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B. Governance  
 

B.1) Do you agree with the recommendations for improved governance of 
existing bodies to address pain points in the voluntary carbon market? 

STRONGLY AGREE  

Verra’s Comments 
Yes, it is very important that there be an independent body that sets CCPs and assesses 
credits issued by GHG crediting programs (i.e., standards) against those CCPs. 

B.2) Do you agree that the mandate of the body is suited to address the 
governance needs of the VCM? 

SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 

Verra’s Comments 
While we agree that the governance body (GB) needs to ensure the integrity of the 
market, we are concerned that the consultation document indicates that the GB should 
be ensuring supply, which could very well conflict with ensuring integrity. The market will 
sort itself out, and the GB should not worry about making sure supply is sufficient. We 
would strongly suggest removing such references from the recommendations and final 
report, and making sure that the focus of the GB be on ensuring the integrity of the 
market, which in the end will have a positive environmental impact. 

B.3) Do you agree with the phased approach for the roll-out of the 
governance body (i.e., focusing first on establishment of CCPs, incl. initial 
assessment of standards and development of credit eligibility guidelines)? 

SOMEWHAT AGREE 

Verra’s Comments 
None of the presentations outline what the phasing could look like, so it is hard to 
answer this question concretely. Nevertheless, it seems that any roll-out of the 
governance body will need to have some sort of phasing, although we recommend 
getting the GB up and running as soon as possible, which also means establishing a 
source of revenues that ensures its independence. 

B.4) Would you like to give comments on interlinkages of the new body to 
existing entities? 

NO 
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B.5) Do you agree with their tasks? 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Verra’s Comments 
We are concerned about two main things. First, the role of the Executive Secretariat 
(ES) is somewhat weak, and we would recommend strengthening it so that it can play a 
lead role in the work of GB overall. Otherwise, the ES could be relegated to a purely 
administrative role, which also means it will be difficult to attract top talent for that entity.  

Second, we recommend that all recommendations to the Board of Directors (BoD) come 
from the ES. The consultation document indicates that while recommendations for 
“strategic decisions” be made by the ES, recommendations for “key decisions” come 
from the Expert Panel(s). This could lead to confusion as to what constitutes “strategic” 
versus “key” decisions, and the lack of clarity could lead to disputes as to who has the 
authority to submit recommendations to the BoD. And, if the recommendations by the 
Expert Panel(s) and the ES are at odds with each other, it will be best to try to resolve 
those differences first, before they are submitted to the BoD. So, best to have all 
recommendations come from the ES. 

B.6) Do you agree with the target mix of stakeholders in each group? 

Verra’s Comments 
N/A 

B.7) Do you agree with the steady state nomination process? 

Verra’s Comments 
N/A 

Would you like to give comments on the composition of the new 
governance body (including how to manage conflicts of interest)? 

YES 

B.8) How should the governance body balance the need to avoid conflicts 
of interest with the need to represent interests of market participants on the 
Board of Directors? 

Set guardrails for representation of market participants 

Verra’s Comments 
One way to set guardrails for market participants engaged in making decisions is to 
allow their participation on the BoD, but require full disclosure of any conflicts and 
recusal from votes where there are conflicts. It will be important to have people with 
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relevant expertise in the deliberations, and you can manage conflicts constructively by 
making sure people do not vote on items where they have a conflict. 

B.9) How do we ensure capturing expertise from market participants on the 
Expert Panel while avoiding conflicts of interests? 

Set guardrails for representation of market participants on the Expert Panel 

Verra’s Comments 
One way to set guardrails for market participants engaged in making decisions is to 
allow their participation on the EPs, but require full disclosure of any conflicts and 
recusal from votes where there are conflicts. It will be important to have people with 
relevant expertise in the deliberations, and you can manage conflicts constructively by 
making sure people do not vote on items where they have a conflict. 

B.10) Do you agree that the Executive Secretariat Host cannot be a 
Founding Sponsor? 

STRONGLY AGREE 

Verra’s Comments  
We question the need to have a Host organization and Founding Sponsors in the first 
place. Having both risks tainting the outcome, and we strongly suggest establishing the 
ES as an independent body. In today’s virtual world organizations can be created rather 
easily and do not need to have a physical location. Indeed, more and more organizations 
are operating virtually. We recommend creating the ES as soon as possible and having 
it be wholly independent. 

B.11) What nature of Board seat should the Executive Secretariat have? 

Verra’s Comments  
N/A 

B.12) Do you agree that the governance body could cover steady state 
funding needs of Expert Panel and Executive Secretariat through 
membership and / or user-based fees (e.g., based on credit issuance / 
retirement)? 

