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Note by the secretariat

L At its eleventh session, the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
(SBSTA) requested Parties to provide submissions by 1 August 2000 with views, or proposals for
definitions, on activities under Article 3.3 of the Kyoto Protocol, and on how and which
human-induced activities will beincluded under Article 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol, and on modalities,
rules, and guidelines related to these activities, which may include any linkages to other relevant
paragraphs of Article 3 of the Kyoto Protocol, and any relevant information on these activities. In
addition, Annex | Parties were requested to included national data and information as specified in the
first sentence of Article 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol, on the methodol ogies that each Party intends to use
to measure and report on net changes in greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks
resulting from activities under Article 3.3 and 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol, and an assessment of such
changes resulting from the proposed activities (FCCC/SBSTA/1999/14, para. 46 (g) and (i)).

2. At itstwelfth session, the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice agreed to
aformat for the submission of the country-specific data and information by Annex | Parties called for
by the SBSTA at its eleventh session. In their submissions, Annex | Parties should complete those
portions of tables | and |11 that directly relate to their preferred proposals mentioned in paragraph 1
above. Furthermore, Annex | Parties may provide data and information in relation to other options
using tables | and I1l. The SBSTA requested Parties, in preparing the above-mentioned submissions,
to provide textual proposalson Article 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7, and explanatory material to provide the
context and rational e of these textual proposals (FCCC/SBSTA/2000/5, para. 32 (d) and (€)).

3. The secretariat has received atotal of 15 submissions.” For technical reasons, these
submissions are being issued in two documents, FCCC/SBSTA/2000/M1SC.6 containing the
submissions of Australia, Bolivia, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica and France on behalf of the

European Community and its member States, and FCCC/SBSTA/2000/M1SC.6/Add.1 containing
the submissions of Iceland, Indonesia, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, the Russian Federation,
Switzerland and the United States of America. The submissions are presented in a phabetical order
and, in accordance with the procedures for miscellaneous documents, are reproduced in the language
in which they were received and without formal editing.

In order to make these submissions available on electronic systems, including the World Wide Web, these
contributions have been electronically scanned and/or retyped. The secretariat has made every effort to ensure
the correct reproduction of the texts submitted.

FCCC/SBSTA/2000/M1SC.6
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PAPER NO. 1: AUSTRALIA

IMPLEMENTATION OF
ARTICLES 3.3 AND 3.4 OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL

Textual Proposal

PROPOSED DEFINITIONS AND ACCOUNTING APPROACHESRELATED TO
AFFORESTATION, REFORESTATION AND DEFORESTATION UNDER ARTICLE
3.3

Definition of a forest
Thereis no requirement for a definition of a forest for the purpose of implementing Article 3.3.

Afforestation, reforestation and defor estation

Afforestation is defined as the direct human induced establishment of new forests (trees and woody
vegetation) on lands which historically have not contained forests. New forests established by
afforestation must cover a minimum area of 1 hectare with a minimum stand width of 10 metres.
Potential canopy cover at maturity under current management practices is not less than 20%.

Reforestation is defined as the direct human induced establishment of forests (trees and woody
vegetation) on lands which historically have previoudy contained forests but which have been
converted to some other use. Prior to reforestation, the land must have been under some non-forest
use for a period of not lessthan 5 years. New forests established by reforestation must cover a
minimum area of 1 hectare with a minimum stand width of 10 metres. Potential canopy cover at
maturity under current management practicesis not less than 20%.

To be directly human induced, afforestation and reforestation must result from a deliberate human
action or intervention.

Establishment includes all deliberate human induced activities to establish treesincluding: direct
planting, artificial seeding, site preparation (fire or mechanical) and protective fencing.

Deforestation will be accounted when the proportion of canopy cover per hectare on a given area of
forested land (land with trees and woody vegetation) is reduced by 30% or more through forest
conversion as a result of direct human induced removal of trees.

Deforestation is defined as direct human induced forest conversion which is frequently accompanied
by burning. This does not include harvesting or other practices which occur as part of ongoing
commercial forestry.

Forest conversion means the transition of forested land to non-forested land as a result of direct
human induced removal of trees.

For the purposes of accounting for deforestation under Article 3.3, Parties shall determine canopy
cover for each forested area within their bordersto be accounted for on the basis of a minimum area
of 1 hectare with a minimum stand width of 10 metres.

To be directly human induced, deforestation must result from a deliberate human action or
intervention.

Carbon Accounting for Article 3.3 activities
Parties are required to account for changesin greenhouse gas emissions that occur during the
commitment period on areas of land where afforestation, reforestation and defor estation have taken



4-

place, commencing either in 1990 or in a year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the
commitment period.

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks as a result of human induced and natural
effects (including inter alia commercial forestry, fire, pest invasion, CO, and nitrogen fertilisation)
during the commitment period shall be accounted for on those areas of land where human induced
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990 have taken place.

To measure changes in carbon stocks, relevant carbon pools shall include above ground biomass,
litter and woody debris, below ground biomass, soil carbon and harvested materials. The
methodol ogies for accounting for harvested wood shall be those given in the 1996 IPCC Revised
Inventory Guidelines as required by Article 5.2.

Accounting methodol ogies shall be developed and agreed by the COP to ensure that changesin
emissions for non-carbon dioxide gases (methane and nitrous oxide) are accounted for.*

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks on areas of land where human induced
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990 have taken place must be accounted for over
contiguous commitment periods.

Accounting sub-rulesfor Article 3.3 activities

Sub-rule 1

Credits (for sequestration) calculated at the stand level from reforestation following deforestation will
be awarded only to the extent that carbon stocks have increased above levels present before the
deforestation event took place.

Sub-rule 2

Debits (emissions) calculated at the stand level from harvesting and other natural and human induced
effects following afforestation and reforestation will not be greater than credits earned from
sequestration.

Carbon accounting baselinesfor Article 3.3 activities

The adjustment to a Party’s assigned amount shall be equal to verifiable changesin carbon stocks
and greenhouse gas emissions during the period 2008 to 2012 resulting from direct human induced
activities of afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1 January 1990. Where the result of
this calculation is a net sink, this value shall be added to the Party's assigned amount. Where the
result ofzthis calculation is a net emission, this value shall be subtracted from the Party's assigned
amount.

This means Parties shall calculate changes in carbon stocks by comparing the carbon stocks in 2012
with the carbon stocks in 2008.

[ HOW AND WHICH ADDITIONAL HUMAN INDUCED ACTIVITIESMIGHT BE
INCLUDED UNDER ARTICLE 3.4 INCLUDING MODALITIES, RULESAND
GUIDELINESRELATED TO THESE ACTIVITIESAND THEIR ACCOUNTING

Selection of additional activities

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions from agreed specific additional activitiesin the agricultural

soils, land use change and forestry categories may be added to or subtracted from a Party’s assigned
amount if that Party can demonstrate in its reporting under Article 3.4 that the specific activity is

! The SBSTA should invite the IPCC to develop such accounting methodologies as part of the IPCC work on
methodologies on LULUCEF as requested in the SBSTA 10 conclusions.
2 As per COP decision 9/CP.4
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human induced, can be measured in a transparent fashion, is verifiable, is in line with that Party’s
sustainable management objectives and, for the first commitment period, that the specific activity has
occurred since 1990.

Revegetation shall be included as an additional activity in the forest category for the first and
subsequent commitment periods.

Revegetation is defined as the human induced establishment of woody vegetation that covers a
minimum area of 0.5 hectare with a minimum width in any direction of 10 metres and does not meet
the definitions of afforestation or reforestation under Article 3. Eligible revegetation activities
include:

— the establishment of woody vegetation to address sustainable land management;

— windbreaks and shelterbelts;

— environmental plantings or fencing off areas of native vegetation;

— agroforestry planting of trees or the development of new tree crop products such as tea tree oil to
encourage a more diversified and sustainable production system that leads to social, economic
and environmental benefits for land users; and

— changes in stock management practices to encourage regeneration of vegetation.

If agreed by the COP, further specific additional activities in the agricultural soils, land use change
and forestry categories may be included under Article 3.4 for the first commitment period

Accounting for Article 3.4 activities

Parties may account for changes in greenhouse gas emissions to be added to or subtracted from their
assigned amounts on areas of land where agreed specific human induced additional activities in the
agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories have taken place, either in 1990 or in a
year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the commitment period.

Changes in carbon stocks and/or emissions as a result of human induced and natural effects
(including inter alia commercial forestry, fire, pest invasion,,@@ad nitrogen fertilisation) shall be
accounted for on areas of land where agreed specific human induced additional activities in the
agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories have taken place, either in 1990 or in a
year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the commitment period.

For some additional activities in the agricultural soils land use change and forestry categories under
Article 3.4, accounting methodologies will need to be elaborated. This elaboration of methodologies
shall ensure that changes in greenhouse gas emissions for non-carbon dioxide gases (methane and
nitrous oxide) are accounted for.

Methodologies shall also be elaborated to ensure that changes in greenhouse gas emissions from
additional activities in the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories are not also
credited or debited in accounting for Parties assigned amounts under Article 3.1.

Changes in greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks on areas of land where eligible additional
activities have taken place on or since 1990 must be accounted for over contiguous commitment
periods.

® The SBSTA should invite the IPCC to develop such accounting methodol ogies as part of the |PCC work on
methodologies on LULUCEF as requested in the SBSTA 10 conclusions.
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[l METHODOLOGIESFOR ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING IN RELATIONTO
ARTICLE 3.3AND 34

M ethodologies

Methodol ogies for measuring and reporting on changes in emissions and/or carbon stocks for eligible
LULUCEF activities under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 shall be in line with requirements of Articles5, 7 and 8
of the Kyoto Protocaol.

Elaboration of methodologies for the implementation of Articles 3.3 and 3.4 shall take into account
the methodological work of the IPCC*, and should extend good practice guidance to land use, land
use change and forestry activities including methodol ogies to ensure that measurement uncertainty is
taken into account.

AV OVERALL ACCOUNTING APPROACHESIN RELATION TO THE
REQUIREMENTSOF ARTICLES3.3,3.4AND 3.7, REVERSIBILITY, NATURAL
EFFECTSAND ACCOUNTING INTERLINKAGES

Overall accounting approachesfor Article 3.3 and 3.4

Parties are required to account for changes in greenhouse gas emissions that occur during the first
commitment period on areas of land where eligible land use, land use change and forestry activities
have taken place, commencing either in 1990 or in a year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of
the commitment period.

For Article 3.3, eligible activities are direct human induced afforestation, reforestation and
deforestation that have taken placein 1990 or in a year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the
commitment period. (Definitions for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation shall be as
provided in this submission (see section below)). To be directly human induced, afforestation,
reforestation and deforestation must result from a deliberate human action or intervention.

For Article 3.4, for the first commitment period, €igible activities are specific, human induced
activitiesin the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories, that have taken placein
1990 or in a year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the commitment period. (Definitions for
additional activities shall be as provided in this submission (see section below)). To be human
induced, an additional activity must result from a process that includes a deliberate human action or
intervention.

For eligible Article 3.3 and 3.4 activitiesin the first commitment period, since 1990 means on or since
1 January 1990 and the end of the commitment period means up to and including 31 December 2012.

An area of land shall be subject to accounting for changesin emissions and/or carbon stocksif it is
subject to an eligible activity under Article 3.3 or 3.4. Any changes in carbon stocks and/or
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from subsequent eligible LULUCF activitiesintroduced on that
specific area of land during the commitment period shall also be accounted for.

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions and/or carbon stocks on areas of land where direct human
induced afforestation, reforestation and deforestation and agreed human induced specific additional
activitiesin the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories occurred since 1990 must
be accounted for over contiguous commitment periods.

For Article 3.3 carbon dioxide emissions are to be measured as changes in carbon stocks by
comparing the carbon stocks in 2012 with the carbon stocksin 2008. In the event that an activity
commences during the commitment period, the changes in carbon stocks are to be measured by

* Asrequested by the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice at its 10" session.
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reference to the carbon stocks at the start year. Changes in emissions for non-carbon dioxide gases
(methane and nitrous oxide) shall also be accounted for. ®

To measure carbon dioxide, relevant carbon pools shall include above ground biomass, litter and
woody debris, below ground biomass, soil carbon and harvested materials. The methodol ogies for
accounting for harvested wood shall be those given in the 1996 IPCC Revised Inventory Guidelines as
required by Article 5.2.

For forestry activities under Article 3.3, the following accounting sub-rules shall be applied:®

Credits (for sequestration) calculated at the stand level from reforestation following deforestation will
be awarded only to the extent that carbon stocks have increased above levels present before the
deforestation event took place.

Debits (emissions) calculated at the stand level from harvesting and other natural and human induced
effects following afforestation and reforestation will not be greater than credits earned from
sequestration.

For some additional activitiesin the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories under
Article 3.4, accounting methodol ogies will need to be elaborated. This elaboration of methodol ogies
shall ensure that changesin emissions for non-carbon dioxide gases (methane and nitrous oxide) are
accounted for.”

Methodologies shall also be elaborated to ensure that changes in emissions from additional activities
in the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories are not also credited or debited in
accounting for Parties’ assigned amounts under Articl& 3.1

Changes in carbon stocks and greenhouse gas emissions as a result of human induced and natural
processes (including inter alia commercial forestry, fire, pest invasion, El Nino cyclegn@O

nitrogen fertilisation) during the commitment period shall be accounted for on each area of land
where an eligible activity has taken place.

Reversibility

Changes in greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks on areas of land where human induced
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990 or additional activities agreed under Article
3.4 have taken place must be accounted for over contiguous commitment periods. This means Parties
shall account for any reversibility of sequestration or emissions reductions from eligible LULUCF
activities under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 during commitment periods and over contiguous commitment
periods.

Natural effects

Parties are required to account for all changes in greenhouse gas emissions and/or carbon stocks,
including those that result from natural effects, that occur during the commitment period on areas of
land where eligible land use, land use change and forestry activities have taken place.

® The SBSTA should invite the IPCC to develop such accounting methodologies as part of the IPCC work on
methodologies on LULUCF as requested in the SBSTA 10 conclusions.
® Explanatory text on the accounting sub rules for Article 3.3 activities can be found in Section I1.
" The SBSTA should invite the IPCC to develop such accounting methodologies as part of the IPCC work on
gnethodologies on LULUCEF as requested in the SBSTA 10 conclusions.

ibid



Accounting interlinkages - Article 3.7

Parties with a net source of emissions from land use change and forestry in 1990 shall includein the
calculation of their 1990 basdline emissions fromland use change. Emissions from land use change
are defined only as net emissions from the forest and grassland conversion and abandonment of
managed lands sub-categories as laid out in the 1996 Revised IPCC Inventory Guidelines’.

° |PCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Greenhouse Gas Inventory Reference Manual Vol
3, Section 5.2.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF
ARTICLES3.3AND 340F THEKYOTO PROTOCOL

Summary

The principles and relevant provisions of the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol recognise the need
to enhance and preserve sinks (land use, land use change and forestry activities (LULUCF)).

Inclusion of sinks givesindividual Parties greater flexibility to take action in away that reflects
their national circumstances, and improves the environmental effectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol.

Sinks can contribute to reducing atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations while also providing
other environmental benefits by addressing soil degradation (eg. sdinity), maintaining
biodiversity and enhancing sustainable land management.

Emissions from LULUCF constitute a significant proportion of Australia’s emissions profile.

COP decision 16/CP.5 established decisions on Article 3.3 and 3.4 as an integral part of the
Buenos Aires Plan of Action package of decisions required at the Sixth Conference of the Parties
(COP®6).

The IPCC Special Report on LULUCF has furnished Parties with the scientific and technical
advice needed for effective and informed decision making on LULUCF at COP6.

Articles 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7 provide a framework for the implementation of a restricted set of land
use, land use change and forestry activities by Annex B Parties to the Kyoto Protocol.

Under Article 3.3, LULUCF activities are confined to direct human induced afforestation,
reforestation and deforestation since 1990.

Article 3.4 establishes a process for Parties to include additional human induced activities in the
agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories. Decisions on Article 3.4 activities
since 1990 may apply for the first Kyoto Protocol commitment period and must be applied in
subsequent commitment periods.

Article 3.7 states that countries with a net source from land use change and forestry in 1990, such
as Australia, can include emissions from land use change in the baseline used for calculating their
assigned amounts.

Parties should agree definitions and accounting approaches that will facilitate environmentally
robust and cost effective implementation of LULUCF activities already specified in Article 3.3
(afforestation, reforestation and deforestation).

For the first commitment period, Parties should move towards a more comprehensive treatment of
greenhouse sinks by agreeing to definitions and accounting approaches for a further defined set of
specific human induced additional LULUCF activities under Article 3.4.

The key to implementing the LULUCF provisions of Article 3 lies in the development of robust
approaches to accounting for changes in greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks associated
with eligible LULUCF activities.

When taken together, these accounting approaches and definitions should function as a means to
integrate Articles 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7 in a coherent carbon accounting system which will allow key
requirements of the Kyoto Protocol to be implemented.

Such key requirements for LULUCF activities in the first commitment period include:

That the activity is directly human induced or human induced;

That the activity took place since 1990;

That measurement of changes in carbon stock or greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the
activity is verifiable and transparent; and

That measurement uncertainties are taken into account.
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OVERALL ACCOUNTING APPROACHESIN RELATION TO THE

REQUIREMENTSOF ARTICLES3.3,3.4AND 3.7, REVERSIBILITY, NATURAL
EFFECTSAND ACCOUNTING INTERLINKAGES

Explanatory material

An overarching carbon accounting system will need to provide consistent and robust estimates for
LULUCEF activities.

To the extent possible, given the different requirements of Articles 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7 there should
be measurement and accounting consistency across the carbon accounting system.

The Protocol statesthat only certain human induced LULUCF activitiesin Articles 3.3 and 3.4
can be credited or debited against Parties assigned amounts.

This meansthat full carbon accounting of all terrestrial sinks within a Party’s bordersis not
required for the purposes of implementing Article 3.

In line with key requirementsin Article 3.3 and 3.4, to gain credit or debit for LULUCF activities
in the first commitment period, Parties will need to show that changes in greenhouse gas
emissions and carbon stocks during the commitment period resulted from a human induced
activity which took place since 1990.

