Consistent with the UNFCCC’s other project-based mechanism, CDM. 
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3) The updated project description shall be validated in accordance with the VCS Program 

rules. In addition, the project shall be validated against the (current) scope of the VCS. 

Such validation report shall be issued after the end of the (previous) project crediting 

period but within two years after the end of the (previous) project crediting period. 

Additional time is granted for projects to complete such validation where they are switching 

to a new VCS methodology (new VCS methodology in this context has the same meaning as 

set out in Section 3.7.1) when renewing the project crediting period. Specifically, projects 

switching to a new VCS methodology and completing such validation within one year of the 

approval of the methodology by Verra may complete such validation within three years of 

the end of the (previous) project crediting period. 

3.9 Project Scale 

Concept 

Projects are categorized by size according to their estimated average annual GHG emission reductions 

or removals. Materiality thresholds differ for projects of different sizes.  

Requirements 

 Project size categorizations are as follows: 

1) Projects: Less than or equal to 300,000 tonnes of CO2e per year. 

2) Large projects: Greater than 300,000 tonnes of CO2e per year. 

 Materiality requirements for validation and verification differ according to project size, as set 

out in Section 4.1.8 below. 

 Where applying a methodology with scale and/or capacity limits, it shall be demonstrated that 

the project is not a fragmented part of a larger project or activity that would otherwise exceed 

such limits. The project shall be considered a fragmented part of a larger project if within one 

kilometer of the project boundary there exists another project where: 

1) The project proponents for both projects are the same. 

2) The sectoral scope and project activity for both projects are the same. 

3) The other project has been registered under the VCS Program or another GHG program 

within the previous two years.  
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3.10 Project Location 

Concept 

The project location shall be provided in order to accurately describe project characteristics and to 

demonstrate a project’s conformance with other requirements, such as project ownership and 

regulatory compliance.   

Requirements 

General 

 Project location shall be specified in the project description as follows:  

1) Project location for non-AFOLU projects shall be specified by a single geodetic coordinate.  

2) Where there are multiple project activity instances (see Sections 3.5.4 – 3.5.7 for more 

information on multiple project activities), project location shall be specified according to 

the following: 

a) Where it is reasonable to do so, a geodetic coordinate shall be provided for each 

instance and provided in a KML file; or 

b) Where there are a large number project activity instances (e.g., cookstoves or energy 

efficient light bulbs), at least one geodetic coordinate shall be provided, together with 

sufficient additional geographic information (with respect to the location of the 

instances) to enable sampling by the validation/verification body. 

3) Project location for grouped projects shall be specified using geodetic polygons to delineate 

the project’s geographic area or areas (see Section 3.5.8 for further information on 

geographic areas for grouped projects) and provided in a KML file. 

AFOLU Projects  

 The project location for AFOLU projects shall be specified in the project description in terms of 

its project area. The spatial extent of the project shall be clearly specified to facilitate accurate 

monitoring, reporting and verification of GHG emission reductions and removals and to 

demonstrate that the project meets the eligibility criteria of the relevant project category. The 

description of the project location shall include the following information:   

1) Name of the project area (e.g., compartment number, allotment number and local name). 

2) Maps of the project area. 

3) Geodetic polygons that delineate the geographic area of each AFOLU project activity, 

provided in a KML file. 

4) Total size of the project area. 

5) Details of ownership. 
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Where the project area is comprised of multiple polygons (parcels), the project location details 

of each polygon/parcel shall be included in the project description. 

 The project proponent shall demonstrate control over the entire project area with documentary 

evidence establishing project ownership, noting the following: 

1) For non-grouped projects, the entire project area shall be under the control of the project 

proponent at the time of validation, or shall come to be under the control of the project 

proponent by the first verification event.  

2) Where the project proponent does not yet have control over the entire area at validation, 

the entire project area (that shall be specified in accordance with Section 3.10.2) is to be 

validated as if it were under control and the project is ready to be implemented.  

3) Where less than 80 percent of the total proposed area of the project is under current 

control at validation, the following applies: 

a) It shall be demonstrated that the result of the additionality test is applicable to the 

project area at the time of validation and to the entire project area to come under 

control in the future. 

b) The monitoring plan shall be designed such that it is flexible enough to deal with 

changes in the size of the project. 

c) The project shall be verified within five years of validation. At verification, the size of the 

project becomes fixed. 

d) Where the area fixed at verification is smaller than intended at validation, areas that at 

verification have not come under control of the project shall be considered in the 

leakage management, mitigation and accounting. This requires the selection, at 

validation, of a methodology with appropriate leakage methods that may be used in the 

event the entire area does not come under control of the project. 

 WRC projects shall demonstrate that:  

1) There is no hydrological connectivity to adjacent (non-project) areas; or 

2) It is not possible for hydrologically connected areas to have a negative impact on the 

hydrology within the project area that could cause a significant increase in GHG emissions; 

or 

3) Where projects are hydrologically connected to adjacent areas that may have a negative 

impact on the hydrology within the project area, projects shall demonstrate that such 

impacts will not result in a significant increase in GHG emissions, as follows:  

a) Peatland projects shall establish a buffer zone to ensure that potential negative 

impacts to the hydrology in the project area, such as causing the water table in the 

project area to drop or otherwise negatively impacting the hydrology, are mitigated. The 

buffer zone may be inside or outside the geographic boundary of the project area. 
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Where it is outside of the project area, the buffer zone shall be adjacent to the project 

geographic boundary and binding water management agreements with land holders in 

the buffer zone shall be in place by the time of the first verification. The size and shape 

of the buffer zone shall be sufficient to avoid such negative impacts on the project 

area, which may be demonstrated through peer reviewed literature or expert judgment. 

b) All other wetland projects shall establish a buffer zone as set out in Section 

3.10.4(3)(a) above, or implement project activities or establish a mitigation plan to 

ensure that impacts to the hydrology (e.g., interrupted water or sediment supply) do not 

result in a significant increase in GHG emissions. Emphasis shall be placed on 

hydrological connectivity that is immediately adjacent to the project area. Coastal 

wetlands shall consider hydrological connectivity originating from adjacent lands and 

shall follow the applied methodology with respect to oceanic impacts.   

Where a project activity to mitigate impacts from hydrological connectivity causes an 

increase in GHG emissions in the project area or buffer zone, such emissions shall be 

included in GHG accounting where above de minimis.  

3.11 Project Boundary 

Concept 

The project boundary includes the GHG sources, sinks and reservoirs that are relevant to the project 

and baseline scenarios. The relevant GHG sources, sinks and reservoirs that shall be included or 

excluded, or are optional, are set out in the methodology(s) applied by the project. 

Requirements 

 The project boundary shall be described (using diagrams, as required) and GHG sources, sinks 

and reservoirs shall be identified and assessed in accordance with the methodology applied to 

the project. The project shall justify not selecting any relevant GHG source, sink and reservoir. 

3.12 Baseline Scenario 

Concept 

The baseline scenario represents the activities and GHG emissions that would occur in the absence of 

the project activity. The baseline scenario shall be accurately determined so that an accurate 

comparison can be made between the GHG emissions that would have occurred under the baseline 

scenario and the GHG emission reductions and/or removals that were achieved by project activities.  
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Requirements 

 The baseline scenario for the project shall be determined in accordance with the requirements 

set out in the methodology applied to the project, and the choice of baseline scenario shall be 

justified. 

 Equivalence in type and level of activity of products or services provided by the project and the 

baseline scenario shall be demonstrated and, where appropriate, any significant differences 

between the project and the baseline scenario shall be explained. 

 In developing the baseline scenario, assumptions, values and procedures shall be selected that 

help ensure that net GHG emission reductions and removals are not overestimated. 

3.13 Additionality 

Concept 

A project activity is additional if it can be demonstrated that the activity results in emission reductions 

or removals that are in excess of what would be achieved under a “business as usual” scenario and the 

activity would not have occurred in the absence of the incentive provided by the carbon markets. 

Additionality is an important characteristic of GHG credits, including VCUs, because it indicates that 

they represent a net environmental benefit and a real reduction of GHG emissions, and can thus be 

used to offset emissions.  

