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Verra supports climate action and sustainable development through the developmentand
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. Asa
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 environmentadand
social good.

Verra manages a number of global standards frameworks designed to drive finance @wards activities
that mitigate climate change and promote sustainable development, including the\Werified Carbon
Standard (VCS) Program and its Jurisdictional and Nested REDD+ framework @NR), the’' Verra California
Offset Project Registry (OPR), the_Climate, Community & Biodiversity (CCB)\Standdrds, the Sustainable
Development Verified Impact Standard (SD VISta) and the Plastic Waste\Reduction Program (Plastic

Program). Verra is also developing new standards frameworks, inclgding LandScale, which will promote
and measure sustainability outcomes across landscapes. Finally,Verra@was a founding member of the
Initiative for Climate Action Transparency (ICAT), which helps*¢ountries assess the impacts of their

climate actions and supports greater transparency, effectiveness,trust and ambition in climate policies
worldwide. Today Verra remains engaged with the ICATNR an.advisory role.
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to view, download, Modify, €opy, distribute, transmit, store, reproduce or otherwise use, publish,
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JNR 1 Infroduction and Scope

1 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

This tool provides the procedures for conducting the non-permanence risk analysis and buffer
determination required for jurisdictional and nested REDD+ (JNR) programs following Scenarios 2 and
3 described in the JNR Requirements. The tool sets out the requirements for jurisdictional proponents
implementing partners and validation/verification bodies to assess risk and determine the appropridate
risk rating and buffer withholding.

This tool was developed by a working group composed of leading practitioners and expert§on
jurisdictional REDD+ and underwent peer review and public consultation, including review and testing
by jurisdictional governments that are applying the VCS JNR framework. The tool istbased‘@n the VCS
AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, and adapted to account risks specific to juriSdictionalPprograms.
Note that nested projects shall apply the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Toglwhile jurisdictional
programs shall apply this JNR Non-Permanence Risk Tool to determine.a non-pétmanence risk rating
and buffer withholding.

This document will be updated from time-to-time and readers shall ensidre that they are using the most
current version of the document.

1.1  Scope

1.1.1 This document sets out the procedures for codducting the non-permanence risk analysis to
determine the non-permanence risk=+ating @risk rating”), which shall be used to determine the
number of buffer credits that a jyrisdictional program shall deposit into the jurisdictional
pooled buffer account. Risk ratingsare based on an analysis of risk factors, which are added
together to determine the(dtal risk rating, as set out in Section 2.3. This document and the
jurisdictional pooled.huffer.acséunt are subject to periodic revision and reconciliation.

1.1.2 In addition to therequirenyents set outin this document, the jurisdictional program shall
comply with allhapplicable VCS Program rules and requirements.

1.1.3 The jurisdictiopalproponent shall clearly document and substantiate the risk analysis covering
each,risk fa¢for applicable to the jurisdictional program. During the assessment, the
validatiof/Verification body and expert panel shall evaluate the risk analysis undertaken by the
jurisdietional proponent and assess all data, rationale, assumptions, justifications and
documentation provided by the jurisdictional proponent to support the non-permanence risk
rating.
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21.2

RISK ANALYSIS AND BUFFER
DETERMINATION

Step 1: Risk Analysis

The potential temporary and permanent losses in carbon stocks shall be assessed®ased:0n
the conditions present and the information available at the time of the risk analysis, unlgess
otherwise specified in Sections 2.2 to 2.3 below, to determine the appropriaté risk fating.

The risk analysis shall be conducted as follows:

1)

The tool assesses risks relevant to the jurisdictional program‘across.the following five
broad categories: political and governance risk, program design andsstrategy risk, carbon
rights and use of carbon revenues, funding risk, and natural risk. The jurisdictional
program shall be evaluated against each of these five’risk.@ategories as set out in Section
2.2, assigned a risk score for each risk factor within the>category, and shall follow the
calculation formulae in each table to determifie’ thewrisk rating for the category. The total
rating for each risk category shall not be jess thgh-zero, regardless of whether the formula
would result in a value less than zerps

Where applicable, and the jurisdicfional.proponent (or implementing partner, where
relevant) demonstrates that related risk mitigation activities will be (at validation) or are
being (at verification) applied, the.@ppropriate risk mitigation score shall be subtracted
when establishing the fisk rating for the category, as determined in Sections 2.2 and 2.3.

