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Proposed submission to 
Verra with regard to Tshopo 
JNR proposal 
Stakeholder consultation 
Climate Focus wishes to submit comments on the first submitted JNR (Scenario 1) Baseline Description. Our 
company believes that “nesting” is one possible solution to aligning project crediting with national reporting and 
also to promote more credible baselines for, in particular, avoided deforestation projects1.   
 
However, nesting can be technically challenging, and it is important that the first “nested” baselines approved 
by Verra are credible. Therefore, we submit the following comments and questions related to the proposed 
baseline description for Tshopo Province2.   
 
#1:  Use of the DRC submitted FREL as a basis for developing the jurisdictional “envelope” 

 
• The FREL has not been “accepted or approved under the UNFCCC for the purposes of generating 

GHG emission reductions for market-based mechanisms” (JNR para 3.11.13). 
o The UNFCC has not yet developed rules for “market-based” REDD+. 
o The objective of the UNFCCC technical assessment process is “to offer a facilitative, non-

intrusive, technical exchange of information … with a view to supporting the capacity of 
developing country Parties…”.  

o As such, there is no “acceptance or approval” of FRELs, rather countries are provided a list of 
“areas for future technical improvement”. 

 
• The accuracy of the estimated GHGs are unknown 

o The estimated aggregate uncertainty is questionable. For example, in the original submission, 
for the period 2000-2010, annual emissions were estimated at 332,428,491 tCO2/yr with 
relatively low error (e.g. 9.92% and 13.03% for the two largest transition classes), and yet in the 
modified submission the figure changed to 483,736,055 tCO2/yr, or 45% higher than the 
original submission. 

o The accuracy of the activity data is estimated through visual interpretation of sample points; 
these were not validated and it can often be challenging to determine the land use class for 
such points (particularly where high-resolution imagery does not exist); however, such 
‘reference data’ is assumed to be “correct” -- therefore the calculation of uncertainty of the 
activity data may be significantly underestimated. 

o Forest regeneration is not estimated or tracked, which may result in overestimation of 
emissions. Similarly, industrial agricultural plantations were included as forest in the FREL, 
therefore, temporarily unstocked areas are considered as deforestation, which may also result 
in overestimation of emissions. 

o The FREL Assessment Report [1] indicates that the DRC expressed an intention to improve 
above-ground biomass estimates for all land-use classes (and include in future submissions 
other carbon pools). The current FREL uses data collected from three provinces (not including 
Tshopo) and “were considered not representative of the entire country”. According to the FREL, 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
 
1 See the following publications for further discussion of baseline issues related to Avoided Deforestation: 
https://www.climatefocus.com/publications/close-look-quality-redd-carbon-credits and https://www.climatefocus.com/publications/should-
forest-carbon-credits-be-included-offsetting-schemes-such-corsia 
2 Found at: https://verra.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/VCS-JNR-Baseline-Description_Tshopo_9MAR2020.pdf 
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the data needed for such improvements would be collected during the national forest inventory 
which started in 2017, with results expected within four years. It is possible, therefore, that 
above-ground biomass estimates could be improved due to the data already collected. 

o Note that the total forest area for the country in 2014 (page 49 of the DRC’s Modified FREL 
Submission) is higher than the forest area in 2010 (page 48); this may be a typo, but important 
to understand, since there was ostensibly very high deforestation during the 2010-2014 period. 

 
• The approach of projecting emissions from two data points has high uncertainty 

o While a historical average likely underestimates BAU emissions for the DRC, it is unclear if a 
linear projection is the most plausible baseline with only two data points provided. 

o As mentioned by the UNFCCC expert review team, there is an inherent bias in the estimates of 
deforestation for the second period (2010-2014) since secondary regrowth may be captured 
again as deforestation; given a significant portion of tree cover loss is due to shifting 
agriculture, this puts into question the method of using a linear projection. 

o In addition, the projected FREL does not consider error, which can have a large impact when 
using this methodology to set a FREL; this is illustrated in the Figure below. 

Figure:  Illustration of the impact of uncertainty on a FREL projection 
The figure below illustrates the impact of error on a projection of a FREL using just two data points and assuming two 
scenarios: 10% and 20% error for each data point, which give a large range of potential estimates for the FREL 

 
 
 
Given the issues above, it would be important for the validator to discuss the national FREL with the technical 
team that developed it for submission to the UNFCCC. 
 