STRONGLY AGREE 

Verra’s Comments 
Yes, the GB should be structured to ensure funding for all of the relevant activities of the 
BoD, the ES and the EPs. We strongly recommend that the revenues for the GB be 
generated from fees levied on CCP-eligible units. This source of funding will provide the 
GB the certainty it will need to plan ahead, and also give it the independence it requires. 
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While there is a potential conflict of interest in respect of this model, we believe that that 
can be managed by making sure the ES’s work is in line with its mission (which the 
Board of Directors needs to ensure). 

We would strongly recommend against a membership fee model as that will make the 
entity dependent on having members, which could undermine its independence and 
make planning for the future more difficult. 

Would you like to give comments on transparency and grievance 
mechanisms of the new body? 

YES 

B.13) Do you agree with the mechanisms to ensure transparency of 
procedures and trades as described in the ToR? 

STRONGLY AGREE 

B.15) Do you agree with the grievance mechanisms to address complaints 
about the governance body and conflicts among market participants as 
described in the ToR? 

SOMEWHAT AGREE 

B.17) Should there be Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) to measure 
success of the governance body (e.g., fraction of CCP credits in the 
market, percentage of spot checks on CCPs confirming adherence to 
principles, etc.)? 

YES 

Verra’s Comments  
We agree that it will be important to establish KPIs for the GB, but these will need to be 
carefully thought through, especially as it will be important not to create perverse 
incentives. In addition, and as mentioned below, we do not believe the taskforce has 
created a workable assessment framework for GHG crediting programs, so any KPIs will 
need to be developed once that framework is developed. 

  



 

Page 6 of 22 
 

B.19) Do you agree with the recommendation guidelines for who could be 
Founding Sponsor, Independent Board Member, Expert Panel member and 
Executive Secretariat Host? 

SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 

Comments on recommendation guidelines for Founding Sponsors 
Verra’s Comments  
We think that having Founding Sponsors is problematic because that will undermine the 
independence of the GB. 

Comments on recommendation guidelines for Independent Board Members  

Verra’s Comments  
N/A 

Comments on recommendation guidelines for Expert Panel Members  

Verra’s Comments 
We are concerned that the requirement setting out that anybody that is currently 
engaged in the market be ineligible will be problematic as it will limit the number of 
candidates that could add value to the discussions of the Expert Panel(s). Per previous 
comment, we would suggest allowing active market participants to be part of the Expert 
Panel(s). One way of addressing conflicts of interest is to allow participation on the 
panels by anybody, but require full disclosure of any conflicts and recusal from votes 
where there are conflicts. It will be important to have people with relevant expertise in 
the deliberations, and you can manage conflicts constructively by making sure people do 
not vote on items where they have a conflict. 

Comments on recommendation guidelines for Executive Secretariat Host 
Organization 

Verra’s Comments 
It is not clear why the Executive Secretariat (ES) needs to be hosted within another 
organization. That concept seems to be a vestige of the time when organizations needed 
office space, but in today’s virtual world that is not necessary. Indeed, it is very likely that 
the ES will be a purely virtual organization. In addition, the selection of any organization 
as a Host will undermine the ES’s long-term independence. Therefore, we question the 
need to have the ES hosted by anybody else and would suggest it gets established with 
its own operational mandate, bylaws and budget as soon as possible. 
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C. Legal principles and contracts  

C.2) Do you support a greater degree of standardization of Standards' 
Terms of Use? 

SOMEWHAT SUPPORT 

Verra’s Comments 
Verra believes that standardization of registry terms of use is possible in some areas. 
Globally recognized best practices and standards should be applied by all registries in 
the areas of onboarding, auditable logs, and cybersecurity. Standardization in these 
areas would provide considerable confidence to users of our registries.  However, we 
also believe that the registries managed by GHG crediting program should retain control 
over some core terms of use clauses, detailed below in C3 and C4. We are also 
concerned about the practical management of registry terms of use, where clauses are 
standardized. This would presumably mean that where one registry wishes to deviate 
from the agreed language for a topic, it must be done in consultation with and with the 
agreement of the other registries, which could prove unworkable. 

C.3) Do you agree on the specific operational requirements proposed? 
Why / why not? 

SOMEWHAT AGREE 

Verra’s Comments 
Verra believes that control over the termination terms, dispute resolution, limitation of 
liability, and suspension of services should remain with the individual registries of the 
GHG crediting programs and are not good candidates for standardization. These 
clauses are integral to the programs’ ability to manage their work and will likely vary by 
organization, including the fact that these may be incorporated in different (legal) 
jurisdictions. 