Requirements 

 Additionality shall be demonstrated and assessed in accordance with the requirements set out 

in the methodology applied to the project, noting the following exceptions:  

1) Where a VCS module using an activity method (see the VCS Methodology Requirements for 

further information on activity methods) is applicable to the project, additionality may be 

demonstrated using the module in substitution of the additionality requirements set out in 

the methodology.  

For example, if a module uses an activity method (i.e., positive list) to deem a project 

activity additional, the project proponent does not have to follow the additionality 

requirements in the methodology applied to the project and may instead demonstrate 

additionality by demonstrating that it meets the applicability conditions and any other 

criteria of the activity method.  

Note that only modules may be used in this way. Where a methodology contains an activity 

method for additionality, the additionality procedures may not be applied in conjunction 

with a different methodology. 

 



3 Project Requirements  

34 

 

2) Where the applied methodology was developed under an approved GHG program and uses 

an activity method or other simplified procedure for demonstrating additionality, the project 

proponent shall demonstrate to the validation/verification body that the simplified 

procedure is appropriate to apply to the project considering the project characteristics, 

including the context in which the project activity takes place. Failing this demonstration, 

the project proponent shall not use the simplified procedure for demonstrating 

additionality, and shall instead use an appropriate additionality assessment method in 

substitution.  

For example, where a project is developed in the United States and applies a CDM 

methodology which uses a simplified procedure for demonstrating additionality, the project 

proponent shall demonstrate to the validation/verification body that the simplified 

procedure is appropriate to apply given that the simplified procedure was originally 

developed for application in a developing country context.  

ODS Projects 

 The project shall not be mandated by any law, statute or other regulatory framework applying in 

the host country that was implemented on or before 11 November 2001, or the compliance 

rate of any such law, statute or other regulatory framework during (part of) the project crediting 

period shall be below 50 percent. 

3.14 Quantification of GHG Emission Reductions and Removals 

Concept 

GHG emission reductions and removals achieved by projects are the basis for the volume of VCUs that 

can be issued. GHG emissions reductions and removals shall be quantified in accordance with the 

applied methodology(s).  

Requirements 

 GHG emission and/or removals shall be estimated for each GHG source, sink and/or reservoir 

relevant for the project (including leakage) and the baseline scenarios. 

 The net GHG emission reductions and removals generated by the project shall be quantified. 

 Metric tonnes shall be used as the unit of measure and the quantity of each type of GHG shall 

be converted to tonnes of CO2e.  

 The six Kyoto Protocol greenhouse gases and ozone-depleting substances shall be converted 

using 100-year global warming potentials derived from the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report.  
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AFOLU Projects 

 The potential for leakage shall be identified for AFOLU projects, and projects are encouraged to 

include leakage management zones as part of the overall project design. Leakage 

management zones can minimize the displacement of land use activities to areas outside the 

project area by maintaining the production of goods and services, such as agricultural 

products, within areas under the control of the project proponent or by addressing the socio-

economic factors that drive land use change. Activities to mitigate ecological leakage in WRC 

projects may include the establishment of a leakage management zone inside the project 

boundary. 

 Activities to mitigate leakage and sustainably reduce deforestation and/or forest or wetland 

degradation are encouraged and may include the establishment of agricultural intensification 

practices on non-wetlands, lengthened fallow periods, agroforestry and fast-growing woodlots 

on degraded land, forest under-story farming, ecotourism and other sustainable livelihood 

activities, sustainable production of non-timber forest products, and/or sustainable 

aquaculture. Leakage mitigation activities may be supplemented by providing economic 

opportunities for local communities that encourage forest or wetland protection, such as 

employment as protected-area guards, training in sustainable forest use or assisting 

communities in securing markets for sustainable forest products, such as rattan, vanilla, 

cacao, coffee and natural medicines, or wetland products, such as rattan, fish and shellfish. 

 Where projects are required to account for leakage, such leakage evaluation shall be 

documented in the appropriate section of the project description and/or monitoring report, as 

applicable.  

 Market leakage assessments shall occur per the requirements set out in the applied 

methodology(s) at validation and verification.   

 Notwithstanding the requirement set out in Section 3.14.8 above, IFM projects may apply the 

appropriate market leakage discount factor identified in Table 2 to the net change in carbon 

stock associated with the activity that reduces timber harvest to determine market leakage. 
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Table 2: Market Leakage Discount Factors 

Project Action Leakage Risk Market Leakage Discount Factor 

IFM activity with no effect 

or minimal effect on total 

timber harvest volumes 

(e.g., RIL with less than 

25% reduction) 

None 0% 

IFM activity that leads to a 

shift in harvests across 

time periods but minimal 

change in total timber 

harvest over time (e.g., ERA 

with rotation extension of 

5-10 years)  

Low 10% 

IFM activity that 

substantially reduces 

harvest levels permanently 

(e.g., RIL activity that 

reduces timber harvest 

across the project area, or 

project that halts logging by 

at least 25%) 

Moderate to 

High 

Conditional upon where timber harvest is likely to be 

shifted, as follows: 

•  Where the ratio of merchantable biomass to total 

biomass is higher within the area to which harvesting 

is displaced compared to the project area, 20% 

•  Where the ratio of merchantable biomass to total 

biomass is similar within the area to which 

harvesting is displaced compared to the project area, 

40% 

•  Where the ratio of merchantable biomass to total 

biomass is lower within the area to which harvesting 

is displaced compared to the project area, 70% 

•  Where the leakage is out of country, 0% 

 

 Leakage occurring outside the host country (international leakage) does not need to be 

quantified. 

 Projects shall not account for positive leakage (i.e., where GHG emissions decrease or 

removals increase outside the project area due to project activities).   

 Where the applied methodology(s) does not set out a method to determine whether leakage is 

de minimis, projects may use the process set out in the VCS Program document VCS 

Methodology Requirements or the CDM A/R methodological Tool for testing significance of 

GHG Emissions in A/R CDM Project Activities. 
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 Projects may apply optional default leakage deductions at validation under the following 

circumstances: 

1) Where the applied methodology requires the quantification of activity-shifting leakage, 

projects may apply the optional default activity-shifting leakage deduction of 15 percent to 

the gross GHG emission reductions and/or removals. 

2) Where the applied methodology requires the quantification of market leakage and where a) 

timber is a significant9 commodity that is driving deforestation and/or degradation in the 

baseline scenario and b) the project country is not a leading producer or exporter of forest 

products as defined by the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)10, 

projects may apply the optional default market leakage deduction of 10 percent to the 

gross GHG emission reductions and/or removals. 

 Projects shall monitor and calculate leakage, per the applied methodology, for all ex-post 

accounting (i.e., at each verification), and leakage shall be deducted from the total GHG 

emission reductions and/or removals of the project. Any leakage shall be subtracted from the 

number of GHG emission reductions and removals eligible to be issued as VCUs. 

 The number of GHG credits issued to projects is determined by subtracting out the buffer 

credits from the net GHG emission reductions or removals (including leakage) associated with 

the project. The buffer credits are calculated by multiplying the non-permanence risk rating (as 

determined by the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool) times the change in carbon stocks only. 

The full rules and procedures with respect to assignment of buffer credits are set out in the 

VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process.  

3.15 Monitoring 

Concept 

The impacts of project activities on relevant emission sources, sinks and reservoirs shall be monitored 

in order to determine the net GHG benefit. Projects shall be monitored in accordance with the applied 

methodology(s). 

  

                                                        

9 Defined as contributing to 20 percent or more of baseline emissions. 
10 The FAO releases annual listings of countries that are Major Producers of Forest Products 
(http://www.fao.org/forestry/statistics/80938@180723/en/) and Major Exporters of Forest Products 
(http://www.fao.org/forestry/statistics/80938@180724/en/).  

http://www.fao.org/forestry/statistics/80938@180723/en/
http://www.fao.org/forestry/statistics/80938@180724/en/
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Requirements 

Data and Parameters 

 Data and parameters used for the quantification of GHG emission reductions and/or removals 

shall be provided in accordance with the methodology.  