Measurement of changes in emissions and/or carbon stocks will need to be transparent, facilitate
verification and take uncertainties into account.

An accounting approach based on the concept of Article 3.3 and Article 3.4 lands offers the best
way to reflect key Article 3.3 and 3.4 requirements.

The Article 3.3/3.4 lands accounting approach essentially refers to land based accounting whichis
directly linked to specific, eligible LULUCF activities.

Article 3.3/3.4 lands accounting approach

Under the Article 3.3/3.4 lands accounting approach, Parties will be required to identify eligible
LULUCEF activities which will draw a given area of land into the Article 3.3/3.4 accounting
system.

Thiswill require specification of activities that are eligible under Articles 3.3 and 3.4; and
Identification (for the purposes of measurement and reporting) of land units on which these
activities occur.

Accounting for Article 3.3/3.4 lands will commence on those areas of land at the start of the
activity.

Asagenera approach, once an area of land moves in to the Article 3.3/3.4 accounting system,
then all greenhouse gas emissions or carbon stocks will need to be accounted for.

Thiswould include both human induced and natural processes such asfire, pest invasion,
harvesting and replanting cyclesin commercial forestry, as well as indirect human effects like
CO, fertilisation.

The effects of multiple eligible LULUCF activities on greenhouse gas emissions occurring on an
individual area of Article 3.3/3.4 land will therefore be accounted for under this approach.

Once an area of land becomes subject to the Article 3.3/3.4 accounting system, full carbon
accounting of relevant carbon pools and measurement of changes of non-CO, greenhouse gases
(methane and nitrous oxide) on that land will be required.

Relevant carbon pools would include above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below
ground biomass, soil carbon and harvested materials.

Accounting for Article 3.3 and 3.4 lands will be required across contiguous commitment periods
under the Kyoto Protocol.

Thiswill address incentives to concentrate LULUCF activities that may result in net emissionsin
time periods not covered by the accounting system.
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M easur ement methodologies and uncertainty

Article 5.2 of the Kyoto Protocol establishes the 1996 |PCC Revised Inventory Guidelines asthe
methodol ogies for measuring and reporting of greenhouse gases under the Protocol for the first
commitment period.

In some cases, these Guidelines will require elaboration to deal with the specific requirements of
the Kyoto Protocol including for LULUCF activitiesin Articles 3.3 and 3.4.

The IPCC work on good practice guidance should be extended to cover LULUCF activities under
the Protocol including dealing with uncertainties. Thiswould reguire development of a set of
procedures that would allow Parties to address:

The choice of estimation methods appropriate to countries’ national circumstances,

Quality assurance and quality control at a national level;

Quantification of uncertainties; and

Requirements for data archiving and reporting to promote transparency and facilitate verification.
The IPCC Specia Report showsthat the technical capacity to measure changes in carbon stock
and greenhouse gas emissions currently exists among Annex B Parties.

Australiais developing a speciaised National Carbon Accounting System that will provide robust
accounting for all changesin greenhouse gas emissions and/or carbon stocks associated with
eligible LULUCEF activities.

Rever sibility

The Article 3.3/3.4 lands accounting approach which encompasses ongoing full carbon
accounting/measurement of emissions on identified Article 3.3/3.4 land areas across the first and
subsequent contiguous commitment periods means that possible reversibility (and variability) of
those LULUCEF activities at some future time would be identified and accounted for:

Possible reversibility of LULUCF activities may arise from human action (eg harvesting under
commercial forestry) or natural processes (eg. fire, pest invasion or El Nino cycles).

Natur al effects

Under the Article 3.3/3.4 lands accounting approach, changes in carbon stocks and greenhouse
gas emissions resulting from natural effects such asfire, pest invasion and natural climate
variability (eg the El Nino cycle) will be accounted for.

Changes in carbon stocks resulting from increased CO, and nitrogen fertilisation will also be
captured under the Article 3.3/3.4 lands accounting approach.

These changes in carbon stocks and emissions will result in credits or debits under Parties
assigned amounts.

Linkagewith Article 3.7

Article 3.7 was an important part of the Kyoto Protocol outcome on LULUCEF activities.

Many Annex B countries have mature forests that are declining in sequestration capacity.
These Parties would have suffered a detriment if they were required to include the land use
change and forestry sector in the calculation of their 1990 baselines and then account for
emissions and sequestration from this sector during the commitment period.

To address thisissue, emissions and sequestration from land use change and forestry (LUCF) are
excluded from the calculation of most Annex B Parties assigned amounts - i.e. emissions from
LUCEF are generally not factored into the calculation of Annex B Parties 1990 emissions basdline.

However all Annex B Parties can count net sequestration from certain eligible LULUCF activities
towards their target commitments under Article 3.3.

This approach created significant problems for Australia as, unlike most Annex B countries, it had
anet source of emissions from LUCF in 1990.
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— Thismeansthat emissions from LUCF (which includes emissions from land clearing) would not
have been factored into the 1990 basdline yet Australia would be debited for these emissions
under Article 3.3 during the commitment period.

* Article 3.7 was devel oped to address only this problem and was not designed to capture emissions
from other sectors such as agricultural soils.

* |t alows countries with a net source from land use change and forestry in 1990, such as Australia,
to include emissions from land use change in the baseline used for calculating their assigned
amounts.

Including emissions from land use changein Parties’ 1990 basdine

® Under Article 3.7, countries can only include emissions from land use change in their 1990
baselines if they can demonstrate that they have a net source of emissions from the land use
change and forestry inventory category in 1990, aslaid out in the Revised 1996 |PCC Inventory
Guidelines.

* Inorder toimplement Article 3.7, elaboration of the term "land use change" in the second
sentence of Article 3.7 isrequired.

®* Themeaning of the term land use change in Article 3.7 derives from the Revised 1996 IPCC
Inventory Guidelines category Land Use Change and Forestry of which two sub-categories are
Forest and Grassand Conversion, and Abandonment of Managed Lands.*

— The Guidelines identify these two sub-categories as “categories of land use change” and says land
use change has occurred where there is a change in land cover.

* Parties seeking to utilise Article 3.7 are therefore required to show that they had a net source of
emissions from LUCF in 1990. Such Parties are then required to include emissions from relevant
carbon pools associated with the forest and grassland conversion and abandonment of managed
lands sub-categories in the calculation of their 1990 baseline.

® On this basis, emissions occurring in the remaining subseégargesin Forests and Other
Woody Biomass Socks, CO, Emissions and Removals from Soils andOther are not included
under the term land use change in the calculation of the 1990 baselines via Article 3.7.

* This approach establishes a direct linkage between the defonestation in Article 3.3 andand
use change in Article 3.7.

* Article 3.7 cannot be used to include in the calculation of Parties' 1990 baselines greenhouse gas
emissions from non-forest land use change such as conversion of pasture to crop lands.

* This means there is no need to address potential double counting that may arise between Article
3.7 and additional activities in the agriculture soils and land use change categories that may be
agreed under Article 3.4.

Textual Proposal

Overall accounting approachesfor Article 3.3 and 3.4

Parties are required to account for changes in greenhouse gas emissions that occur during the first
commitment period on areas of land where eligible land use, land use change and forestry activities
have taken place, commencing either in 1990 or in a year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of
the commitment period.

For Article 3.3, eligible activities are direct human induced afforestation, reforestation and
deforestation that have taken placein 1990 or in a year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the
commitment period. (Definitions for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation shall be as

! Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Greenhouse Gas | nventory
Reference Manual Vol 3, Section 5.2.
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provided in this submission (see section below)). To be directly human induced, afforestation,
reforestation and defor estation must result from a deliberate human action or intervention.

For Article 3.4, for the first commitment period, eigible activities are specific, human induced
activitiesin the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories, that have taken placein
1990 or in ayear subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the commitment period. (Definitions for
additional activities shall be as provided in this submission (see section below)). To be human
induced, an additional activity must result from a process that includes a deliberate human action or
intervention.

For eligible Article 3.3 and 3.4 activities in the first commitment period, since 1990 means on or since
1 January 1990 and the end of the commitment period means up to and including 31 December 2012.

An area of land shall be subject to accounting for changesin emissions and/or carbon stocksif it is
subject to an eligible activity under Article 3.3 or 3.4. Any changes in carbon stocks and/or
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from subsequent eligible LULUCF activities introduced on that
specific area of land during the commitment period shall also be accounted for.

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions and/or carbon stocks on areas of land where direct human
induced afforestation, reforestation and defor estation and agreed human induced specific additional
activitiesin the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories occurred since 1990 must
be accounted for over contiguous commitment periods.

For Article 3.3 carbon dioxide emissions are to be measured as changes in carbon stocks by
comparing the carbon stocks in 2012 with the carbon stocks in 2008. In the event that an activity
commences during the commitment period, the changes in carbon stocks are to be measured by
reference to the carbon stocks at the start year. Changes in emissions for non-carbon dioxide gases
(methane and nitrous oxide) shall also be accounted for. 2

To measure carbon dioxide, relevant carbon pools shall include above ground biomass, litter and
woody debris, below ground biomass, soil carbon and harvested materials. The methodol ogies for
accounting for harvested wood shall be those given in the 1996 IPCC Revised Inventory Guidelines as
required by Article 5.2.

For forestry activities under Article 3.3, the following accounting sub-rules shall be applied:®

Credits (for sequestration) calculated at the stand level from reforestation following deforestation will
be awarded only to the extent that carbon stocks have increased above levels present before the
deforestation event took place.

Debits (emissions) calculated at the stand level from harvesting and other natural and human induced
effects following afforestation and reforestation will not be greater than credits earned from
sequestration.

For some additional activitiesin the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories under
Article 3.4, accounting methodol ogies will need to be elaborated. This elaboration of methodol ogies
shall ensure that changes in emissions for non-carbon dioxide gases (methane and nitrous oxide) are
accounted for.*

2 The SBSTA should invite the |PCC to develop such accounting methodologies as part of the IPCC work on
methodologies on LULUCF as requested in the SBSTA 10 conclusions.

3 Explanatory text on the accounting sub rules for Article 3.3 activities can be found in Section I1.

* The SBSTA should invite the IPCC to develop such accounting methodologies as part of the IPCC work on
methodologies on LULUCF as requested in the SBSTA 10 conclusions.
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Methodol ogies shall also be elaborated to ensure that changes in emissions from additional activities
in the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories are not also credited or debited in
accounting for Parties’ assighed amounts under Articlé 3.1

Changes in carbon stocks and greenhouse gas emissions as a result of human induced and natural
processes (including inter alia commercial forestry, fire, pest invasion, El Nino cyclean@O

nitrogen fertilisation) during the commitment period shall be accounted for on each area of land
where an eligible activity has taken place.

Reversibility

Changes in greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks on areas of land where human induced
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990 or additional activities agreed under Article
3.4 have taken place must be accounted for over contiguous commitment periods. This means Parties
shall account for any reversibility of sequestration or emissions reductions from eligible LULUCF
activities under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 during commitment periods and over contiguous commitment
periods.

Natural effects

Parties are required to account for all changes in greenhouse gas emissions and/or carbon stocks,
including those that result from natural effects, that occur during the commitment period on areas of
land where eligible land use, land use change and forestry activities have taken place.

Accounting interlinkages - Article 3.7

Parties with a net source of emissions from land use change and forestry in 1990 shall include in the
calculation of their 1990 baseline emissions from land use change. Emissions from land use change
are defined only as net emissions from the forest and grassland conversion and abandonment of
managed lands sub-categories as laid out in the 1996 Revised IPCC Inventory GUidelines

. PROPOSED DEFINITIONS AND ACCOUNTING APPROACHESRELATED TO
AFFORESTATION, REFORESTATION AND DEFORESTATION UNDER ARTICLE 3.3

Explanatory material

* Credits and debits that can be counted as aresult of Article 3.3 activities towards Parties assigned
amounts will be determined on the basis of :

— Definitions for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation; and

— The accounting system used for Article 3.3.

* Definitions for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation activities under Article 3.3 should be
chosen to support the operation of the overarching carbon accounting system.

* Under the definitional approach outlined below for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation,
harvesting which occurs as part of the commercial forestry cycle would not be defined as
deforestation. Similarly regeneration following harvesting would not be defined as reforestation.

— Commercial forestry cycles would not therefore function to draw areas of land into the Article 3.3
accounting framework.

* Under Augtralia’s approach to afforestation, reforestation and deforestation, there is no need for a
stand-alone definition of aforest.

* Elements of adefinition of aforest needed to operationalise aff orestation, reforestation and
deforestation have been incorporated into the definitions for afforestation, reforestation and

5 . .

ibid
® |PCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, Greenhouse Gas Inventory Reference Manual Vol
3, Section 5.2.
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deforestation.

The advantage of this approach isthat it simplifies determination of whether an activity qualifies
under Article 3.3 since the activity needs only to meet the requirements of afforestation,
reforestation or deforestation without needing to meet an additional set of requirements posed by
the definition of aforest.

Afforestation and refor estation

For afforestation and reforestation, definitions that require a change of land use and the
establishment of new forests on previously unforested land will facilitate identification and
reporting of areas of land subject to eligible forestation activities under Article 3.3.

Article 5.2 requires that the IPCC Revised 1996 Inventory Guidelines are used as methodol ogies
for the first commitment period.

The IPCC Revised 1996 Inventory Guidelines contain definitions for afforestation and
reforestation which require achange in land use.

Defor estation

A definition of deforestation needs to provide a basis for accounting for significant removal of
trees or woody vegetation.

If adefinition of deforestation were to be tied solely to achangein land use significant changesin
carbon stock where there is no change in land use will not trigger lands being drawn into the
Article 3.3 accounting framework.

Under Australia's approach to defining deforestation for Article 3.3, Parties will be required to
determine canopy cover per area of land at the hectare level for their entire forest estate in 1990.
This can be done with remote sensing techniques.

Deforestation will be accounted when the proportion of canopy cover per hectare on agiven area
of forested land is reduced by 30% or more through forest conversion (eg if forest canopy cover
drops from 60% to 42%) as aresult of direct human induced removal of trees.

The area of land subject to deforestation then enters into the Article 3.3 accounting system.

The advantage of this approachisthat it provides flexibility in relation to the forest type that is
captured by deforestation.

Thiswill reduce the potential for Partiesto selectively report forested land so asto minimise
accounting for deforestation.

Under Australia’s approach, significant deforestation and degradation events will both be captured
for the purposes of accounting for deforestation under Article 3.3.

Carbon accounting on Article 3.3 lands

Under the Article 3.3 lands accounting approach, Parties are required to identify afforestation,
reforestation or deforestation activities. These activities will function to draw a given area of land
into the Article 3.3 accounting system.

Identification of eigible activities would be done on the basis of the definitions for aff orestation,
reforestation and deforestation given below.

Land units on which these activities occur would then be identified.

Under the definitional approach outlined above for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation,
harvesting which occurs as part of the commercial forestry cycle would not be defined as
deforestation. Similarly regeneration following harvesting would not be defined as reforestation.

Commercial forestry cycles would not therefore function to draw areas of land into the Article 3.3
accounting framework.
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— However under the Article 3.3 lands approach, once an area of land enters the Article 3.3
accounting system as a result of afforestation, reforestation and deforestation, Parties would be
required to account for al changes in carbon stocks occurring on that area of land.

— Thiswould include changes in carbon stocks and emissions that are the result of harvesting and
replanting on areas of Article 3.3 lands subject to commercial forestry as well as other changesin
emissions that are the result of human and non-human induced effects.

Accounting sub-rulesfor Article 3.3

* Inrelation to accounting for Article 3.3 activities, the IPCC Special Report notes that some
important discrepancies could occur between actual and reported changes in carbon stocks. The
IPCC has proposed two accounting sub-rules to deal with these discrepancies.

Accounting Sub-rule 1

* A discrepancy could occur where land is deforested, used for agriculture before 2008 and then
direct human induced reforestation occurs. Credits could be gained even though carbon stocksin
the commitment period are likely to be less than in 1990.

* Thisdiscrepancy could be addressed if carbon credits for reforestation are awarded only for
increases in carbon stock above the level of carbon stock present at the forest stand level prior to
the deforestation event taking place.

Accounting Sub-rule 2

* Another discrepancy could occur where afforestation or reforestation since 1990 has brought land
into the accounting system but, as aresult of harvesting, thinning or natural events (eg fire, pests
or storms), carbon stocks decrease over the commitment period.

® Under these circumstances, debits could be assigned during the commitment period even if the
afforestation or reforestation activity reduces atmospheric CO,in the long run and carbon stocks
increase overall.

* Thisdiscrepancy could be overcomeif carbon debits for afforestation and reforestation are
limited to the amount of net credits (credits minus debits) received from carbon accumulating at
the stand level.

* For textual proposas on accounting for non-CO, gases (methane and nitrous oxide) for Article 3.3
activities, see Overall Accounting Approaches (Section | above).

Textual proposal

Definition of a forest
Thereis no requirement for a definition of a forest for the purpose of implementing Article 3.3.

Afforestation, reforestation and deforestation

Afforestation is defined as the direct human induced establishment of new forests (trees and woody
vegetation) on lands which historically have not contained forests. New forests established by
afforestation must cover a minimum area of 1 hectare with a minimum stand width of 10 metres.
Potential canopy cover at maturity under current management practices is not less than 20%.

Reforestation is defined as the direct human induced establishment of forests (trees and woody
vegetation) on lands which historically have previoudly contained forests but which have been
converted to some other use. Prior to reforestation, the land must have been under some non-forest
use for a period of not lessthan 5 years. New forests established by reforestation must cover a
minimum area of 1 hectare with a minimum stand width of 10 metres. Potential canopy cover at
maturity under current management practicesis not |ess than 20%.
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To be directly human induced, afforestation and reforestation must result from a deliberate human
action or intervention.

Establishment includes all deliberate human induced activities to establish trees including: direct
planting, artificial seeding, site preparation (fire or mechanical) and protective fencing.

Deforestation will be accounted when the proportion of canopy cover per hectare on a given area of
forested land (land with trees and woody vegetation) is reduced by 30% or more through forest
conversion as a result of direct human induced removal of trees.