An overall risk rating shatlybe determined based on the ratings from each risk category in
accordance with-Sectiph 2.2 and 2.3. The overall risk rating is then converted to a
withholding perceitage applied to the net GHG benefit of a jurisdictional program in
accordayiee with-Section 2.3.4.

Wheéte the'overall risk rating is unacceptably high, the jurisdictional program shall fail the
risk apalysis, determined in accordance with, and handled as set out, in Section 2.2.3.

Whete certain risks, whether factors or entire categories, are fully addressed using another
(non-VCS) risk management mechanism, the risk may be rated as zero (i.e., no risk) for the
purpose of this risk analysis. For example, where the jurisdictional proponent has obtained
,or others have obtained on behalf of the jurisdictional proponent, insurance fully covering
political and governance risk (as such risks are defined in this tool), that category (or
relevant individual factor(s)) may be rated as no-risk (zero). The jurisdictional proponent
shall clearly document which types of risks and losses are covered by such mechanisms,
which entities are the beneficiaries, what types of benefits are claimable and how such
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mechanisms ensure the permanence of credited (or compensated) GHG emission
reductions.

Similarly, where a third party or the jurisdictional government establishes a mechanism to
guarantee the replacement of GHG credits in the event of a reversal, the risk rating shall be
applied to any remaining GHG emission reductions or removals not covered by the
guarantee. For example, where the jurisdiction achieves total net GHG emission reductien
of 100,000 tCOz¢ in the relevant monitoring period, and a government guarantee covers
up to 30 percent of total GHG credits issued to the jurisdictional proponent, the risk rating
generated by this tool is applied to 70 percent of the net GHG emission reductiéhs.and
removals achieved. Assuming a 20 percent risk rating, then 14,000 credits
(100,000*0.7*0.2) would be deposited into the jurisdictional pooled htifer aggount.

Such guarantee mechanisms shall clearly document specific management;y operational and
financial structures underpinning and ensuring the robustnesS\and resilience of the
guarantee, which types of risks and losses are covered, and\the financial resources that
would be used to replace GHG credits included in the gudrantge."Such mechanisms require
review by the JNR expert panel and Verra (i.e., shall-be ass€ssed at the initial validation of
the jurisdictional program).

Risk Factors

Political and governance (PG) risk shall be ass€ssed using Table 1, noting the following:

1)

This risk factor addresses genérxal poljtical risk, rule of law and overall governance (i.e., it
does not specifically related6’forg&tgovernance). This includes the risk that governance
issues may result in a feversal{for example where government accountability, effectiveness
or rule of law is weak, corruption is high, governance is unstable, or other highly disruptive
events such as war’or ¢ivil unrest are common.

An overall governange score shall be calculated based upon the World Bank Institute’s
WorldwideGovernance Indicators (WGI)1 and using the All Indicators for One Country? table
as follows:

@) Seléet the relevant country, and the comparator based on year.
b) ‘Select the most recent five years of available data.

c) Calculate the overall governance score as the mean of the governance scores across
all six indicators, averaged over the most recent five years of available data.

Overall governance scores shall be translated into risk scores in accordance with Table 1
below. While the WGI indicators apply at the national level, they are also used in this tool as

! The World Bank Institute Worldwide Governance Indicators are available at: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator
2The All Indicators for One Country table is available at: https://datacatalog.worldbank.org/dataset/worldwide-governance-
indicators
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a proxy for risk at subnational levels. As set out in the mitigation factors in Table 1, a
jurisdictional proponent may justify a lower risk rating by demonstrating significant
differences in jurisdictional governance compared with the national governance rating
provided by WGI.