 Quality management procedures to manage data and information shall be applied and 

established. Where applicable, procedures to account for uncertainty in data and parameters 

shall be applied in accordance with the requirements set out in the methodology. 

Monitoring Plan 

 The project proponent shall establish a GHG information system for obtaining, recording, 

compiling and analyzing data and information important for quantifying and reporting GHG 

emissions and/or removals relevant for the project (including leakage) and baseline scenario.  

 A monitoring plan for the project that includes roles and responsibilities shall be established. 

 Where measurement and monitoring equipment is used, the project proponent shall ensure the 

equipment is calibrated according to the equipment’s specifications and/or relevant national or 

international standards. 

3.16 Safeguards 

Concept 

Project activities shall not negatively impact the natural environment or local communities. Project 

proponents shall identify and address any negative environmental and socio-economic impacts of 

project activities, and shall engage with local stakeholders during the project development and 

implementation processes.  

Requirements 

General 

No Net Harm 

 The project proponent shall identify potential negative environmental and socio-economic 

impacts, and shall take steps to mitigate them. Additional certification standards may be 

applied to demonstrate social and environmental benefits beyond GHG emission reductions or 

removals. 

Note that VCUs may be labeled with additional standards and certifications on the Verra 

registry where both the VCS Program and another standard are applied. The Verra website 

provides the list of standards that are accepted as VCU labels and the procedure for attaining 

such VCU labels. 
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Local Stakeholder Consultation 

 The project proponent shall conduct a local stakeholder consultation prior to validation as a 

way to inform the design of the project and maximize participation from stakeholders. Such 

consultations allow stakeholders to evaluate impacts, raise concerns about potential negative 

impacts and provide input on the project design. 

 The project proponent shall establish mechanisms for ongoing communication with local 

stakeholders to allow stakeholders to raise concerns about potential negative impacts during 

project implementation. 

 The project proponent shall take due account of all and any input received during the local 

stakeholder consultation and through ongoing communications, which means it will need to 

either update the project design or justify why updates are not appropriate. The project 

proponent shall demonstrate to the validation/verification body what action it has taken in 

respect of the local stakeholder consultation as part of validation, and in respect of ongoing 

communications as part of each subsequent verification. 

Public Comment Period 

 All projects are subject to a 30-day public comment period. The date on which the project is 

listed on the project pipeline marks the beginning of the project’s 30-day public comment 

period (see the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process for more 

information on the VCS project pipeline).  

 Projects shall remain on the project pipeline for the entirety of their 30-day public comment 

period. 

 Any comments shall be submitted to Verra at secretariat@verra.org and respondents shall 

provide their name, organization, country and email address. At the end of the public comment 

period, Verra provides all and any comments received to the project proponent. 

 The project proponent shall take due account of any and all comments received during the 

consultation, which means it will need to either update the project design or demonstrate the 

insignificance or irrelevance of the comment. It shall demonstrate to the validation/verification 

body what action it has taken. 

AFOLU Projects 

 Where AFOLU project activities do not impact local stakeholders, projects are not required to 

meet the requirements set out in Sections 3.16.11– 3.16.18 below. The project proponent 

shall provide evidence that project activities do not impact local stakeholders at validation and 

each verification. 

 

 

mailto:secretariat@verra.org
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 Where AFOLU projects complete a validation or verification to the Climate, Community & 

Biodiversity (CCB) Program at the same time as a VCS Program validation or verification, they 

are not required to conduct a separate demonstration of compliance with the requirements set 

out in this Section 3.16.  

Note – Where an AFOLU project has previously certified to the Climate, Community & 

Biodiversity (CCB) Program, but is completing a VCS Program verification without also 

completing a CCB Program verification for the same verification period, the project proponent 

shall demonstrate compliance with the requirements set out in Sections 3.16.11 – 3.16.18 

below. 

Local Stakeholder Identification and Background 

 The project proponent shall conduct a thorough assessment of the local stakeholders that will 

be impacted by the project. The project description shall include information on local 

stakeholders at the start of the project, including: 

1) The process(es) used to identify local stakeholders likely impacted by the project and a list 

of such stakeholders; 

2) Identification of any legal or customary tenure/access rights to territories and resources, 

including collective and/or conflicting rights, held by local stakeholders; 

3) A description of the social, economic and cultural diversity within local stakeholder groups 

and the differences and interactions between the stakeholder groups; 

4) Any significant changes in the makeup of local stakeholders over time; 

5) The expected changes in well-being and other stakeholder characteristics under the 

baseline scenario, including changes to ecosystem services identified as important to local 

stakeholders;  

6) The location of communities, local stakeholders and areas outside the project area that are 

predicted to be impacted by the project; and  

7) The location of territories and resources which local stakeholders own or to which they 

have customary access. 

Risks to Local Stakeholders 

 The project proponent shall identify likely natural and human-induced risks to local stakeholder 

well-being expected during the project lifetime and outline measures needed to mitigate these 

risks. 

 The project proponent shall identify the risks for local stakeholders to participate in the project, 

including project design and consultation. Risks should include trade-offs with food security, 

land loss, loss of yields and climate change adaptation. The project shall be designed and 

implemented to avoid trade-offs and manage the identified risks to local stakeholders.  
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 The project proponent or any other entity involved in project design or implementation shall not 

be involved in any form of discrimination or sexual harassment. 

 The management teams involved in the project shall have expertise and prior experience 

implementing land management and carbon projects with community engagement at the 

project scale. Where relevant experience is lacking, the project proponent shall either 

demonstrate how they have partnered with other organizations to support the project or have a 

recruitment strategy to fill the identified gaps. 

Respect for Local Stakeholder Resources 

 The project proponent shall avoid negative impacts of project implementation and mitigate 

impacts when unavoidable, including the following: 

1) The project proponent shall recognize, respect and support local stakeholders’ property 

rights and where feasible, take measures to help secure rights. The project shall not 

encroach on private, stakeholder or government property or relocate people off their lands 

without consent. The project may affect property rights if free, prior and informed consent 

is obtained from those concerned and a transparent agreement is reached that includes 

provisions for just and fair compensation. In the event there are any ongoing or unresolved 

conflicts over property rights, usage or resources, the project shall undertake no activity 

that could exacerbate the conflict or influence the outcome of an unresolved dispute. 

2) To reduce damage to the ecosystems on which the local stakeholders rely: 

a) The project shall not introduce any invasive species or allow an invasive species to 

thrive through project implementation. 

b) The project shall justify the use of non-native species over native species, explaining 

the possible adverse effects of non-native species. 

c) The project shall justify the use of fertilizers, chemical pesticides, biological control 

agents and other inputs used by the project and their possible adverse effects. 

Communication and Consultation 

 The project proponent shall take all appropriate measures to communicate and consult with 

local stakeholders in an ongoing process for the life of the project. The project proponent shall 

communicate: 

1) The project design and implementation, including the results of monitoring. 

2) The risks, costs and benefits the project may bring to local stakeholders. 

3) All relevant laws and regulations covering workers’ rights in the host country. 

4) The process of VCS Program validation and verification and the validation/verification 

body’s site visit. 
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 The project proponent shall develop a grievance redress procedure to address disputes with 

local stakeholders that may arise during project planning and implementation, including with 

regard to benefit sharing. The procedure shall include processes for receiving, hearing, 

responding and attempting to resolve grievances within a reasonable time period, taking into 

account culturally-appropriate conflict resolution methods. The procedure and documentation 

of disputes resolved through the procedure shall be made publicly available. The procedure 

shall have three stages: 

1) The project proponent shall attempt to amicably resolve all grievances and provide a 

written response to the grievances in a manner that is culturally appropriate. 

2) Any grievances that are not resolved by amicable negotiations shall be referred to 

mediation by a neutral third party. 

3) Any grievances that are not resolved through mediation shall be referred either to a) 

arbitration, to the extent allowed by the laws of the relevant jurisdiction or b) competent 

courts in the relevant jurisdiction, without prejudice to a party’s ability to submit the 

grievance to a competent supranational adjudicatory body, if any. 