Deforestation is defined as direct human induced forest conversion which is frequently accompanied
by burning. This does not include harvesting or other practices which occur as part of ongoing
commercial forestry.

Forest conversion means the transition of forested land to non-forested land as a result of direct
human induced removal of trees.

For the purposes of accounting for deforestation under Article 3.3, Parties shall determine canopy
cover for each forested area within their borders to be accounted for on the basis of a minimum area
of 1 hectare with a minimum stand width of 10 metres.

To be directly human induced, deforestation must result from a deliberate human action or
intervention.

Carbon Accounting for Article 3.3 activities

Parties are required to account for changes in greenhouse gas emissions that occur during the
commitment period on areas of land wher e afforestation, reforestation and defor estation have taken
place, commencing either in 1990 or in a year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the
commitment period.

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks as a result of human induced and natural
effects (including inter alia commercial forestry, fire, pest invasion, CO, and nitrogen fertilisation)
during the commitment period shall be accounted for on those areas of land where human induced
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990 have taken place.

To measure changes in carbon stocks, relevant carbon pools shall include above ground biomass,
litter and woody debris, below ground biomass, soil carbon and harvested materials. The
methodol ogies for accounting for harvested wood shall be those given in the 1996 IPCC Revised
Inventory Guidelines as required by Article 5.2.

Accounting methodol ogies shall be developed and agreed by the COP to ensure that changesin
emissions for non-carbon dioxide gases (methane and nitrous oxide) are accounted for.”

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks on areas of land where human induced
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990 have taken place must be accounted for over
contiguous commitment periods.

Carbon accounting baselines for Article 3.3 activities

The adjustment to a Party’s assigned amount shall be equal to verifiable changesin carbon stocks
and greenhouse gas emissions during the period 2008 to 2012 resulting from direct human induced
activities of afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1 January 1990. Where the result of

" The SBSTA should invite the IPCC to develop such accounting methodologies as part of the IPCC work on
methodologies on LULUCF as requested in the SBSTA 10 conclusions.
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this calculation is a net sink, this value shall be added to the Party's assigned amount. Where the
result ofsthis calculation is a net emission, thisvalue shall be subtracted from the Party’s assigned
amount.

This means Parties shall calculate changes in carbon stocks by comparing the carbon stocks in 2012
with the carbon stocks in 2008.

Accounting sub-rulesfor Article 3.3 activities

Sub-rule 1

Credits (for sequestration) calculated at the stand level from reforestation following deforestation will
be awarded only to the extent that carbon stocks have increased above levels present before the
deforestation event took place.

Sub-rule 2

Debits (emissions) calculated at the stand level from harvesting and other natural and human induced
effects following afforestation and reforestation will not be greater than credits earned from
sequestration.

. HOW AND WHICH ADDITIONAL HUMAN INDUCED ACTIVITIESMIGHT BE
INCLUDED UNDER ARTICLE 3.4 INCLUDING MODALITIES, RULESAND
GUIDELINESRELATED TO THESE ACTIVITIESAND THEIR ACCOUNTING

Explanatory material

* Article 3.4 requires that additional LULUCF activities be in the agricultural soils, land use change
and forestry categories.

* Inlinewith the requirements of Article 3.4, the selection of activities and the accounting approach
adopted for additional activities must provide the means to determine whether the activity
occurred since 1990 for the first commitment period and whether the activity is human induced.

* Article 3.4 requiresthat the activity rather than the resulting emissions are human induced ("as to
how and which additional human induced activities...").

— This is similar to the construction of Article 3.3 which links the requirement of direct human
induced to the activities of afforestation, reforestation and deforestation rather than to the change
in emissions.

* The IPCC Special Report shows that under the broad approach to the selection of additional
activities, where activities are defined as broad systems of land use, both human induced and non-
human induced activities alike will be eligible for crediting under Article 3.4.

* The narrow approach to the selection of additional activities will facilitate the implementation of
additional activities that are specifically defined with reference to the key criterion of human
induced.

Selection of additional activities

* Under the narrow approach, only certain specified activities such as fertilisation in the agricultural
soils category or reduced impact logging in the category of forest management would be included
under Article 3.4.

* Australia supports the narrow approach to the inclusion of additional activities in conjunction
with the land based accounting approach (see below).

* Within the narrow approach to the selection of additional activities, Australia supports the
inclusion of additional activities to the extent that changes in emissions and/or carbon stocks can
be accurately measured and verified.

8 As per COP decision 9/CP.4
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Australia supports the inclusion of revegetation as an additional activity under Article 3.4 asit
demonstrably meets the criteria of human induced, measurability and verifiability.

In addition, revegetation can deliver improvements to biodiversity and land management and can
address problems of land degradation such as salinisation of soils.

Revegetation is therefore in line with Australia’s sustai nable management objectives.

Australiais working on methodol ogies to account for additional activitiesin the agricultural soils
and forest management categories (including wood products) and will bring forward a further
proposal on additional activitiesto address these issues.

Australiaislikely to support decision making at COP6 on specific additional activitiesin these
categories for inclusion during the first commitment period if it can be demonstrated such
activities also meet key tests of human induced, and are transparent, measurable and verifiable.

For inclusion under Article 3.4, additional activities will also need to be in line with Australia’s
sustainable development objectives.

Accounting for Article 3.4

Under the land based accounting approach, an area of land would be drawn into the Article 3.4
accounting system by the application of an eligible additional activity.

A Party would then be required to account for all changes in greenhouse gas emissions on the area
of land irrespective of whether changes in emissions result from a natural process (such as fire or
pest invasion) or human activity.

The narrow inclusion/land based accounting approach will simplify verification procedures and
potentially reduce measurement and monitoring costs.

It is also in line with the requirement that only eligible human induced additional activities since
1990 are counted towards Parties' assigned amounts for the first commitment period.

Further work is needed to develop accounting methodologies to deal with additional activities
under Article 3.4 including for the non-GQases. Australia may submit an additional proposal
on these matters.

Methane and nitrous oxide emissions from a range of land-use activities such as rice cultivation,
agricultural soils, prescribed burning of savannas and field burning of agricultural residues are
included in Annex A of the Kyoto Protocol and will therefore be captured in Parties' national
inventories under Articles 5

and 7.

As methane and nitrous oxide emissions from a range of land-use activities are included in Annex
A, there is potential for double counting to occur if these emissions are also accounted for as a
result of lands brought into the Article 3.4 accounting system.

The IPCC should be invited to develop an accounting methodology as part of its methodological
work on LULUCF to ensure that emissions reductions associated with Article 3.4 activities are
not also credited in the accounting of Parties' assigned amounts under Article 3.1.

Textual Proposal

Selection of additional activities

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions from agreed specific additional activitiesin the agricultural

soils, land use change and forestry categories may be added to or subtracted from a Party’s assigned
amount if that Party can demonstrate in its reporting under Article 3.4 that the specific activity is
human induced, can be measured in a transparent fashion, is verifiable, is in line with that Party’s
sustainable management objectives and, for the first commitment period, that the specific activity has
occurred since 1990.
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Revegetation shall be included as an additional activity in the forest category for thefirst and
subsequent commitment periods.

Revegetation is defined as the human induced establishment of woody vegetation that covers a
minimum area of 0.5 hectare with a minimum width in any direction of 10 metres and does not meet
the definitions of afforestation or reforestation under Article 3. Eligible revegetation activities
include:

— the establishment of woody vegetation to address sustainable land management;

- windbreaks and shelterbelts;

- environmental plantings or fencing off areas of native vegetation;

— agroforestry planting of trees or the devel opment of new tree crop products such as tea tree oil to
encourage a more diversified and sustainable production system that leads to social, economic
and environmental benefits for land users; and

— changesin stock management practices to encourage regeneration of vegetation.

If agreed by the COP, further specific additional activitiesin the agricultural soils, land use change
and forestry categories may be included under Article 3.4 for the first commitment period

Accounting for Article 3.4 activities

Parties may account for changesin greenhouse gas emissions to be added to or subtracted from their
assigned amounts on areas of land where agreed specific human induced additional activitiesin the
agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories have taken place, either in 1990 or in a
year subsequent to 1990 but before the end of the commitment period.

Changesin carbon stocks and/or emissions as a result of human induced and natural effects
(including inter alia commercial forestry, fire, pest invasion, CO, and nitrogen fertilisation) shall be
accounted for on areas of land where agreed specific human induced additional activitiesin the
agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories have taken place, either in 1990 or in a
year subseguent to 1990 but before the end of the commitment period.

For some additional activitiesin the agricultural soilsland use change and forestry categories under
Article 3.4, accounting methodol ogies will need to be elaborated. This elaboration of methodol ogies
shall ensure that changes in greenhouse gas emissions for non-carbon dioxide gases (methane and
nitrous oxide) are accounted for.’

Methodol ogies shall also be elaborated to ensure that changes in greenhouse gas emissions from
additional activitiesin the agricultural soils, land use change and forestry categories are not also
credited or debited in accounting for Parties assigned amounts under Article 3.1.

Changesin greenhouse gas emissions and carbon stocks on areas of land where eligible additional
activities have taken place on or since 1990 must be accounted for over contiguous commitment
periods.

V. METHODOLOGIESFOR ACCOUNTING AND REPORTING IN RELATION TO
ARTICLE 3.3AND 34

Explanatory material

* Article5.2 of the Kyoto Protocol establishes the 1996 IPCC Revised Inventory Guidelines as the
methodologies for measurement and reporting of greenhouse gases under the Protocol for the first

® The SBSTA should invite the |PCC to develop such accounting methodologies as part of the IPCC work on
methodologies on LULUCF as requested in the SBSTA 10 conclusions.
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commitment period.
— In some cases, these Guidelines will require elaboration to deal with the specific requirements of
the Kyoto Protocol including for LULUCF activitiesin Articles 3.3 and 3.4.

* ThelPCC work on good practice guidance should be extended to cover LULUCF activities under
the Protocol including dealing with uncertainties. Thiswould reguire development of a set of
procedures that would allow Parties to address:

— Thechoice of estimation methods appropriate to counties’ national circumstances;

— Quality assurance and quality control at a national level;

— Quantification of uncertainties; and

— Requirements for data archiving and reporting to promote transparency and facilitate verification.

Textual Proposal

M ethodologies

Methodol ogies for measuring and reporting on changes in emissions and/or carbon stocks for eligible
LULUCEF activities under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 shall be in line with requirements of Articles5, 7 and 8
of the Kyoto Protocaol.

Elaboration of methodologies for the implementation of Articles 3.3 and 3.4 shall take into account
the methodol ogical work of the IPCC, and should extend good practice guidance to land use, land
use change and forestry activities including methodol ogies to ensure that measurement uncertainty is
taken into account.

10 Asrequested by the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice at its 10" session.



Table | Preliminary data and informetion provided by Australia on carbon stock changes and areas related to article 3.3 activities

. Data sources, data
Article 3.3 Country specific _ Accounting Methods and . .
. Definitions r ke aha |AGMQ | gMa (A GMO| ap(Ma) |A GMO soproaches quality, and uncertainty
amene (eg. ranges)
Afforestation IPCC Activity based
Reforestation Land based
209,978 24 500,119 8.7/ 1,350,346, 236
Afforestation FAO Activity based
Land based
Reforestation FAO Activity based
Land based |
Land based Il
Afforestation Other Activity based
Reforestation Land based
Deforestation* IPOC/FAO Activity based
Land based
2,362,000 63.2| 3,884,000 119.2| 8,078,000 57.6
Other Activity based

Land based
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a,: Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year.

AC,: Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in a, on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

a,: Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 or an earlier specific year.

A C, : Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in a, on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

a.,:  Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.

A Cc: Projected carbon stock change (t C) over the first commitment period on land afforested, reforested, and deforested
since 1990 up to 2012.

Methods and approaches

Specify:

a) Forest definition used;

b) Definitions for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation used;
c¢) Applied accounting approaches;

d) Included carbon pooals;

e) Other.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table I)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant to the approach taken
in their submission and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Definitions and accounting:
a) Forest,
b) Afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation,
¢) Accounting approaches.
2.Carbon pools included (e.g. above-ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials);
3.Stratification (e.g. biomes and regions);
4.Methodologies and data:
a) Data sources,
b) Sampling techniques,
¢) Models and key parameters,
d) Uncertainties.
5.Treatment of non-CO, greenhouse gases.
6.Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008—2012) and discussion, if possible,
of trends beyond the first commitment period.
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Table Il - Preliminary data and information provided by Australia on carbon stocks and area estimates
(First sentence of Article 3.4)

Carbon stock in
Land system Area (Mha) 1990 (Mt C)

Forest lands 145 13157
Agriculture lands 45 1297

Rangelands/grasslands 564 10484
Wetland/tundra 2 571
Other 6 262

Total (as listed above) 762 25771

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table II)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant
to the approach taken in their submission and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Description of land categories, including any land categories not covered.
2.Carbon pools - distinctions and assumptions.

3.Data sources.

4.Methods.

5.Possible changes in carbon stocks.

6.Uncertainties.
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Tablelll - Preliminary data and information provided by Australia on Article 3.4 activities, related net GHG emissions, involved areas, and projected carbon
stock changes (additional activitiesunder Article 3.4)

Article 3.4 Accounting a [COy, |CHa, i (t] N2O,  (t | an [CO2, i (t] CHa, 1 (t [N2O, y (t| acp (ha) Cep (tC) CO,, p (t |CHa, ¢p (t| N2O, o | Methods | Data sources, Other
Country framework (ha) | (t CO, CO, |[(ha)| COy)* CO, (o)} CO,)* CO, (t CO, and data quality, information
specific data COy)* |equiv.) |equiv.)* ® equiv.)*| equiv.)* equiv.)* [ equiv.)* |approaches and relevant to
*8 g . g uncertainties | decision-
(e.g. ranges) making
Revegetation [Land based 1,047,800/ 10,906,046| 39,988,840| n/a n/a see see explanatory |see
activities explanatory |text explanatory
text text
Activity based
Activity 2 |Land based
Activity based
Activity 3 |Land based
Activity based

_SZ -



* These columns would contain the sum over the years concerned of net annual emissions by sources and removals by sinks for the Article 3.4 activities proposed.
A negative sign indicates either emissions by sources or a decrease in carbon stocks. A positive sign indicates either removals by sinks or an increase in carbon stocks.
To convert a carbon amount to CO, multiply it by 3.67.

e CH, and N,O emissions are converted to CO, equivalent emissions by using the global warming potential (GWP) values of 21 for CH, and 310 for N,O (Source: Second Assessment Report of the IPCC, 199

a: Area (ha) in 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,, ;: Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.
CH,, ,: CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.

N,O, ;: N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.

a: Area (ha) in 1999 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,, : Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity,accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,,.
CH,, ,: CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,,.

N,O, ;: N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a;,.

Ap Projected area (ha) in 2012 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

ACep:  Projected carbon stock changes (t C) over the first commitment period related to the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,, ¢, : Projected net CO, emissions related contribution (t CO,) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

CH,, ¢p : Projected CH, emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigne amount of the Party.
N0, ., : Projected N,O emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table III)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant to the approach taken in
their submissions and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Activities and accounting:

a) Definitions and descriptions of all activities proposed,

b) Scope of activities and how they fit into broader managed land categories,

¢) Accounting approaches,

d) Proposals for key accounting features, e.g. assumptions on baselines, basis for the area estimates covered by activity.
2.Carbon pools included (e.g. above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials).
3.Methodologies and data:

a) Data sources,

b) Sampling techniques,

¢) Models and key parameters,

d) Uncertainties.
4.Treatment of non CO, greenhouse gases.
5.Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008—2012) and discussion, if possible, of trends

beyond the first commitment period.
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TABLE 1 (ARTICLE 3.3) EXPLANATORY TEXT
1. Definitions and accounting

€) Under Australia’s approach to afforestation, reforestation and deforestation, there is no need
for a stand-alone definition of a forest.

(b) Afforestation, reforestation and deforestation - the definitions used are consistent with those
contained in the accompanying Australian submission.

() Accounting approaches - this analysis was undertaken using the IPCC land based accounting
framework.

Australia has proposed, in the accompanying submission, two accounting subrules should be
implemented for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation activities under Article 3.3 to prevent
discrepancies between actual and reported stock change. This analysis does not include the effects of
these subrules in estimating changes in carbon sequestration for afforestation, reforestation or
deforestation activities.

2. Carbon pools included
All relevant carbon pools were taken into account in this analysis including above ground biomass,
litter and woody debris, below ground biomass, soil carbon and on and off site harvested materials.

3. Stratification

Stratification of afforestation/reforestation activities is based on Australia’s National Plantation
Inventory regions. These regions (fourteen in all) are stratified by species, management regime and
productivity class.

Areas of clearing (deforestation) are stratified by vegetation structural classes according to the
Carnahan (1988) digital data sets (AUSLIG 1990). Areas of clearing are assigned to a vegetation
class which is in turn assigned a typical soil carbon and biomass estimate. For more information on
the methods, refer to the supporting methodology supplements to Australia’s National Greenhouse
Gas Inventory, Workbook 4.2.

Reference
Australian Surveying and Land Information Group (198104s of Australian Resources, Vegetation,
Third Series Volume 6, Department of Administrative Services, Canberra

4. Methodologies and data

(@ Data sources

For afforestation and reforestation activities, data has been taken from the National Plantation
Inventory, with information on growth, yield and management regimes sourced from wood flow
analyses completed for the National Greenhouse Gas Inventory.

Data on land clearing (deforestation) is largely drawn from remote sensing using LANDSAT TM
data. Data and methods conform to those used in the National Greenhouse Gas Inventory.

(o) Sampling techniques
Data and information on areas, yield and management regimes for afforestation and reforestation
activities have been derived using surveys of growers.

The remote sensing data used to estimate deforestation activities was based on ground truthed
continental sampling. Other methods are described in the supporting methodology supplements to the
National Greenhouse Gas Inventory, Workbook 4.2.
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() Models and key parameters

Modelling of afforestation and reforestation emissions and sequestration was completed using the
Australian GreehouseOffice’s CAMFOR fored accountig model. Malel parameters weralrawn from
relevant plished literature.

The models ad paranetess used to estimate enissionsassociated with dforestatio are described in the
supportirg methodolay supplenents to Australia’s National Greemise Gasnventory Workbodk 4.2.

