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Abbreviations

A/R
AFOLU
Guidelines
CAR
CDM

CL

DNV

EB

GPG
LULUCF
GWP
IFM
MED
VCS
VCSA
VCU
WBCSD
WRI

Afforestation/Reforestation (under CDM)

Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Uses sectibiGoidelines for National
Greenhouse Gas Inventories 2006

Corrective action request

Clean development mechanism

Clarification request

Det Norske Veritas

Executive Board

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Gooactle Guidance for
Land-Use Land Use Change and Forestry

Global warming potential

Improved forest management (under VCS)

Methodology element documentation

Voluntary Carbon Standard

VCS Association

Voluntary Carbon Unit

World Business Council for Sustainable Development

World Resources Institute
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1 ASSESSMENT STATEMENT

Det Norske Veritas Certification AS (DNV) has perfeed the validation of proposed VCS
methodology “Improved Forest Management throughe&sibn of Rotation Age” for Ecotrust
Forest Management, Inc. The validation was perfdrro@ the basis of VCS criteria for
methodology development.

The methodology element was prepared based onetiigrement of VCS 2007.1 and VCS

Program Normative Document: Double Approval Processsion 1.1. The methodology element
additionally follows the VCS guidelines and toalgdd below:

« VCS Guidance for Agriculture, Forestry and OtherndlaUse Projects (AFOLU),
November 18, 2008
* VCS Tool for AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Analysis aBdffer Determination,
November 18, 2008
* VCS Tool for AFOLU Methodological Issues, Novemi&r, 2008
The methodology element belongs to the scomgatulture, forestry and other land use

The desk review was performed using the followirtgeaects —
* proposed new MED dated 10 December 2009 /1/;
» the first methodology validation report /14/; and
» other supporting documentation including referencpdblished scientific literature,
reports and exiting methodologies listed in sec#dnof this document.

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the propose@% methodology element “Improved forest
management through extension of rotation age” asrieed in MED of April 21, 2010, meets all
relevant VCS requirements for VCS methodology eleisie DNV thus recommends the
methodology element for approval and request VC8Afimally approve the methodology
element.
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2 INTRODUCTION

Ecotrust Forest Management, Inc has commissionéd\Dieske Veritas Certification AS (DNV)
as the second validator to perform an assessmeheahethodology element “Improved Forest
Management through Extension of Rotation Age”. Ti@gort summarizes the findings of the
assessment of the methodology element, performetdeohasis of VCS criteria for methodology
elements. VCS criteria refer to VCS 2007.1 and shésequent VCS Program Normative
Documents.

The methodology element “Improved Forest Managertteough Extension of Rotation Age”,
is a deviation from the CDM approved methodology -AGM0001 “Afforestation and
reforestation of degraded land”, version 3/8/. ARMOOOL is applicable to project activities that
are implemented on degraded land, expected to nedegjraded or to continue to degrade in the
absence of the project, and hence the land carmekpected to revert to a non-degraded state
without human intervention.

2.1 Desk Review of the New M ethodology

The following table lists the documentation thasweviewed during the assessment:

11/ Ecotrust Forest Management, Inc , Methodoldgyent documentation “Improved
Forest Management through Extension of Rotation’ Atf@ December 2009

12/ Ecotrust Forest Management, Inc , Methodology etgrdecumentation “Improved
Forest Management through Extension of Rotation’ A2fe April 2009

13/ VCSA, Voluntary Carbon Standard 2007.1.

14/ VCSA, VCS Program Normative Document: Doublepfgval Process, v1.0, January
21, 2010

5/ VCS Guidance for Agriculture, Forestry and Q@thand Use Projects (AFOLU),
November 18, 2008

16/ VCS Tool for AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Analyasisl Buffer Determination,
November 18, 2008

171 VCS Tool for AFOLU Methodological Issues, Novieen 18, 2008

18/ UNFCCC CDM EB: AR-ACMO0001 “Afforestation andfoeestation of degraded
land”, version 3
(available at:
http://cdm.unfccc.int/UserManagement/FileStorag@R™M60XC4GIBW5S5PYO0OD8Q
2HKLVASU)

19/ UNFCCC CDM EB: “Combined tool to identify theaseline scenario and demonstrate
additionality in A/R CDM project activities”, versn 1
(available at: http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologiRmethodologies/tools/ar-am-tool-
02-v1.pdf)

/10/  The UNFCCC “Tool for testing significance oHG emissions in A/R project
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activities”, Version 1
(available athttp://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/ARmethodolodiesis/ar-am-tool-
04-v1.pdj

/11/ The UNFCCC tool for the “Calculation of the numleéisample plots for
measurements within A/R CDM project activities”rsien 2
(available athttp://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/ARmethodolog@esis/ar-am-tool-
03-v2.pdf)

/12/  CDM EB, Tool for the demonstration and assesgrof additionality, version 5.2.

/13/ WRI/WBCSD, The GHG Protocol Project Accounting

/14/  Scientific Certification Systems : GHG Methodoldggview Report for the proposed
VCS methodology “Improved Forest Management thragtension of Rotation
Age”, December 11. 2009

2.2 Follow-up Interviews

The follow up interview was conducted on March 2010 through a telephone conference. The
attendees and topics discussed have been listed relow Table.

Date Name Organization Topic
03.17.2010 Steve Dettmann EcoTrust 1. The methodology element’s
Tim Pearson Winrock eligibility criteria;
International 2. The baseline approach and

Shruthi Bachamanda DNV additionality,
3. Project boundary;
Sam Stevenson DNV 4. Emissions, including leakage;
Guy Pinjuv Ptarmigan 5. Monitoring, data and parameters.
Forestry 6. Baseline modeling

2.3 Resolution of Outstanding | ssues

The objective of this phase of the assessmentrisstmlve any outstanding issues that need to be
clarified prior to DNV’s positive conclusion on th@ethodology element. The assessment
findings relate to the methodology element as dasued and described in the initial
methodology element documentation /1/.

In order to ensure transparency the issues raisddtlde methodology element developer’s
response are documented in Appendix A.

Findings established during the assessment cagr &ithseen as a non-fulfillment of VCS criteria
or where a risk to the fulfilment of methodologiement objectives is identified. Corrective
action requests (CAR) are issued, where:
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I. mistakes have been made with a direct influenceetnodology application;
II. VCS specific requirements have not been met; or
[ll. there is a risk that the methodology element woudd be accepted as a VCS

methodology.

A request for clarification (CL) may be used wheawdditional information is needed to fully
clarify an issue.

Fig 1 below provides a sample table for presematb the CARs and CLs and subsequent
response from Ecotrust Forest Management, Inc.

Assessment Table: Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Draft report clarifications Methodology element devel oper Assessment conclusion
and corrective action requests | response
If the conclusions from the The responses given by the This section should summarize the

draft assessment are either aj methodology element developer assessment team’s responses and final
CAR or a CL, these should bé¢ during the communications with theg conclusions.
listed in this section. assessment team should be
summarized in this section.