4) Where the jurisdiction is subnational, risk factor (b) in Table 1 shall be assessed. However,x_ .
where the subnational jurisdictional program is being coordinated directly by the nationa:l)
government (i.e., the jurisdictional proponent is the national government, or has beef™

selected and will be directed by the national government), the score shall be set tg\zer
this risk factor. Similarly, the score shall be set to zero for a national JUI’ISdICtJQ@ % am

Table 1. Political and Governance Risk @Q
&
Political and Governance Risk
. &
Overall governance score is less than -0.9; X, \\(\ 8
> L
Overall governance score is greater than or equal to -0.9 and I@an&g; 6
C) ((\Q

a) Overall governance score is greater than or equal to O 7 Qd I;@han -0.4; 4
Overall governance score is greater than or equal i@% less than O; or, 2
Overall governance score is greater thanQ~ (O 1

} @

Where the jurisdiction is subnatio q) |onal government does not have documented

b) policies or publicly stated sup rt peratlon and direct GHG crediting of (or payments 2
to) the subnational Jurlsdlct|@ | pr

Mitigation: The jurisd'@snal ?&ram has been established and structured to ensure its
continuity and longgerm ive functioning regardless of changes in government (e.g., the
jurisdictional pregram i naged and operates independent of the elected government 1
and/oris pr@ed{@, w
)

Miti tg’n: risdictional proponent is undertaking REDD+ readiness activities targeting

ange)ssues, and demonstrates the adoption of improved governance structures and
sér%‘cess@ hat will enhance the long-term effectiveness of the jurisdictional program (e.g.,

d Q ch @s related to transparency and accountability, grievance oversight and redress 2
2"{) @hamsms and/or rule of law). Where the jurisdiction is subnational, the jurisdictional

oponent is undertaking such readiness activities, or can clearly demonstrate governance
&\Q \,Q * related to the jurisdictional program is better than indicated by the national governance

rating.

Total Political and Governance (PG) [as applicable, (a + b + ¢ + d)]

Total shall not be less than zero.
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2.2.2 Program design and strategy (PDS) risk shall be assessed using Table 2 below, noting the
following;:

1) This factor assesses the risk that the design or strategy of the jurisdictional program does
not adequately reduce the impacts of core agents and underlying causes of deforestation
(and degradation, where relevant)3 and mitigate reversal risk over the long-term. Due to
the difficulty of objectively assessing the relative risk of different GHG mitigation
strategies, particularly given the different circumstances of various jurisdictions, the(factor
uses a default risk rating, which can be reduced where the jurisdictional proponest
demonstrates strategies to ensure program design will lead to sustainable GRG emission
reductions (e.g., by maintaining commodity production levels without increasing
deforestation or degradation, or integrating REDD+ into broader low-emissiong
development or green-economy planning and implementation).

2) The jurisdictional proponent shall identify strategies to reduce{deforestation (and
degradation, where relevant) and shall develop an implementation\plan covering (at a
minimum) the length of the program crediting period thatsetscout the programs or
activities that will be implemented to address the main driyers, agents and/or underlying
causes of deforestation (and degradation) identified in the baseline. For the purpose of this
risk analysis, drivers and/or underlying causes of deforestation (and degradation) are
classified as commodity drivers or subsistérice drivers, noting the following:

a) Commodity-related drivers of deforestatioh (and degradation, where relevant) include
the production of agriculturakpredugtsy forest products (including timber and non-
timber forest products) and fivestock products that are sold to global, regional or
domestic markets.

b) Subsistence-relatgd\driversinclude activities, and the associated agents, that drive
deforestation (and deghadation, where relevant), to meet a household’s needs or local
demand fof@product, such as fuelwood gathering and agricultural production for
househald“use:

c) Comwnoditycdrivers or subsistence drivers may be related to legal or illegal activities
(eg., legally sanctioned timber harvesting or illegal logging).

3)\~F0 apply mitigation (b), the jurisdictional proponent shall provide evidence that the
production of relevant commodities is being substantially maintained. For example, an
equivalent area of production across relevant commodities and their substitutes is being
maintained within the jurisdiction (e.g., through making up potentially displaced production
by using intensification strategies or through use of marginal lands with low carbon stocks).

Note - Strategies to maintain production of commodities shall not incentivize production of
illegal commodities (e.g., coca). To address such drivers, the jurisdiction should develop

3 For the purposes of this tool, degradation is relevant in cases where the jurisdictional program accounts for reducing
emissions from forest degradation. This applies to all “degradation, where relevant” references throughout the document.
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strategies, policies or measures to provide alternative livelihoods to actors who produce
illegal commodities. Risk mitigation may be applied where evidence is provided to
demonstrate such mitigation measures are in place.