(d) Uncertainties

While there may be sane variance in model mrameters ued for aff orestation ard reforestation overall
uncerginty is cansidered to be relatvely small. This is beaus the large sanple size usel produces a
tendency for over andunder etimates o balan@ out and centralise around the mean. There isgwreason
to believe thet ary bias is preant which may alter this assumption.

An anaysis d the uncertanties present in estimating emissions assaiatedwith deforestatian is described
in the supporting methodol@y supplenents to he National Greerduse Gasnventory, Workbodk 4.2.

5. Treatment of non-CO, greenhouse gases.
Non CQ gases wer@ot considered in this aralysis.

6. Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period
(2008-2012)

Afforestation and reforestation

Projections d afforestatiorend rebrestation activities assume a liner continuation of the average rate of
estblishment fornew plantirgs over the period 19951999 (goproximately 65,4@ hectaresper year),
excluding establishment ofsecond rotation forests. Praduct allocation and manayement reyimes for he
period 2M0-2012 are alsassuned b be consistenwith the allocatims andpractices durig the 1995-
1999 mwriod. Theseestimatesare considered to be realistic.

Deforestation
Projections d future land clearing activity (deforestation) aremid rarge estimatesbased onexpert
judgement and iinplementtion of the current policy framewok.

In accordace with the sopeof Table 1, estimates of deforestation are generatedn aacordancewith the
implementaton of Article 33 using thelPCC land based acadting framewoik. It is, however, expected
that Australias emissions from the Land Use Chage and erestly Secto in 1990 would caostitute a net
source ad therefore Artick 3.7 wauld operag in conjunction with Article 3.3.

TABLE 11-(1990 CARBON STOCKS) EXPLANATO RY TEXT

1. Description of land categories.
As per Table.

2. Carbon pools
The following carbon pools (biomass, litter, soils to 30cm and organic carbon (charcoal)) were
considered in thisanalysis.

In considering this information it should be noted that the stock of carbon in Australian ecosystems at any
time can vary considerably dueto climatic and fire events. For example, it has been estimated that
between 25-80 Mt C can be released by fires each year. Assigning the 609 million ha of cropping,
grazing and rangelands into productivity categories can also vary across time because productivity is
significantly affected by rainfall.



3. Data sources.
Information and data were drawn from arange of published literature. Please see the referencelist
below.

References
AUSLIG (1990): Atlas of Australian Resources. Volume 6: Vegetation. Commonwealth of Australia, 64

pp.

Gifford, R.M., Cheney, N.P., Noble, J.C., Russdll, J.S., Wellington, A.B., and Zammit, C. (1992):
Australian land use, primary production of vegetation and carbon poolsin relation to atmospheric carbon
dioxide concentration. In Gifford, R.M. and Barson, M.M. (Eds.) Australia’'s Renewable Resources:
Sustainability and Global Change. Bureau of Rural Resources Proceedings No. 14, AGPS, Canberra, pp.
151-187.

Grierson, P.F., Adams, M.A. and Attiwill, P.M. (1992): Estimates of carbon storage in the above-ground
biomass of Victorias forests. Australian Journa of Botany 40: 631-640.

MIG (1997): Australias first approximation report to the Montreal Process. Montreal Process
Implementation Group for Australia, Commonwealth of Australia, 104 pp.

NGGI (1998): Land Use Change & Forestry. Workbook for Carbon Dioxide from the Biosphere.
Workbook 4.2 with Supplements. National Greenhouse Gas Inventory Committee, 96 pp.

Olson, J.S., Watts, JA. and Allison, L.J. (1985): Major world ecosystem complexes ranked by carbon in
live vegetation: a database. United States Department of Energy, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, Report NDP-
017.

Snowdon, P., Eamus, D., Gibbons, P., Khanna, P.K., Keith, H., Raison, R.J. and Kirschbaum, M.U.F.
(2000): Synthesis of allometrics, review of root:shoot ratios, and design of future woody biomass
sampling strategies. Client Report No. 819, CSIRO Forestry and Forest Products (In preparation).

McKenzie, N. and J. Hook, Interpretations of the Atlas of Australian Soils: Consulting Report to the
Environmental Resources Information Network, Tech. Rep. 94/1992. CSIRO, Division of Sails,
Canberra, 1992.

4. Methods

Estimates were modelled using a calibrated model running in a geographic information system with area
statements derived from national datasets. Vegetation systems formed the primary spatial stratification
and were tlen fran the1990 Atlas of AistralianResairces — Volune 6.
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TABLE Il - (ARTICLE 3.4) EXPLANATORY TEXT
1. Activitiesand accounting

a). Definitions and descriptions of all activities proposed.
Activity 1 = Revegetation activities.

Revegetation is defined as the human induced establishment of woody vegetation that covers a
minimum area of 0.5 hectare with a minimum width in any direction of 10 metres and does not meet
the definitions of afforestation or reforestation under Article 3. Eligible revegetation activities include:
— the establishment of woody vegetation to address sustainable land management;

- windbreaks and shelterbelts;

- environmenta plantings or fencing off areas of native vegetation;

— agroforestry planting of trees or the development of new tree crop products such asteatree oil to
encourage a more diversified and sustainable production system that leads to social, economic and
environmental benefits for land users; and

— changes in stock management practices to encourage regeneration of vegetation.

b) Scope of activities and how they fit into broader managed land categories.
Seeitem a) above.

¢) Accounting approaches.

The data presented in Table |11 assumes a land-based accounting framework, in which an area of land
would be drawn into the Article 3.4 accounting system when an identified revegetation activity has
occurred post 1990.

d) Proposals for key accounting features, e.g. assumptions on baselines, basis for the area estimates
covered by activity.

The area estimate assumes a continuation of revegetation rates as reported in the Australian Bureau of
Agriculture and Resource Economics (ABARE)’s Survey of Trees on Farms.

2. Carbon poolsincluded (e.g. above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below ground
biomass, soil carbon and harvested materials)

The data presented are preliminary estimates based on the above ground biomass pool. Estimates are
being developed which will include other carbon pools.

3. Methodologies and data

a) Data sources
Areas of revegetation were estimated from the Australian Bureau of Agriculture and Resource
Economics (ABARE)’'s Survey of Trees on Farms.

¢) Moddls and key parameters

A rate of carbon sequestration of 2.3 tonnes of carbon per hectare per year was used for revegetation
areas, based on analysis by the Bureau of Resource Sciences. This is the average rate of carbon
sequestration rate for the current mix of revegetation activities in Australia, including wide spaces
trees, trees in windbreaks and shelterbelts, trees in alley plantings, salt bush, tea tree and oil mallee
(BRS, 2000Revegetation as an Additional Activity for Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction under

Article 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol. Draft consultancy to the Australian Greenhouse Office).
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Thisestimate is likely to be a significant over-estimate because it does not fully reflect the impact of
regiona variability on growth rates and hence carbon sequestration.

d) Uncertainties

Revegetation activities have been assigned on the basis of broad classes of activity, some of which
may or may not fit within the designated class.

4. Treatment of non-CO, gases
Non CO, gases were not considered in this analysis.

5. Methods and key assumptionsin projections for the first commitment period (2008-2012) and
discussion, if possible, of trends beyond the first commitment period

Initial emissions reductions and sequestration associ ated with revegetation activities during the first

commitment period were derived by ABARE using a mathematical programming model of

Australia’s broadacre agricultural sector based on farm level data collected in ABARE’s Australian

agricultural and grazing industries survey.

The model maximises profits, derived as the difference between revenue and estimated cost (subject
to constraints on land area and uptake of new management practices). Emissions and sequestration
calculations are based on the land area under the management practice.

The model assumes that existing extension and land care activities result in ongoing small increases in
the rate of revegetation. Adoption rates are calculated at the national level, thus do not vary between
regions.

The modelled estimates presented here are preliminary, and should be treated with caution.



-32-

PAPER NO. 2: BOLIVIA
LAND USE, LAND USE CHANGE AND FORESTRY
1 General principles

The Bolivian Government recognizes the importance of the fluxes and stocks of greenhouse gasesin
the Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry sector (LULUCF), as a part of the genera system of
exchange of greenhouse gases between terrestrial ecosystems and the atmosphere, including those
coming from the energy sector. A comprehensive treatment should be applied to emissions by the
energy and the LULUCEF sectors, as well asto removals by the LULUCF sector, according to the
objective and the principles stated in Articles 2 and 3 of the UNFCCC.

LULUCEF activities can play an important role in the compliance system of the Kyoto Protocol (KP),
aswell asin the project-based flexibility mechanisms of the KP, especialy in the Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM). However, even when we recognize the importance of LULUCEF activities, noting
that these could open the possibility of substantive participation, through the CDM, to the great
majority of developing countries, we also recognize that the stabilization of greenhouse gasesin the
atmosphere to the 1990 level®, will only be reached by applying the most important part of the
mitigation effort to the abatement of emissions by sourcesin the energy sector in Annex | countries,
in an adeguate combination with removals by sinksin LULUCF activities.

Emissions coming from the LULUCF sector reached 1.7 to 2.0 Gt of carbon a year during the 1980s
and nearly 1.6 Gt of carbon in the 1990s, according to the assessment provided by the IPCC Special
Report on Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry?. These emissions amounted to roughly 30% of
the globa emissionsin the 80s and 25% of the present emissions (from 1990 onwards). Being an
important part of global emissions, these should be treated with a comprehensive approach together
with the emissions from the energy sector, as part of the global warming problem.

Of course, reducing emissions in the LULUCF sector (which are caused mainly by deforestation, but
also by other LULUCEF activities) in Non-Annex | countries can also play an important rolein
meeting the desired GHG concentration levelsin the short and medium term. The Parties will have to
define the necessary terms and provide the necessary accounting rules so that they give incentives for
increasing carbon storage in the terrestrial biosphere while recognizing the other important roles
played by the terrestria biosphere®. It is very important that the rules do not give credits or other
rewards for practices that damage forests and other ecosystems, terrestrial or marine.

We fully acknowledge that the UNFCCC and the KP are part of a broader legal framework and share

its general spirit, which includes the guidelines already negotiated in Agenda 21 and the magjor

Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEA). In thisrespect, it is of the utmost importance to

coordinate and mutually support actions with the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), inter

alia. At it's 5th Conference of the Parties, the CBD adopted a decision on forest diversity which urged
the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol to ensure that future carbon sequestration activities are
consistent with and supportive of the conservation and sustainable use of resources of biological

Y tis possible that it may be considered in the future, that even thislevel isinsufficient to stop global climate
change caused by anthropogenic sources. This of course depends on future scientific assessment. In this case, a
greater effort to reach lower levels of GHG concentration in the atmosphere will have to be met with a
combination of further reduction of emissions by sources and removals by sinks.

2 These figures can be somewhat higher if the estimates are revised according to the last data given for tropical
forestsin the Amazonian region, asit is already mentioned later in this document.

® Cited from Schlamadinger & Marland, Land Use & Global Climate Change; Forest, Land Management and
the Kyoto Protocol, Pew Center on Global Climate Change, Arlington, VA, June 2000.
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diversity®. As amatter of comprehensiveness and environmental coherence, the Government of
Boliviawould like to add that activities directed to the protection and management of GHG sinks
should as well be consistent with the major objectives of Agenda 21 and the MEA.

At the same meeting, the CBD Parties endorsed the ecosystem approach as an integral part of the
Convention and agreed to principles for its implementation. In view of the coherence with UN
principles on environmental conservation and sustai nable development, these principles should be
applied to carbon sequestration and sinks protection activities.

In this respect, the UNFCCC should reach an agreement in definition and procedures that envisages
the activities and effects of human activities in the LULUCF sector as processes which derive from
complex socio-economic and environmental factors, and should not be registered from a simple
administrative point of view.

2. Proposed definitions and accounting approachesrelated to ARD activitiesunder Article
3.3.

The definition of these activities should start with a proper definition of the concept of forest, from the
point of view of acomplex biotic system, which is consistent with an ecosystem approach, and not a
definition that considers aforest to be a simple group of trees. The latter, incompl ete definition, would
lead to the consideration of scattered plantations as forest. All the fluxes of GHG in the affected
portions of aforest should be counted, crediting and debiting only those, which come from direct
humagn — induced activities, which should have commenced aftet flamdary 1990, as the PK
state

There are two levels of definition of a forest. One general level is useful for the purpose of

determining that the activities reported are implemented on a forest, which type of forest and which
ancillary benefits (sustainable development benefits) can be attained by implementing sequestration or
protection activities, and which type of hidden costs (socioeconomic and environmental) will have to
be reported in case of deforestation. The second level is an accounting definition, in terms of average
biomass density and carbon contents per area unit of the different types of forests, and it is useful for
the purposes of reporting and monitoring GHG fluxes

Definition for the £ level: A forest is a dynamic complex of plant and animal communities,

composed of trees and its associated vegetation and biophysical fluxes, interacting as a functional
unit, with highly diverse characteristics depending of the biophysical attributes or features of every
ecosystem and biome. Forests ecosystems and their soils provide fundamental ecological services
such as watershed protection, the regulation of water regimes, the maintenance of regional climates
and habitats for wildlife and genetic resources, as well as a wide range of social and culturdl. benefits

Definition for the 2° level: A forest is composed by a mix of species of trees and other above ground
vegetation, as well as wildlife and genetic resources. It has specific carbon contents of aboveground
biomass (dead and alive), belowground biomass and soil carbon per area unit, as well as other non -
carbon GHG fluxes, specified in every ecosystem. For accounting approaches, the average carbon
contents in above-ground and below-ground biomass and soil carbon per area unit, en every major
biome type, is the following:

“ Cited in an IUCN Information Paper: Carbon Sequestration, Biodiversity and Sustainable Livelihoods,
Working Draft 2.2., July 2000.

® Note that if the definition of aforest is not taken from an ecosystem approach, thus enabling simple gatherings
of treesto be considered as aforest, the adoption of afull accounting system such as proposed here will allow to
report all fluxes without really specifying if they are coming from aforest or not. The ecosystem approach will
make the definition of aforest necessary, even with full carbon accounting.

® Adapted from IUCN, op. cit.
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[Here, Parties will have to agree on alist of average C carbon per area unit, based on the work of
SBSTA, IPCC and other relevant organisms]

Afforestation: Afforestation isthe establishment of treesin an area of land, which previoudy had no
forest cover, taking into account historical times. The differentiation with re- forestation isimportant
because of itsimplications on management, environmental impacts and carbon sequestration
potentials, mainly. For the purposes of the KP, the period in which thisland was not covered by
forests should be counted since 1990.

Re — forestation: Re-forestation is the establishment of trees in an area of land previously had forest or
a forest ecosystem, taking into account historical times. The differentiation of this activity with
afforestation is important because of its implications on management, environmental impacts and
carbon sequestration potentials, mainly. For the purposes of the KP, the period in which this land was
covered by forests should be counted since 1990.

Deforestation: Deforestation tibe processin which a human-induced loss in the quantity of biomass

of a forest occurs, with a tendency to convert a land covered by forest in a land with no forest or forest
ecosystem. As a process, deforestation has many stages, from the initial thinning to the total clearing
of the forest. Deforestation is caused by many activities, e.g. timber extraction (without sustainable
forestry management), clear-cutting for agriculture or other means, burning, etc. Sustainable
management of forests for timber production, although generally resulting in a biomass loss, and thus
in a release of carbon to the atmosphere, should not be considered deforestation.

Prevention (avoidance) of deforestation: Prevention of deforestation is a comprehensive group of
activities which starts a process contrary to deforestation, and directed to its deterrence. For
accounting purposes, it reduces emissions by sources, by addressing one of the main sources of GHG
emissions in the LULUCF sector. Avoidance of deforestation results in conservation of the biomass in
a forest.

All direct human — induced loss of forest cover, other than sustainable forestry management, should
be reported as deforestation. If the definition of deforestation does notatiolesises of forest

biomass, then an equivalent activity (forest degradation) should be added to Article 3.4. In any case,
these activities should not be overlooked from the accounting system, as according to a recent
estimaté, they could account for an amount between 33% and 43% for the total emissions from
forests.

It is important to note that the potential carbon pool conserved in the case of avoidance of
deforestation, when we take into account primary forests, is greater in almost all cases than the carbon
sequestration potentials of the activities of afforestation and reforestation.

For a proper accounting of emissions coming from deforestation and partial deforestation, committed
carbon emissions from soils must be properly addressed, either debiting all committed emissions in
the period of deforestation or assigning them to subsequent periods.

The term “direct human induced” applied to LULUCF activities should be reacbagsactivity
which isa product of an unequivocal and instant human action, which generates GHG emissions
by sources and/or removals by sinks, that should be accounted for in the way stated in point 4 below.

" Houghton, R.A. and Ramakrishna, Kilaparti. A review of National Emissions Inventories from Select Non-
Annex | Countries, in Annual Review on Energy and Environment, 1999.
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3. Additional human — induced activities in the LULUCF sector and modalities of inclusions
in the accounting system

All other human induced activities, different from ARD, should be counted in Article 3.4. For

accounting purposes, all direct human — induced activities which produce emissions should be
reported, and its emissions of GHG gases should be quantified. Only the direct human - induced
activities which produce significant removal of GHG should be reported. All activities should seek to
differentiate natural fluxes from those which are directly human - induced. For climatic coherence, the
reference to “human induced” activities in Art. 3.4 should be read as “direct human — induced”, as
defined in point 2 above.

Annex | countries should be allowed to count on these 3.4 activities (and report about them for
compliance purposes), for the first commitment period, only if they compare the net emissions in
1990 (emissions by sources minus removals by sinks) against net emissions in the first commitment
period, with a reliable certainty (90% interval of confidence on 10% error range). Otherwise, they
should be allowed to count on theses activities only from the start of the second commitment period
onwards. Commitment periods should be contiguous, in order to avoid perverse incentives for the
release of GHG from 3.4 activities and its subsequent absorption, thus claiming credits.

However, activities other than ARD should be allowed for an early start of the CDM, but they could
be limited to the activities proposed in point 6.1 below.

If partial deforestation is not included in Article 3.3, then an equivalent activity should be added to
Article 3.4, as forest degradation. In this case, forest protection from degradation should be added to
the activities qualifying for the CDM, from the beginning of the operation of this Mechanism.