 All communication and consultation shall be performed in a culturally appropriate manner, 

including language and gender sensitivity, directly with local stakeholders or their legitimate 

representatives when appropriate. The results of implementation shall be provided in a timely 

manner and consultation shall be performed prior to design decisions or implementation to 

allow stakeholders adequate time to respond to the proposed design or action. 

3.17 Methodology Deviations 

Concept 

Projects may deviate from the procedures set out in methodologies in certain cases, where alternative 

methods may be more efficient for project-specific circumstances, and where the deviation will achieve 

the same level of accuracy or is more conservative than what is set out in the methodology. 

Requirements 

 Deviations from the applied methodology are permitted where they represent a deviation from 

the criteria and procedures relating to monitoring or measurement set out in the methodology 

(i.e., deviations are permitted where they relate to data and parameters available at validation, 

data and parameters monitored, or the monitoring plan). 

 Methodology deviations shall not negatively impact the conservativeness of the quantification 

of GHG emission reductions or removals, except where they result in increased accuracy of 

such quantification. Deviations relating to any other part of the methodology shall not be 

permitted.  
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 Methodology deviations shall be permitted at validation or verification and their consequences 

shall be reported in the validation or verification report, as applicable, and all subsequent 

verification reports. Methodology deviations are not considered to be precedent setting. 

3.18 Project Description Deviations 

Concept 

Projects may deviate from the validated project description in certain cases in order to accommodate 

changing circumstances post-validation. Such deviations shall be described and assessed by a 

validation/verification body during the next project verification. 

Requirements 

 Deviations from the project description are permitted at verification.  

 The procedures for documenting a project description deviation depend on whether the 

deviation impacts the applicability of the methodology, additionality or the appropriateness of 

the baseline scenario. Interpretation of whether the deviation impacts any of these shall be 

determined consistent with the CDM Guidelines on assessment of different types of changes 

from the project activity as described in the registered PDD, mutatis mutandis. The procedures 

are as follows: 

1) Where the deviation impacts the applicability of the methodology, additionality or the 

appropriateness of the baseline scenario, the deviation shall be described and justified in a 

revised version of the project description. This shall include a description of when the 

changes occurred, the reasons for the changes and how the changes impact the 

applicability of the methodology, additionality and/or the appropriateness of the baseline 

scenario.  

An example of such a deviation is a change in project capacity where a different baseline 

scenario would be more plausible, the applied methodology would no longer be applicable, 

or there would be a significant impact on the investment analysis used by the project to 

demonstrate additionality. Other examples include changes to the project that might have 

similar impacts such as the addition of new carbon pools or new types of project activities. 

2) Where the deviation does not impact the applicability of the methodology, additionality or 

the appropriateness of the baseline scenario, and the project remains in compliance with 

the applied methodology, the deviation shall be described and justified in the monitoring 

report. This shall include a description of when the changes occurred and the reasons for 

the changes. The deviation shall also be described in all subsequent monitoring reports.  

Examples of such deviations include changes in the procedures for measurement and 

monitoring, or project design changes that do not have an impact on the applicability of the 

methodology, additionality or the appropriateness of the baseline scenario.  
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Note that project proponents may apply project description deviations for the purpose of 

switching to the latest version of the methodology, or switching to a different methodology. For 

example, a project proponent may want to switch to the latest version of a methodology where 

such version includes additional types of carbon pools or project activities. 

 The deviation shall be assessed by a validation/verification body and the process, findings and 

conclusions shall be reported in the verification report. The assessment shall determine 

whether the deviation is appropriately described and justified, and whether the project remains 

in compliance with the VCS Program rules. The deviation shall also be reported on in all 

subsequent verification reports. Project description deviations are not considered to be 

precedent-setting. 

 The validation/verification body assessing the project description deviation shall be accredited 

for the validation, recognizing that assessment of project description deviations is a validation 

activity, as further set out in the VCS Program Guide.  

3.19 Participation under Other GHG Programs 

Concept 

Projects may be registered under both the VCS Program and either an approved GHG program or a GHG 

program that is not an approved GHG program.  

Requirements 

General 

 Project proponents shall not claim credit for the same GHG emission reduction or removal 

under the VCS Program and another GHG program. Projects issuing GHG credits under both the 

VCS Program and another GHG program shall also comply with the rules and requirements set 

out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process. 

 Projects registered under other GHG programs are not eligible for VCU issuance beyond the end 

of the total project crediting period under those programs (see Section 3.8.7 for further 

information). 

 For projects registered under the CDM as a program of activities (PoA), the following applies: 

1) Each component project activity (CPA) shall be registered with the VCS Program as a 

separate project accompanied by its associated program of activities design document.  

2) Each such project shall be validated in accordance with Section 3.19.5(1) below.  

3) The project start date for such projects is the date on which the first activity under the 

program of activities began reducing or removing GHG emissions.  



3 Project Requirements  

45 

 

4) Validation shall be completed within the relevant project start date deadline, as set out in 

Section 3.19(in this case, validation refers to validation of the first CPA under the 

associated PoA). 

AFOLU Projects 

 In addition to the above, AFOLU projects registered under both the VCS Program and another 

GHG program shall comply with the following: 

1) All and any (VCS) monitoring and verification reports shall state the total amount of credits 

(GHG credits and, where applicable, buffer credits) issued under the other GHG program. 

2) The project shall prepare a non-permanence risk report in accordance with the VCS 

Program document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool and a validation/verification body 

shall undertake a full validation of same in accordance with the VCS Program rules. The 

non-permanence risk analysis shall be based upon the project as a whole, though the 

buffer withholding shall apply to the net change in carbon stocks for which credits are 

sought under the VCS Program. 

3) Where temporary GHG credits (e.g., tCERs or lCERs) have been issued to the project, VCUs 

may be issued to the project only in accordance with the rules and requirements set out in 

the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process. 

4) Where a loss event or a reversal occurs, the project shall comply with the rules for reporting 

a loss event and holding/cancelling credits set out in Section 3.2.15 and the VCS Program 

document Registration and Issuance Process. Such reporting, holding and cancelling shall 

apply to the proportion of credits (GHG credits and buffer credits) granted to date under the 

VCS Program.  

For example, if 50 percent of the total credits (GHG credits and, where applicable, buffer 

credits) related to the project have been issued under the VCS Program and a loss event 

results in a reversal of GHG emission reductions or removals achieved, buffer credits would 

be cancelled to cover 50 percent of the reversal. An example calculation is available on the 

Verra website. 

Approved GHG Programs 

 The following applies with respect to projects registered under an approved GHG program 

which are seeking registration with the VCS Program:  

1) For projects registered under the CDM, the cover page and sections 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 1.6, 

1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.12, 1.13, 1.14, 1.15.1, 1.16, 1.17 and 2.6 of the VCS Project 

Description Template shall be completed. A validation/verification body shall undertake a 

validation of same, which shall be accompanied by a validation representation, to provide a 

gap validation for the project’s compliance with the VCS Program rules. 

 



3 Project Requirements  

46 

 

2) For projects registered under the JI program, a new VCS Project Description Template shall 

be completed (applying a methodology eligible under the VCS Program). A 

validation/verification body shall undertake a full validation of same in accordance with the 

VCS Program rules. The validation report shall be accompanied by a validation 

representation.  

3) For projects registered under the Climate Action Reserve, the cover page and sections 1.1, 

1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.12, 1.13, 1.15.1, 1.16, 1.17, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 

3.6 of the VCS Project Description Template shall be completed. A validation/verification 

body shall undertake a validation of same, which shall be accompanied by a validation 

representation, to provide a gap validation for the project’s compliance with VCS Program 

rules. 

4) The approved GHG program validation (or verification, where the approved GHG program 

does not have a validation step) or VCS validation shall be completed within the relevant 

validation deadline as set out in Section 3.7. Validation (or verification) is deemed to have 

been completed when the validation (or verification) report that is submitted to the relevant 

program to request registration has been issued.  

