


NET CLIMATE BENEFITS
The CCB Standards’ requirement to demonstrate net positive climate benefits affords Project Proponents some flexibility when selecting methodological approaches in order to meet the requirements of the Climate Section (CL1-4).  The Climate Section is used to demonstrate net positive climate benefits and not for claiming quantified GHG emissions reductions and removals that may be used as offsets. Projects that meet the requirements of a recognized GHG program do not need to use the Climate Section.  GHG methodological approaches for the Climate Section may range from being sophisticated and detailed to using simplified or highly conservative approaches.  Regardless of their scope, the burden of proof of any GHG methodological approach is to demonstrate net positive climate benefits.   This guidance will help you understand the difference between “Approved” or “Defensible” methodological approaches and under what scenarios they might apply.
1. What is the difference between an “Approved” and a “Defensible” methodological approach?
a) An Approved methodological approach refers to the use of a methodology that has been formally approved by a recognized GHG program. Recognized GHG programs are those that meet the CCBA requirements in the Rules for the Use of the CCB Standards and are listed on the CCBA website.  If a project is using an approved methodology of a recognized GHG program and meets the validation/verification requirements of that program then the proponent should apply a Climate Section Waiver as defined in the CCB Rules. In cases where the project is not validated/verified to the recognized GHG standard, an Approved methodological approach may be used to meet the requirements of the CCB Standards Climate Section.  
b) A Defensible methodological approach is defined in the Third Edition of the CCB Standards (see Box 1).  In summary, it is a GHG accounting method that is available to, or is developed by, a Project Proponent that follows best practices in order to measure and substantiate net-positive climate benefits of project activities.  A primary intent behind the concept of Defensible methodological approaches is to help to simplify project development and reduce transaction costs significantly, especially for smallholder projects.  This option could be useful to certain projects that might benefit from using the CCB Standards to attract alternative investment options using a GHG accounting strategy that lowers project development costs but that still assures credible net positive climate benefits.
2. What are some possible scenarios for using the Climate Section of the CCB Standards?Box 1: Definition of ‘Defensible’ methodological approach:
Follows good practice guidance that includes procedures for delineating the conditions under which the methodological approach can be applied: defining the project area; estimating any projected rates of land cover change in the without-project and with-project scenarios; conservatively estimating without project GHG emissions and removals; monitoring GHG emissions over the project lifetime; defining types of leakage potential caused by project activities; and conservatively estimating expected leakage emissions under the with-project scenario. It shall also observe principles of relevance, completeness, consistency, transparency and conservativeness for land-based carbon accounting; such as the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s 2006 Guidelines for National GHG Inventories for Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU), and the AFOLU Requirements of the Verified Carbon Standard. The principle of conservativeness means that where accounting relies on assumptions, values and procedures with high uncertainty, the most conservative option in the biological range should be chosen so as not overestimate GHG removals or GHG emissions.