4) To apply mitigation (c), strategies, policies or measures to address subsistence drivers shall
support and sustain alternative, non-deforesting and non-degrading livelihoods, and/or
provide low-emission alternatives to agents of subsistence drivers within thejurisdictiqr}.o
(e.g., through providing agricultural extension services to promote climate-smart farr@ ,

-

enhancing land tenure or security, creating new non-forest-dependent em ploymea}gr ‘\%
developing alternative livelihoods based on sustainably harvested non—timbe@ sté\.

ducts). XN
pro ) @(\ ((\,

5) To apply mitigation (d), a comprehensive government-led, Iow—emissi@&ur&ll.}s&velopment
or green economy plan4 shall be developed with appropriate stakéh(e\deﬁ® ultation and
in collaboration with all of the relevant government agencies k\‘@ ag(izgtural, forestry,
finance or other ministries/agencies), and shall be implemented cross the jurisdiction.

6) To apply mitigation (e), the consultation process for id@@yi@@‘nd developing the
jurisdictional strategy to address deforestation (an gr ion, where relevant) shall
include agents that are representative of all sigr&a&{)t@%i\;o;‘s of deforestation (and
degradation) within the jurisdiction. Evidenc all e provided demonstrating that all such
agents were consulted, the rigor of the C@sult process and how the consultation

process has informed the jurisdictio@@tra@&.
)

Note - The mitigation criteria for pé?ﬂ ngi‘gn and strategy risk are consistent with the
mitigation criteria in the (optional) tg@f VTOO004 JNR Leakage Tool. Where the jurisdictional
proponent applies the leaka ‘@)l, itigation factors shall be applied consistently across
both VT0004 JNR Leakage{%\an e JNR Non-Permanence Risk Tool.

O
Table 2: Program Design a.n@%\rq
2N

-

X
.\Q

Program Design and Strategy

O
a) Default P»ég@am %&ign and Strategy risk rating 10
P O
M’&g i @%jurisdictional program incorporates and has implemented (or is implementing)
\stt\'ateg@, policies or measures that maintain production of the significant commodities
driv'@deforestation (and degradation, where relevant) within the jurisdiction; and/or the
\g i@gdictional program does not affect commodity drivers of deforestation (and degradation).
\{\\% \\
& @% Mitigation: Strategies, policies or measures are implemented, or are being implemented, to 3
‘Q\' address subsistence drivers of deforestation (and degradation, where relevant) and are

4 Following commonly accepted definitions of rural development and green economy plans (e.g., from United Nations
Environment Programme). See “Towards a Green Economy: Pathways to Sustainable Development and Poverty Eradication.
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), Nairobi, Kenya (2011).”
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supporting a majority of the agents associated with such subsistence activities; and/or the
jurisdictional program does not affect subsistence drivers of deforestation.

Mitigation: The jurisdictional program is integrated, or is being integrated, into a

d) comprehensive government-led, low-emission, rural development or green economy plan. 2
>
Mitigation: The jurisdictional program has developed, or is developing, the strategy to reduce .
e) deforestation (and degradation, where relevant) in consultation with representative agents of é\
deforestation (and degradation). O . %\
> N\
o \"b
Mitigation: The national government has received or is receiving REDD+ readiness fund{aﬁé
f) from bilateral or multilateral donors supporting the development of REDD+ program
strategies that mitigate reversal risk. &
O
Total Program Design and Strategy (PDS) [as applicable, (a+ b +c + (L{\@"' f)Q&
\ \\
2.2.2 Carbon rights and use of carbon revenues (CR) shall be as&& @g Table 3 below, noting

the following:

0

1) This factor assesses the definition or allocatio grrg@;@te GHG credits or payments for
GHG emission reduction and removals (i.e ,’9& ghts) and how this may create
disincentives (or perverse incentives) f(bQ)osq@at are reducing emissions, potentially

leading to a reversal. Q

For example, where agents recS@ er&@%’ons but are not rewarded, they may discontinue
the implementation of low- e@| siotnfand management practices, or where government
carbon revenues are n nv d in the jurisdictional program, it may not be possible to
continue funding relevarnit pr am activities. Likewise, where carbon rights or benefit
sharing framewor@ re seen as equitable and transparent, there is a risk stakeholders
may not su ppg\@hiplﬁgram potentially leading to reversals.