4, Methodologies for measuring and reporting of LULUCF activitiesrelated to Annex B
compliance

In view of the issues concerned, which involve a more accurate carbon flux and stock accounting
system, new Measurement and Reporting Guidelines for the implementation of the relevant Articles
of the KP (i.e. Articles 3.3 and 3.4) will have to be developed by the relevant Bodies of the COP, with
the technical assistance of the IPCC. The aim is to advance to a balance of the changes in stocks of
carbon that reflects the real fluxes of carbon between the terrestrial ecosystems and the biosphere,
aimed to a system that counts all the changes in above-ground and below-ground biomass, as well as
the carbon contents in soils to a depth of 1 meter, including delayed emissions from soils. For the
GHG other than carbon, only fluxes will have to be counted.

The measuring and reporting of changes in carbon stocks, for Annex B countries, in relation the
compliance of commitments acquired under the KP, should be done on a national basis (land-based
accounting system) with a very specific definition of activities, in an analogous form as in current
national inventory methodologies, just as done until now, but only adjusting the definitions of forest
and deforestation, and the Guidelines to properly report changes in biomass and soil carbon.

All emissions by sources from 3.3 and 3.4 activities should be reported, as it is not consistent with the
objectives and principles of the UNFCCC to count only removals, while not counting for emissions.

At the same time, only the substantial removals by sinks (i.e. only those which are expected to grow
very fast and/or become a large sink with time, under unequivocal direct human action) should be
reported for the means of determining Annex B Parties’ net emissions level, in compliance of their
commitments acquired under Article 3 of the KP.

Reports of Annex B Parties should be made using, as applicable under national circumstances, remote
sensing of data accompanied by methodical in—site verification. This measuring and reporting should
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be transparent and open to verification by third parties, including UNFCCC organisms. The reporting
system should penalize evident inaccuracies, by the means of the compliance system, as stated in
point 5 below.

5. Overall accounting approaches

Annex | countries should use their best estimate on emissions by sources and/or removals by sinks, to
arrive to anet figure for their LULUCF sector, employing state-of-the art technology combined with
on-the-ground plot analysis. The guiding principleisto count al emissions, while counting only the
relevant uptakes or removals, as already stated in point 4 above, at the national level. This principle
should be applied also to projects, only taking into account that their baseline can be narrower than
the national level.

The accounting system should avoid, by al means and methods possible, that Annex B Parties are
credited for removals by sinks due to the natural variability of their forests and other terrestrial
ecosystems. These means and methods should be updated as often and practicable thereafter.

It isindispensable to establish a system of carbon accounting which reflects the directly human-
induced exchanges of GHG between the terrestrial biosphere and the atmosphere, with the greater
accuracy as practicable, clearly establishing direct human-induced effects, crediting only real and
measurabl e effortsin climate change mitigation, through LULUCF activities that go beyond "business
asusual" activitiesin Annex | countries.

For a proper accounting of emissions coming from deforestation and partial deforestation, committed
carbon emissions from soils must be properly addressed, either debiting all committed emissionsin
the period of deforestation or assigning them to subsequent periods.

Moreover, the estimations on biomass coming from tropical forests will have to be refined, with the
last data coming from on/ground studies. There is an outstanding controversy on the measurement of
above- and below-ground biomass which has to be resolved with an objective analysis by the IPCC.
Recent estimates indicate that the data on biomass in tropical forests might be underestimated. The
differences in estimates are substantial enough to deserve an impartial analysis of these disparities.

The accounting system, together with the reporting methodologies for Annex B Parties, will have to
be linked to the compliance system, devel oping the appropriate procedures to penalize inaccuraciesin
reporting, as well as subsequent losses in previous reported removals by sources, increasing the
Assigned Amount Units by alevel equal to thisinaccuracy/loss, on the next commitment period.

Annex B parties will be permitted to include 3.4 activities in the first commitment period only if they
are able to make available comparable figures for net emissionsin 1990 (emissions by sources minus
removals by sinks) against net emissionsin the first commitment period, with areliable certainty
(90% interval of confidence on 10% error range), and still maintain their level of committed
reductions, in relation to net emissions figures Otherwise, Annex B Parties will only be allowed to
include 3.4 activities from the second commitment period onwards.

CDM and JI projects shall have a very specific definition of activities. For the carbon credit

accounting system they should use: a) Stock — change crediting with ton — year liability assessment,
meaning that all credits should be assigned at the commencement of the project, discounting the
credits lost in any eventuality by the ton/year accounting system; b) Ex — ante ton — year crediting,
with an analogous mechanism for the allocation of the carbon credits. The temporal scale for full
crediting should be set to 46 years, as a result of discounting the climatic effects of 1 ton of
sequestered/conserved carbon over a period of 100 years. ARD activities, as well as 3.4 activities,
should be included in the CDM projects, from the commencement of operation onwards. 3.4 activities
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should only be included for Annex | countries provided they comply with the requirements outlined
above.

Projects should be defined as very specific and delimitated activities. The baseline for projects should
be defined in a case-by-case basis, according to their nature and to the necessity to take into account
the requirements on additionality, verifiability, transparence, |eakage control or avoidance, and
permanence (duration). Baselines considered for the CDM shall include project-specific, regional and
multi-project baselines. In some cases, sectoral baselines and standard baselines for project categories
for each host Party may be applied. A multi-project, regional or sectoral baseline for a given project
type or specific area defines what the emissions by sources or removals by sinks would have beenin
the absence of the CDM project, using a performance standard approved by the Executive Board.

According to thisbaseline, al emissions by sources should be counted, while only the substantial
removals by sinks should be credited to the projects.

6. LULUCF activitiesin the Clean Development M echanism.
6.1. LULUCEF Activitiesin the context of the Flexibility Mechanisms

As already stated in point 1 above, LULUCF activities can play an important role in the compliance
system of the Kyoto Protocol (KP), aswell asin the project-based flexibility mechanisms of the KP,
especidly in the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). A proper combination of projectsin the
LULUCEF sector with those in the energy sector will provide Non-Annex | countries with a balanced
regiona participation. Excluding LULUCF activities from the CDM will deny the great majority of
Non — Annex | countries with the possibility of participation in the CDM, and this would be
inconsistent with the principles agreed in Article 3 of the UNFCCC.

For the early commencement of the CDM, the following activities are proposed for initial
qualification in the CDM:

a)  Afforestation

b) Reforestation

C) Reduction of emissions by prevention (avoidance) of deforestation
d)  Improvement of management in forest and agricultural®soils

€) Rehabilitation/restoration of severely degraded lands

Projects of utilization of biomass as an energy source should be considered combined
energy/LULUCF projects, with methodologies applicable on a case-by-case basis, according to the
relative importance of each of the components of the project.

To avoid incentives for activities that are harmful from an environmental, socioeconomic and cultural
point of view, minimum criteria of defining baselines, in accordance to the principles and guidelines
already negotiated in Agenda 21 and the Multilateral Environmental Agreements, should be applied
for the certification of CDM projects.

This issue links directly with the issue on how to define sustainable development criteria for CDM
projects. Although this is to remain a subject of sovereign definition of the Parties involved, a general

® These activities include, but are not limited to, the following:

Improvement in Sustai nable Forestry Management to a point below certain agreed standards;
Enhancement of natural regeneration of forests;

Agro-forestry, including windbreakers and yield of treesin combination with cattle management;
Sustainable soil management, in accordance to its use capacity;
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framework must be established, thus avoiding perverse incentives to undertake activities aimed e.g.
solely at carbon sequestration, without taking into account the additional socioeconomic, cultural and
environmental effects of the projectsitself. Thisis aso why we propose that no project activity should
have effects that go against the objectives of the Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEA) and
the principles already agreed in Agenda 21 and the UN Commission on Sustainable Development.

In addition, LULUCF projectsin the CDM must receive asimilar treatment as energy projects, in
respect to on additionality, verifiability, transparence, and leakage control. The only distinctive issue
for LULUCF projects will be the one on avoiding the reversibility on the carbon benefits of each
projects which should be taken care of with a proper involvement of all stakeholders of the projects,
creating socioeconomic alternatives to the carbon release and the appropriate accounting methods,
aready addressed in point 5 above, in the paragraphs relative to CDM/JI projects.

Other general CDM principles applicable to LULUCF projects, aimed at assuring practicability and a
balanced regiona participation, are the following:

l. In addition to traditional Annex | financing of projects, public and private entities from Non-
Annex Parties may finance and implement projects under the guidelines of Article 12 of the KP.
Project financing may be provided by other sources, including international financial entities.
The Certified Emissions Reductions (CERUS) generated by these project could be then
transferred to an Annex | entity or Party for compliance with their assigned amounts, according
to Article 3.12 of the KP.

II.  Theadaptation fund of the CDM should be funded, inter alia, by a portion of the proceeds from
CDM, Jl and IET transactions. Impact assessment and adaptation activities must be very closely
coordinated. Developing country Parties, according to their needs and prioritiesidentified in
their national communications and other programs and strategies, should be assisted with
capacity building at al levelsin order to be ableto carry out such activities. The administrative
expenses of the Flexibility Mechanisms shall also be covered on an equitable basis by al CDM,
JI and IET transactions.

1. A project activity initiated before the COP/MOP, with the agreement of the participating
Parties, shall be digible for validation and registration as a CDM project activity if it meetsthe
criteria approved for CDM. Following project validation and registration, resultant reductionsin
emissions by sources and/or removals by sinks, will be eligible for certification since 1% January
2000.

IV. Oncegenerated, CERUS can be transferred to any Annex B Party, and can be used by any
Annex B Party, to comply with their assigned amounts, according to Article 3.12 of the KP.

6.2.  Legal groundsfor including LULUCF activitiesin the Clean Development Mechanism

Some Parties have made comments made suggesting that Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry
(LULUCEF) projects areineligible under Article 12 of the Protocol, which defines the Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM of the Kyoto Protocal). In our view, these comments do not have
any valid legal or scientific basis, and have become an unwelcome distraction from efforts to develop
the rules necessary to ensure that the CDM fulfills its purposes of assisting Non-Annex | Partiesin
achieving sustai nable development, and assisting Annex | Parties in achieving compliance with their
quantified emission limitation and reduction commitments, with a contribution to the ultimate
objective of the Convention.
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A submission on these issues was made on June 2000 by a group of 14 Latin American countries,
Bolivia among them?®, and the arguments exposed there are essentially the same as those exposed in
the present item.

LULUCEF activities should be included in the CDM, first of all, because the UNFCCC and the KP are
an integral part of the same legal framework, which involves Agenda 21, the Convention on
Biodiversity and other MEA. From this point of view, the principle of sustainable development
requires the qualification of LULUCEF projectsin the CDM provided they comply with the approved
rules on additionality, permanence, |eakage management or avoidance, verifiability and long-term
climate benefits.

Consistency between UN Agreements and Conventions cals for the inclusion of forest conservation
and regeneration activities, aswell as other LULUCF activities, within the CDM, taking into account
the necessary compatibility of objectives between Agenda 21, the UNFCCC, and the Conventions on
Biodiversity, Desertification, and Wetlands (also known as Ramsar). Forest conservation and
regeneration projects, as well as recovering degradated soils and improving agricultural management,
have very significant and positive collateral results, such asimproving life quality’, biodiversity and
soil conservation, protection of river basins, and the promotion of the development of indigenous and
local populations.

To this effect, questions of interpretation of the Kyoto Protocol must be resolved in accordance with

Article 2 of the Convention which states. «The ultimate objective of this Convention and any related
legal instruments that the Conference of the Parties may adopt is to achieve, in accordance with the
relevant provisions of the Convention, stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the
atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate
system»Consistent with this objective, we remark that LULUCF projects are eligible under the

Article 12 CDM, because Article 12 does not explicitly or implicitly exclude LULUCF projects from
eligibility. The plain language of Article 12 does not contain anyexplicit exclusion of any category of
projects.

Some legal points on the inclusion of LULUCF activitiesin the CDM are the following:

a) Inclusion of LULUCF activitiesin the CDM is consistent with the guiding principles of the
Kyoto Protocol. The Preamble to the Protocol states that the Parties to the Protocol will be
«guided by Article 3 of the Conventigmwhich defines the Convention’s principles. One of the
most important Article 3 principles is the one that sets forth that the policies and measures
undertaken by the Parties «should take into account different socio-economic contexts, be
comprehensive, cover all relevant sources, sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases and
adaptation, and comprise all economic sectoResading into Article 12 an implicit exclusion
of LULUCF projectsisinconsistent with this guiding principle of the Protocol. Obviously, the
drafters of the PK intended to preserve this principle of comprehensiveness established in the
text of the Convention.

b) Inclusion of LULUCF activitiesin the CDM is consistent with Article 2 of the Protocal. Article
2 of the Kyoto Protocol sets forth how each Annex | Party isto achieve its quantified emission
limitation and reduction commitments (QELRCs) under Article 3 while promoting sustainable
development. Paragraph 1 of Article 2 states that each Annex | Party shall «... [i] implement
and/or further elaborate policies and measures in accordance with its national circumstances,
such as: ...(ii) [p]protection and enhancement of sinks and reservoirs of greenhousérgsses

®  See document FCCC/SB/2000/M1SC.1/Add.2, dated 16th June 2000
19 Resulting from positive socioeconomic effects, direct and indirect.

" Thisincludes, naturally, primary forests (Note by the submission authors).
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controlled by the Montreal Protocol taking into account its commitments under relevant
environmental agreements', promotion of sustainable forest management practices',
afforestation and reforestation; ...and (iii) promotion of sustainable forms of agriculture in
light of climate change considerationgsiven that the purposes stated in Article 12 are to
provide ameans for Annex | Parties to achieve their QELRCs and to contribute to sustainable
development, it is coherent to assume that Article 2 dictates the scope of activities digible

under Article 12.

¢)  TheConvention, inits Article 4, paragraph 1, defines the mandatory activities that the Parties
have to undertake, in stating that «All Parties, taking into account their common but
differentiated responsibilities, and their specific national and regional development priorities,
objectives, and circumstances shall ...d) promote sustainable management and promote and
cooperate in the conservation and enhancement, as appropriate, of sinks and reservoirs of all
greenhouse gases not controlled by the Montreal Protowamlding biomass, forests and
oceans as well as other terrestrial, coastal and marine ecosystems»™.

d) Theterm"emission reductions' asitisused in Article 12 does not imply that only projects that
reduce emissions, and not projects that remove emissions, may be considered under Article 12
of the CDM. The term "emission reductions" is not explicitly defined in either the Convention
or the Protocol. Throughout the Protocol, it is used as aterm of art to refer to particular kinds
of units of account rather than particular types of activities.

Theterm "emission reductions' appearsfor thefirst timein Articles 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12.
Articles 3.10 and 3.11 use the term "emission reductions units' as the Article 6 unit of account
to adjust the assigned amounts of the Partiesinvolved. Similarly, Article 3.12 uses the term
"certified emission reductions' as the unit of account to adjust the assigned amount of the
acquiring Party in a CDM transaction. The text uses the word "certified" to distinguish the
emissions reduction units of account obtained under Article 12 from those obtained under
Article 6.

The next appearance of the term "emission reductions' isin Article 6. The plain language of
Article 6 states that "emission reduction units' may «result [...] from projects aimed at
reducing anthropogenic emissions by sources or enhancing anthropogenic removals by sinks
in any sector of the economy» (emphasis added).

Accordingly, the Protocol uses the term "emission reductions" in connection with the project-
based mechanisms to describe the impact of projects on Parties' accounts, not thetype or
category of project. Moreover, Article 6 makes clear that the drafters contemplated that
"emission reduction units" could result from projects that enhance removals by sinks. Where
the drafters intended to distinguish among categories of digible activities and projects, they did
so explicitly, e.g., thereference in Article 6 to "projects aimed at reducing anthropogenic
emissions by sources or enhancing anthropogenic removals by sinks"; and the referencein
Article 3.3 to "afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation.”

Additionally, it isimportant to note that not all LULUCF projects are sinks projects. As the
IPCC has recognized, forests can be sources, sinks, or reservoirs. Many LULUCF projects
slow, reduce, or avoid deforestation. Such projects reduce anthropogenic emissions by sources.

2 For example, the Biodiversity Convention (Note by the submission authors).

3 Includes forest conservation and regeneration, inter alia. (Note by the submission authors).

14 |t isimportant to note that, in including sinks, we are addressing forests, primarily, but also, according to
other IPCC documents, additionally other terrestrial ecosystems (such as wetlands, savannas, etc.) and marine
ecosystems, such as coral reefs. Coastal wetlands are important carbon sinks in the boundaries between those
two habitats.
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Inclusion of LULUCF activitiesin the CDM is consistent with the mandatory and

comprehensive accounting framework for Annex | Parties established under Articles 3.3. and

3.4. Article 3.3 states that «... net changes in greenhouse gas emissions by sources and
removals by sinks, resulting from direct human-induced land-use change and forestry activities,
limited to afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990, measured as verifiable
changes in carbon stocks in each commitment pesitl, be used to meet the commitments
under this Article of each Party included in AnneXdwphasis added). Accordingly, Article

3.3 egtablishes explicitly that Annex | Parties must take into account certain LULUCF activities

in meeting their commitments under Article 3. Since Article 3.3 refers explicitly to "net

changes' -a phrase which automatically includes emissions by sour ces and removals by

sinks- and since one of the purposes of Article 12 isto assist those Parties in meeting their
commitments under Article 3, it would be inconsistent with the mandatory Article 3.3

accounting framework to exclude LULUCF projects from Article 12. Accordingly, the scope

of projectseigible under Article 12 should correspond to the activities eligible under
Articles3.3and 3.4.

To the extent that arguments against the eligibility of LULUCF projects under Article 12
represent a"back-door" effort to renegotiate Article 3 or any other provisions of the Protocol,
this would undermine the efforts make towards ratification and entry into force of the PK. As
Article 26 of the Protocol makes clear, the text of the Protocol isfinal and whole. It is not
subject to renegotiation.