a. Approved Methodological Approaches  - approved by a recognized GHG program 
Project uses an Approved methodology but does not validate/verify under the GHG program.  The project follows the methods and requirements of the recognized GHG program but does not seek a combined validation/verification with that program and the CCB Standards. In this case, proponents must demonstrate that the methodology is used as intended by the GHG program.   Additionally, if the methodology refers to other protocols or  tools developed by the GHG program, then these rules should be considered, particularly if deemed essential for appropriately utilizing the methodology. The proponent should assess which protocols are necessary for successfully following the methodology and clearly explain and justify its choices to an auditor in the project design documentation. Any deviations from the method must be justified and demonstrated to still result in net-positive climate benefits.   
b.  Defensible Methodological Approaches - not approved by a recognized GHG program.  
Under this scenario proponents could employ a wide range of GHG accounting methods for projects that:
i. fall outside of the scope of eligible project types accepted by GHG programs,
ii. propose a novel and clearly conservative approach to a particular land-use scenario where approved methodologies recognized by GHG programs do not yet exist, 
iii. lack resources to develop and approve a methodology for approval by a recognized GHG program, or
iv. use an unapproved or expired methodology intended for a GHG program
As long as net positive climate benefits can be clearly demonstrated, a proponent could use the CCB Standard alone to showcase and describe their approach to a particular land use scenario that results in multiple benefits.  This guidance document suggests principles and considerations, and provides guidance by way of a few examples. 
Some proponents may encounter project types or land use scenarios where the costs of undertaking GHG accounting strategies to levels of certainty typically required by GHG programs outweigh the estimated value of using the project’s climate benefits as the principal means for financing the project. In such cases, a variety of simplified and conservative approaches to GHG accounting may be sufficient for meeting the requirements of the CCB Climate Section. This option encourages proponents to develop new and innovative GHG accounting strategies in circumstances that might otherwise be outside the scope of current GHG programs.  For examples numerous tools, calculators, or other approaches may be acceptable to use as part of a simplified GHG accounting approach, however, care must be exercised to justify that GHG results are acceptable, appropriate, and conservative.
Alternatively, Project Proponents may have developed methodologies intended for a GHG program but due to financial limitations or other circumstances could not complete the methodology approval process of that program.  Moreover, GHG programs may update their requirements and render certain versions of their approved methodologies invalid. In either case, it may be possible to still utilize this methodology provided that proponents can justify that it is still sufficient for demonstrating net-positive climate benefits.  For example, from time to time the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) revises its requirements for carbon accounting methodologies resulting in older, expired versions of a particular methodology.  It may be possible for a project to use an expired VCS methodology with the Climate Section of the CCB Standards, provided that it shows how the older methodology still produces credible and conservative assertions of net-positive climate benefits.  
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Using an Approved Methodological Approach
The “Return to Forest” reforestation project in Nicaragua was validated in March 2008 against the CCB Standard First Edition.  Although this reforestation project used an earlier version of the standard, and at the time of the writing of this guidance its CCB Status had expired, it nonetheless demonstrates the use of an approved methodological approach. The proponent used an afforestation/reforestation methodology developed for the Clean Development Mechanism* (AR-AM0002) to estimate net-positive carbon stock changes due to its project activities but introduced some deviations to relax the time-based eligibility criteria that restricts entry to project areas younger than the threshold date established by the CDM.  A similar approach could also be used under the Third Edition of the standard. Some of the project’s notable carbon strategies are summarized here.  For more information please visit the CCBA website.
· The central strategy of the project activities is focused on assisting the restoration and regeneration of sites subject to cattle grazing totaling approximately 405 ha.  Cattle pressures were removed and sites were planted with trees species raised in nurseries to allow sites to more quickly overcome competition by grass species. 
· The project geo-referenced the planting sites and documented existing vegetation using ground-based measurements and aerial photography. 
· Initial project area conditions contained two ecological life zones: Lowland Dry Tropical Forest, and Lowland Tropical Moist Forest. The reforestation areas prior to planting were contained varied vegetation with various mixes of native grasses or non-native pasture grasses, occasionally accompanied by savannah-like trees and shrubs, and patches of remnant vegetation.
· The carbon content of pre-project vegetation was estimated using a combination of default values and acceptable allometric equations.
· With-project scenario estimates were obtained by estimating the carbon content of surrounding remnant vegetation at age classes for both moist and dry forests of with estimated ages of 20, 30, and 40 years, as well as a “mature” class.  These data were gathered using a combination of interviews with local residents, and observations from the site.  The 40-year carbon value for dry and moist forest stands was applied to each project area as appropriate.
· The project estimated that each parcel would reach the estimated 40-year value after removing cattle pressures, however 100% of the pre-project vegetation was discounted. In addition, the project discounted leakage at 20% due to the difficulties in continuously tracking the risk of displaced cattle.  
Even with the deductions described, the project estimated significant overall net-positive climate benefits. 
* GHG Programs must register with the CCB Standards to become recognized GHG programs.  At the time of publication of this guidance no GHG Programs had registered with the CCB Standards, but it is assumed that some GHG Programs will eventually do so.  This example assumes that the Verified Carbon Standard will register with the CCB Standards, which in turn would lead to CDM methodologies, which are approved by VCS, becoming an approved methodological approach.  Otherwise, this example would be better described as a Defensible method.