Figure 1 Assessment Table

2.4 Internal Quality Control

The draft assessment report, final assessmenttrepdr methodology element underwent a
technical review before DNV submitted the draft emssnent report to Ecotrust Forest
Management, Inc. The technical review was perforrhgda technical reviewer qualified in

accordance with DNV'’s qualification scheme.

2.5 Assessment Team
The table below lists the details and involvemehttte DNV team for the methodology

assessment
Type of involvement

4
5]
Z 3
o —a
: s ¢ 3
s 2 2 5 ® £
e » = S5 £ Z
. x 2 ©6 @& £ o
First z 3 § 5 g ¢
Role/Qualification Last Name Name a = x o = u
Project manager Stevenson Sam \
Technical Team  Toole O’'Neil  Barbara \
Lead
GHG auditor Bachamanda  Shruthi v v «
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Technical reviewer Smith Gordon v
Sector Expert Pinjuv Guy \

3 ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

The methodology assessment findings have been dotedhas clarification (CL) and corrective
actions (CAR). The CARs and CLs raised during trethmdology assessment, responses to the
CLs and CARs and the basis on which the responseaaeepted by DNV have been described
in detail in Appendix A.

3.1 Eligibility Criteria
The eligibility criteria for the methodology elenteare clearly defined in the methodology
element documentation (MED). The eligibility critewvere defined as below /2/:

* Forest management in both baseline and projeces ¢agolves clear cut or patch
cut practices (with or without seed trees)

» Forests must be certified by the Forest StewardSbiymcil (FSC) or become FSC
Certified within one-year of the Project Start Date

* Project participants must define the minimum projength in their project
description document

» The project does not encompass managed peat faresthe proportion of
wetlands are not expected to change as part girthect

* Project participants must have a projection of ngangent practices in both with
and without project scenarios

» Iffire is used as part of forest management tivencbntrol measures, such as
installation of fire-breaks or back-burning, shagl taken to ensure fire does not
spread outside the project boundary—that is, nmbg&s burning shall be
permitted to occur beyond the project boundarytdiferest management
activities.

« TheProject Start Datéand theProject Crediting Period Start Dateare identical.

* There may be no leakage through activity shiftmgther lands owned or
managed outside the bounds of the VCS carbon projec

3.2 Baseline Approach

The methodology element’'s approach to determinebtmeline scenario is clearly defined as
below:

1) Preliminary screening based on the starting datbeofFM project activity

! As defined by VCS: “Date on which the project begaaucing or removing GHG emissions”
2 As defined by VCS: “The date on which the firstritoring period commences”
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a) Provide evidence that the incentive from the plansale of VCUs was seriously
considered in the decision to proceed with theqmtogctivity.

2) Identify credible alternative forest managementnac®s to the proposed VCS project
activity
a) The alternative forest management scenarios caesidghould be limited to forested
land uses; and

b) The legal requirements for forest management and lese in the area; however if the
documented common practice provides evidence ttestet are not enforced then this
requirement does not have to be met; and

c) They should take into consideration the relevantional and/or sectoral policies
regulations and policiésind circumstances, such as historical land usestiges and
economic trends; and

3) Conduct barrier analysis or an investment analgsmparison to determine the most likely
baseline scenario in lines with Step 2 and/or tegg CDM “Tool for demonstration and
assessment of additionality”, version 5.2.

The MED provides guidance on the modeling requirgned the historic and common practice
baseline.

The approach for determining the project basebmeiemed by DNV appropriate and adequate.

3.3 Additionality

The latest version of CDM “Tool for the demonswatiand assessment of additionality”, is used
in the MED as the tool to determine project additility. This is deemed by DNV as appropriate
and adequate.

3.4 Project Boundary

The project’s physical boundary is clearly and grbpdefined. The carbon pools included in or
excluded from the project boundary are shown inl@ab the justification to include or exclude
certain type of carbon pools is justified reasopabINV is able to confirm that the project
boundary is defined in lines with VCS guidanceA&OLU /5/.

Table 1: Selected carbon pools

Carbon pools Selected (Yesor No)
Above-ground biomass Yes

Below-ground biomass Yes

Dead wood Yes (alternatively No)
Litter No

3 The Annex 3 to the report of the EB at its twerggend meeting and the Annex 19 to the report oEfBat its twenty-third
meeting clarify how the relevant national and/artsgal policies shall be taken into account duithntification of a baseline
scenario. See: http://cdm.unfccc.int/Reference/Gaid.
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Soil organic carbon No

Wood products Yes (alternatively No)

The emission sources included in or excluded froengroject boundary area is shown in Table
2. The emission sources included in project bounain lines with AR-ACM0001/8/.

Table 2: Emissions sourcesincluded in the project boundary

Included /
Sour ces Gas Excluded | Justification / Explanation of choice
Burning of biomass | CO, Excluded | However, carbon stock decreases due

to burning are accounted as a carbon
stock change

CH, Included Non-C®@gas emitted from biomass
burning

N2O Excluded | Potential emissions are negligibly
small

3.5 Emissions

The approach provided for calculating baseline simis, project emissions and emission
reductions are deemed appropriate by DNV.

3.5.1 Baseline GHG removals

The baseline net GHG removals by sinks is detemihasethe carbon stock changes in all pools
deducting the GHG emission as a result of foreshagament activities within the project
boundary in the baseline. The carbon pools corsidén the baseline include carbon stock
changes in trees, deadwood and wood products. drher stock changes in the trees, deadwood
and wood products is estimated using peer revidarestry models of forest management across
baseline period. Few examples of models that carsbd have been listed in the MED.

The MED provides guidelines for the modeling oftbigcal and common practice baseline. The
MED mandates the common practice baseline to lerdeted by a qualified forestry consultant
from the region the project is being developed.

3.5.2 Project GHG removals

The actual net GHG removals by sink is estimatethaglifference between carbon stock in tree
above-ground biomass, dead wood and wood produagtsoject scenario and increase in GHG
emissions as a result of project activity.

The project GHG removals estimation methodologp itnes with AR-ACMO0001 /8/ with minor
deviations. DNV has reviewed the deviations torttethodology.
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The MED provides the option of considering GHG rgaldrom wood products. The GHG
removal from wood products can be estimated udfingum et al methodr 1605b method.

3.5.3 Emission reductions

The emission reductions are the net GHG emissimovals by sink minus the baseline net GHG
removals by sinks minus leakage.

CIFM vecs = ACA(:TUAL —-AC BSL_LK

VC\:/.CS.rVegg Net anthropogenic greenhouse gas removals by;gikG,-e
ACacTUAL Actual net greenhouse gas removals by sinks; €0
ACgsL Baseline net greenhouse gas removals by sinks#CO
LK Total GHG emissions due to leakage; t£©

The calculation of the emission reduction from ioyad forest management practice through
increased rotation age has been described clearly.

3.6 Leakage

The consideration of leakage from market effectsilteng from a shift in harvest through time in
lines with VCS guidance for AFOLU/5/ and Tool forFALU Methodological Issues/7/.
Additionally, the leakage calculation method clgdellows the Climate Action Reserve Forestry
Protocol for leakage and secondary effects. Thikatkis considered conservative and accurate.