Inclusion of LULUCF activitiesin the CDM is consistent with the purpose of the CDM of
assisting Non-Annex | countries in achieving sustai nable devel opment and meeting the costs of
adaptation measures. The sustai nable management of natural resources, including land use,
land-use change and forestry activities, is deemed critical for the achievement of sustainable
development as well asfor addressing, in an effective way, vulnerability to climate change.
Conversely, deforestation and land degradation increase the vulnerability of Non-Annex |
countries, their local communities and indigenous people to the globa climate change. Not
including LULUCEF activitiesin the CDM conflicts fundamentally with the ultimate objective
of the Convention expressed in Article 2 and conflicts with the principles expressed in Article
3.1 («The Parties should protect the climate system for the benefit of present and future
generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance with their common but
differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilifies»

Some observers have asserted that alack of full scientific certainty about the validity of

LULUCEF projectsjustifies making such projectsingigible under Article 12. Thisargument is
inconsistent with the guiding principles of the Protocol as expressed in Article 3 of the

Convention. Article 3.3 of the Convention states that: «The Parties should take precautionary
measures to anticipate, prevent or minimize the causes of climate change and mitigate its
adverse effects. Where there are threats of serious or irreversible daiaagef, full

scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing such measures, taking into

account the policies and measures to deal with climate change should be cost-effective so as to
ensure global benefits at the lowest possible c@stphasis added).

Moreover, even if there was at one time alack of full scientific certainty about the merits of
projects from the LULUCF sector, particularly compared to projects from the energy sector,
this uncertainty has been resolved by the authoritative IPCC Special Report on Land Use, Land
Use Change, and Forestry, as stated in point 6.2. below.

In conclusion, according to the letter of the Protocol, the spirit of the negotiations, and the purpose of
the Clean Development Mechanism, LULUCF projects are eligible to receive certified emissions
reductions. The scope of eligible LULUCF projects should correspond to the activities established
under the Article 3.3 and those under Article 3.4. Projectsthat effectively and credibly avoid, slow, or
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reduce deforestation are covered under Article 3.3, whether the project includestotal protection or
forest management, as an alternative to deforestation. Excluding LULUCF projects and other related
activities from the CDM will go against the spirit, objectives and principles of the Convention and the
Kyoto Protocol.

6.3. Climatic groundsfor inclusion of LULUCF activitiesin the CDM

Deforestation and other land use changes have resulted, from 1850 through 1990, in accumulated

emissions of 124 Gt of carbon into the atmosphere™, a majority of which (60%) was produced in

tropical ecosystems. Net emissions from this sector reached approximately 1.7 to 2.0 Gt of carbon per

year, during the 80’s. Some estimates indicate that, nowadays, deforestation causes roughly 25% of
global GHG emissions, which accounts for the second most important cause of emissions, after
energy sector and industrial process emisSiohiavas also estimated, as a result of deforestation,

more than 75 Gt million of carbon equivalent tons will be emitted into the atmosphere, from 1998
through 2050, which represents more than 1 Gt of equivalent carbon pér year

In that view, given the relative importance of the LULUCF sector, which could be greater if a proper
adjustment is made, even with the present figures we can see that most of the substantive action in
Non - Annex Parties could only be achieved with activities in the LULUCF sector. For the great
majority of Non-Annex | Parties, the major share of their emissions come from the LULUCF sector.

For the case of Bolivia, approximately 90% of its GHG emissions come from the LULUCFE%ector

S0 its main possibilities of participation are precisely in this sector. As for the scale of its energy
sector, even taking into account that technologies in Bolivia are not always state-of-the-art, the
emissions of the whole country are so small, that only one urban area from the United States, namely
Manhattan, has 26.74 times the emissions of the energy sector of Bolivia

Some other facts that substantiate the inclusion of LULUCF activities in the CDM are the following:
e By the year 2010, annual reductions from approximately 1.5 to 3.23 Gt of carbon can be
achieved with an appropriate combination of activities of conservation of tropical and temperate

forests, regeneration, reforestation, land management and fuelwood consumption.

* Climate effects of preventing G@missions due to forest clearing are the same as those attained

> The error rank for these figures, either by excess and/or defect, is 40 billion tons of carbon (source: 1PCC,
1994, CO2 and the Carbon Cycle).

16 Estimates for the rank of accumulated emissions related to land use and forestry activities under business as
usual scenarios, from 1990 to 2100, oscillate between 30 Gt and 320 Gt of carbon. For scenarios under an
emission reduction policy, estimates oscillate between 30 Gt to 150 Gt of carbon, for the same period. (Source:
An Evaluation of the IPCC 1992, Emission Scenarios, IPCC, 1994). Some recent studies on biomassin the
Amazonian forests suggest that the previous figures might have to be revised, because they underestimate the
density of biomassin tropical forests (Source: Fearnside, Greenhouse gases from Deforestation in Brazlian
Amazonia: Net Committed Emissions, 1997; Fearnside, Biomassa das Florestas Amazonicas Brasileit894)
' These figures coincide with those provided by the IPCC which, in its 1995 Second Evaluation Report
indicates that, for the period 1995-2050, some conservation and carbon sequestration measures can be
implemented, thus enabling a reduction of 60 Gt to 90 Gt of equivalent carbon emissions in the forestry sector.
One ton of equivalent carbon corresponds to 3,67 tons of CO2.

18 Taken from the national GHG emissions inventory developed by the Bolivian National Program on Climate
Change.

19 First rough estimate based on national inventories from the US and Bolivia

% Source: IPCC, Special Report on Land Use, Land-Use ChangeRamektry, Cambridge University Press,
US, 2000. The figure is taken from the potential s estimated from the figures given in Table 3-16 (page 173) for
deforestation and fuelwood consumption, and in table 4-1 (page 184) for additional activities under Article 3.4
of the KP. According to other estimates, this could account for between 12% and 15% of equivalent carbon
emissions caused by fossil fuel burning.
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by preventing CO, emissions from the industrial and energy sectors, with arelatively lower
marginal cost, at least in thefirst 50 years of implementation of the KP.

With regards to quantification of benefits at the project level, as well as additionality, baselines and
leakages, these do not represent a significant anaytica problem, as formerly supposed, since more
accurate measurement and control techniques are becoming widely available, and the remaining
uncertainties can be solved in arelatively short term.

On the other hand, the IPCC Special Report on Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry made no
exclusionary conclusion on LULUCF in the CDM. Thisreport cites with approval areview and
comparison of projects from both sectors. The IPCC Report states:

«This assessment found that LULUCF and energy projects face parallel, comparable issues in
measurement and in ensuring social and environmental bemafgeneral, it is not possible

to assert that energy projectsare superior asa classto LULUCF projects on these

grounds®» (Emphasis added).

The IPCC report identified only one significant difference between projects in the two sectors. This
issue, duration, is associated with only certain types of LULUCF projects and can be addressed
through project design. All in al, the IPCC Special Report does not provide any scientific basis for
excluding the entire category of LULUCF projects from digibility under the CDM.

To address the issue of duration, it isimportant to quote Paragraph 81 of the Summary for

Policymakers of the Special Report, which states that «risk reduction could be addressed through a
variety of approaches internal to the project, such as introduction of good practice management
systems, diversification of project activities and funding sources, self-insurance reserves, involvement
of local stakeholders, external auditing and verification [...] external approaches for risk reduction
include standard insurance services, regional carbon pools, and portfolio diversification»

6.4. Other environmental and sustainable development grounds for inclusion of LULUCF
activitiesin the CDM

It iswell known that the inclusion of projects of forest conservation and regeneration, as well as other
LULUCEF projects, meets the CDM objective of promoting sustainable development of the countries
involved in such specific projects, by means of protecting the biodiversity and the environmental
services of terrestrial ecosystems. On the other hand, projects that are aimed at the
restoration/rehabilitation of severely degraded |ands preserve and recover local biodiversity and agro-
biodiversity, thusincreasing the quality of life for local communities and indigenous people.

Deforestation, on the other hand, is a complex socioeconomic phenomenon which is caused, mainly,
by two mgjor causes:

a)  Overexploitation of forest resources, mainly timber, but also water and soils by major
corporations and private capitals (e.g. expansion of the agricultural frontier by big agro-
industrial enterprises).

b)  Clear cutting or burning of small portions of forests, which become large on the aggregate, by
local communities searching for land, engaging in migratory agriculture for survival purposes
(1-2 years maximum per patch of deforested land).

2l |pCC, Ibidem, Chapter 5.
22 |PCC, Ibidem, page 16.
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In this light, projects that aim to carbon sequestration and/or emissions avoidance in forests, coupled

with the proper community activities, may offer an alternative means for improving these

communities’ quality of life without destroying forest habitats, and thus increasing GHG emissions to
the atmosphere.

Including LULUCF activities in the CDM, either if they are in forests or other terrestrial ecosystems,
will have the following ancillary beneffts

I.  The ecological complexity of forests and other terrestrial ecosystems will be recognized,
emphasizing the importance of functional relationships, processes and structure of these
ecosystems, tending to a sustainable use of water, soil, wildlife and genetic resources.

Il. Mass-scale deforestation could be avoided and afforestation and reforestation could be
encouraged, where they would contribute to environmental, cultural and social values.

[I1. Management activities in forests and other terrestrial ecosystems could be set for the long-term
period including the need to enhance resiliency of ecosystems to future climate change,
designing mechanisms to account for environmental conditions that limit natural productivity,
ecosystem structure and diversity.

V. Projects that maximize ecological and socio-cultural benefits, minimizing costs at the same
time, could be favored, managing all possible trade-offs to obtain the best possible mix of
climatic, environmental, economic and socio-cultural results.

6.5. Economic groundsfor inclusion of LULUCF activitiesin the CDM
Among the economic grounds to include LULUCF projects in the CDM we can name the following:

* Inclusion of LULUCF activities, especially those listed in point 6.1. above, meets the purpose of
minimizing costs derived from the complying of commitments in the KP for the global reduction
of GHG emissions, in general.

* One of the main economic arguments to include LULUCF activities in the CDM is that the lower
marginal cost for unit of carbon ton of these activities makes this option a very competitive
option in front of other CDM options. These other options would presumably be in disadvantage
with JI projects, due to higher transaction costs deriving from the KP provfsibadevel the
opportunities, only projects with lower marginal cost per reduced ton of equivalent carbon will be
able to compete against Jl projects, and these are precisely forest conservation projects.

e If only energy projects are allowed to qualify in the CDM, the great majority of projects will go to
a couple of Non-Annex | Parti@sThe energy sector of the great majority of Non-Annex |
parties is very small and not comparable in scale to the market of these limited number of Parties.
Competitiveness will be impossible for this majority of countries because of the economies of
scale involved. The only possibility of a broader participation will be to qualify LULUCF
projects for the CDK.

%3 Taken from the IUCN Discussion Paper, already mentioned.

% These transaction costs are higher for CDM), because this mechanism has to meet administrative expenses and
assistance to developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change to

meet the costs of adaptation (so called “adaptation costs’). To level the opportunities, these costs shall be

applied to all projects and transactions of the CDM, the JI and the IET.

% Namely China and India will have roughly 75% of the CDM “market”.

% Which will reduce the market share for China and India to 30%, thus leaving a larger portion of it for the
smaller Parties (smaller in relation to the scale of their energy sector).
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There are favorable circumstances to include these activities, aswell as great opportunity costs
derived from itsomission. It would not be arealistic approach to expect that the major Annex |
Parties would ratify the Kyoto Protocol without including LULUCEF activities under the CDM. If
thereis a serious intention to promptly implement the KP ratification process, this reality must be
taken into account. On the other hand, the Joint Implementation mechanism, inter alia, already
permits Annex | countriesto include sinksin their net reductions accounting.

Thereisno sensible rationale in trying to force high compliance costs on the Annex B countries,

or in denying those countries to use their LULUCF sector or LULUCEF projectsin the CDM to

comply with their commitments. It is a reasonable economic behavior to look for the lowest cost

for compliance, in general, and establishing high “barriers to entry” in the Kyoto Protocol could
only lead to delay its ratification, or to the desistance of the major Annex | countries to ratify it at
all, thereby undermining the efforts to reach a practicable system of climate change mitigation.

Many G77 countries are interested in the inclusion of LULUCF projects within the CDM, because
this constitutes the only means to have a real opportunity of participation. If some other G77
members adopt positions that are too inflexible in this issue, disagreement and frictions between
its members are likely to appear, hence undermining the unity of the Group and its possibilities of
negotiation.



8.

_46 -

PAPER NO. 3: CANADA
PROPOSALSRELATED TO KYOTO PROTOCOL ARTICLES3.3AND 3.4

CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

CANADA’S NATIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES - FORESTS
ARTICLE 3.3

ARTICLE 3.4, FIRST SENTENCE

ARTICLE 3.4, ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES

OVERALL ACCOUNTING APPROACHES
MEASURING, MONITORING AND REPORTING

REFERENCES

ANNEX 1 — DATA TABLES AND EXPLANATORY NOTES

ANNEX 2 — CONSOLIDATED CANADIAN TEXTUAL PROPOSALS

ANNEX 3 - SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION ON AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES
PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION UNDER ARTICLE 3.4



_47 -

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Goalsfor CoP6

At CoP4 Parties decided to recommend draft decisons on Article 3.3 and 3.4 a CoP6
(FCCC/CP/1998/16/Add.1, Decision 9/CP.4). Subsequently, at CoP5, Parties decided to endorse
a work programme and elements of a decison-making framework with a view to CoP6
recommending draft decisions on Articles 3.3 and 3.4 (FCCC/CP/1999/6/Add.1, Decision
16/CP.5). Therefore the objective of CoP6 is to make decisions on the two Articles as a package.
For many countries, including Canada, a clear understanding of the implications of both Articles
3.3 and 3.4 together, based on decisions at CoP®6, is needed as we consider ratification of the
Kyoto Protocol.

At CoP®6, clear decisions are needed with reference to:

1) definitions of afforestation, reforestation and deforestation (ARD) under Article 3.3;

2) agreement on additional activities to be included in the accounting under Article 3.4;
and

3) agreement on the framework of an accounting system for Articles 3.3 and 3.4,
including how additional activities will be included.

We stress that we strongly support a package of decisions on Articles 3.3 and 3.4. We also
believe that further rules of the accounting system can be negotiated at CoP7, once an accounting
framework has been established. This could include; for example, further rules designed to
ensure transparency and verifiability, and to account for uncertainty.

1.2 Scope of this Submission

To aid decision-making at CoP6, Parties agreed at SBSTA 11 (FCCC/SBSTA/1999/14) to
provide submissions on:

1)  proposals for definitions of activities under Article 3.3, including information on the
methodologies that a Party intends to use to measure and report on the verifiable
carbon stock changes associated with the activities, and an assessment of the
verifiable changes in stocks resulting from the activities,

2)  preliminary data and information as specified in the first sentence of Article 3.4; and

3)  proposals for additional activities to include under Article 3.4, including information
on methodol ogies that a Party intends to use to measure and report on the greenhouse
gas emissions and removals associated with the activities, and an assessment of these
emissions and removals.

SBSTA 12, in June 2000, gave further guidance on the preparation of the submissions. In its
conclusions, SBSTA:

1) requested that Parties provide textua proposalson Articles 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7,

2) agreed on data formats for Parties’ preliminary data and information; and

3) provided the Chairman and the Secretariat with guidance on preparing a consolidated
synthesis of proposals.
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This submission outlines Canada’'s proposals for a comprehensive approach to protect and
enhance sinks and reservoirs in order to assist the achievement of the ultimate objective of the
Convention. It outlines solutions to address the weaknesses inherent in Article 3.3 through a
“package” approach to Articles 3.3 and 3.4, with a view to providing a comprehensive inclusion

of forestry in the Protocol. It also presents proposals to include agricultural and forestry activities
that provide benefits to the global environment as well as a wide range of other environmental,
social and economic benefits. These proposals should be considered in their entirety. Data tables
and explanatory notes are included in Annex 1. A consolidated textual proposal is provided in
Annex 2. Additional details on agricultural data are in Annex 3.

1.3 Canada’s Approach to Articles 3.3 and 3.4

Canada’s approach is based on eight principles, which should guide decision-making in relation
to land-use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF).

Support the objective and commitments of the UNFCCC. Decisions on Articles 3.3 and 3.4
should support the UNFCCC objective to stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations in the
atmosphere at a level that avoids dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system.
Both emission reductions and increased carbon removals can help achieve this objective.
Furthermore, in both the Convention (Article 4.2a) and Protocol (Article 2) Parties have agreed to
protect and enhance relevant sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases. In making decisions,
Parties should support incentives to fulfill this commitment, and to remove disincentives that
work against its attainment.

Accommodate national circumstances. The economic, social, environmental, cultural, historical

and geographic characteristics of Parties vary greatly, as do the nature, extent and use of their
land resources. Agreement will be reached on Articles 3.3 and 3.4 only if all Parties carefully
consider the circumstances of other Parties as negotiations proceed, and if all Parties make clear
their national circumstances. Article 2.1(a) of the Protocol is clear that national circumstances are
to be taken into account when examining policies and measures, including the protection and
enhancement of sinks and reservoirs. This has a number of implications for the package of
decisions on Articles 3.3 and 3.4.

a) No Party should be penalized as a result of an approach that does not accommodate
its national circumstances. This is a point of particular concern to Canada, as
outlined below.

b) It is very unlikely that a single set of detailed definitions, accounting approaches and
measurement systems can adequately account for the circumstances of all Parties.

C) Decisions that account for the differing circumstances of all Parties will facilitate
involvement, encourage ratification, and promote efforts to meet UNFCCC and
Protocol commitments by all Parties.

From the point of view of reaching decisions on LULUCF, Canada believes that an attempt to
derive detailed and universally applicable definitions, accounting approaches and measurement
systems will not be successful. Instead, Parties should focus on constructing frameworks within
which the national circumstances of all Parties can be appropriately accommodated. This would
help to ensure cost-effective implementation of Articles 3.3 and 3.4 as part of Parties’ broader
land management, resource assessment and environmental policies. It would also provide scope
for Parties to employ terms and definitions consistent with those used for these policies and for
forestry and other land management practices in their country.
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No decrease in agreed assigned amounts due to unbalanced accounting. At Kyoto, Annex B
Parties agreed to legally binding commitments for the first commitment period with rea and
environmentally responsible targets, based on an understanding of what was and would likely be
included in the Protocol. Parties will find it difficult to agree to decisions on Articles 3.3 and 3.4
that: a) decrease their assigned amounts in the first commitment period due to unbalanced
accounting for LULUCF; or b) do not incorporate a framework within which their national
circumstances are accommodated. By unbaanced accounting we mean accounting that does not
provide an accurate reflection of relevant carbon stock changes.