3. What are the important elements of a Defensible methodological approach?
a. Project Proponents must show how Defensible methodologies adhere to best practices in terrestrial carbon accounting developed by the IPCC and other respected organizations and institutions. In so doing, they must address the principal components that are commonly accepted as best practice in land-based climate change mitigation projects to assess and substantiate the permanence, additionality, measurability, and net GHG benefits of the project.  The list below contains criteria that Project Proponents must address in their selection of Defensible methods, which may rely on a combination of conservative and simplified approaches to demonstrate net-positive benefits.  
1. Principles: The principles of relevance, completeness, consistency, transparency and conservativeness shall be followed. However, it is expected that Defensible methodological approaches may tend to rely on heavily on the conservativeness principle in order to simplify GHG accounting methods.

2. Following Good Practice: Any good practice guidance relevant to the disciplines referenced by the approach must be used whenever applicable or available.  If good practice guidance is not yet firmly established, the methods must be supported with accessible and verifiable evidence including peer-reviewed sources, publications, or expert opinion. 

3. Eligibility: The approach must clearly explain the procedures for delineating the Project Area and the conditions under which the methodological approach can be applied.

4. Carbon Pools and other relevant GHG gases and sources: All commonly assessed carbon pools and GHG gases and sources recognized by the scientific community (represented by the IPCC or other relevant groups), and that could be applicable to the with- and without-project scenario, must be clearly identified and justified for their inclusion or exclusion.  All justifications for inclusion or exclusion must be clearly stated and supported with appropriate evidence.  Exclusions may be made provided adequate justification is supported to demonstrate any of the following: i) carbon pools, GHG gases and GHG sources are not relevant to the project, ii) emissions from excluded carbon pools do not increase in the with-project scenario, and iii) in cases that emissions from excluded carbon pools do increase, they are not significant.  

5. Temporal boundaries of analysis and GHG accounting: The time periods associated with any relevant analysis used to estimate net-climate benefits must be clearly established and demonstrated as being applicable throughout the GHG accounting period or project lifetime.  Specific start and end dates are required.  

6. Benchmark data: A ‘defensible’ methodology must provide credible methods that describe the conditions at the project start date in terms of relevant carbon stocks and other GHG sources (as applicable) as well as their associated GHG content or potential.  These benchmarks must be used as the starting point for developing projections of the without and with-project-scenarios.   A defensible approach’s methods will necessarily guide the proponent to completing the requirements of G2.2.

7. Additionality: Please refer to the guidance on section G2 in this document. Furthermore, the CCB Standards specify that it is acceptable to use the VCS Tool for the Assessment of Additionality to satisfy the requirement for establishing project additionality (G2.2 footnote).  

8. Projections of land use scenarios (without-project and with-project scenarios): Defensible methods must provide and describe methods and results used to estimate the potential changes in terrestrial carbon stocks in both the without-project and with-project scenarios.  The without-project scenario is the same as a baseline scenario or reference level.   Examples of available methods have been covered by the IPCC and others such as the GOFC–Gold Sourcebook.  Please consult the table below “Key References” for a list of recommended resources.  

9. Uncertainty: Projects must identify the sources and levels of uncertainty and demonstrate how the project is being conservative with its estimates.  

10. Leakage: The CCB Standards require that increases in GHG emissions outside the Project Area that are attributable to the project activities are accounted for.  Project Proponents must demonstrate that they have accounted for the risk of leakage and produced a conservative estimate of leakage.  It is not required that locations of possible leakage be identified, although a project may do so.   If the risk of leakage is relevant to the project then the proponent must define a method to monitor leakage or otherwise account for it in a conservative fashion.  Because the CCB Standard is designed for project-scale activities, a proponent is not required to estimate or account for the effects of leakage that occur across international borders.    Because the effects of leakage can significantly reduce or negate a project’s climate benefits, proponents are required to consider and develop methods to prevent or reduce the emissions due to leakage.  