C.4) Would you like to give comments on any specific operational 
requirements? 

YES 

Verra’s Comments 

Uniform onboarding procedures  
Yes, we believe that uniform onboarding procedures would be very useful because this 
would provide consistency to stakeholders when dealing with multiple registries. 
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Force Majeure 
We agree with the standardization of this topic, and with the proposed wording, which is 
in line with the Verra Registry Terms of Use. Removing differences in registry 
approaches to this topic will provide clarity to stakeholders. 

Limitation of liability 
The proposed wording is in line with the Verra Registry Terms of Use. However, we 
believe that the registries of GHG crediting programs should retain the right to amend 
this clause as needed and that it is not a suitable candidate for standardization. 

Prohibited practices and suspension of service 
We find this proposed wording vague. The Verra Registry Terms of Use are more 
explicit with regards to the suspension of services, and we want to retain that. We 
believe that GHG crediting programs should retain the right to amend this clause as 
needed and that it is not a suitable candidate for standardization. 

Dispute resolution 
Dispute resolution may be governed by the laws in the jurisdiction in which the GHG 
crediting program operates. We, therefore, believe that registries have to retain the right 
to amend this clause as needed so that it is compliant. 

Auditable logs 
We agree that this could be standardized across GHG crediting programs. It would be 
helpful for the TVCSM to provide more detailed explanations of what is meant by 
auditable logs and secure transfer (e.g., should certain best practices and IS standards 
be specified?). 

Tax compliance 
We agree with this proposed wording and agree that this could be standardized across 
the GHG crediting programs. This would remove uncertainty for project developers. 

Cybersecurity 
We agree that this is a good candidate for standardization. We would recommend that 
the governance body provide specifics (e.g., should globally recognized IT security 
standards be used, such as ISO IEC 27000 and ISO IEC 27001?). 

Termination 
We query the need for the termination notice provision to be identical across the various 
GHG crediting programs. Each registry has different operational practices. Further, from 
Verra’s perspective, it is essential from the perspective of market integrity to enable 
immediate termination upon a user’s breach of the terms of use, subject to the 
survivability of appropriate provisions. 
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C.6) Do you agree on the specific elements and language proposed 
(including for compliance linkages)? Why / why not? 

SOMEWHAT DISAGRE 

Verra’s Comments 
Please refer below to our comment on double-claiming. 

C.7) Would you like to give comments on any specific general trading 
terms? 

YES 

Verra’s comments: 

Definition of the products 
No comments 

Avoidance of double counting / claiming / use  
The proposal is problematic on two fronts: 

1. “The seller warrants [to] the buyer” text is problematic. Although it is clear that a CCP 
credit cannot be double-claimed for the same purpose, such as towards an NDC and/or 
an international mitigation purpose (i.e. CORSIA, IMO), it is possible that a CCP credit 
could be claimed for two entirely different purposes. For example, a seller government 
may count the credit towards its own NDC while the buyer may wish to make a claim of 
contributing finance to the host country (seller). Both would technically be making a 
claim in this case, but it does not result in double counting. Accordingly, we suggest 
amending this sentence to read: "The Seller warrants to the Buyer that it has not sold, 
transferred, retired, or otherwise created any interest in the CCPs other than as 
contemplated by the Agreement." 

2. “Upon being transferred…” text is problematic as it may be misinterpreted as 
permitting only one secondary-market transfer (viz. “or one subsequent Buyer”), which 
would significantly inhibit market scaling. Accordingly, we suggest amending this 
sentence to read: “Upon being transferred the CCP credit, the Buyer commits to use, 
make claims with respect to, or transfer the credit a maximum of one time.” 

Settlement and delivery 
No comment 

Failure to deliver 
No comment 
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Force Majeure 
No comment 

Limitation of liability 
No comment 

Compensation  
No comment 

Change in law 
No comment 

Dispute resolution  
No comment 

Benchmark price 
No comment 

Tax compliance 
No comment 
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D. Credit-level integrity (1/3) 
D.1) Do you support the current proposal for an Assessment Framework for 
Standards? 

FULLY REJECT 

Verra’s Comments 
We do not believe that the taskforce has put together a coherent and practical 
assessment framework for GHG crediting programs. Rather, what has been proposed 
are a series of technical questions that go down the path of creating a new/alternative 
standard, and which would only duplicate (or reverse engineer) the work that has 
already been done. In addition, most of the technical issues being addressed through 
the public consultation are not necessarily resolved by a simple YES/NO answer, and 
often require a number of levers, which is exactly why one needs comprehensive well 
thought out GHG crediting programs that make the entire puzzle fit together. For 
example: 

● The questions suggesting that auditors not be selected by developers belie a 
broader concern about conflicts of interest. However, rather than addressing this 
with a simple YES/NO question, GHG crediting programs such as the VCS 
Program have developed a number of requirements to address these concerns, 
including requiring comprehensive procedures for identifying and resolving 
conflicts of interest as a key element in the accreditation process, as well as 
requirements around VVB rotation. 