Other GHG Programs 

 Projects registered under a GHG program that is not an approved GHG program may also 

register with the VCS Program where a validation or verification report has been issued under 

such program (by an entity approved under the program to issue such reports). For such 

projects, the following applies: 

1) The project start date shall be on or after 19 November 2007.  

2) A new VCS Project Description Template shall be completed (using a methodology eligible 

under the VCS Program) and a validation/verification body shall undertake a full validation 

of same in accordance with the VCS Program rules. The validation report shall be 

accompanied by a validation representation. 

3) The validation or verification that is submitted to request registration under the other GHG 

program shall be completed within the relevant validation deadline set out in Section 3.7. 

Validation or verification is deemed to have been completed when the validation or 

verification report that is submitted to the other GHG program to request registration has 

been issued. 

Projects Rejected by Other GHG Programs 

 Projects rejected by other GHG programs due to procedural or eligibility requirements can be 

considered under the VCS Program, but the following conditions shall be met: 

1) The project description (where the other GHG program has rejected the project before VCS 

validation) or monitoring report (where the other GHG program has rejected the project 

after VCS validation) shall clearly state all GHG programs to which the project has applied 
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for registration and the reason(s) for rejection. Such information shall not be deemed as 

commercially sensitive information.  

2) The validation/verification body shall be provided with the rejection document(s), including 

any additional explanations. 

3) The project shall be validated against the VCS Program rules. For projects where the other 

GHG program has rejected the project after VCS validation, this means a complete 

revalidation of the project against the VCS Program rules. 

3.20 Other Forms of Credit 

Concept 

In order to maintain atmospheric integrity, GHG emission reductions/removals that are issued as VCUs 

cannot also be issued as other types of GHG credits or claimed as other forms of environmental credit.  

Project proponents shall demonstrate that project emission reductions or removals are not also used 

under emission trading programs, other mechanisms that include GHG allowance trading, or as other 

forms of environmental credit. 

Requirements 

Emission Trading Programs and Other Binding Limits 

 Where projects reduce GHG emissions from activities that are included in an emissions trading 

program or any other mechanism that includes GHG allowance trading, evidence shall be 

provided that the GHG emission reductions or removals generated by the project have not and 

will not be otherwise counted or used under the program or mechanism. Such evidence may 

include: 

1) A letter from the program operator, designated national authority or other relevant 

regulatory authority that emissions allowances (or other GHG credits used in the program) 

equivalent to the reductions or removals generated by the project have been cancelled 

from the program or national cap, as applicable. 

2) Evidence of the purchase and cancellation of GHG allowances equivalent to the GHG 

emissions reductions or removals generated by the project related to the program or 

national cap. 

3) Evidence from the program operator, designated national authority or other relevant 

regulatory authority stating that the specific GHG emission reductions or removals 

generated by the project or type of project are not within the scope of the program or 

national cap. 
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Other Forms of Environmental Credit 

 Projects may generate other forms of GHG-related environmental credits, such as renewable 

energy certificates (RECs), though GHG emission reductions and removals presented for VCU 

issuance shall not also be recognized as another form of GHG-related environmental credit. The 

requirements set out in Sections 3.20.2 and 3.20.3 below assist Verra in confirming that this 

requirement has been met at the point of the issuance request (i.e., Verra uses the information 

disclosed in the project documents to perform its checks). 

Therefore, project proponents interested in issuing (sequentially) both VCUs and another GHG-

related environmental credit should consider which periods of time they wish to issue one 

credit or the other. Project proponents should also investigate whether such other GHG-related 

environmental credits can be cancelled from the relevant program, in case such credits have 

already been issued for periods where the project proponent wishes to issue VCUs. Note that 

additional requirements regarding evidence that no double issuance has occurred are set out 

in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process. 

 Where projects have sought or received another form of GHG-related environmental credit, the 

following information shall be provided to the validation/verification body: 

1) Name and contact information of the relevant environmental credit program. 

2) Details of the project as registered under the environmental credit program (e.g., project 

title and identification number as listed under the program). 

3) Monitoring periods for which GHG-related environmental credits were sought or received 

under the environmental credit program.  

4) Details of all GHG-related environmental credits sought or received under the 

environmental credit program (e.g., volumes and serial numbers).  

 Where projects are eligible to participate under one or more programs to create another form of 

GHG-related environmental credit, but are not currently doing so, a list of such programs shall 

be provided to the validation/verification body. 

Note – The requirements set out in Section 3.20.3 above and this Section 3.20.4 do not apply 

to non-GHG related environmental credits, such as water or biodiversity credits.  

3.21 Records and Information 

Concept 

The project proponent shall make relevant information available to the validation/verification body 

during validation and each verification and retain documents and records related to the project for 

future reference. 
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Requirements 

Records Relating to the Project 

 The project proponent shall ensure that all documents and records are kept in a secure and 

retrievable manner for at least two years after the end of the project crediting period. 

Information for the Validation/Verification Body  

 For validation, the project proponent shall make available to the validation/verification body 

the project description, evidence of project ownership and any requested supporting 

information and data needed to support statements and data in the project description and 

evidence of project ownership. 

 For verification, the project proponent shall make available to the validation/verification body 

the project description, validation report, monitoring report applicable to the monitoring period 

and any requested supporting information and data needed to evidence statements and data 

in the monitoring report.  
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4 VALIDATION AND VERIFICATION 

REQUIREMENTS 
This section sets out the rules and requirements for validation and verification of projects under the 

VCS Program. Validation/verification bodies must assess projects’ compliance with VCS Program rules 

and requirements and the applied methodology(s) in accordance with the sections below. 

Validation/verification bodies must be approved under the VCS Program, and meet the eligibility criteria 

set out in the VCS Program Guide. 

4.1 Introduction and General Requirements 

Concept 

Validation is the independent assessment of the project by a validation/verification body that 

determines whether the project complies with the VCS Program rules. Verification is the periodic ex-

post independent assessment by a validation/verification body of the GHG emission reductions and 

removals that have occurred as a result of the project during the monitoring period, conducted in 

accordance with the VCS Program rules. 

Requirements 

General 

 Validation and verification is a risk-based process and shall be carried out in conformance with 

ISO 14064-3:2006 and ISO 14065:2013. Additional requirements with respect to validation 

and verification are set out in this Section 4 and shall be adhered to. 

 The validation/verification body shall select samples of data and information to be validated or 

verified to provide a reasonable level of assurance and to meet the materiality requirements of 

the specific project. 

 The project shall be validated and GHG emission reductions or removals verified by a 

validation/verification body that meets with the eligibility requirements set out in the VCS 

Program Guide.  

 Validation and verification of the project may be undertaken by the same validation/verification 

body, noting the rules on rotation of validation/verification bodies set out in Section 4.1.20 

below. Validation may occur before the first verification or at the same time as the first 

verification. 
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 The project shall be listed on the project pipeline before the opening meeting between the 

validation/verification body and the project proponent (such opening meeting representing the 

beginning of the validation process). The validation/verification body is responsible for 

checking that the project is listed on the project pipeline and shall not conduct the opening 

meeting or otherwise begin validation until such time as the project is listed.  

 Where the project applies a methodology from an approved GHG program that does not have 

an independent validation step, the VCS Program rules still require validation of the project. 

 Validation/verification bodies are expected to follow the guidance provided in the VCS 

Validation and Verification Manual when validating or verifying projects and conducting 

methodology assessments under the VCS Program.  

Validation and Verification Process 

 In addition to the requirements set out in ISO 14064-3:2006, the following shall apply: 

1) The level of assurance shall be reasonable, with respect to material errors, omissions and 

misrepresentations, for both validation and verification. 

2) The criteria for validation shall be the VCS Version 4, or approved GHG program where the 

validation is performed under an approved GHG program (as in cases of participation under 

the VCS Program and an approved GHG program). The criteria for verification shall be the 

VCS Version 4 (regardless of the VCS version or GHG program under which the project was 

validated). This means the validation or verification shall ensure conformance of the project 

with the VCS Program rules, or rules and requirements of the approved GHG program, as 

applicable. 