11. Monitoring: A defensible methodology must specify and justify the data and parameters needed for monitoring GHG emissions, as well as the frequency at which they are to be monitored.  The methodology must contain a monitoring plan that leads to a credible and implementable means for monitoring and determining GHG emissions under the project scenario. The plan must have a clear operational component including timelines, milestones, roles and responsibilities, and any materials needed to gather the relevant measurements. 
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Forest, Climate and Communities Alliance Project Improving Cocoa Agroforestry in the Juabeso-Bia region in western Ghana
Project Proponents:
Rainforest Alliance and the Juabeso-Bia Landscape Management Board 
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Project Type:
Improved Cocoa Agroforestry
 (carbon stock enhancement)

Location:
Juabeso-Bia region, western Ghana

Current Project Area (ha):
2,796  

Project zone (ha):
36,211 

Programmatic Approach:
Yes

 
Overview
The FCCA project was the first of its kind to pilot field-level REDD+ implementation and community agroforestry in Ghana based on a landscape approach. The project worked with 36 cocoa farming communities in the Juabeso-Bia region of Western Ghana with the aim of increasing economic opportunities for poor, marginalized farmers through an integrated approach to sustainable agriculture and forest management, leading to significant emissions reductions. Thousands of cocoa farmers and community members are being given the training necessary to protect and improve tree-based ecosystems through application of climate-smart land-use practices. These efforts led to enhanced opportunities for sustainable livelihoods; reduced conversion of remaining forest to farmland; the application of Sustainable Agriculture Network (SAN) certification and SAN Climate Module to verify 1,280 farming operations covering 2,401 hectares of land; and, the development of a Project Design Document (PDD) demonstrating the net positive benefits according to the CCB Standards. The project has not yet been validated to CCB Standards. It is estimated that the initial phase of adopting best practices in cocoa farming along with the restoration of degraded fallow lands and protection of ‘sacred groves’ will lead to positive climate benefits estimated as a potential net greenhouse gas reduction of 255,229 tCO2e over a 20 year period.
In the design of the project, barriers encountered were encountered to seeking verification to an existing greenhouse-gas program and approved methodology.  These included the complexity of the landscape, the high transaction costs of aggregating small holders under one project, the modest amounts of carbon stock enhancements that were possible, but mostly due to the lack of an approved methodological approach under a GHG program for an improved cocoa agroforestry scenario in a mosaic landscape. Therefore, the project chose to utilize a Defensible carbon accounting methodology using the requirements of the CCB Standards and following good practice guidance to construct an integrated set of methods to describe the multiple benefits of the proposed project activities.  The project is relying on this approach as a means for communicating and quantifying the net-positive environmental and social benefits of SAN certification (with the SAN Climate Module) to actors in the global cocoa supply chain with the aim of spurring investments to improve practices at cocoa production sites. 
 




 Using a “Defensible Methodology”  (continued)
Constructing a “Defensible” Methodological Approach
Although it was not feasible to use approved recognized GHG accounting standard in tandem with the CCB Standards, the Rainforest Alliance made a variety of simplifying and conservative assumptions to create a cost-effective landscape-scale approach for estimating the net positive climate benefits of enhancing shade-tree cover in cocoa over time.  Benchmark land cover data:  The team collected ground-based data from nearly 200 plots within cocoa agroforests and surrounding forests to inform a supervised classification of a RapidEye satellite image that used six cover types to characterize the project area/zone.  This approach allowed the team to distinguish between low/no-shade and higher shade totaling 77% (47% and 30% respectively) of the 36,211 ha project zone.  The project targeted cocoa farms as project areas.
Carbon Density:   Ground-based sampling in low/higher-shade cocoa permitted an estimate of forest carbon. Where both non-cocoa shade trees and cocoa trees were sampled.   Only the above and below-ground carbon pools were considered.  The relative consistency in the structure of cocoa tree plantings across strata led to a stable aboveground carbon density for cocoa trees (24tC/ha (25,22), n=90) and this was therefore used as a constant.  The carbon content of non-cocoa shade trees in low/no-shade (31tC/ha, n=70) and higher shade (52tC/ha, n=37) revealed significant differences in the mean content using a 95% confidence interval. 
Without-Project Scenario:   Areas of low/no-shade cocoa were assumed to not lose or gain shade trees in the baseline case, but their average (a non-zero carbon content value) was used for a transition scenario from higher to lower shade cocoa.  The team did not possess and did not have the resources to produce a historical estimate of emissions from conversion of forests to cocoa or from further degradation from higher shade cocoa to low/no shade.  However, enough data existed to make a case for continued degradation represented by a transition from higher shade to no/low shade cocoa, which was estimated at an average loss of 21tC/ha (the difference of high vs lower shade cocoa shade tree carbon). The rate of additional losses could not be estimated with precision, however, the degree of saturation of cocoa agroforests in the landscape, a majority of which were observed to be no/low-shade cocoa, and the increasing value of cocoa as a commodity, led the team to assume that the loss would occur within a 20-year timeframe across the Project Zone.  At the farm level, the certification entrance data on shade trees showed that farmers with low/no-shade dominated the types of farms in the Project Area, so no emissions from degradation were counted at the Project-Area level.  
With-Project Scenario:  Through the adoption of SAN-certified practices, the team accounted for stabilized shade-tree cover (avoided emissions from degradation), and then quantified the carbon sequestration potential of shade-tree enrichment plantings only farms that had adopted SAN practices (2,401 ha total).  Farm entrance records and shade tree tallies indicated that an average farmer only had the equivalent of 5 shade trees/ha.  The project’s goal was to increase to 20-25 trees/ha to meet the shade tree count recommended by the Ghanaian Cocoa Research Institute.  The project used regional growth estimates of similar enrichment plantings with similar species in western Africa.  Survival rates were triangulated using secondary data and set at 70%, without replacement.  This lead to a conservative estimate that the project could add approximately 10 tC/ha through shade tree enrichment plantings in certified farms over 20 years.  
Leakage:  The voluntary nature of SAN certification combined with the fact that certification does not directly displace cocoa activities, and instead may promote a gain in efficiencies and production, led the team to assume a negligible risk of leakage due to the project activities to the surrounding forest reserves.
Net-positive Climate Benefits: Although the development team could not rely on producing verified emissions reductions given gaps in available data, it was able to make a strong argument for claiming net positive climate benefits using a methodological approach based on accepted best-practices.  