3.7 Monitoring

The monitoring of project implementation, samplubgsign and stratification has been sourced
from AR-ACMO0001 “Afforestation and reforestation @égraded land”/8/. The sample size and
allocation among strata, the MED uses the latetioe of the tool for the “Calculation of the
number of sample plots for measurements within ABM project activities” (Annex 3),
approved by the CDM Executive Board. This is inenwith the VCS requirements and is
accepted by DNV.

Any deviations from the sampling requirements frima methodology have been assessed by
DNV to be accurate and specific to improved foreahagement projects.

3.8 Data and Parameters

Both monitored and not monitored data and parametsed in emissions calculations are defined
in the MED clearly and appropriately to make it gibke for the emission reductions to be
estimated and verified in the verification periods.
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Not monitored data and parameters include areastline stratum, biomass expansion factor,
carbon fraction, wood density, root shoot ratia,. &the references used in the MED for the
various data parameters have been described clearly

Requirements for data and calculation reviews dearly defined in the MED; these

requirements are deemed proper by DNV for unceréaimelated to the emission reductions to
be reduced reasonably.

3.9 Adherencetothe project-level principlesof the VCS Program
The MED was developed in line with the project-lgmenciples of VCS 2007.1 as elaborated in

the above. It is also deemed by DNV that the ppies of relevance, completeness, consistency,
accuracy, transparency, and conservativeness @perby addressed in the MED.

3.10 Comments by Sakeholders

Ecotrust Forest Management, Inc has submitted thepoged MED “Improved Forest
Management through Extension of Rotation Age”, t6S/for stakeholder consultation. The
MED was published on the VCS website for a periédB® days from October 16, 2009 —
November 15, 2009 for public stakeholder conswtatirhere were no comments received from
stakeholders during the stakeholder consultatiosioge

http://www.v-c-s.org/docs/Ecotrust%201FM%2010-15¢3§

3.11 Commentsby First Validator

Scientific Certification Systems (SCS) completeck thrst assessment of the proposed
methodology on December 11, 2009. SCS requestednfemnation, identified opportunities for
improvement and non-conformance during the valwhabdf the methodology element. Ecotrust
Forest Management, Inc has submitted all new indtion requested, and addressed all
opportunities for improvement and non-conformand&VV concurs with all comments and
consequent revision by the methodology develogére first assessment by SCS concluded that
the proposed VCS methodology element “Improved $tokanagement through Extension of
Rotation Age”, meets all relevant requirementshef VCS.
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

CAR 1

Eligibility criteria:

(Reference (b) above) - Tk
applicability criteria states that proje
must not lead to a decrease in tg
volume harvested of more than 25
over the life of the project relative to tl
baseline.

- DNV has identified that the life
project is not defined in the MED.

Previously projects that led to a harvest decre&ssore
than 25% over the project lifetime were not eligiblVe
;&@ow consider this to be overly restrictive. We htues
diemoved this applicability condition and rewrittie
tlgakage section to allow the VCS default leakage
sgeductions for projects that lead to a greater 2%
hdeduction in volume harvested. However, we do still
want to allow projects to take the lower leakage
)peduction (10%) for situations where harvest is
decreased by less than 25% over the project lieeind
we agree fully with your point that in this caspraject
lifetime must be defined. We have thus added a new
applicability conditions:

-Project participants must define the minimum pebje
length in their project description document

The leakage section now reads as follows:

Leakage due to market effects is equal to the baseline emissions
from logging multiplied by a leakage factor:

LFME * (ACACTUAL - ACBSL)

L K MarketEffects

Specifying project participants
to define the minimum project
length in their project

description document does megt
this requirement.

Further, the leakage calculation
method suggested here closely
follows methods for leakage and
secondary effects in the Climate
Action Reserve (CAR) protocol
and seems sufficient.

CAR lisclosed

* Defined here as the minimum project lifetime edeldby project proponents in their project desaiptiocument. If the project is extended beyondtthiie period harvests may

not be decreased by more than 25% across th

rowgheeditional crediting/baseline period

5 Volumes shall be converted to merchantable biomsiss wood densities/specific gravities. A weighteood density shall be used to convert multi-sgediata on growing

stock volume to merchantable biomass

5 Brown, S. 1997. Estimating biomass and biomasaggnaf tropical forests: a Primer. FAO Forestry étalB4 http://www.fao.org/docrep/W4095E/W4095E00.htm
" The FIA mapmaker prograrhtfp://www.ncrs2.fs.fed.us/4801/fiadb/fim30/wcfima6p) was used. For the lower 48 states the total kisraad merchantable biomass by forest

type were downloaded in order to calculate the @rigns given here
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

Where:

LK MarketEffects

LFye

ACACTUAL

A CBSL

(41)

Total GHG emissions due to market-
effects leakage through decreased
timber harvest; t CO,-e

Leakage factor for market-effects
calculations; dimensionless

Actual net greenhouse gas removals by
sinks; t CO,-e

Baseline net greenhouse gas removals by
sinks; t CO,-e

The leakage factor is determined by considering where in the
country logging will be increased as a result of the decreased supply
of the timber caused by the project. If the areas liable to be logged
have a higher carbon stock than the project area it is likely that the
proportional leakage is higher and vice versa:

LFye

_0 if it can be demonstrated that no
market-effects leakage will occur within
national boundaries,

e.g. if no new concessions are being
assigned AND annual extracted volumes
cannot be increased within existing
national concessions AND illegal logging
is absent (or de minimis) in the host
country

OR if the project is able to demonstrate
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

that any decrease in wood products
produced by the project relative to the
baseline is less than 5% and any temporal
displacement in the total production of
wood products is less than 5 years.

LFye _0.1 where rotations are moderately
extended (5-10 years) leading to a shift in
harvests across time periods but a
change in total timber harvest equal to

<25% over the project lifetime®

Where rotations are extended by >10 years and/or harvest is
decreased by >25% over the project lifetime as per the VCS
standards:

The amount of leakage is determined by where hangewould
likely be displaced to. If in the forests to whidisplacement would
occur a lower proportion of forest biomass in conuia species is
in merchantable material than in project area, thander to extract
a given volume higher emissions should be expexsedore trees
will need to be cut to supply the same volume.dnt@ast if a higher
proportion of the total biomass of commercial speds
merchantable in the displacement forest than iptbgect forests
then a smaller area would have to be harvestedbared emissions
would result.

Each project thus shall calculate within each girathe proportion
of total biomass in commercial species that is imemtable PMP).
This shall then be compared to mean proportiontal biomass that
is merchantable for each forest tyRMLgy).
Merchantable biomass is defined as:
“Total gross biomass (including bark) of a treeéhies (12.7 cm)
DBH or larger from a 1 foot (30.48 cm) stump to mimum 4
inches top DOB of the central stem”

Definition from

US Forest Service FIA Program

Page 4




DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

The following deduction factord Fye) shall be used:

Where:

PMLgr is equal (+ 15%) to PMP;:
LFpe _04

PMLgris > 15% less than PMP,
LFye .07

PMLgris > 15% greater than PMP,
LFye  -0.2

Where:

PMLgr Mean merchantable biomass as a proportion of
total aboveground tree biomass for each forest
type; % (default values see Section X or Annex

PMP, Merchantable biomass as a proportion of total
aboveground tree biomass for stratuwithin the
project boundaries; %

LFve Leakage factor for market-effects calculations;
dimensionless

Data/ PMP

parameter : !