Achieve a balanced and comprehensive approach to both sinks and sources. Such an approach
would include al anthropogenic sinks and sources. It would provide incentives for the full range
of activities that can significantly affect carbon stocks and result in enhancement of sinks and
reductionsin sources, including land-use activities and not just land-use change activities. Instead
of such a balanced and comprehensive approach, Article 3.3 takes a very limited and piecemeal
approach to achieving the objective of the UNFCCC. As the IPCC Specia Report described in
some detail (e.g. Section 3.3), Article 3.3 can create perverse incentives that encourage emissions
of carbon or discourage removals of carbon, and it also results in an accounting system that does
not reflect the impact of human activities on the landscape. A more comprehensive approach
would minimize these perverse effects. Thus Canada strongly believes that decisions on Article
3.3 and 3.4 must be made simultaneously and treat the two articles in a single framework, in
recognition of the linkages between the two and the opportunities provided by Article 3.4 to
correct some of the imbal ances associated with Article 3.3.

Strive for consistency. Parties should strive for consistency in a number of ways.

a) TheLULUCEF provisions of the Protocol will be difficult to operationalize if thereis
not full consistency within the Protocol. There are inconsistencies within Article 3, as
well as between Articles 2, 3, 5, 6, and 12, and in terms of the approaches that some
Parties are taking. For example, it isinconsistent to hold LULUCF to a higher standard
of measurement than that required for some of the source categories already included in
Annex A of the Pratocol, which have very high levels of uncertainty associated with
them. It is also inconsistent to include agricultura sources but not agricultural sinks.

b) The manner in which LULUCF isincluded in the Protocol, and the incentives that
result, should be consistent with other relevant international environmental agreements,
such as the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Convention to Combat
Desertification.

¢) Decisionson LULUCF should be consistent with and promote sustainabl e forest
management and agriculture practices by Parties.

d) While we propose that Parties should have some flexibility to use definitions and
accounting approaches that are most practical for them, within the rules and principles
agreed by Parties, the definitions and approaches should be internaly consistent and
applied consistently within a country and over time.

Base decisions on sound science. To ensure the integrity of the UNFCCC, decisions should be
based on recent and accepted scientific and technical literature. Parties should employ the best
practical methods for measuring carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions and removals related
to LULUCEF, and ensure that the emissions and removals reported can be monitored, measured
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and verified. The IPCC Speciad Report makes it clear that techniques and methods already exist,
or are being developed, to address measurement issues.

Adopt flexible but credible accounting rules. A key objective of any accounting system isthat it

results in credible estimates. It also should be smple and cost effective. Accounting approaches

should comply with principles of good practice guidance, transparency, consistency, accuracy,

and verifiability. They should provide estimates of uncertainty and should alow valid
comparisons between Parties’ emissions and removals. Canada believes that Parties can ensure
compliance with these principles while adopting rules that allow for some flexibility in
accounting approaches suitable to the national circumstances of individual Parties, as is the case
with national greenhouse gas inventory reporting.

Recognize that measurement systems and levels of understanding related to LULUCF will

improve with time. Parties can expect that the quality of their data will improve as they refine
their emission and removal inventories and track sources and sinks. Methodologies will improve
with scientific and technical research, reducing accounting uncertainties. The onus should be on
Parties to ensure transparency and verifiability of their estimates for the emissions and removals
they report under Articles 3.3 and 3.4, subject to the accounting rules agreed by Parties. This
means that Parties can make decisions at CoP6 on those elements of Articles 3.3 and 3.4 that are
subject to some level of uncertainty, either in measurement ability or our level of understanding.

2. CANADA’S NATIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES - FORESTS

Canada’s forest has no analogue among the forests of other Parties. This is due partly to the
natural history of our forest and partly to Canada’s youth as a country. The unigue features of
Canada’s forests determine, inter alia:

a) Canada's forest management practices;

b) the potential impacts of Article 3.3 on Canada;

c) our views on the need for a balanced, flexible combined approach to Articles 3.3
and 3.4;

d) our approach to developing a rigorous, effective and yet feasible measuring,
monitoring and verification system; and

e) domestic policies to enhance sinks and protect reservoirs.

All Parties possess unique forest and forest management variables that will need to be
accommodated in Protocol decisions. Canada’s forests and forest management differ from most
countries and decisions should not penalize us as a result of our national circumstances. For
example, relative to Canada, trees in some other countries may be substantially faster growing,
and it may make more ecological and economic sense to suppress natural disturbances fully or
very substantially. In some other countries, there may be a much longer history of forest
management and relatively less natural forest and the forest industry activity may rely on
significant areas of plantations and/or the use of intensively managed ‘non-natural’ forests. And
relative to Canada, many other countries may have a much longer history of development, and
therefore of forest clearing. It is important that Parties fully understand these differences based on
differing biophysical characteristics and history, to appreciate the Canadian position on
LULUCF.

Size of forest and history of development. Canadian forests cover 418 million hectares, almost
half of the country and about 10 per cent of the world’s forests. At the same time, Canada is a
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young and very large country, with arelatively small population (30 million people) concentrated
in an area along the southern perimeter of the country. Much of this area has been settled for less
than 100 years. These characteristics mean that there is no current or planned access to, or
management of, a very substantial portion of the total forest due to its remoteness. This
means that our ability and resources to fight natural disturbances outside the accessible forest are
minimal, and even within the accessible forest our ability to fight natural disturbances can be
limited by vast distances and the size of the forest. These characteristics of our forest and history
also mean that we are still removing forest cover as infrastructure is developed and agricultural
and urban expansion occurs. While the area involved is only a small proportion of the forest, the
rate of deforestation may be higher than in those countries that have developed over many
centuries or millennia.

Forest characteristics. Canada’s forest grows very slowly and is primarily natural, comprised of
species that, in most regions of the country, typically take up to 100 years or so to reach their
maximum carbon storage potential. The forest has an uneven age-class distribution skewed to the
older age-classes as a result mainly of natural disturbances that have affected the forest over the
last century. This means our forest currently stores a great deal of carbon but, as the age-class
distribution changes, biomass carbon stocks could fall. The greatest share of the forest is boreal
forest that is subject to highly variable natural disturbance patterns, resulting in significant carbon
stock changes over extended periods of time. For example, in 1990-97, wildfire burned 0.6 to 6.3
million ha / year of the total forest (average of 2.6 million ha / year, or 0.6% of the total forest).
Insects and diseases disturbances in 1990-97 affected 4 to 41 million ha / year (average of 17.5
million ha / year, or 4% of the total forest). We would like to emphasize that the classification
‘boreal forest’ lumps together many different types of northern forest ecosystems dominated by
conifers. These forests differ from one another in their vegetation (e.g. composition, dynamics,
and architecture), disturbance regimes, and climatic, geologic, pedogenic and anthropogenic
histories. As a result of these differences, boreal forests around the world are not comparable in
terms of their capacity as either a carbon sink or a reservoir.

Forest management. The very large size of our forest, its slow-growing nature, the relatively
young age of Canada, and our relatively small population have meant that Canada has developed
a largely export-oriented forest products industry which relies on extensive (rather than intensive)
forest management. Long-term sustainability is the management objective. Compared to intensive
management, extensive management involves a lower intensity of management over a larger area.
Almost no afforestation (planting or seeding of trees on land that did not recently contain forest)
has occurred. About 0.25% of the forest is harvested each year, with harvesting and silvicultural
practices often designed to emulate average natural disturbance patterns and frequencies to the
extent possible. Natural forest regeneration, a portion of which involves site preparation to assist
regeneration, is used successfully as the means of reforestation for about 55% of harvested areas.
Efforts to suppress natural disturbances have a significant impact within the managed forest area
but Canada does not have the resources to significantly increase this effort. The figures noted
above for natural disturbances reflect areas affected after efforts to suppress disturbances at
significant cost — for example, the average annual expenditure by governments and industry on
fire suppression is about CDN$0.5 billion per year. It is neither ecologically advisable nor
economically feasible to fully suppress disturbances such as wildfire, which are a fundamental
part of boreal forest ecology and biodiversity.

Impact of climate change. Of particular concern to Canada is the possible net impact of climate
change on our forest. Because of the geography and biophysical characteristics of our forest, we
are concerned about the possibility of significant net emissions resulting from climate change
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impacts. For example, see the discussion in the recent IPCC report on the regional impacts of
climate change (Shriner and Street 1998) of the potential impacts of climate change on North
American forests, and particularly the borea forest. The hypothesized positive impact of CO,
fertilization may occur in some areas but pollution (e.g. Os), increased susceptibility to insect
infestations, and drought and nutrient deficiencies may negate or overwhelm the effect.
Furthermore, while CO, fertilization increases growth in seedlings under optimal laboratory
conditions the IPCC Specia Report noted that the long term effect on carbon in trees and soil as a
forest stand matures is uncertain (Section 1.3.2.3). The location and extent of the forest may also
be changed by climate change. Over time, the tree line may advance into arctic and apine regions
but this progress may be slowed by nutrient and moisture limitations, while drought and
temperature changes may cause retreat northward of the southern tree line. At the same time,
increased natural disturbances (fires, insects, herbivory, windthrow), and a hypothesized increase
in rare or extreme weather events (e.g., severe storms), may negatively affect the forest. The net
effect could be a transitory loss of a potentially significant area of forest, and related carbon,
lasting decades or even centuries, which may be countered partially by incentives for intensive
forest management and other adaptive strategies.

3. ARTICLE 3.3
3.1 Proposed Definitionsfor ARD

In making decisions on definitions and accounting for Article 3.3 Parties should recognize that

the goal should not be just one of defining what is included and how it is included. The broader

goal is to advance the objective and commitments of the UNFCCC and the Protocol. No
particular set of ARD definitions discussed in the IPCC Special Report is completely suited to the
formulation of Article 3.3 in a way that addresses the particular circumstances of al Parties,

while at the same time providing incentives to protect and enhance sinks and reservoirs. From
Canada’s perspective, there are two ways to address the problems created by Article 3.3 in this
regard. One is to treat Article 3.3 in isolation, construct definitions unrelated to common usage
and practice in forest management, and deal with potential perverse incentives by establishing
complex accounting rules that in practice may be difficult to implement. The alternative is to
adopt definitions that have been well established and to address the problems of Article 3.3
through a broader approach to forests using Article 3.4. Canada believes the latter option is the
right choice and is the option that will maximize incentives to achieve the objective of the
UNFCCC.

In terms of Article 3.3, Canada believes that Parties should not support the adoption of definitions

and accounting approaches which unfairly penalize any Party by not reflecting the characteristics
of their forest and forest management, and therefore failing to reflect carbon stock changes due to
management of the broader landscape. For example, this would happen if the harvest-
regeneration cycle were included under Article 3.3, because of the requirement that only activities

since 1990 can be included. As well, the IPCC Special Report (Section 3.3.1) notes that

immediate emissions due to deforestation but slow removals due to afforestation and reforestation
can create pronounced imbalances resulting in reporting ARD emissions in a commitment period,

even though the forest as a whole may be in balance. It further notes that avoiding this effect does
not seem possible within Article 3.3, and that such an imbalance may be particularly pronounced

for boreal forests. This is of great concern to Canada, as it does not reflect the broader reality of
Canada’s forest management.
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Canada believes that there likely is no one set of definitions and accounting approaches for
Article 3.3 that fits all Parties. At the same time we strongly believe that activities under Articles
3.3 and 3.4 must be treated as a complete package, rather than a piecemeal set of activities
defined and measured in isolation from one another. Our proposals for the definitions and
accounting for ARD, and in particular our definition for reforestation, therefore cannot be
separated from our proposals for Article 3.4 and for overall accounting rules, discussed in
Sections 5 and 6 respectively. Before discussing our proposalsfor Article 3.3 it isuseful to set the
context by explaining the implications of our proposals for Article 3.4. In brief, our proposals
for definitionsand accounting for the two articles mean that the full harvest-regeneration
cyclewould beincluded under the activity of forest management in Article 3.4. All source
and sink activities that involve the use of the managed forest, such as harvesting and reforestation
(using our definition of the term) would be accounted for in the accounting for forest
management under Article 3.4. Thiswould aso be true of all activities that add to the managed
forest area, such as alarge portion of afforestation activity, if not all. Deforestation would still be
accounted for under Article 3.3.

Canada believes that ARD definitions should reflect those commonly used at an operational level
by individual Partiesin order to facilitate verifiable measurement of emissions and removals. We
believe this means adopting definitions similar to those of the FAO but allowing for a degree of
flexibility for Parties to use definitions most suited to their circumstances. The FAO for decades
has been the expert UN body charged with collection and synthesis of forest information using
definitions that broadly reflect the circumstances of all countries. We note also that the Revised
1996 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories do not explicitly define forest
and encourage national experts to use characteristics of their own ecosystems in doing so.
Moreover, national forest agencies have devel oped databases based on their own definitions so
that arbitrary new definitions could add unnecessarily to the cost of measuring, monitoring and

reporting.

Based on these considerations, Canada proposes the following text for ARD definitions.

Definitionsfor Article 3.3

accordance with Article 8 of the Protocol.
For the purposes of Article 3.3, the following definitions shall apply:

(@) Afforestation is achange in land-use that, through the establishment of a stand
of trees, forms aforest.

(b) Reforestation is a land-use practice that, through the establishment of a stand
of trees, forms aforest.

(c) Deforestation isaland-use change that removes aforest.

Parties may define forest in accordance with their own circumstances and must take into
account published definitions. Parties may choose to use different definitions of forest to account for
different forest types in their country. The definition or definitions must be used consistently in the
accounting in the first and subsequent commitment period. Parties shall provide information on the
source and suitability of their definitions under Article 7. Their definitions shal be reviewed in
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We believe it will be impossible for Parties to agree on a definition or set of definitions for forest
that accommodates the national circumstances of individual Parties for the purposes of alegally
binding agreement. Subject to expert review, our proposal therefore allows Parties to tailor their
definition to the particular characteristics of their forests and forest management. While we do not
follow the wording of the FAO definitions for ARD we believe our definitions to be consistent
with the FAO definitional scenario outlined in the IPCC Special Report. Aswell, our definitions
capture what we feel should be a key feature of the approach to ARD - their relationship to land
use and to land-use change. Canada believes that definitions that describe activitiesin terms of
land use and land-use change will most directly and clearly provide incentives to enhance carbon
sinks.

Afforestation isthe establishment of forest on land that previously was being used for other
purposes. Reforestation is the establishment of forest on land that is already being used as forest.
We note that when aforest is temporarily non-stocked after harvesting it is still being used asa
forest. Also, since aland-use practice necessarily involves human activity, unassisted natura
regeneration of forest after natural disturbances is not included. Deforestation is a changein land
use that removes forest. For each definition, direct human intervention isrequired, in keeping
with the Article 3.3 specification that the verifiable carbon stock changes be the result of direct
human-induced activities. Finally, we note that forest aggradation and degradation in the
managed forest isincluded in our proposal to add forest management under Article 3.4. Again
underlining the importance of a package on Articles 3.3 and 3.4.

3.2 Accounting for ARD

Canada believes that all relevant carbon pools should be included in the accounting for Article 3.3
and that once land enters the accounting for the Kyoto Protocal it should remain in the accounting
system in future commitment periods. We propose a flexible approach to accounting to allow
Parties to use the approach most suitable to their unique circumstances, subject to general
accounting rules and principles agreed by Parties. Our accounting approach for Article 3.3 would
be part of an overall accounting framework for forests for Articles 3.3.and 3.4 combined.

Treating Article 3.3 inisolation, and establishing complex accounting rules to address unbalanced
accounting, will serve only to increase the complexity and cost of verification and accounting.

The IPCC Special Report discussed three accounting approaches: Land-Based |, Land-Based ||
and Activity-Based. We believe the division of accounting into land-based and activity-based
approachesistoo limited. While use of either approach, or even ahybrid, may be most suitable
for some situations, it may be unsuitable for others. Canada proposes that Parties agree on an
accounting framework that: 1) provides general and simple rules for accounting; 2) requires
conformity with principles related to verifiability, transparency, accuracy, comparability, cost
effectiveness and compl ete coverage of pools agreed by Parties; and 3) does not prescribe specific
detailed accounting approaches. Such aframework would provide credible accounting while
allowing Parties some flexibility in their approach. We emphasize that, because of our proposed
broad approach to Article 3.4, which resultsin alarge portion of afforestation and all
reforestation being included as part of forest management, the distinction between land-based and
activity-based approaches for ARD isreally of most relevancein Article 3.3 for deforestation.
However, we believe that the distinction has little meaning even for deforestation.

Each Party should be required to submit information on its accounting approach as per Article 7
of the Protocol, and the approach would be subject to review as per Article 8 to ensure that it
conformed to the agreed general accounting rules and conformed to the accounting principles.
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Canada proposes the following general accounting rules related to Article 3.3. The rules shown
here cannot be separated from the rules presented for Article 3.4 in Section 5, or from the
additional accounting rules shown in Section 6. In particular, in Section 6 we propose an
accounting rule to deal with inter-linkages between Article 3.3 and 3.4. The accounting for ARD
must be seen in relation to the full set of accounting rules we propose, and the implications are
discussed more fully in Section 6. The complete set of accounting rules is shown together in
Annex 2.

Accounting Rulesfor Article 3.3

For the purposes of Article 3.3, the following accounting rules shall apply:

(@

(b)

(©)

Subject to paragraph 4 (b), in accounting for afforestation, reforestation and
deforestation since 1990, Parties shall include verifiable changesin all carbon stocks in
the first and all subsequent commitment periods. Once land enters the accounting it
shall beincluded in the first and all subsequent commitment periods.

Parties shall account for all carbon pools that are sources as a result of afforestation,
reforestation and deforestation since 1990, but may choose not to account for a given
pool in a commitment period if they provide transparent and verifiable information
demonstrating that it is not a source.