3) The objective of validation or verification shall be in conformance with the VCS Program 

rules and the methodology applied to the project. 

4) The threshold for materiality with respect to the aggregate of errors, omissions and 

misrepresentations relative to the total reported GHG emission reductions and/or removals 

shall be five percent for projects and one percent for large projects.  

 Where the project does not fully comply with the methodology, the validation/verification body 

shall determine whether this represents a methodology deviation or a methodology revision (in 

accordance with the specifications for each), and the case shall be handled accordingly. 

 Where the project applies a revision to an approved GHG program methodology and the version 

of the (underlying) methodology referenced by the methodology revision is no longer current, 

the validation/verification body shall determine whether material changes have occurred to the 

underlying methodology that affect the integrity of the methodology revision. Where such 

material changes have occurred, the project shall not be approved.  
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 Where the project does not meet the criteria for validation or verification, the 

validation/verification body shall produce a negative validation conclusion and provide the 

validation or verification report and project description, or monitoring report, to Verra. The 

project shall be ineligible for registration until such time as corrective action is taken and the 

(same) validation/verification body has provided a positive validation or verification.  

Competence 

 The validation/verification body and validation and verification team shall meet the 

competence requirements set out in ISO 14065:2013, mutatis mutandis. 

Validation and Verification Reporting 

 The validation report describes the validation process, any findings raised during validation and 

their resolutions, and the conclusions reached by the validation/verification body. The 

validation/verification body shall use the VCS Validation Report Template, an approved 

combined validation report template available on the Verra website, or an approved GHG 

program validation report template where the project is registered under an approved GHG 

program, as appropriate, and adhere to all instructional text within the template. The validation 

report shall be accompanied by a validation representation, which shall be prepared using the 

VCS Validation Deed of Representation Template. 

 The verification report describes the verification process, any findings raised during verification 

and their resolutions, and the conclusions reached by the validation/verification body. The 

validation/verification body shall use the VCS Verification Report Template or an approved 

combined verification report template available on the Verra website, and adhere to all 

instructional text within the template. The verification report shall be accompanied by a 

verification representation, which shall be prepared using the VCS Verification Deed of 

Representation Template. 

 Where a monitoring report and associated verification report divide a verification period into 

vintages, separate VCU issuance records in accordance with vintage periods may be issued, as 

set out in the VCS Program document Registration and Issuance Process.  

Validation and Verification Statement 

 The validation report and the verification report shall contain a validation statement and a 

verification statement, respectively. 

 Validation and verification statements shall:  

1) Describe the level of assurance of the validation or verification. 

2) Describe the objectives, scope and criteria of the validation or verification.  

3) Describe whether the data and information supporting the GHG assertion were 

hypothetical, projected and/or historical in nature. 
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4) Include the validation/verification body’s conclusion on the GHG assertion, including any 

qualifications or limitations.  

5) For AFOLU projects, state the version number of the non-permanence risk report or market 

leakage evaluation documentation upon which the statement is based. 

 The verification statement shall state the volume of GHG emission reductions or removals 

generated during the monitoring period that have been verified. For AFOLU projects, the 

verification statement shall also include the non-permanence risk rating, leakage emissions 

and number of GHG emission reductions or removals eligible to be issued as VCUs.  

Records of Validation and Verification 

 The validation/verification body shall keep all documents and records in a secure and 

retrievable manner for at least two years after the end of the project crediting period, even 

where they do not conduct verification for the whole project crediting period. 

Rotation of Validation/Verification Bodies 

 Rotation of validation/verification bodies is required in respect of validation and verification, as 

follows: 

1) Validation (including project crediting period renewal validation) and the first verification of 

a project (in a given project crediting period) may be undertaken by the same 

validation/verification body. However, the subsequent verification shall be undertaken by a 

different validation/verification body. For example, if validation and verification were 

undertaken at the same time, the subsequent verification would have to be undertaken by 

a different validation/verification body. If validation were undertaken first (i.e., separately), 

the first verification could be undertaken by the same validation/verification body, but the 

subsequent verification would have to be undertaken by a different validation/verification 

body. 

Note – The gap validation of a project registered under an approved GHG program may be 

disregarded when assessing adherence to these requirements.  

2) A validation/verification body may not verify more than six consecutive years of a project’s 

GHG emission reductions or removals. The validation/verification body may undertake 

further verification for the project only when at least three years of the project’s GHG 

emission reductions or removals have been verified by a different validation/verification 

body. Additionally, where a validation/verification body verifies the final six consecutive 

years of a project crediting period, the project crediting period renewal validation shall be 

undertaken by a different validation/verification body. Notwithstanding these rules, where 

AFOLU projects have verification periods longer than six years, a validation/verification 

body is permitted to verify more than six consecutive years of a project’s GHG emission 

reductions or removals, and the subsequent verification shall be undertaken by a different 

validation/verification body. 
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Note – Validations and verifications performed under other GHG programs shall be counted 

when assessing adherence to these requirements. 

Validation and Verification Requirements for Grouped Projects 

 Validation and verification of grouped projects shall assess conformance of the project with the 

requirements for grouped projects set out in the VCS Program rules.  

 New project activity instances shall be validated, based on the information reported in the 

monitoring report, against the applicable set of eligibility criteria. The validation/verification 

body shall specify which instances meet the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the project. Such 

validation may be reported in the verification report or a separate validation report.  

 Where, due to the number of project activity instances, it is unreasonable to undertake an 

individual assessment of each initial or new instance, the validation/verification body shall 

document and explain the sampling methods employed for the validation of such instances. 

Such sampling methods shall be statistically sound. The number of instances included in the 

project, eligible for monitoring and generation of VCUs shall be proportional to the percentage 

of sampled instances found to be in compliance by the validation/verification body.  

 The verification report for grouped projects shall document and explain the sampling methods 

employed by the validation/verification body for the verification of GHG emission reductions or 

removals generated by the project. Such methods shall be statistically sound. Any subsequent 

changes to the sampling method(s) required as a result of the verification findings shall be 

documented.  

Non-Permanence Risk Analysis and Market Leakage Evaluations for AFOLU Projects 

 Non-Permanence risk analysis and market leakage evaluations shall be assessed by the 

validation/verification body in accordance with the VCS Program rules.  

 The validation/verification body shall assess the risk analysis carried out by the project 

proponent in accordance with the VCS Program document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool. 

The project proponent shall respond to all and any of the validation/verification body’s findings. 

As a result of any such findings, the project proponent shall amend the documentation as 

necessary and update the risk rating accordingly. 
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APPENDIX 1 ELIGIBLE AFOLU PROJECT 

CATEGORIES 
This appendix defines the types of activities that are included within each AFOLU project category, and 

is intended to aid project proponents in determining which type of methodology may be applicable to 

their AFOLU project activity(s). As set out in Section 3.2 above, AFOLU projects must apply a 

methodology eligible under the VCS Program. 

Additional information about the eligible activities and specific GHG sources, sinks and reservoirs that 

must be included in methodologies developed under the VCS Program for each eligible AFOLU project 

category is available in the VCS Program document VCS Methodology Requirements.  

Afforestation, Reforestation and Revegetation (ARR) 

A1.1 Eligible ARR activities are those that increase carbon sequestration and/or reduce GHG 

emissions by establishing, increasing or restoring vegetative cover (forest or non-forest) 

through the planting, sowing or human-assisted natural regeneration of woody vegetation. 

Eligible ARR projects may include timber harvesting in their management plan. The project area 

shall not be cleared of native ecosystems within the 10 year period prior to the project start 

date, as set out in Section 3.2.4. 

Note – Activities which improve forest management practices such as enrichment planting and 

liberation thinning are categorized as IFM project activities.   

Agricultural Land Management (ALM) 

A1.2 Eligible ALM activities are those that reduce net GHG emissions on croplands and grasslands 

by increasing carbon stocks in soils and woody biomass and/or decreasing CO2, N2O and/or 

CH4 emissions from soils. The project area shall not be cleared of native ecosystems within the 

10-year period prior to the project start date. Eligible ALM activities include:  

1) Improved Cropland Management (ICM): This category includes practices that demonstrably 

reduce net GHG emissions of cropland systems by increasing soil carbon stocks, reducing 

soil N2O emissions, and/or reducing CH4 emissions. 