● The questions around whether forestry baselines should be drawn up by third 
parties suggest a broader concern about gaming and conflicts of interest. Again, 
this is probably not best resolved with a simple YES/NO answer, and the case of 
the VCS Program has been addressed by setting out shorter baseline renewal 
periods and requirements around allocating jurisdictional baselines down to 
project-level activities. 

● The questions about whether projects should demonstrate financial additionality 
suggest there are concerns with the underlying integrity of projects, and yet the 
proposed solution (i.e. a simple YES/NO answer) ignores the fact there are 
various other tests (e.g, barriers tests, performance benchmarks, and 
activity/market penetration level) which can be applied instead of financial 
additionality tests to yield robust assessments of projects. Applying a one-size-
fits-all rule to this complicated question also risks undermining the VCM’s ability 
to foster innovation, such as by providing early finance to new technologies 
facing a number of barriers but which can ostensibly be profitable.  
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It is tempting to want to have absolute clarity on a number of items, but the reality is that 
many of the solutions that have been developed over the years reflect a complicated mix 
of rules and procedures that need to be assembled in a comprehensive and coherent 
fashion (i.e., GHG crediting programs), and generally do not lend themselves to binary 
answers. Regardless of how hard one tries, there will be a fair amount of subjectivity, 
and the role of the GB will be to assess whether these rules and procedures, and the 
oversight that is provided over them, passes muster. As a result, the assessment 
framework will need to sit between the high-level CCPs and the detailed rules and 
procedures that make up the GHG crediting programs being evaluated. 

We therefore strongly recommend that the taskforce, or more likely the ES once 
convened, develop an appropriate assessment framework for GHG crediting programs 
that does not duplicate what they are doing and adds value by enabling proper 
oversight. This will not be an easy task as the tendency, evidenced in the consultation, is 
to dive deep into the details, so a fair amount of work still needs to be done on this 
matter. 

Do you wish to comment on specific Core Carbon Principles of the 
Assessment Framework for Standards? 

YES 

D.2) Do you agree with the proposed requirements for additionality? Are 
there any additions or changes that we should take into account? 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Verra’s Comments: 
The consultation document defines “additionality” and “financial additionality” in the 
same terms (would not have taken place with revenue from credits). This is incorrect, 
and seems to be leading to the suggestion that demonstrating financial additionality is a 
must. See further comments on other consultation questions on financial additionality. 

Importantly, the consultation document does not seem to recognize the various valid 
approaches for demonstrating additionality. Additionality can be tested in various ways – 
barriers tests (investment and or other barriers), performance benchmarks, and other 
tests like activity penetration. Further, additionality can also be demonstrated at the 
project-level, or up-front for a whole class of projects. The latter can help scale the 
market – a goal of the Taskforce. We advise a thoughtful approach, instead of lurching 
towards financial additionality as some kind of panacea. 

D.3) Do you agree with the proposed requirements for permanence? Are 
there any additions or changes that we should take into account? 

SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 
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Verra’s Comments: 
Currently, it is unclear how the “minimum permanence timeframe” will be defined, which 
could have important implications for how Standards address permanence. Nonetheless, 
standards should get to decide how they compensate for reversals. There should be 
openness to buffer alternatives, such as insurance or tonne-year approaches. However, 
a single approach should not be mandated, and flexibility is essential. For example, 
although tonne-year accounting based on project length is reasonable in some 
situations, if it were required, it would compromise the financial feasibility of most project 
types, and therefore buffer alternatives must be available to these projects. When a 
buffer approach is used, it should be up to standards to determine the minimum buffer 
withholding based on project type and how the given buffer system works. Also, it should 
be noted that standards follow different approaches for addressing 100-year 
permanence risks, which do not always involve 100-year monitoring. For example, VCS 
cancels a project’s remaining buffer credits at the end of its crediting period (projects 
may be established for 30 - 100 years) to cover residual 100-year risks without requiring 
longer-term monitoring. 