Data unit: %%

Used in Leakage section 6.2

eqguations:

Description: Merchantable biomass as a proportfon o
total aboveground tree biomass for stratum
within the project boundaries

Source of Within each stratum divide the summed

data: merchantable biomass (defined as “Total
gross biomass (including bark) of a tree 5’
(12.7 cm) DBH or larger from a 1’ (30.48
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

cm) stump to a minimum 4” (10.2 cm) top
DOB of the central stem”) by the summed
total aboveground tree biomass

Measurement
procedures (if
any):

Monitoring At least every five years at the time of
frequency: verification

QA/QC

procedures:

Any comment:

Ex-ante a time zero measurement bkall
made of this factor

Data/ PMLer

parameter:

Data unit: %

Used in Leakage Section 6.2

equations:

Description: Mean merchantable biomass as a

proportion of total aboveground tree
biomass for each forest type

Source of data

The source of data shall be chosen with

follows:

(including carbon/biomass map
or growing stock voluntemaps
with a scale of at least 1km)

2. Official Government data and
statistics

3. Original field measurements

priority from higher to lower preference as

The forest types considered shall be only

1. Peer-reviewed published sources

S
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

those relevant for the specific market
effects leakage ie. only forest types with
active timber production.

An appropriate source of data will be
Government records on annual allowabl
cuts for the areas of commercial forests,

[

Where volumes are used the source of
data wood density is required to convert|to
merchantable biomass. The source of data
on wood densities shall be chosen with
priority from higher to lower preference as
follows:

1. Knowledge on commercial
species and thus an
appropriately weighted wood
density derived from the density
of these species

2. Aregion-specific mean wood
density as given e.g. in Brown
1997

For the lower 48 US States the following
defaults have been calculafdcbm the
US Forest Service Forest Inventory
Analysis Database and shall be used
where appropriate:

Merchantable
Biomass as

Forest Type Proportion of Total
Group Biomass
White Red Jack
Pine 7%
Spruce Fir 58%
Longleaf Slash
Pine 73%
Loblolly Shortleaf
Pine 73%
Ponderosa Pine 64%
Oak Pine 719
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

Oak Hickory 73%
Oak Gum Cypress 72%
Elm Ash
Cottonwood 739
Maple Beech
Birch 76%
Aspen Birch 61%
Douglas Fir 70%
Western White
Pine 62%
Fir-
Spruce/Mountain
Hemlock 62%
Lodgepole Pine 649
Hemlock/Sitka
Spruce 67%9
Western Larch 669
Redwood 43%
Western Oak 699

Measurement

procedures (if

any):

Any comment:

Page 8




DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

CAR 2
Basdline deter mination:

The MED does not conform to th
following requirement in the VC

Conservatively in this methodology we do not coasid

the possibility of alternative land uses in thedbas.
leThe alternative to a forested land use is a noestdand
.use which is not applicable to the IFM project slasd

Pwill inevitably have significantly higher emissiotigan

2007.1 (Page 18); this can result|in

improper determination of the baseli
scenario for a project.
“Methodologies shall be informed by

comparative assessment of the proj
and its alternatives in order to ident

nany IFM baseline.

Thus what we are dealing with in the baseline
determination is a definition of how forested bamsel
%pall be modeled. Once this broad criterion for the
fr%seline is determined it is compared directly rgfahe
¥vith-project case so that it may be conclusivelgvai

the bas_ellne scenario. Such an analyﬁl]%t the project is not the baseline.

shall include, at a minimum, _ . _
comparative  assessment  of thWe realize that the text was not sufficiently clearthis
implementation barriers and net benefifint- Step 2 now reads:

faced by the project and ifs . N
alternatives.” The project proponent shall test the additionadityhe

Since the tool provided in the MED
determine the baseline scenario does
consider alternatives to determine
baseline, there is no possibility

having a conclusion that the vgd"
project activity could be a possihl

baseline.

tcproject using the current CDM A/R Tool for
onstration and assessment of additiorfality

,_h%oplication of the Additionality Tool the projeatenario

fs described ex-ante using this methodology and

[@)]

Ldnonitored using this methodology shall be evaluated

?Iongside the baseline scenario identified in Steff a
Inancial analysis or a demonstration of barrieveginot
lead the preclusion of the project scenario then th

project shall be considered non-additional.

Outcome of Step 2: A project scenario with prove
additionality or identification of a non-additionaoject

DNV does not consider the
response satisfactory to address
CAR 2. Please refer to CAR 2
(continued)

8 http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/ARmethodoladieols/ar-am-tool-01-v2. pdf
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

CAR 2 (continued)

The requirement in the VCS 2007.1
(Page 18) methodology refers to a
comparative assessment of the projec
and its “alternatives”. This does not sg
“alternative land uses” as referred to i
the methodology element developer
response e.g. “forested land use and
forested land use”.

We have redrafted the language in the methodology t
comply with the VCS Program Guidelines 2007.1,
specifically to following the requirement to assess
\timplementation barriers and net benefits. The $igeci
; ection we have redrafted is STEP 1 — the detetroma
r]of baseline scenario.
STEP 1. Determination of Baseline Scenario
npﬁ per the applicability conditions the project inus
8emonstrate a baseline of clear cut or patch casto

management using such evidence as management p

A comparative assessment of projeg}

alternatives can include various fores
land use alternatives such as even 3
vs. uneven aged management and I
need to be included in the methodolo
Historical baseline, common practi
and sustainable baseline can also
considered alternative to proje
activity. The baseline determinatiq
procedure described above does
conform to the following requirement
the VCS 2007.1: “Methodologies sh
be informed by a comparativ
assessment of the project and
alternatives in order to identify th

baseline scenario. Such an analysis shall

include, at a minimum, a comparati
assessment of the implementat
barriers and net benefits faced by

project and its alternatives.” (Sectip

6.1, Page 18)

“forest inventories, assessments by reputable fgrest
t‘i‘fé)nsultants, the common practice of alternative lan
ners and common practice in the region.
N#¥uch a baseline can not be demonstrated then thi
Jihethodology can not be applied.
Cfdentify realistic and credible land-use scenatiias
uld have occurred on the land within the proposed
roject boundary in the absence of the IFM project
PRctivity under the VCS The scenario should be feasib
et the project participants or similar project depers
Naking into account relevant national and/or sedtor
Aboliciesand circumstances, such as historical land us
ractices and economic trends.

e identified land use scenario shall be limited t
Qorested land uses. This process should clearhtifge
rriers and benefits of all potential scenarios.

