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	Document reference number and title: A6.4-MEP007-A04. Draft Standard: Addressing non-permanence/reversals (version 01.0)


	Item
	Section no. 
(as indicated in the document)
	Paragraph/Table/Figure no. 
(as indicated in the document)
	Comment
(including justification for change) 
	Proposed change
(including proposed text)

	1
	Draft A (Appendix 1 and 2)

	
	Length of Monitoring: Draft A requires projects to monitor until they prove "negligible risk", i.e.  less than 5% reversal risk over 100 years => this requirement is totally unrealistic for any land use project and will make it extremely difficult to make land use projects work. How can this be proved whether 7% or 5% over 100 years? Not only will it drive up the cost by a lot. Who will fund such projects if the risk will ever be ongoing for such a long time period? This requirement will highly disadvantage NBS projects in comparison to technical projects.  
No Flexibility on Permanence: no allowance  of insurances or financial guarantees. Why? Should be allowed
Penalties for late Reporting: too strict for the realities of community projects working with smallholders to comply with: immediate suspension after one missed report and all issued credits voided (!) if another one is delayed!  

	We do not support the entire draft A (Appendix 1 and 2) and would like to request to proceed with draft B (Appendix 3)

	2
	Draft B (Appendix 3)

	5.2, 17

5.2, 19
	Length of Monitoring: Slightly better than draft A but also here we will end up with project lifetimes of minimum 60 years rather more. No investor will commit to such long timelines. Most funding cycles, even from development banks, are capped at 20–30 years. 

5.2, 19
Negligible risk is defined as an expected risk of reversal of no more than 0.5 percent (1 in 200 chance) over a 100-year timeframe => How can this be proved whether 7% or 5% over 100 years? Not only will it drive up the cost by a lot. Who will fund such projects if the risk will ever be ongoing for such a long time period? This requirement will highly disadvantage NBS projects in comparison to technical projects.  
· 
	Activity participants shall continue to monitor and report on the activity for a period of at least [15] years from the date of the final verification.

	3
	

	7.2, 93
	Very rigid approach to cancel all issued credits up-to date. 
For community and smallholder projects, reporting can be delayed due to seasonal work, consensus-building, or logistical barriers. These rules would exclude many valuable initiatives.

	

	4
	

	
	
	

	5
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


-- (Please add rows as required) -
1

Page 1 | 1

image1.jpeg
\VVVJ

%VV“A;