2) Landan ou@%enure refers to the systems of rights to lands, territories and resources,
mclu ions, rules, institutions and processes regulating ownership of, access to,
§d and associated resources. Tenure and resource rights may be synonymous
@th rty rights and encompass full ownership as well as lesser usufructuary rights to

\' use or have access to the area and the resources within it, such as rights to fell timber or

Q {Q(Qﬂect fallen branches.
<Q

0

.\\A Where carbon rights are tied (or expected to be tied) to land tenure and/or access/use
& rights, the jurisdictional proponent shall apply risk factor (b) listed in Table 3.

N oS
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Table 3: Carbon Rights and Use of Carbon Revenues

Carbon Rights and Use of Carbon Revenues

Establishment of laws, policies or regulations addressing carbon rights

X,
>
Laws, policies or regulations establishing clear, uncontestable carbon rights have not yet 4 \%
been enacted, or QO \
O N
>
Laws, policies or regulations establishing clear, uncontestable carbon rights have been QQ N\

X
enacted. X ,66

Carbon rights are tied (or are expected to be tied) to land tenure and/or acces e ri@s,
b) and less than 90% of the jurisdiction is free from overlapping, land tenure r \O 1

access/use rights or disputes over such rights. ,QQ \,

AN
Mitigation: Statutory rights to lands, territories and resources reIe@% to \kﬁon rights
have been established, or a process is in place and funding is @Jred stablish such 1
rights (e.g., by inventorying and mapping rights to lands, tergi iei@d resources and
clarifying associated rights). 60 170
A\
d) Mitigation: Mechanisms are in place to resolve any\@'spu@qver carbon rights. -1

Use of carbon revenues (%)
& &
)
N <
More than 40% of government revenues fQﬁR\a rbon sales and/or results-based carbon
payments are being, or will be,@%fo@poses not related to REDD+,
NS
LN
. Between 20% and up to % 60f rnment revenues from carbon sales and/or results-
based carbon payme%{@a e &\ , or will be, used for purposes not related to REDD+, or

N

Less than 20% dfxgov >nt revenues from carbon sales and/or results-based carbon
payments aébein ~Or'wWill be, used for purposes not related to REDD+.

&S
Mitigdtion: @Qes with respect to the use of carbon revenues have been developed
f%@&in Q%e practice standards for stakeholder involvement, such as the REDD+ Social
f) \’a\ad Eréo mental Standards initiative, including establishment of processes and -1

QO m@hisms for incorporating input from all relevant stakeholders into decisions about
\@ such funds will be used, and for transparently accounting for expenditures.

\S \ .
/QQ | Carbon Rights and Use of Carbon Revenues (CR)
‘(s\{'\. s applicable, (@+b +c +d + e +f)]

Total shall not be less than O
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2 Risk Analysis and Buffer Determination

2.2.3 Fundingrisk (FR) shall be assessed using Table 4 below, noting the following:

1)

The jurisdictional program needs upfront funding (e.g., to successfully design and
appropriately staff the program), as well as on-going funding (e.g., to implement strategies,
policies and measures that produce GHG emission reductions, undertake monitoring and
verification, and administer the program). This factor assesses the risk that adequate
funding which is not generated in a timely manner may undermine program success and
lead to a reversal. Funding risk shall be assessed by assignhing the default risk factorand
applying qualifying mitigations as set outin Table 4.

The jurisdictional proponent shall provide a set of financial projections, thatare forward-
looking for at least the next five years, covering the following aspects of,the program (and
these shall serve as the basis for determining the appropriate risk rating):

a) Jurisdictional program development, including the development of lhaselines/reference
levels, monitoring systems and (where relevant) registries,

b) On-going administrative management of the jurisdictional pfegram, including
safeguards and (where relevant) benefit sharing.mechahisms,

c) Development and implementation of activiti€s, poliies and/or measures that reduce
emissions, and

d) On-going implementation of systemsyfor carbon accounting, monitoring and verification.
In developing the financial projections the Yurisdictional proponent shall do the following;:

a) Document the budget for the annUal costs associated with implementing each of the
activities listed in SectioR 2.2/4X2) above, and any other elements required to
implement the jurisdictiopalprogram, and

b) Develop an anAual fofecast of all sources of funds (including grants, governmental
budget allo¢ations\to the jurisdictional program, loans, investments and carbon sales)
and identify whi¢h funds have been secured.