2) Improved Grassland Management (IGM): This category includes practices that 

demonstrably reduce net GHG emissions of grassland ecosystems by increasing soil carbon 

stocks, reducing N2O emissions and/or reducing CH4 emissions. 

3) Cropland and Grassland Land-use Conversions (CGLC): This category includes practices 

that convert cropland to grassland or grassland to cropland and reduce net GHG emissions 

by increasing carbon stocks, reducing N2O emissions, and/or reducing CH4 emissions.  
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Note – Project activities relating to manure management are eligible under sectoral scope 15 

(livestock, enteric fermentation, and manure management), not sectoral scope 14 (AFOLU). 

Improved Forest Management (IFM) 

A1.3 Eligible IFM activities are those that increase carbon sequestration and/or reduce GHG 

emissions on forest lands managed for wood products such as sawtimber, pulpwood and 

fuelwood by increasing biomass carbon stocks through improving forest management 

practices. The baseline and project scenarios for the project area shall qualify as forests 

remaining as forests, such as set out in the IPCC 2006 Guidelines on National GHG Inventories, 

and the project area shall be designated, sanctioned or approved for wood product 

management by a national or local regulatory body (e.g., as logging concessions or plantations). 

A1.4 Various sanctioned forest management activities may be changed to increase carbon stocks 

and/or reduce emissions, but only a subset of these activities make a measurable difference to 

the long-term increase in net GHG emissions compared to the baseline scenario. Eligible IFM 

activities include: 

1) Reduced Impact Logging (RIL): This category includes practices that reduce net GHG 

emissions by switching from conventional logging to RIL during timber harvesting.  

2) Logged to Protected Forest (LtPF): This category includes practices that reduce net GHG 

emissions by converting logged forests to protected forests. By eliminating harvesting for 

timber, biomass carbon stocks are protected and can increase as the forest re-grows 

and/or continues to grow. Harvesting of trees to advance conservation purposes (e.g., the 

removal of diseased trees) may continue in the project scenario.  

3) Extended Rotation Age / Cutting Cycle (ERA): This category includes practices that reduce 

net GHG emissions of evenly aged managed forests by extending the rotation age or cutting 

cycle and increasing carbon stocks.  

4) Low-Productive to High-Productive Forest (LtHP): This category includes practices that 

increase carbon sequestration by converting low-productivity forests to high-productivity 

forests. Note - Activities that reduce GHG emissions from unsanctioned forest degradation 

(e.g., illegal logging) are considered REDD activities. Projects focusing solely on the 

reduction of forest fires are not eligible under IFM. Activities that degrade wetlands to 

increase forest production are not eligible. 

Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD) 

A1.5 Eligible REDD activities are those that reduce net GHG emissions by reducing deforestation 

and/or degradation of forests. Deforestation is the direct, human-induced conversion of forest 

land to non-forest land. Degradation is the persistent reduction of canopy cover and/or carbon 

stocks in a forest due to human activities such as animal grazing, fuelwood extraction, timber 

removal or other such activities, but which does not result in the conversion of forest to non-
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forest land (which would be classified as deforestation), and qualifies as forests remaining as 

forests, such as set out under the IPCC 2003 Good Practice Guidance. The project area shall 

meet an internationally accepted definition of forest, such as those based on UNFCCC host-

country thresholds or FAO definitions, and shall qualify as forest for a minimum of 10 years 

before the project start date. The definition of forest may include mature forests, secondary 

forests, and degraded forests. Under the VCS Program, secondary forests are considered to be 

forests that have been cleared and have recovered naturally and that are at least 10-years-old 

and meet the lower bound of the forest threshold parameters at the start of the project. 

Forested wetlands, such as floodplain forests, peatland forests and mangrove forests, are also 

eligible provided they meet the forest definition requirements mentioned above.  

A1.6 Activities covered under the REDD project category are those that are designed to stop planned 

(designated and sanctioned) deforestation or unplanned (unsanctioned) deforestation and/or 

degradation. Avoided planned degradation is classified as IFM.  

A1.7 Activities that stop unsanctioned deforestation and/or illegal degradation (such as removal of 

fuelwood or timber extracted by non-concessionaires) on lands that are legally sanctioned for 

timber production are eligible as REDD activities. However, activities that reduce or stop 

logging only, followed by protection, on forest lands legally designated or sanctioned for forestry 

activities are included within IFM. Projects that include both avoided unplanned deforestation 

and/or degradation as well as stopping sanctioned logging activities, shall follow the REDD 

guidelines for the unplanned deforestation and/or degradation and the IFM guidelines for the 

sanctioned logging activities, and shall follow the requirements set out in Section 3.5.2. 

A1.8 Eligible REDD activities include:  

1) Avoiding Planned Deforestation and/or Degradation (APDD): This category includes 

activities that reduce net GHG emissions by stopping or reducing deforestation or 

degradation on forest lands that are legally authorized and documented for conversion.   

2) Avoiding Unplanned Deforestation and/or Degradation (AUDD): This category includes 

activities that reduce net GHG emissions by stopping deforestation and/or degradation of 

degraded to mature forests that would have occurred in any forest configuration. 

Avoided Conversion of Grasslands and Shrublands (ACoGS) 

A1.9 Eligible ACoGS activities are those that reduce net GHG emissions by reducing the conversion 

of grassland and shrubland ecosystems to other land uses with lower carbon densities. Eligible 

avoided conversion activities include avoiding, at a minimum, the removal/replacement of 

vegetation and may also include avoiding soil disturbance.  

A1.10 The project area shall be native grasslands (including savanna) and/or shrublands (including 

chaparral). Non-forested wetlands, including peatlands, are not eligible under ACoGS and are 

covered under other AFOLU project categories. 



Appendix 1 Eligible AFOLU Project Categories 

58 

 

A1.11 Activities covered under the ACoGS project category are those that are designed to stop 

planned (designated and sanctioned) conversion or unplanned (unsanctioned) conversion on 

public or private lands. This category type only includes avoided conversion of non-forested 

lands, noting that other management activities on non-forested land may qualify under ALM or 

ARR project categories.  

A1.12 Eligible ACoGS activities include:  

1) Avoiding Planned Conversion (APC): This category includes activities that reduce net GHG 

emissions by stopping conversion of grasslands or shrublands that are legally authorized 

and documented for conversion.  

2) Avoiding Unplanned Conversion (AUC): This category includes activities that reduce net 

GHG emissions by stopping unplanned conversion of grasslands or shrublands.  

Wetlands Restoration and Conservation (WRC) 

A1.13 Eligible WRC activities are those that increase net GHG removals by restoring wetland 

ecosystems or that reduce GHG emissions by rewetting or avoiding the degradation of 

wetlands. The project area shall meet an internationally accepted definition of wetland, such as 

from the IPCC, Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, those established by law or national policy, or 

those with broad agreement in the peer-reviewed scientific literature for specific countries or 

types of wetlands. Common wetland types include peatland, salt marsh, tidal freshwater marsh, 

mangroves, wet floodplain forests, prairie potholes and seagrass meadows. WRC activities may 

be combined with other AFOLU project categories, as further explained in Section 59.    

A1.14 A peatland is an area with a layer of naturally accumulated organic material (peat) at the 

surface (excluding the plant layer). Common peatland types include peat swamp forest, mire, 

bog, fen, moor, muskeg and pocosin. Rewetting of drained peatland and the conservation of 

undrained or partially drained peatland are sub-categories of restoring wetland ecosystems and 

conservation of intact wetlands, respectively11.  