4. What are some recommended references regarding good practices, methods or tools that could be consulted to construct a Defensible methodological approach?
At this point in time, practitioners can access a wide range of reports, assessments, case studies, tools and calculators that could be consulted and analyzed for explaining good practice guidelines in terrestrial carbon accounting, appropriate methods, and means for estimating GHG emissions. Tools or calculators such as those in the following list of recommended sources may be acceptable, provided the proponent can justify that the data inputs and results obtained are applicable to the Project Area and its ecological/social characteristics, and are clearly conservative. The CCBA encourages practitioners interested in developing Defensible methodological approaches to refer to the important sources listed below.  Key References: 
GHG Accounting Principles and Good Practice
IPCC. Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry. Hayama, Japan: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2003. http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/gpglulucf/gpglulucf_contents.html 
Daviet, Florence, Suzie Greenhalgh, and Emily Weninger. The Land Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry (LULUCF) Guidance for GHG Project Accounting. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute, 2006. http://www.wri.org/publication/land-use-land-use-change-and-forestry-guidance-greenhouse-gas-project-accounting. 
Watson, Charlene. Forest Carbon Accounting: Overview & Principles. Addis Ababa, Ethiopia: UNDP and UNEP, 2009. http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/librarypage/environment-energy/climate_change/mitigation/forest-carbon-accounting-overview---principles/
Milne E, Neufeldt H, Smalligan M, Rosenstock T, Bernoux M,Bird N, Casarim F, Denef K, Easter M, Malin D, Ogle S,Ostwald M, Paustian K, Pearson T and Steglich E. 2012. Methods for the quantification of emissions at the landscape level for developing countries in smallholder contexts. CCAFS Report No. 9. Copenhagen, Denmark: CGIAR Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security
(CCAFS). http://www.ccafs.cgiar.org
Monitoring GHG Emissions
GOFC-GOLD, 2013, A sourcebook of methods and procedures for monitoring and reporting anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions and removals associated with deforestation, gains and losses of carbon stocks in forests remaining forests, and forestation. GOFC-GOLD Report version COP19-1, (GOFC-GOLD Land Cover Project Office, Wageningen University, The Netherlands).  http://www.gofcgold.wur.nl/
Developing Forest Carbon Projects
Diaz, David, and Matt Delaney. Carbon Stock Assessment Guidance: Inventory and Monitoring Procedures. In Building Forest Carbon Projects, Johannes Ebeling and Jacob Olander (eds.). Washington, DC: Forest Trends, 2011.  http://www.foresttrends.org/publication_details.php?publicationID=2555
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