The cash flowcoreakeven point shall be calculated and is the year in which the cumulative
cash flow,i§)positive (i.e., cash flow in exceeds cash flow out) and stays positive. Breakeven
shall be ealculated on a cash flow basis based on generally accepted accounting principles
ang~¢onsidering the following:

a) Cash flow in may include commercial revenue streams associated with the program,
secured revenue and conservatively estimated revenues from the sale of GHG credits,
other funding sources such as donor funds, government appropriations, upfront
investments, or carbon prepayments, equity or loans.

b) Cash flow out shall include, at a minimum, the items included in the financial
projections, and, where applicable, interest expenses, repayment of loans or forward
purchase agreements, and any required equity distributions.
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5) The percentage of needed funding secured shall be calculated by adding up all funding and
revenue already secured and dividing this by the total cash flow out up to and including the
year the program reaches breakeven.

6) The jurisdictional program may demonstrate that funding has been secured through, for
example, financial statements, bank records, executed commodity purchase agreements,
executed emission reduction purchase agreements, or other signed contractual \@(b
agreements. Evidence shall be provided that agreement counterparties are in good Q \
financial standing, to demonstrate the ability to meet their financial obllgatlons §%

execution uncertainties, options contracts shall not be counted as secured fu&@n @Yen

-

preparing the cash flow breakeven analysis, the assumptions on revenue carbon
and other commercial sources (e.g., timber sales) shall be conservatlvg‘eq{d ié&
document the source, pricing assumptions, frequency of ver|f|cat|or(a d cé% relevant

variables. ’QO \'Q

7) Where public-private REDD+ or sustainable landscape par{he(s i ave been established
and are being implemented to support low-emission m s f e production of forest
and agricultural goods within the jurisdiction and/o {ég'@ggzon-carbon ecosystem
services, the associated mitigation (e) in Table y b@@plled Regardless of whether
revenue from such mechanisms has been m e financial analysis, these kinds of
partnerships, along with the establishm & nﬁéﬂc markets (d), help diversify funding

de so
63

streams for the REDD+ program, an
potential revenue fluctuations.

me level of control and protection against

Table 4: Funding Risk é
o> \'

Funding Risk

S

Default funding risk. \O(\ \\

Mitigation: Th cagh &@ akeven point is five years or less from the current risk analysis,
or revenues ercially viable activities that reduce emissions (e.g., sustainable
timber pr tio r increase sequestration will provide at least 60% of required funding
until b@){eveqo
@ AR
l%tgat@} he jurisdictional program has secured at least 40% of funding needed to cover
@ QOthe{@al cash flow out required before the program reaches breakeven.
\@ @
X .\\ itigation: The jurisdiction and/or country has, or is establishing (e.g., through participation
Y&%’ in the Partnership for Market Readiness program), a domestic voluntary or compliance
market for GHG credits that will recognize and create demand for credits from the
jurisdictional program.

Mitigation: Public-private REDD+ or sustainable landscape partnerships have been
established, as set out above.
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2.2.4 Natural risk (NR) shall be assessed using Table 5 below, noting the following: :

Table 5: Natural Risks

Total Funding Risk (FR) [as applicable, (a+ b +c + d + e)]

Total shall not be less than zero

1)
2)

X
>
This factor assesses the risk that natural disturbances may lead to a reversal. \%

_ . | . o SN
To determine the natural disturbance risk profile of the jurisdiction, the historic frg)@en%@
and extent of significant natural disturbances, combined, including geologic a&@\ze@@-
related events (such as fire, pest and disease outbreaks, extreme weather.6c othefaatural
risks), shall be assessed. Z
& @