"§he possible land-use scenarios to be evaluated may
Aclude:
trleContinuation of the pre-project forest management

Y Forest management as modeled under the projeat I

the absence of registration as an IFM VCS project

The baseline determination has
been revised as is deemed
appropriate by DNV.

CAR 2isclosed

ans,

e

€s,

ut
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

activity

« If applicable forest management of least part ef th
land within the project boundary as modeled asaltre
of legal requirements

* Unmanaged forest (with no planned timber extragtig
« Management under individual tree selection

For identifying the realistic and credible land-use
scenarios; land use records, field surveys, data an
feedback from stakeholders, and information frohreot
appropriate sources, including Participatory Rural
Appraisal (PRAMay be used as appropriate.

All current land uses within the boundary of thepgmsed
IFM VCS project activity may be deemed realistid an
credible. For all other land use scenarios, crégitshall
be justified through an assessment of

« Investment analysis to determine that the proposed
project activity is either: 1) not the most

economically or financially attractive, or 2) not
economically or financially feasible;

* Barriers analysis; and

» Common practice analysis.

Project IFM project developers must at a minimum
evaluate the baseline management regime, including
« A documented history of the operator (e.g., operato
must have at least 20 years of management reamrds 1
show normal historical practices). Common recoods t
document

history include data on timber cruise volumes, ioey
levels, harvest levels, etc. on the

property; AND

» The legal requirements for forest management amdl

n

a
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

use in the area; however if the
documented common practice provides evidence that
these are not enforced then this

requirement does not have to be met; AND

« A commonly considered environmental minimum
standard among similar landowners in the area.

In all cases these three scenarios must be deddnbe
the project developer, then reviewed, and appraged
accurate by an independent forest consulting entity
Requirements for forest consultant qualifications

will vary by region; however, the verifier shouldrsider
the following elements when reviewing

consultant qualifications:

1) In those regions where a legally recognizedfeat
forester designation exists, the forest

consulting entity must have that designation

2) In those areas where there are no legal cettifie
forester designations, the consultant must have
either:

a. Accreditation under a widely recognized elective
accreditation program that grants

“certified forester” designation (e.g. Society aharican
Foresters); OR

b. Publicly filed management plans or harvest pthas
demonstrate the participation of the

consulting entity and their qualifications to revithe
required documentation IFM project developers sthou
use the following guidelines to determine the basel
scenario to be

modeled:

Historical Baseline
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

Historical Baseline must be modeled as the project
baseline if the following documents exist for tleekst
property:

1) Historical records of forest management exis2fdor
more years preceding the project start date.

2) Historical records indicate that the management
practices have surpassed the legal barriers pravage
conforming with all local and regional forest Idgison
3) Historical records that indicate that the histalr
management surpasses financial barriers by prayidin
above average market returns.

Common Practice Baseline

All other cases must model common practice in the
region. It is possible that the common practice and
project scenarios are the same, in which casertheqd
scenario would not be considered additional.
Common practice will be defined by an accreditagdo
consultant entity and should consider the following
elements of forest management:

1) Harvest rotations

2) Harvest methods

3) Species harvested and planted

4) No harvest zones

5) Riparian management areas

6) Areas of steep slope or unstable soils

7) Maximum patch cut areas

During verification the forest consultant shall shaith
the verifying organization evidence for their
determination of common practice. Such evidencé# sh
in all situations be considered confidential anallstot
be published or shared by the verifier. Such ewviden
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

may include management plans for other entitighen
region, National or regional government statistinos
forest management in the region, published data and
analyses on forest management in the region, $patia
analyses on management options and / or carbokssto
in the focal region.

Outcome of Step 1. An identified baseline scenario

CAR3
Basdline deter mination:

The baseline scenario determinat
methodology described in MED resu

in three possible baselines (1) Historical include: professional certification and a histonglaeputation in

baseline (2) Common practice and
Sustainable baseline.

(2) Common practice: The MED does
not provide a geographical boundary report for publication describing the determinatidrtommon
within which the common practice is [0 practice and certifying the baseline with respedhe relevant
be determined. E.g. country or region years of experience in the region. The area sudiogrthe
with common regulatory and political project shall be defined as the highest subnatipolitical region

boundaries that affect forest

management.
(3) Sustainable: The MED does n
provide guidance on the determinati
of the sustainable baseline.

We agree that common practice should be more fully
described. The footnote for common practice nowses

orfommon practice may be identified from the managerpkans of
ts other landowners or alternatively through the apisiof
established forestry consultants (qualificationtfos role may

3) the region in which the project is located). Thenmon practice
assessment shall include form of management (evemeven),
species harvested, length of rotation, common staisdfor set-
asides and seed trees. The forestry consultarttprejsare a

that has regulatory jurisdiction over forest mamaget activities
— the equivalent of the State-level with the Unifdtes of
America.

Qtor sustainable the text already described howorarb
Oftocks should be maintained through time:

“creation of a new baseline scenario representifogesst
management practice that at a minimum maintains
carbon stocks over the forest management cycle”

A new footnote has been added to further clarify:
" The carbon stock as projected in the modeled aséfiection

4.1) shall be the same or higher immediately pgndrarvest in each

DNV does not consider the
response satisfactory to address
CAR 3. Please refer to CAR 3
continued
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

management cycle

CAR 3 continued

Common Practice: The revised MED
provides a definition for the
determination of a geographical
boundary within which common
practice is to be determined. Once the
boundary has been established, the
MED mandates an established forestr
consultant determine the common
practice in the area. However, absent
any requirement to document why the
statistical representativeness of the
common practice finding, this method
could leave considerable subjectivity i
choosing which management plans of
other landowners they want to include
or exclude in common practice, and it
conclusion could very easily be
inconsistent between established
forestry consultants.

We feel that the development of a rigorous staasti
analysis of regional forest management actions avbal
overly burdensome on the project developer, sppediyi
given the difficulties of receiving detailed infoaton on
neighboring forest management activities on private
» lands. Instead we are proposing more detailed itiefin
of requirements that forest consultants must pevid
ybefore allowing their analysis of common practice i
regional forests. New language is provided below:
In all cases these three scenarios must be deddrpe
the project developer, then reviewed, and appraged
accurate by an independent forest consulting entity
Requirements for forest consultant qualifications
nwill vary by region; however, the verifier shouldrsider
the following elements when reviewing
consultant qualifications:
s3) In those regions where a legally recognizedfost
forester designation exists, the forest
consulting entity must have that designation
4) In those areas where there are no legal cettifie
forester designations, the consultant must have
either:
a. Accreditation under a widely recognized elective
accreditation program that grants
“certified forester” designation (e.g. Society aharican
Foresters); OR
b. Publicly filed management plans or harvest pthas
demonstrate the participation of the

consulting entity and their qualifications to reviéhe

required documentation

The use of a qualified forestry
consultant to determine common
practice in the region is
considered appropriate by DNV.

The baseline determination
procedure has been revised. T
new baseline determination
procedure does not result in a
plausible sustainable baseline
scenario. Hence, no procedure|
for modeling of sustainable
baseline is required.