#2:  The method to downscale the FREL to Tshopo province 
 

• Question: Is the intent of Equation 1 (page 17) to be (i.e. numerator & denominator flipped): 
o FRELTshopo = FRELDRC * (Tshopocarbon/DRCcarbon) * (Tshopodef/DRCdef) 

 
• The units of measure for the variables in the equation above are unclear. Furthermore, the data used to 

estimate Tshopocarbon and DRCcarbon appear to come from different sources (WWF carbon map and 
national data respectively), but no assessment is made on the comparability of the data or their ability 
to be used to derive an overall ratio in this way. 
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• No attempt is made to independently assess the deforestation trend within Tshopo Province. National 

data is used without further assessment and the above equation developed without a clear explanation 
as to why it is appropriate to develop a trend line for Tshopo province. Nor does it appear to be 
assessed whether the national emission factors are appropriate or sufficiently robust for use in a 
jurisdictional baseline (noting the carbon stock measures for an existing VCS project seem to differ 
from those used in the national FREL). This is a missed opportunity to test the validity of these data. 
Also, if “activity data at the national level was gathered, province by province, and then aggregated at 
the national level (page 12)”, why isn’t the specific activity data from the Tshopo province used to the 
estimation of the baseline? 
 

#3:  The allocation from the Tshopo FREL to the project 
 

• On page 3, it states that “…the GHG quantification process does not involve activity data measurement 
and emission factor determination, while GHG emissions results were made spatially explicit, meaning 
each location of the province was attributed a defined amount of emission based on the risk of 
emissions” (carbon stock + deforestation threat). Thus, results and baseline estimation are not 
consistently measured. The allocation is based on the assumptions that “emissions are more likely to 
arise where (1) carbon stock is high, according to the WWF carbon map; and (2) where deforestation is 
more likely to occur, according to projected deforestation from Dinamica EGO.” 

o Question: What evidence exists to support the first assumption, i.e. that emissions are more 
likely to occur where C stock is high?  Comparing Figure 3 (carbon density map) and Figure 4 
(projected deforestation) seem to indicate that the opposite may be true, i.e. areas of very high 
C density (i.e. red areas in Figure 3) are not correlated well with areas of expected 
deforestation (as indicated in Figure 4). 
 

• A deforestation risk map was developed as one of the criteria for allocating the provincial FREL. 
o Question: It’s unclear how deforestation was modeled (this may be included in Annexes 

unavailable for the public review).  This should be made more transparent, including how much 
(i.e. in ha) deforestation is assumed per year for the duration of the crediting period (per year). 
Without more details, it is hard to assess whether the assumed deforestation is credible. 

 
• The proposed allocation uses a “sum” (Eq 3, page 20) of C stock and deforestation risk to allocate the 

provincial FREL to projects.  Sometimes called a “stock-flow” approach, it balances areas of high C 
stock with deforestation threat.  Concerns with this approach include: 

o Whether it generates additional emission reductions. Using a “sum” method means that some 
areas that have zero threat of deforestation (e.g. some areas may be inaccessible or unsuitable 
for use or production) can generate VCUs, even though there is no additionality, i.e. there is no 
‘avoided emission’. 

o With respect to the selected approach of summing the stock and risk, there is no justification 
given as to while these values should be equally weighted (a simple mean of the two 
normalized scores is used). A better method to allocate the FREL may be, for example, to 
multiply each pixel of expected deforestation with the corresponding C stock. This is in line with 
the approach proposed for revising JNR, i.e. that FREL allocations are “risk-based”.  

o In creating jurisdictional emission factors, it is stated that (page 21) “…it was assessed and 
concluded that five times the average emission factor in the province provides an important 
enough emissions baseline for forest areas under high pressure, and meanwhile does not 
negatively affect the distribution of emissions in the intermediary risk classes”. It would be 
critical to understand how this was assessed and concluded. For example, given the 
developers had access to a province wide carbon map (the WWF map) why was this data not 
used to develop emission factors for each category of deforestation risk? 

 