A1.15 Activities that generate net reductions of GHG emissions from wetlands are eligible as WRC 

projects or combined category projects (such as REDD on peatland). Activities that actively 

lower the water table depth in wetlands are not eligible. Eligible WRC activities include:  

1) Restoring Wetland Ecosystems (RWE): This category includes activities that reduce GHG 

emissions or increase carbon sequestration in a degraded wetland through restoration 

activities. Such activities include enhancing, creating and/or managing hydrological 

conditions, sediment supply, salinity characteristics, water quality and/or native plant 

communities. For the purpose of these requirements, restoration activities are those that 

                                                        

11 These categories existed as rewetting drained peatlands (RDP) and conservation of undrained and parti ally drained 

peatlands (CUPP) in the AFOLU Requirements v3.2. 
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result in the reestablishment of ecological processes, functions, and biotic and/or abiotic 

linkages that lead to persistent, resilient systems integrated within the landscape.   

2) Conservation of Intact Wetlands (CIW): This category includes activities that reduce GHG 

emissions by avoiding degradation and/or the conversion of wetlands that are intact or 

partially altered while still maintaining their natural functions, including hydrological 

conditions, sediment supply, salinity characteristics, water quality and/or native plant 

communities.  

Wetland degradation or conversion can be planned (designated and sanctioned) or 

unplanned (unsanctioned). Planned and unplanned degradation or conversion of wetlands 

can therefore encompass a wide variety of activities such as those listed under REDD while 

adding a wetland component. Activities covered under the CIW project category are those 

that are designed to stop or reduce planned or unplanned degradation or conversion in the 

project area to other land uses. The following CIW activities are eligible:  

a) Avoiding Planned Wetland Degradation (APWD): This activity reduces GHG emissions by 

avoiding degradation of wetlands, or further degradation in partially drained wetlands 

that are legally authorized and documented for conversion.  

b) Avoiding Unplanned Wetland Degradation (AUWD): This activity reduces GHG emissions 

by avoiding unplanned degradation of wetlands, or by avoiding further degradation in 

partially degraded wetlands.  

Note – Activities where drainage is continued or maintained are not eligible. This includes, for 

example, projects that require the maintenance of drainage channels to maintain the pre-

project drainage level on a partially drained peatland (e.g., where periodic deepening may be 

needed to counteract peat subsidence). Projects that allow selective harvesting that results in 

a lowering of the water table depth (e.g., by extracting timber using drainage canals) or affects 

the ability of vegetation to act as a major hydrological regulation device (e.g., extracting trees 

which support the peat body) are also not eligible. Project activities may include selective 

harvesting where harvesting does not lower the water table, for example by extracting timber 

using wooden rails instead of drainage canals. 

A1.16 Activities that generate net GHG emission reductions by combining other AFOLU project 

activities with wetlands restoration or conservation activities are eligible as WRC combined 

projects. RWE may be implemented without further conversion of land use or it may be 

combined with ARR, ALM, IFM, REDD or ACoGS activities, referred to as ARR+RWE, ALM+RWE, 

IFM+RWE, REDD+RWE or ACoGS+RWE, respectively. CIW may be implemented on non-forest 

land or combined with IFM, REDD or ACoGS activities, referred to as IFM+CIW, REDD+CIW or 

ACoGS+CIW, respectively.  

Table 3 illustrates the types of WRC activities that may be combined with other AFOLU project 

categories. The table identifies the applicable AFOLU requirements that shall be followed for 

combined category projects, based on the condition of the wetland in the baseline scenario, the 

land use in the baseline scenario and the project activity.  
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Table 3: Eligible WRC Combined Category Projects 

Baseline Scenario 

Project Activity 
Applicable 

Guidance 
Condition Land Use 

Degraded 

wetland 

(including, 

drained, 

impounded, 

and with 

interrupted 

sediment 

supply) 

Non-forest (including 

aquacultures, grasslands 

and shrublands ) 

Restoration of wetlands* RWE 

Restoration of wetlands* and revegetation 

or conversion to forest 

ARR+RWE 

Restoration of wetlands* and conversion to 

wetland agriculture (including paludiculture) 

ALM+RWE 

Restoration of wetlands* and avoided 

conversion of grasslands or shrublands 

ACoGS+RWE 

Forest Restoration of wetlands* RWE 

Forest with deforestation/ 

degradation 

Restoration of wetlands* and avoided 

deforestation/degradation 

REDD+RWE 

Forest managed for wood 

products 

Restoration of wetlands* and improved 

forest management 

IFM+RWE 

Non-wetland 

or open water 

Non-forest   Creation of wetland conditions and 

afforestation, reforestation or revegetation 

ARR+RWE 

Open water or impounded 

wetland 

Creation or restoration of conditions for 

vegetation development and afforestation, 

reforestation or revegetation 

ARR+RWE 

Intact wetland Non-forest (including 

grasslands and shrublands) 

Avoided drainage and/or interrupted 

sediment supply 

CIW 

Avoided conversion to open water or 

impounded wetland (including excavation to 

create fish ponds) 

CIW 

Avoided drainage and/or interrupted 

sediment supply and avoided conversion of 

grasslands and Shrublands 

ACoGS+CIW 

Forest Avoided drainage and/or interrupted 

sediment supply 

CIW 
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Avoided conversion to open water or 

impounded wetland 

CIW 

Forest with deforestation/ 

degradation 

Avoided drainage and/or interrupted 

sediment supply and avoided 

deforestation/degradation 

REDD+CIW 

Avoided conversion to open water  or 

impounded wetland and avoided 

deforestation/degradation 

REDD+CIW 

Forest managed for wood 

products 

Avoided drainage and/or interrupted 

sediment supply and improved forest 

management 

IFM+CIW 

* Restoration of wetlands includes all the activities set out in Section A1.15. 

A1.17 Combined category projects shall use the relevant WRC requirements and the respective 

AFOLU project category requirements for quantifying GHG emissions/removals, unless the 

former may be deemed de minimis or conservatively excluded. 
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APPENDIX 2 DOCUMENT HISTORY  

Version Date Comment 

v4.0 

Released: 

19 Sep 2019 

Updated: 

9 Mar 2020 

Initial version released under VCS Version 4, with immediate effect except for the 

following: 

For project activities that were eligible under VCS Version 3, but are now excluded 

from the scope of the VCS Program (Section 2.1): 

Updated on 9 March 2020 to revise the effective dates for projects registered with 

an approved GHG Program. New text is shown in red and deleted text is shown in 

strikethrough, below. 

1) Registered VCS projects and projects that request registration with the VCS 

Program on or before 31 December 2019 remain eligible under the VCS 

Program for the entirety of their crediting periods. 

2) Grouped projects registered under the VCS Program shall be prohibited from 

adding new project activity instances of the newly excluded project types on or 

after 1 January 2020; verification reports dated on or after 1 January 2020 

shall not be accepted where they include the validation of such new project 

activity instances. 

3) Projects registered under an approved GHG program shall only be eligible to 

complete a gap validation and/or transfer to the VCS Program where the 

project has applied for registration with the VCS Program approved GHG 

program on or before 9 March 2020 31 December 2019, unless evidence of 

contracting for a VCS gap validation prior to 9 March 2020 is provided.  

4) GHG credits issued under an approved GHG program shall only be eligible to be 

converted into VCUs where a conversion request has been submitted the 

project has applied for registration with the approved GHG program on or 

before 9 March 2020 31 December 2019, unless evidence of contracting for a 

CER conversion prior to 9 March 2020 is provided, in which case the 

conversion must take place on or before 9 April 2020. 

For projects subject to new crediting period requirements under VCS Version 4 (i.e., 

non-AFOLU projects and ALM projects focusing exclusively on reducing N2O, CH4 

and/or fossil-derived CO2 emissions) (Section 3.8): 

1) Registered projects and projects that complete validation on or before 19 

March 2020 remain eligible to apply the crediting period requirements under 

VCS Version 3. 

2) Projects applying a new VCS methodology (i.e., a methodology for which a 

concept note was submitted to Verra on or before 31 December 2018) shall be 

granted additional time to apply the crediting period requirements under VCS 

Version 3. Specifically, projects using a new VCS methodology and completing 

validation within two years of the approval of the methodology may apply the 

crediting requirements as set out under VCS Version 3. 
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