CAR isclosed
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

CL1

Eligibility Criteria:

— (Reference (f) above)- The eligibili
criteria for the application of thi
methodology requires the project st
date and project crediting period st
date to be the same.

- The reason for this requirement is
be explained to DNV.

This was a request from the first verifier. We ocan see

a reason why the date of project start and thefdathe
Vstart of the first monitoring period should diff§ve are
Swilling to consider alternative approaches to thsue
adspecially if clear situations exists where a grogeuld
Atart prior to monitoring.

to

The eligibility criteria of
requiring the project start date
and project crediting period stalrt
date to be the same does not
affect the conservativeness of
project emission reduction
estimation.

CL lisclosed.

CL2
Eligibility Criteria:
— (Reference (a) above)

The following applicability condition has been adde

Forests must be FSC Certified or become FSC QGaattifi

- The methodology does not includgithin one-year of the Project Start Date

limits to clear cut and patch cut in th
project activity boundary to ensure t
project is conducted in a sustainak
manner. Projects using the propos
methodology could implement lar
clear cuts, on steep slopes in
environments that could have an imp
on the future growth of wildlife habitg
and tree growth.

e
R
)|
e
e
vet
act
nt

This represents a highly conservative responsaigo t
L. FSC requirements will ensure no negative
vironmental impacts

Response is sufficient and would
be consistent among project

participants.

CL 2isclosed

CL 3

— (Reference (c) above)
- The MED is not applicable to
managed peat forests.
subsequently  exclude

Peatlands are excluded as there are no methods for
accounting the associated non-Gfases or the potentig
llimpacts on drainage. Exclusion is conservativelin a

This mi %Ses_
management

efforts of restoration in peat forests that
might increase wetlands. Please provjde

explanation for excluding all types

Iresponse is sufficient.

f

-

Methodology element develope

CL 3isclosed
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

managed peat forests.

CL4

Rationalization behind each step in t
tool for baseline determination is to |
explained to DNV.

The purpose of STEP 1 of the baseline determinagion
hto define the basis for modeling the forest managggm
hbaseline. Ultimately should that baseline be soatdée

(ie no degradation of stocks over time allowedpust it

be based on the historic practices within the gtoje

boundaries or should it be based on the common
practices in the region (now defined as the highest
subnational political region).

The purpose is to use the most applicable and best
available data. Key drivers are that if the land baen
owned by conservation organization in the absehteeo
project it is not justifiable to have a baselinatth
degrades the forest.

Historical data should be used as long as therigato
practices are legally allowable and represent an
economically reasonable management of the land.

In other situations common practice shall be used.

Detailed Justification:

A. If no historical data exists for the last 20 plus
years then common practice must be consider

Even if historical data does exist if it does not
conform with enforced legal requirements then
common practice should be considered.
Following the precedent of the CDM particularl

B.

for developing countries if there are non-enforg

ed

laws they should not be a restriction on the

The baseline determination
procedure described above do
not conform to the requirement
in the VCS 2007.1. The VCS
2007.1 states, “Methodologies
shall be informed by a
comparative assessment of the
project and its alternatives in
order to identify the baseline
scenario. Such an analysis shg
include, at a minimum, a
comparative assessment of the
implementation barriers and ne
benefits faced by the project ar
its alternatives.” This brings us
back to CAR 2. This
clarification will be closed and
will be carried over to resolutio
of CAR 2.

CL 4isclosed

d
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

. If the historical data reflects very poor forest

. If the implementing project proponent is an

. And F. Unless the project starts with transfer o

. If the baseline can not be historical it should beg

. And I. Unless the project starts with transfer of

project baseline

management with regard to financial returns th
common practice should be considered. It cou
be expected that historical practices could be
changed if there is a more optimal way of
managing the lands in terms of financial return

organization with a conservation mission then
is not reasonable to consider a baseline that w
degrade carbon stocks

the project area to the conservation organizatic
so that it can be shown that the baseline would
management by an alternate organization who
justifiably could degrade carbon stocks

common practice unless the implementing proj
proponent is an organization with a conservati
mission then it is not reasonable to consider a
baseline that will degrade carbon stocks

the project area to the conservation organizatic
so that it can be shown that the baseline would
management by an alternate organization who
justifiably could degrade carbon stocks

en

(%)

t
il

f
DN
be

ect

DN
be

CL5
Additionality:
The MED refers to the current CD

Agree. We meant the A/R Additionality tool. Thissva
just an oversight that has been corrected.

M

CL 5 (continued)
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

Tool for the demonstration
assessment of additionality*
Justification needs to be provided f
not wusing the “Tool for
Demonstration and Assessment
Additionality in A/R CDM Projec
Activities”, which might be mor
relevant, since this MED falls under t
sectoral scope of agriculture, forest
and other land use

ar

the

d

or

N

of

o r

ne
y

=

CL 5 (continued)

After the review of the CDM A/R Tool
for demonstration and assessment of
additionality”, DNV has ascertained
that this tool is not is applicable to thig
methodology. This CDM A/R Tool for
demonstration and assessment of
additionality is applicable only under
the following conditions:

Forestation of the land within
the proposed project boundary
performed with or without being
registered as the A/R CDM
project activity shall not lead to
violation of any applicable law
even if the law is not enforced,;

The use of this tool to determing
additionality requires the

We are proposing a return to the more generalideol
used for determining additionality, since the CDM
A/R Tool is clearly geared for afforestation and
reforestation projects only. We would like to béestio
use the general CDM Tool for Additionality —
(http://cdm.unfccc.int/methodologies/PAmethodologie
ools/am-tool-01-v5.2.pglf

Methodology language below:

The project proponent shall test the additionadityhe
project using the current CDM “Tool for the
demonstration and assessment of additionality”. In
application of the Additionality Tool the projeatenario
as described ex-ante using this methodology and
monitored using this methodology shall be evaluated
alongside the baseline scenario identified in Stdpa
financial analysis or a demonstration of barrievesinot
lead the preclusion of the project scenario then th
project shall be considered nonadditional.

D

baseline methodology to provid

(4%

The MED uses the CDM “Tool
for the demonstration and
assessment of additionality” for
demonstration of additionality.
This is considered appropriate
Sand accepted by DNV.

CL 5isclosed.
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

for a stepwise approach
justifying the determination of
the most plausible baseline
scenario2. Project participants
proposing new baseline
methodologies shall ensure
consistency between the
determination of a baseline
scenario and the determination
additionality of a project activity

This tool is not applicable to
small - scale afforestation and
reforestation project activities.

of

CL 6
Basdline estimation:

The VPS: Visual Forester Professior
model is listed as one the exampl
DNV could not find any documentati

or literature on this model. Eviden¢

needs to be provided that the Vis
Forester Professional model is a pe
reviewed model.

We do not know this model either and so have dubih
the eligible list

nal

es.

DN

e

Jal

er

Methodology element develope
response is sufficient.

CL 6isclosed.