There should be a minimum reversal risk assumption (e.g. 10%) and associated buffer 
contribution and a maximum risk threshold above which projects cannot issue CCPs. 
Although buyers may want separate buffer pools for removal and reduction credits, this 
should not be a requirement. Like-for-like compensation is a buyer preference, not an 
environmental integrity issue. Like-for-like compensation would reduce buffer pool 
diversity, undermining resiliency. To support market scaling while maintaining integrity, 
buyers should have the flexibility to decide acceptable replacement credits, including 
like-for-like credits, any NCS credit, or even non-NCS project credits. The proposed 
timeframe for notification of loss events is unworkable for jurisdictional programs. We 
recommend separating it for projects (as suggested) and jurisdictions (6 months) since 
some countries might not allow a shorter period.  

D.4) Do you agree with the proposed requirements for leakage? Are there 
any additions or changes that we should take into account? 

SOMEWHAT AGREE 

Verra’s Comments: 
We agree with the requirements set out in the consultation document related to leakage. 
However, we strongly suggest that leakage requirements for  project-level activities and 
nested projects and jurisdictional programs be set out separately given they each have 
different requirements. We believe international leakage, although not required to be 
accounted for or deducted from jurisdictional program GHG emission reductions, shall 
be considered, and mitigated. Different methods for leakage assessment should be 
provided depending on the activity that is being implemented (e.g., REDD vs. IFM), 
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which could include direct measurements (e.g., leakage belts) or indirect calculations 
based on sound sources such as scientific peer-reviewed articles.  

Please also note that the following text in slide 70 of the consultation document is 
incorrect: A project nested into a jurisdictional program shall apply the leakage 
requirements set out in the VCS Standard and the applied methodology; it is not up to 
the jurisdictions to decide how to address leakage for such projects. Also, Verra’s VCS 
Program does require leakage to be assessed for IFM projects.  

D.5) Do you agree with the proposed requirements for baselines? Are there 
any additions or changes that we should take into account?  

SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 

Verra’s Comments: 
We do not agree with some of the requirements set out in the consultation document 
related to baselines. First, we strongly disagree with the proposal that baselines for 
forestry projects be established by external third parties. There is no fundamental 
difference between baselines for forestry projects and baselines for projects in other 
sectors that justifies making this requirement exclusive to the former. It gives the 
perception that baseline setting for forestry projects depends on who applies the 
methodologies and not on the methodologies, and thus, that they are subjective and 
therefore not credible. Allowing this proposal to go on could have huge implications on 
the credibility of projects. Additionally, we believe that baseline setting at the 
jurisdictional level should be a government-led process (e.g., through the establishment 
of a jurisdictional baseline that is then allocated to individual projects). 

Second, we disagree that baselines should be required to be downward curving unless 
historical data suggest such a trend. Setting downward-curving baselines in regions 
where pressures on forests show an increasing trend would make it impossible for 
project developers and jurisdictional governments to achieve emission reductions, and 
thus would nullify the incentive to participate in carbon markets and thereby 
disincentivize action. We believe that establishing rules leading to conservative 
baselines that are frequently updated should address concerns related to baseline 
robustness and credibility.   

We agree that REDD+ projects should nest into jurisdictional accounting frameworks 
where they are operational and therefore strongly encourage that CCP-eligible credits 
include credits from nested projects and not only those from jurisdictional REDD+ 
programs, so as to leverage the strengths of both approaches (e.g., private financing, 
livelihoods, biodiversity, etc.). In addition, it will be important to recognize REDD+ 
projects that are transitioning to using jurisdictional accounting frameworks are provided 
workable grace periods. Crediting only jurisdictional programs is likely to undermine 
efforts to reduce deforestation given that private actors are unlikely to invest in public 
programs, and would also limit activities at the local level where projects have the most 
(social, economic, and environmental) impact. Moreover, benefit distribution exclusively 
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from the jurisdictional level is likely to be less efficient and fluid, considering bureaucratic 
barriers and potential corruption risks. 

Although we partially agree with the statement that the “Standard must also indicate the 
circumstances that trigger a revision of a baseline…”, we believe that shortened baseline 
reassessment periods (e.g., from 10 to 4-6 years) could be a more effective alternative, 
less open to gaming and uncertainty, for incorporating recent deforestation trends into 
project and jurisdictional baselines while representing lower uncertainty to investors.    

D.6) Do you agree with the proposed requirements for monitoring, reporting 
and verification (MRV)? Are there any additions or changes that we should 
take into account? 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Verra’s Comments: 
It is tempting to think that having the Standard choose the VVB will address any 
concerns over conflict of interest and therefore the quality of the audit. Verra’s 
experience is that the most important determinant of audit quality is the VVB’s ability to 
grasp the fundamentals of the project at hand, and thus ascertain the main risks of 
material misstatement in the project description or monitoring report.  We have found 
that project developers are generally in the best position to run an RFP process and 
identify the VVB with the competence and experience most relevant to the given project. 
The issue of conflict of interest itself can be and is addressed in other ways, such as the 
rotation of VVBs, and accreditation bodies checking VVB COI procedures as part of 
accreditation assessment and on-going oversight. 