The assessment area used to determine the likelihood and significance @gnbined
natural risks shall be the entire country or the broadest eco-region(s) w‘@hin the same
country) most relevant to assessing natural disturbance risI&and e“Q@mpassing the entire
jurisdiction. Likelihood and significance shall be assesse@%si istoric data from such
area. Significance shall be determined based on the ce@@e of forest carbon stock
impacted, or where such data are not available, d o@he percentage of forest area (in
hectares) impacted within the assessment ar@. i\\

Risk mitigation measures may include: e (%ti:@éo reduce the risk of uncontrolled fires
resulting from slash-and-burn agriméS , p%&iic fuel removal, establishment and
maintenance of fire breaks and , oyment and maintenance of fire-fighting
equipment (for fire risk); plant@bf dé@rse and resistant tree species (for risk of pests or
disease); planting of frost,‘cgpughtzgﬂood, or wind-tolerant species (for extreme weather
risk); and use of salinitk’(&ra@gant species (for salt-water intrusion risk).
O L.

&S

N\

Natural Risks

@
L

—

U
\
@O \Q Every 1 Every 10 Every 25 to Every 50 to Once every 100 years

\"(\ \g to less to less less than less than or more, or risk is not
6\ (09 than 10 than 25 50 years 100 years applicable to the
Q \& years years jurisdictional program
\% \AQ area

Qstro phic - impacting
“(more than 30% of forest Fail 30 20 10 0
carbon stocks (or forest area)

Devastating - impacting 30 20 15 5 0
between 20% and up to 30%
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of forest carbon stocks (or
forest area)

Massive - impacting between
15% and up to 20% of forest 20 15 10 & 0

carbon stocks (or forest area) X,
>
Major - impacting between (\ \
10% and up to 15% of forest 15 10 5 2 O‘%\O .§%
carbon stocks (or forest area) A\ \"b
AQ 66
N
NN & &
Minor - impacting between \K "b’
5% and up to 10% of forest 10 5 2 0 o\) Q& 0
carbon stocks (or forest area) ") &O
Insignificant - impacting 5% X \\‘(\
or less of forest carbon 0 0 0 @Q OO& 0
stocks (or forest area) (Q $
0\) ((\Q

9)
Initial Natural Risk Score 6 {b

Mitigation

Measures to significantly mitig Qe @y hatural risks (i.e., . .
a) identified as affecting 10% ogr‘e (o) mQ’Jurisdictional forest carbon (Initial Natural Risk
. . Score x 20%)
stocks or forest area) are |n§ ce a demonstrated to be effective.
NG
Total Natural Risk (NR) [Initial N | Risk Score + a
(NR) [ g\ . c}} )]
S
2.3 Step 2: Overo{égo ‘%ermonence Risk Rating and Buffer
B

De’rerminq[‘rb@m(Q

(\
2.3.1 The overilggbn- anence risk rating shall be determined using Table 6, noting that the
overal@?k %(@g shall be rounded up to the nearest whole percentage.
@ A

ﬂ&k Rating

-

Table §; @er
3,

Overall Risk Rating

e
A 'I;@of all risk factors [PG + PDS + CR + FR + NR]
>
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23.2

23.3

234

2.3.5

The minimum risk rating shall be 10, regardless of the risk rating calculated using Table 6.

Where the overall risk rating is greater than 60, jurisdictional risk is deemed unacceptably high
and the jurisdictional program fails the entire risk analysis. Such jurisdictional program shall

not be eligible for crediting until such time as risks are adequately addressed or sufficient
mitigation measures are implemented such that the jurisdictional program is able to reduce it%\’;
risk rating to below this eligibility threshold. \@

To determine the number of buffer credits that shall be deposited in the jurisdictional‘é@)ﬂ\e.%@\
buffer account, the overall risk rating shall be converted to a percentage (e.g., an @rall r’k@
rating of 35 converts to 35 percent). This percentage shall be multiplied by theﬁqga\}GH,é%}enefit
(stated in the verification report), as set out in the VCS Program document_l(@ Registration

NEIRS
and Issuance Process.
0\) OQ

Buffer credits shall be deposited in the jurisdictional pooled buffe XQ%U ’;.Q&accordance with
the procedures set out in the VCS Program document JNR Regis@atio:\@d Issuance Process.
The rules and requirements for the release and cancellationé\bufg( redits from the
jurisdictional pooled buffer account are set outin the sa o%&\ent.

@)
L&
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