CL7
Project GHG Removal:

For the parameters monitored through time guidamce

The default values, equations angarameter table.

monitored data to be used for ex a

N8ltimately the with-project change in carbon stowkk

ex-ante usage has been given under comments in eactieveloper’s response is

The Methodology element

sufficient.
CL 7isclosed.
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

calculation are not describe
consistently in the MED.

dhave to be modeled ex-ante. The following footveas

added:

2 For the ex-ante estimation of changes in abovergtdiomass,
dead wood and wood products in the project scemaoi@cts shall
model the expected changes in stocks through ttiepabject
management scenario using methods as describegtiin$s 4.1

CL 8
Project GHG Removal:

The MED specifies that the root-shg
ratio should be adjusted based on fo
type and stand structureHowever,
Justification is need to ensure that th¢
parameters are sufficient to ensu
accuracy and that there are no oth
parameters that significantly affect tf
root-shoot ratio, e.g. age, temperatu
precipitation, soil nutrition etc.

The approach we have taken is directly derived ftioen
precedence of the CDM. It is also determined by the
atvailable data. The most common approaches are thg
resquations of Cairns et al. 1997 which has different
equations for tropical, temperate and boreal ferest
2¢be IPCC Guidelines for National Inventories 200@ck
rbas ratios that vary by climatic region and to s@xtent
gy forest type and carbon stock.

ne

e,

Methodology element develope
response is sufficient. It would
2 be helpful for the project
participant if the methodology
included table excerpts from th
referenced literature such as
Cairns et al. 1997 in an
appendix.

CL 8isclosed

CL9

Project GHG Removal:

The 1605b method is one of t
methods provided in the MED {
estimate GHG removal sink in woc
products. This method is critical
depended orsupplemental informatio

provided for proportions of extracte

timber still “in use” or sequestered in

“landfill” as wood products 100 year

after productionThe MED refers user

OK new links provided:

http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/Forestryappendixddf
[1@Iso available as a US Forest Service General TieehReport at:
o http://www.fs.fed.us/ne/durham/4104/papers/ne_ @n3df

nd
y

)

Methodology element develope
response is sufficient.

CL 9isclosed.

to the below given websites wit

N
2d
a
S
S
h
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

documents  containing  conversi
factors.

http://www.pi.energy.gov/enhancingG
Greqistry/documents/PartIForestryAp
ndix.pdf

http://www.pi.energy.gov/enhancingG
Gregistry/documents/PartlForestryAp

ndix.pdf

DN

It should be noted that these links are

no longer active and the location pf

these files have been moved, an updated

link to these documents should |be

provided.

CL 10 An extension of more than 10 years would then {gad | Leakage calculation method

L eakage: to using the default deduction factors. Leakagé@ec | suggested here closely follows

The guidance provided in the “Tool f
AFOLU Methodological
describes that the leakage is low an
10% credit adjustment can be used
moderate extension rotation age (5

years). Moderate extension leads t® & vareirias

shift in harvests across time periods

minimal change in total timber harvest

HOW reads:

ISSues” Leakage due to market effects is equal to the baseline emissions

dfram logging multiplied by a leakage factor:
for
10

LFME * (ACACTUAL - ACBSL)

but (41)

methods for leakage and
secondary effects in the Climate
Action Reserve (CAR) protocol
and seems sufficient.

It should be noted that de
minimis is referred to in severa
sections of the proposed

® Defined here as the minimum project lifetime edeldby project proponents in their project desaiptiocument. If the project is extended beyonditthiie period harvests may
not be decreased by more than 25% across throwgheeditional crediting/baseline period
10 volumes shall be converted to merchantable biomsisgy wood densities/specific gravities. A weighteood density shall be used to convert multi-sgediata on growing

stock volume to merchantable biomass

1 Brown, S. 1997. Estimating biomass and biomasagshaf tropical forests: a Primer. FAO Forestry étaB84 http://www.fao.org/docrep/W4095E/W4095E00.htm
2 The FIA mapmaker prograrhtfp://www.ncrs2.fs.fed.us/4801/fiadb/fim30/wcfima8p) was used. For the lower 48 states the total bisraad merchantable biomass by forest

type were downloaded in order to calculate the @riagns given here
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Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

over time.However, the MED does n
provide guidance on credit adjustme
if the rotation age is above 10 years.

3t/Vhere:
Nt

LK MarketEffects

LFye

A CAC TUAL

A CBSL

LFye

Total GHG emissions due to market-
effects leakage through decreased
timber harvest; t CO,-e

Leakage factor for market-effects
calculations; dimensionless

Actual net greenhouse gas removals by
sinks; t CO,-e

Baseline net greenhouse gas removals by
sinks; t CO,-e

The leakage factor is determined by considering where in the
country logging will be increased as a result of the decreased supply
of the timber caused by the project. If the areas liable to be logged
have a higher carbon stock than the project area it is likely that the
proportional leakage is higher and vice versa:

-0 if it can be demonstrated that no
market-effects leakage will occur within
national boundaries,

e.g. if no new concessions are being
assigned AND annual extracted volumes
cannot be increased within existing
national concessions AND illegal logging
is absent (or de minimis) in the host
country

OR if the project is able to demonstrate
that any decrease in wood products
produced by the project relative to the
baseline is less than 5% and any temporal

methodology (for Litter, and
Soil organic carbon on Page 4,
and for leakage on Page 30).

This term is clearly defined for
leakage, but is not for the other
two sections.

CL 10isclosed.
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

displacement in the total production of
wood products is less than 5 years.

LFuye _0.1 where rotations are moderately
extended (5-10 years) leading to a shift in
harvests across time periods but a
change in total timber harvest equal to
<25% over the project lifetime’

Where rotations are extended by >10 years and/or harvest is
decreased by >25% over the project lifetime as per the VCS
standards:

The amount of leakage is determined by where hamngewould
likely be displaced to. If in the forests to whidisplacement would
occur a lower proportion of forest biomass in conuisé species is
in merchantable material than in project area, themder to extract
a given volume higher emissions should be expextadore trees
will need to be cut to supply the same volume.dntiast if a higher
proportion of the total biomass of commercial speds
merchantable in the displacement forest than iptbgect forests
then a smaller area would have to be harvestedbavet emissions
would result.

Each project thus shall calculate within each girathe proportion
of total biomass in commercial species that is mmentable PMP).
This shall then be compared to mean proportiontal biomass that
is merchantable for each forest typMLgy).
Merchantable biomass is defined as:
“Total gross biomass (including bark) of a treeé&hies (12.7 cm)
DBH or larger from a 1 foot (30.48 cm) stump to imimum 4
inches top DOB of the central stem”

Definition from
US Forest Service FIA Program

The following deduction factord Fye) shall be used:
Where:
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Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

PMLgr is equal (+ 15%) to PMP;:

LFye -04

PMLgr is > 15% less than PMP,;
LFye -0.7

PMLgris > 15% greater than PMP,
LFye -0.2

Where:

PMLgr Mean merchantable biomass as a proportion of
total aboveground tree biomass for each forest
type; % (default values see Section X or Annex

PMP, Merchantable biomass as a proportion of total
aboveground tree biomass for stratuwithin the
project boundaries; %

LFve Leakage factor for market-effects calculations;
dimensionless

Data/ PMP;

parameter: !