Rotation requirements should be carefully thought through. Rotation in ‘adjacent 
verification periods’ is overly simple – a verification period may be 1 year, or 5 or more 
years. We suggest a more nuanced approach such as set out in VCS Standard Section 
4.1.20, p54. Note also that overly frequent rotation runs the risk of VVBs always being 
‘new on the job’ (i.e., new to the project) – hence running the same risk mentioned 
above. 

We don’t think it makes sense for developers to determine their own VV B rotation 
schedules; that would be fraught with gaming opportunities. Better for the Standards to 
set rotation requirements. 

D.7) Do you agree with the proposed definition of "Real"? Are there any 
additions or changes that we should take into account?  

STRONGLY AGREE 

Verra’s Comments: 
N/A 
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D.8) Do you agree with the proposed requirements for "Do No Net Harm"? 
Are there any additions or changes that we should take into account??  

SOMEWHAT AGREE 

Verra’s Comments: 
We agree with the requirements for “Do not net harm” set out on p62 of the consultation 
document. We would note that the consultation document seems to conflate ‘do not net 
harm’ with ‘positive social and environmental impact’ – the former being about 
safeguards, and latter being about positive impact. All Standards must address the 
former; projects absolutely must not do net harm. With regards to the latter, Verra takes 
a modular approach, providing a standard for emission reductions or removals. (i.e., 
VCS) and complementary standards for social and environmental impacts beyond these 
ERRs (e.g., CCB Standards, SD VISta). We believe this serves project proponents and 
buyers well. For example, CCB Standards provides an in-depth framework for the 
community and biodiversity impact assessment of AFOLU projects, much more than a 
carbon standard would be able to do. This “tailoring” makes for better projects and 
provides transparency for buyers. This modular approach has worked very well – buyers 
want transparency on positive impacts and almost all VCS AFOLU projects now apply 
CCB (a race to the top). There is no need to change this approach. Hence, we do not 
agree with the Taskforce proposal to require the (carbon) Standards themselves to 
assess positive social and environment impacts (ref, “Should requires require 
developers to activity benefit the communities they operate in…” and “Should gender 
and social co-benefits be… a requirement for CCP status?”) – there are other 
approaches besides putting this in the carbon standard that work well or, often, better. 

D.9) Do you agree with the proposed requirements for the further 
operational considerations to the Standards?  

SOMEWHAT AGREE 

Verra’s Comments:  
Liability for credit permanence. We agree with the importance of ensuring that carbon 
credits are permanent. However, we do not see a need for separate removal and 
avoidance buffer pools. The very purpose of the buffer approach is to have a diversity of 
credits within the buffer pool – this is how insurance works; if one project type turns out 
to suffer unexpectedly high rates of reversal, the other credits will be there in the buffer 
to ‘make good.’ In addition, the intended purpose of the buffer is to address non-
permanence risk, not fraudulent credits mentioned in the consultation document. Fraud 
is handled otherwise in the Standards, so we strongly suggest removing reference to 
fraud in conjunction with the buffer approach. 

Registry T&Cs. The Taskforce should not be overly specific in their stipulations on the 
T&Cs – these will likely vary between Standards and are anyway more nuanced than 
what the consultation document proposes (e.g., the Verra Registry termination clauses 
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contain various notice periods depending on the reason for termination). There are 
scenarios where the Standard needs to reserve the right to terminate immediately (e.g., 
fraud by account holder) and we don’t see a reason why the Taskforce needs to go to 
the level of stipulating termination clauses. With respect to prohibited practices, we 
agree it makes sense for registries to run KYC-type checks on developers, but not their 
subcontractors – this is a level of oversight too far for a certification body (the Standard). 

D.10) Do you support the proposed ambition for the Credit-eligibility 
guidelines? 

SOMEWHAT REJECT 

Verra’s Comments  
While we agree that the guidelines need to set out a clear pathway towards ensuring 
quality and thus ambition, as mentioned above, we do not believe that the taskforce has 
put forth a coherent and practical assessment framework for GHG crediting programs, 
and instead has proposed are a series of technical questions that go down the path of 
creating a new/alternative standard that risks duplicating (or reverse engineering) the 
work that has already been done. We strongly recommend that the taskforce, or more 
likely the ES once convened, develop an appropriate assessment framework for GHG 
crediting programs that does not duplicate what they are doing and adds value by 
enabling proper oversight.  