Data unit: 0%

Used in Leakage section 6.2

equations:

Description: Merchantable biomass as a proportfon|o
total aboveground tree biomass for
stratumi within the project boundaries

Source of Within each stratum divide the summed

data: merchantable biomass (defined as “Total
gross biomass (including bark) of a tree
5” (12.7 cm) DBH or larger from a 1’
(30.48 cm) stump to a minimum 4” (10.2
cm) top DOB of the central stem”) by the
summed total aboveground tree biomass
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

Measurement
procedures (if

any):

Monitoring At least every five years at the time of
frequency: verification

QA/QC

procedures:

Any comment:

Ex-ante a time zero measurement bbal
made of this factor

Data/ PMLgr

parameter:

Data unit: %

Used in Leakage Section 6.2

equations:

Description: Mean merchantable biomass as a

proportion of total aboveground tree
biomass for each forest type

Source of data

The source of data shall be chosen wi
priority from higher to lower preferenc
as follows:

4. Peer-reviewed published
sources (including
carbon/biomass maps or
growing stock volum® maps
with a scale of at least 1km)

5. Official Government data and
statistics

6. Original field measurements
The forest types considered shall be
only those relevant for the specific

th

market effects leakage ie. only forest
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
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Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

types with active timber production.

An appropriate source of data will be
Government records on annual
allowable cuts for the areas of
commercial forests.

Where volumes are used the source @
data wood density is required to convg
to merchantable biomass. The source|
data on wood densities shall be chose
with priority from higher to lower
preference as follows:

3. Knowledge on commercial
species and thus an
appropriately weighted wood
density derived from the
density of these species

4. A region-specific mean wood
density as given e.g. in Bro
1997

For the lower 48 US States the
following defaults have been
calculated? from the US Forest Service
Forest Inventory Analysis Database a
shall be used where appropriate:

Merchantable
Biomass as

Forest Type Proportion of
Group Total Biomass
White Red Jack
Pine T7%
Spruce Fir 58%
Longleaf Slash
Pine 73%
Loblolly Shortleaf
Pine 73%
Ponderosa Pine 64%
Oak Pine 719
Oak Hickory 73%

f

ort
of
n

nd
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Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

Oak Gum Cypress 729
Elm Ash
Cottonwood
Maple Beech

Birch
Aspen Birch

Douglas Fir
Western White
Pine

Fir-
Spruce/Mountain
Hemlock

Lodgepole Pine
Hemlock/Sitka

73%

76%
619
70%)

62%

62%
649

Spruce 67%
Western Larch 669
Redwood 43%9
Western Oak 699

Measurement

procedures (if

any):

Any comment:

CL 11

Sampling:

The MED has provided two metho
for field verification of Allometric
equations, which are destructi
sampling and limited measurements.
The following extract from MED/1
describes the
technique:
Limited measurement:

limited measurems

This approach goes beyond any requirement in anyi ¢
methodology. As such any number of trees is an
dfmprovement. The purpose is to demonstrate no
systematic bias. 10 trees should be sufficient.

V®nder the CDM the only requirement is to demonsetra
the applicability of an equation. This is requiteste and
' you can only use equations applicable to your \atpet
arf&}pe and project area. This additional requirenrat
conservative step to provide an added safety hat. |

t

systematic bias is demonstrated then the equatahiwv

siylethodology element develops

response is sufficient.
CL 1lisclosed
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

« Select at least 10 trees per species

be precluded.

distributed across the age range (but Ten trees per species is reasonable to avoid tressigy

excluding trees less than 15 years o
for which there is rarely a great
relative inaccuracy in equations)

« Calculate volume of tree from basal
and top diameters and tree height.

Multiply by species-specific density 1o

gain biomass of bole. Add an
additional percentage to
approximately cover biomass of
branches: 15% for spruce/fir, 5% for
pines and 20% for broadleaf forests

dor very great project expenditures for a step ihitself

a conservative addition. If there were 20 speames1®0
trees per species had to be measured the costgjéctp
would run very high.

Justification needs to be provided that

under limited measurement the sam
size of 10 trees per species distribu

ple
ted

across the age range is sufficient tor

accurate verification.

CL 12

Monitoring:

The MED provides guidance that the
source of data for ‘root-shoot ratio
appropriate for biomass increment of
forest type’ shall be chosen with
priority from higher to lower preferenc
as follows:

(@) Research publications relevant
the project area;
(b) National and forest type-specific

B is preferable to a when the dataset is much ftaage
the relationship is tighter. Ultimately almost examne
will use B. Roots are very hard and costly to asses
terms of biomass. Thus the strongest approachtéke
advantage of studies that have combined very large
numbers of measurements across very many studies
Estrong relationship is clearly much better thaimatéd
project area study. We already see under the C[2 th
{he approach of projects is to use IPCC factors and
defaults.

ofhe IPCC factors are referred to directly undeeoth

eco-region-specific (e.g. from Nationatomments in the parameter table.

Methodology element develope
response is sufficient.

CL 12isclosed.

A
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by assessment team

Summary of methodology element developer response

Assessment team conclusion

GHG inventory);

(c) Forest type-specific or eco-regiq
specific from neighboring countrie
with similar conditions. Sometimes (
may be preferable to (a);

(d) Globally forest type-specific or ec
region-specific (e.g. IPCC GP(
LULUCF).

Point (c) states that “sometimes (b) m
be preferable to (a)”. The methodolo

n-
2S

D)

D_

N
b-

ay
)y

needs to specify when (b) is preferable

to (a).

CL 13_ A footnote has been added as indicated here shahatg Methodology element developg
Sampling: permanent plots are likely preferable: response is sufficient, sampling

The MED allows the use permane
plots and temporary plots for samplin
It has been observed that regardless
how accurately temporary sample pl
are measured, two successive voly
inventories based upon them can
yield a very precise estimate of grow
because of sampling errors involve
The MED needs to provide guidance
when project developers should U
permanent or temporary plots f
sampling.

pne Note that due to covariance tighter precision agnck fewer

Gneasurements can be used if permanent plots ateclSee
5 gafdance in IPCC Good Practice Guidance for Lang, Uand Use
pfshange and Forestry — Section 4.3. Availabldtp://www.ipcc-
rAgdip.iges.or.jp/public/gpgluluct/gpgluluct_filesh@4/Chp4_3_Proj
g&ts.pdf
itfiowever, ultimately developers make their own
sglecisions and have to meet the ultimate precision
dhresholds.
deor the situation where inventory data are useztdate
pgrowth models (only applicable outside the US) the
following footnote was added to ensure that tha daed
are of sufficient quality for the purpose:
® Input data including precision bounds must be made

=)

is referred to in section 4.3.3.4
Sampling Design of IPCC Goo
Practice Guidance for Land Us
Land Use Change and Forestr
Available at: http://www.ipcc-
nggip.iges.or.jp/public/gpgluluc
/gpgluluct_files/Chp4/Chp4_3 |
Projects.pdf

CL 13isclosed.

available to verifying organizations
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