D.11) Do you agree with the set of suggested questions to submit to the 
governance body's expert panel? Are there any additions or changes that 
we should take into account? 

STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Verra’s Comments  
As mentioned above, we are concerned that many, if not most, of the questions asked 
pertain to the development of GHG crediting programs, and not to their assessment by 
the yet-to-be-established Governance Body. We strongly suggest that the ES, once 
established, develop an appropriate assessment framework for GHG crediting programs 
that does not reinvent the wheel.  

D.12) What is your perspective on CCP methodologies needing to be 
financially additional? 

Financial additionality should not be a requirement for CCP methodology 
types 
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Verra’s Comments  
Requiring financial additionality is an overly simplistic view of additionality and a blunt 
instrument. It would lead to certain types of perfectly additional projects being excluded. 
For example, energy efficiency project activities and other activities that require 
behavioral change may, ostensibly, be profitable. But there are numerous reasons why 
our buildings, transport and other choices are not energy efficient, such as the split 
incentive issue between landlords and tenants, or inertia of individual behavior. It also 
would undermine the VCM’s ability to foster innovation, such as by providing early 
finance to new technologies which face a number of barriers but which can be profitable. 
One of the very important innovations the VCM has brought about is the development of 
new ways of demonstrating additionality, such as through performance benchmark or 
activity penetration level approaches. These have been successfully used by carbon 
crediting programs, and provide a powerful incentive for new practices and technologies 
that would otherwise take longer to get traction or may not get traction at all. Among their 
benefits is that you can establish the additionality of a whole class of project activities 
upfront, in the methodology, which greatly streamlines the process of projects 
demonstrating additionality and allows for scaled up action. Importantly, these 
approaches have clear thresholds that govern when crediting is no longer possible, 
which obviates the need for ongoing tests and provides the kind of certainty investors 
need to put risk capital at play. 

Beyond the question of whether financial additionality is needed or not, there is also 
significant debate on what tests are appropriate to demonstrate it. Some TSVCM experts 
argue that a financial / investment analysis should always be required, in conjunction 
with other tests (e.g., common practice, performance or barrier tests). The rationale for 
requiring multiple additionality tests is that they increase the likelihood of true 
additionality. Other TSVCM experts argue that common practice, performance or 
barriers tests can be sufficient to demonstrate financial additionality. Arguments against 
requiring a financial additionality test are that it adds workload and costs for developers. 
There are also questions on the accuracy and objectivity of financial additionality tests, 
in particular the potential for developers to game these tests. 

D.13) Can financial additionality be proved without financial analysis tests 
(e.g. through common practice, performance or barriers tests)? 

Financial analysis / investment types should not be a requirement for any 
methodology type 

Verra’s Comments 
This question belies a misunderstanding of what “financial additionality” is. The term 
used by the Standards is “investment analysis” – which is just ONE STEP within an 
additionality tool or methodology. The investment analysis is not sufficient on its own. A 
first step is to demonstrate regulatory surplus (note demonstrate, not prove; searching 
for absolute proof is not practical. Hence the CDM “Tool for the demonstration and 
assessment additionality”). Next comes the appropriate test – the core part of the 
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additionality approach. This might be an investment analysis and demonstration that a 
benchmark is not exceeded without carbon revenue. Or, it might be a barriers test, 
demonstrating that there are other barriers to implementation (e.g., behavioral inertia, 
split incentive) that carbon revenue can help overcome. Or a performance benchmark 
test might be used (e.g., is the project in the top x% of performance for sector?). In some 
cases, you may need a last step – the common practice test. This is generally needed 
when an investment analysis test is used, because the project might be common 
practice despite seemingly poor financial viability. As you can see, investment analysis 
(what we think we understand by your term “financial additionality”) is just one approach 
and one optional component of a robust additionality tool or approach. To conclude, by 
definition, financial additionality cannot be demonstrated without a financial (investment) 
analysis test. To demonstrate additionality otherwise would be to use a different (and 
often perfectly useful and valid) approach. 

D.14) Which of the following provisions should define the financial 
additionality of removal CCP credits? 

NONE OF THE ABOVE 

Verra’s Comments 
If a project is able to easily pass a financial additionality test, this is no argument for 
saying that it shouldn’t use the test. The answer to the question posed here lies in 
designing an appropriate additionality approach, which comprises various steps as 
described in our answer to the previous question (i.e., not just a financial test in 
isolation). The additionality approach should also have the project demonstrate other 
things, such as regulatory surplus or that it is not common practice. This multi-step 
additionality approach can sort out additional versus non-additional projects. 

Note, please be careful in bringing the buyer (e.g., “the buyer of last resort”, government) 
into the demonstration of additionality. The demonstration of additionality is done at the 
project end of the offsetting equation (Standards like VCS apply to projects, not to 
carbon credit buyers or offsetting transactions writ large). Who buys the credits is not 
relevant to the demonstration of additionality. A project is additional if the intervention of 
the carbon market helped to bring about the project. Precisely who buys the carbon 
credits is not relevant. It may be government; it may be the private sector. The World 
Bank Prototype Carbon Fund (funded by governments) was instrumental in getting the 
CDM going and paved the way for the private sector to take over. No one questioned the 
additionality of the projects because the Fund was funded by governments – it’s 
irrelevant. 

D.15) Should developers be required to publicly disclose financial 
parameters linked to their fulfilment of additionality tests? 

Yes: developers must release overall financials and the input parameters but 
not details of specific contracts 
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Verra’s Comments 
In general, information should be made publicly available, to provide transparency for 
stakeholders and allow the reader of a project description or monitoring report to reach 
the same assessment conclusion as the validation verification body. However, there may 
be some commercially sensitive information that project proponents don’t want to 
disclose. VCS has the following provision in its Project Description Template, which is 
used occasionally by proponents and has proved to work well, “Indicate whether any 
commercially sensitive information has been excluded from the public version of the 
project description and briefly describe the items to which such information pertains. 
Note - Information related to the determination of the baseline scenario, demonstration 
of additionality, and estimation and monitoring of GHG emission reductions and 
removals (including operational and capital expenditures) cannot be considered to be 
commercially sensitive and must be provided in the public versions of the project 
documents.” 

D.16) Do you support the implementation of a Standard taxonomy of 
Additional Attributes? 

FULLY SUPPORT 

Verra’s Comments 
N/A 
Optional Comments 
N/A 

D.17) Do you agree with the initial proposal for five Standard Additional 
Attributes? Are there any additions or changes that we should take into 
account? 

SOMEWHAT AGREE 

Verra’s Comments 
To a large extent the market already distinguishes between removals and avoidance, so 
more formal ways of doing so should be helpful -- meaning this should provide more 
clarity for the market and allow it to scale further. The market also already distinguishes 
between credits with different attributes, so the idea of formalizing what these can be 
should strengthen the market by identifying those key attributes stakeholders may be 
seeking. 

However, we are concerned that the current emphasis on securing removals will 
undermine demand for avoidance credits, which in the case of AFOLU and REDD+ in 
particular, could mean making the task of addressing climate change that much harder. 
If we were to lose precious forests and the corresponding biodiversity and habitats they 
provide, that would then make the job of addressing climate change harder because we 
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would have to fund more removals. In short, it does not make sense to prioritize removal 
activities, such as planting trees, while existing forests continue to be cut down. The 
recent report by two intergovernmental science-policy bodies (the Intergovernmental 
Science Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, IPBES, and the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC) highlights the importance of 
addressing both climate change and biodiversity protection, which we trust will put the 
current emphasis on removals in context. 

  

https://www.ipbes.net/sites/default/files/2021-06/20210606%20Media%20Release%20EMBARGO%203pm%20CEST%2010%20June.pdf
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Concluding comments and submission  
Do you have any final feedback not covered in the survey questions? 

Verra’s Comments 
Verra does not believe that Corresponding Adjustments should be required for voluntary 
transactions. We published a full blog on this in April entitled The Future of the Voluntary 
Carbon Market, and would also like to refer to the recent blog by Sandeep Choudhury 
entitled Corresponding Adjustments, Equity, and Climate Justice, and which we are fully 
aligned with. 

Verra also requests a change to the sentence: ‘U.S.: Carbon credits are specifically not 
recognized as property rights.’ This statement is not a matter of settled law in any state 
in the US, let alone the entire US. Further, there is an indication to the contrary, namely 
that the right to report, transfer, or sell voluntary carbon credits is enough to designate 
them as part of a piece of property’s ‘bundle of rights’, which suggests that legally they 
take the form of property (see Roseland Plantation LLC v. United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service et al. (2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 29334) (W.D. La. 2006)). Accordingly, 
Verra requests that the sentence be replaced with: ‘U.S.: The legal status of carbon 
credits is not yet determined.’ 

 

 
 

 

https://verra.org/the-future-of-the-voluntary-carbon-market/
https://verra.org/the-future-of-the-voluntary-carbon-market/
https://www.ecosystemmarketplace.com/articles/shades-of-redd-corresponding-adjustments-equity-and-climate-justice/
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