Verifiable changes in carbon stocks which Parties include in their accounting and
which result from afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990 shall be
measured as the change in carbon stocks between the beginning and end of a

commitment period.

Under some definitions the three accounting approaches described in the IPCC Special Report
can yield very different results, and in this regard we note again that our proposed accounting
under Article 3.3 cannot be separated from our proposal related to Article 3.4. Thisis particularly
true for reforestation which, under the Canadian proposal, would be entirely encompassed by the
proposed additional activity of forest management under Article 3.4. Under this approach all
activity on the managed forest, and therefore all source and sink activities including
harvesting and refor estation, would be included in the accounting. Canada generally proposes
to take a land-based approach to accounting for Articles 3.3 and 3.4 combined, but may use
activity-based accounting where the circumstances warrant it (for example, for some types of
deforestation) and subject to the broad accounting rules agreed by Parties. We note that non-CO,
greenhouse gas reporting, if Parties decide to include it, likely will rely primarily on activity-
based accounting.

3.3 Preliminary Estimatesfor ARD

Table | in Annex 1 uses the data format agreed at SBSTA 12 to present preiminary estimates for
ARD activities under both the IPCC and FAO definitional scenarios for Canada. Afforestation
under these or any definitions is negligible, with a carbon stock change in the first commitment
period of less than 0.5 Mt C. This estimate also applies to afforestation and reforestation
combined, under the IPCC definitional scenario. Deforestation over the 1990-2012 period is
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estimated to total just over 1 million ha (0.25% of the total forest area) based on estimates from

the early to mid 1990s. The result is a carbon stock change in the first commitment period of

about -22 Mt C. Based on these preliminary estimates, an IPCC approach to ARD definitions

therefore results in a source of about 16 Mt CO, / year in 2008-12, a significant subtraction from
Canada’s assigned amount. We note also that use of the IPCC definitions means that only a small
portion of Canada’s forest is included, providing no incentives to enhance sinks and protect
reservoirs on the large remainder of the managed forest.

For reforestation under the proposed Canadian definition, based on the FAO definitional scenario,
the accounting framework chosen has a major impact on the accounted carbon stock change, as
the IPCC Special Report demonstrated. Reforestation area in 1990-2012 using the proposed
definition amounts to about 21 million ha, similar to the harvest area over the 23-year period. Our
preliminary estimate for Activity-Based accounting shows that the change in carbon stocks is -3
Mt carbon in the first commitment period. This reflects the fact that emissions associated with
soil disturbances from planting activity are not yet balanced by biomass from regenerating trees,
which may take decades to reach significant sequestration rates in Canada. In later commitment
periods Activity-Based accounting gives a sink.

Land-Based | and Il accounting show very significant reductions in carbon stocks due to the
inclusion of emissions associated with harvesting. These large negative carbon stock changes are
an artifact of the accounting method as demonstrated in the IPCC Special Report (Section 3.5.2)
and bear no relationship to the actual changes in the managed forest. The characteristics of
Canada’s forest, tree growth and forest management are such that harvesting results in large
emissions over a relatively short period while the subsequent regeneration takes up to 100 or
more years to sequester an equivalent amount of carbon. Only a broader accounting approach
which considers the carbon stock changes over the managed forest estate can adequately reflect
this reality, or provide incentives to enhance forest carbon sinks in Canada. Our proposal for
including forest management under Article 3.4 takes this approach.

4. ARTICLE 3.4, FIRST SENTENCE

Although Canada has provided preliminary estimates of its 1990 carbon stocks in Table Il of
Annex 1, we do not understand the purpose of the information specified in the first sentence of
Article 3.4, or its relevance either to Article 3.3 or to the remainder of Article 3.4. Carbon stocks

in 1990 bear no obvious relevance to activities included under Article 3.4. Changes in subsequent
years will be highly variable as a result of anthropogenic and natural influences occurring both
before and after 1990.

The principal carbon reservoirs in the Canadian terrestrial landscape currently or potentially
affected by direct human activities, are forest lands, agricultural lands, rangelands/grasslands and
wetlands. The area and carbon content of some of these reservoirs have not yet been
comprehensively assessed. Thus, estimation of Canada’s carbon stocks is still in progress. The
estimates of carbon stocks provided in Table Il are therefore preliminary, and will be refined as
measurement methodologies improve.

In 1990, Canada’s forest covered 418 million ha. Canada’s agricultural land base covered 61
million ha, including lands annually cropped, summer-fallow land, improved pastures and natural
rangelands and grasslands. Wetlands in 1990 are estimated to have covered 148 million ha. The
monitoring of wetland restoration or conversion rates in Canada is fragmented; hence this
estimate should be interpreted as a maximum value. The Canadian tundra is a mosaic landscape
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of various treeless land covers, including wetlands, uplands, polar deserts and ice. There is no
reliable data on the area of tundrathat excludes northern wetlands.

Our preliminary estimate of the total 1990 carbon stock on the land systems shown in Table 1 is

more than 297 Gt. Carbon stocks of forest and agricultural 1ands represent approximately 30% of

the total terrestrial carbon stocks reported. We emphasi ze that the magnitude of the carbon stock

on any land system is not necessarily indicative of 1) the system’s capacity to sequester carbon
rapidly; 2) its vulnerability to anthropogenic activities and environmental changes; or 3) our

ability to enhance carbon sequestration under current or future climate conditions. These
attributes have yet to be assessed. The large quantity of carbon stored in Canadian wetlands, for
example, is the outcome of a very slow accumulation process that took place over the last 10,000
years. Scientific evidence indicates that the carbon source or sink status of wetlands is sensitive to
climatic factors, suggesting that the potential impact of climatic change on carbon storage in
wetlands could equal or exceed the anthropogenic impact.

5. ARTICLE 3.4, ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES

Parties should strive to ensure cost effective and comprehensive inclusion of all relevant sinks
and sources under Article 3.4 in the first commitment period. In doing so, Parties would be
encouraged to reduce anthropogenic emissions and enhance anthropogenic removals. The IPCC
Special Report noted that, generally speaking, additional activities could be included under
Article 3.4 in terms of narrowly defined individual practices or in terms of land-based broadly
defined activities.

Canada supports a broad approach because it:

e ensures that the net effect of all relevant sources and sinks on a given area of land are
included in the accounting;

e ensures consistency in the treatment of sources and sinks;

* minimizes the possibility of inadvertently creating incentives which negatively affect the
environment, or which encourage manipulation of individual activities to maximize sinks and
minimize sources in a given commitment period, simply because some activities are included
while others are not;

« limits the possibility of leakage within a country;

« minimizes differences between actual and reported carbon stock changes due to activities,
and between reported and landscape level carbon stock changes.

Canada believes that additional land-use activities should not be subject to a higher standard of
measurability, measurement certainty and verifiability than sources already included in the
Protocol. Uncertainty should not be a criterion for including or excluding an additional activity,
since appropriate rules can be devised to account comprehensively and equitably for uncertainties
in sinks and sources for the purposes of determining compliance.

The use of uncertainty as a screening criterion for the inclusion of 3.4 activities would create a
double standard relative to the activities included under Article 3.3. At CoP3, Parties agreed to
include ARD activities in the Protocol without consideration of the uncertainty of their estimates,

nor has this consideration been applied to any of the source categories listed in Annex A of the
Protocol. For example, in the Canadian case, there are very significant uncertainties with
deforestation estimates. In contrast, while there still remain uncertainties for estimates in the
agricultural soils category, which Canada believes should be added to the Protocol under Article
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3.4, these uncertainties are no greater than, and in some cases less than, those associated with
other sources we report in our inventory. We note also that UNFCCC Article 3.3 established the
principle that lack of full scientific certainty should not be used to postpone policies, such as
those covering all relevant sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases. We believe that
measurement uncertainties can be best addressed by the development of good practice guidance
for LULUCF measuring, monitoring and reporting.

5.1 Additional Activities and Rationale for I nclusion

Canada proposes the following decision related to the addition of additional activities under
Article 3.4.

Inclusion of Additional Activitiesunder Article3.4

The human-induced activities of forest management, cropland
management, grazing land management and shelterbelts (‘agricultural land
management’) shall be used to meet the commitments under Article 3 of
each Party included in Annex | in accordance with Article 3.4.

5.1.1 Forest Management

The characteristics of Canada’s forest and forest management mean that unbalanced accounting
will occur if the choice of ARD definitions, additional activities and accounting approaches
includes only some activities occurring over a limited time period (i.e. since 1990). Accounting

for only a limited range of activities means that the accounting will bear little relation to the

actual impact of direct human activity on forest carbon stocks. Including the broadly defined
activity of forest management under Article 3.4 is the most appropriate way to address this
problem and to create incentives to fulfill the ultimate objective of the Convention.

For the purposes of Article 3.4, forest management is the broad set of management activities in
the forest related to multiple use values including, especially, timber production. In terms of a

land base, this is equivalent to the managed forest, and our accounting would be based on this
area. We emphasize that the managed forest provides very significant values other than timber,
but that the advantage of focusing on an area that includes all timber production activity is that
this is the forest use that is of greatest significance for carbon stock changes. The definition of
forest for Article 3.3 would be used for Article 3.4. We note that the Revised 1996 IPCC
Greenhouse Gas Guidelines provide for forests to be designated as managed or unmanaged, with
the latter excluded from the accounting framework.

One issue of particular concern raised by the IPCC Special Report is whether and how to include
forest aggradation and forest degradation. Inclusion of broadly defined forest management
ensures that emissions related to forest degradation, and increases related to forest aggradation,
are included, relative to the definition of forest adopted by a Party.

5.1.2 Agricultural Land Management

Historically, as Canada’s natural forests and grasslands were broken for agricultural production, a
large amount of the organic soil matter was mineralized and lost ase@f3sions to the
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atmosphere. Excessive or unnecessary cultivation can further accelerate these losses of CO, and

loss of organic C due to erosion. Adoption of more sustainable land management practices that

reduce these losses can actually reverse this process, so that CO, is removed from the atmosphere

and sequestered in the soil. Carbon sequestered in agricultural lands is directly human induced by

farmer’'s choices in applying land management practices such as reduced tillage, restoring
marginal or degraded land through revegetation to native species or forage crops, shelterbelts,
extended cropping systems, legumes, yield enhancement through intensification, improving
pasture and grassland management and reducing summer fallow.

Canada proposes that the broadly defined activities of cropland management, grazing land and
livestock management and shelterbelts be included under Article 3.4. Management of these lands
to enhance soil carbon is an important, direct human-induced removal offr@® the
atmosphere, which makes a legitimate and important contribution to the UNFCCQGOgmaida

believes the current accounting for agricultural activities is unbalanced because
agricultural emissions of nitrous oxide and methane are included in the accounting for the

Kyoto Protocol, while the positive things farmers do on the same landscapes to sequester

carbon are not included. Furthermore, the measurement uncertainties for the included
emissions of non-COgases are higher than for the excluded removals of @@ view this
asymmetrical treatment of greenhouse gas sinks and sources in the Protocol as illogical and
counterproductive in terms of encouraging environmentally sound farm management practices.
For Canada, including agricultural land management in Article 3.4 is essential for attaining
symmetrical and balanced treatment of sources and sinks, and for ensuring that farmers are
encouraged to managed their landscape in an integrated way for all sources and sinks.

Direct agronomic benefits (increased food and fibre production) will result from including these
land management practices under Article 3.4, as well as positive environmental impacts (for
example, reduced erosion, less silt deposition and phosphorous runoff in waterways, improved
wildlife habitat). These additional benefits to sustainable food production and a healthier
environment are too important to ignore. These benefits are a direct, strong and positive link
between the goals of the UNFCCC and other conventions on desertification, biodiversity and
wetlands (RAMSAR).

Enhancing soil carbon is an important conservation measure to encourage because healthier soil
is more resilient and better able to hold moisture, which means it will aid farmers to maintain
food production, as they adapt to the effects of climate change. In other words, recognition of soil
sinks in the Kyoto Protocol is a way to facilitate more effective agricultural adaptation to climate
change.

In Canada, farming practices that build up soil carbon are encouraged through public policy and
industry innovation. There continues to be a significant public investment in soil science to better
understand the relationship between land management systems and soil carbon dynamics, and the
communication of this knowledge to farmers. Innovative farmers, assisted by researchers and
equipment manufacturers, have developed alternatives to traditional tillage. Canadian farmers
and manufacturers have become world leaders in the conservation tillage movement. The
adoption of practices that build up soil carbon is important to Canadian agriculture, particularly in
the Prairie region, which represents 80% of Canada’s farmland.

Innovative farmers in Canada see the Kyoto Protocol as an opportunity to encourage good soil
conservation practices. Naturally our farmers have a keen interest in climate change and they
want to be active participants in mitigating against the variability that is often associated with
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climate change scenarios. These farmers are asking their government to secure the inclusion of
good soil management practices in the Kyoto Protocol. They see the Kyoto Protocol as a means
for encouraging good public policy on soil conservation. —They believe inclusion of land
management practices under Article 3.4 would send positive signals to adopt environmentally
beneficial farming practices and could lead to economic incentives to encourage even greater
adoption of these practices.

5.2 Rules, Modalities, Guidelines and Accounting for Additional Activities
With respect to the accounting framework for additional activities, Canada believes that:

» theactivities should be accounted for by Partiesin the first commitment period and
subsequent periods;

e inacommitment period the accounting should be based on the land area subject to the
additional activities at the end of the period;

« all relevant carbon pools should be accounted for; and

e emissions and removals of CO, should be measured as verifiable changesin carbon
stocks while emissions and removals of other greenhouse gases a so should be
measured.

Canada proposes the following general accounting rules for Article 3.4. The rules shown here
cannot be separated from the rules presented for Article 3.3 in Section 3, or from the additional
accounting rules shown in Section 6. In particular, in Section 6 we propose an accounting rule to
deal with inter-linkages between Article 3.3 and 3.4. The accounting for ARD must be seen in
relation to the full set of accounting rules we propose, and the implications are discussed more
fully in Section 6. The complete set of accounting rulesis shown together in Annex 2.



-61-

Accounting under Article3.4

For the purposes of Article 3.4, the following accounting rules shall apply:

(a) Accounting for changes in greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals |by sinks
shall be based on the land area subject to forest management and agricultural land
management at the end of each commitment period.

(b) Verifiable changes in carbon stocks that Parties include in their accounting shall be
measured as the change in carbon stocks between the beginning and end of a compmitment
period. The carbon dioxide equivalent emissions and removals of the other greenhpuse
gases included in Annex A of the Protocol shall be measured between the beginning and
end of a commitment period.

(c) Subject to paragraph 5 (d), the net greenhouse gas emissions by sources and remgpvals by
sinks of carbon dioxide resulting from forest management and agricultural land
management shall be measured as the verifiable changes in all carbon stocks in the first
and all subsequent commitment periods on land subject to these activities. The carpon
dioxideequivalent emissions and removals of the other greenhouse gases included|in
Annex A of the Protocol and directly resulting from land subject to forest managemgnt
and agricultural management shall also be measured and included in the accounting for
the first and all subsequent commitment periods

(d) Parties shall account for all carbon pools that are sources as a result of forest management
and agricultural land management, but may choose not to account for a given pool|in a
commitment period if they provide transparent and verifiable information demonstrating
that it is not a source. Parties shall account for all emissions of greenhouse gases |included
in Annex A other than carbon dioxide as a result of forest management, but may choose
not to account for a potential source in a commitment period if they provide transpgrent
and verifiable information demonstrating that it is not a source.

5.3 Preliminary Estimatesfor Additional Activities

Tablelll in Annex 1 uses the dataformat agreed at SBSTA 12 to present preliminary estimates for the
additional activities Canada proposes for inclusion under Article 3.4 — forest management, cropland
management, grazing land management and shelterbelts.

531 Forest Management

With respect to forest management we note first that the area of land subject to forest management —
the managed forest — has not been legally or administratively defined in Canada. For the purposes of
the accounting for Article 3.4, discussions within Canada will be needed to determine what areas
would be classified as subject to forest management, especially as much of the forest is owned by
provinces and under provincial jurisdiction. Our preliminary estimate for the area subject to forest
management is the accessible stocked timber productive forest, 134 million ha. We assume this area
most closely relates to the area subject to forest management using currently available information.
Over time the area subject to forest management will change due to deforestation, afforestation and
expansion of management activities. However, these changes occur only slowly, so for the purposes
of Table lll we assume that the area remains constant in the 1990-2012 period. Under our accounting
approach a large portion of afforestation would be included in the accounting for forest management
while deforestation would be accounted for separately.



-62 -

The estimated carbon stock change associated with the managed forest in the first commitment period
is a removal of about 48 Mt carbon (177 Mt of CO,. Non-CO, greenhouse gas emissions and
removals associated with all fires in the managed forest amount to estimated emissions of 9 Mt CO.-
equivalent in the first commitment period. The net effect of the carbon stock changes and the non-CO,
gases amounts to about 33 Mt CO,-equivalent per year in the first commitment period. We note that
this would be offset to a large degree by emissions from deforestation of 16 Mt CO,-equivalent per
year in the first commitment period.

We derived these estimates using a methodology that follows closely the Revised 1996 IPCC
Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, but we made adjustments as described in the
notes for Table I11. The estimates reflect the full effect of activities and wildfires on biomass carbon
poolsin the managed forest estate. We assumed that the recent fire disturbance pattern of 1980-1990
continues through to 2012, athough as we have already noted, we are concerned that in fact climate
change may exacerbate firesin our forests. We recognize that use of the IPCC methodology resultsin
only rough estimates, and our analysisis on going to devel op better estimates.

Our estimates include the full harvest-regeneration cycle, and therefore include reforestation as
Canada proposes it should be defined. We assumed that all biomass associated with harvesting is
emitted immediately upon harvesting in keeping with the IPCC guidelines, although we believe
Parties need to agree on amore realistic approach for accounting for forest products and other
products which can serve aslong-term stores of carbon such as strawboard. Under our proposed
accounting framework (see Section 6) most or all afforestation activity would aso fall within the
managed forest and therefore should be included in our estimate. While we have not explicitly
included afforestation in the estimate, the very limited extent of the activity in Canada means that its
inclusion would not significantly affect the result.

5.3.2 Cropland Management, Grazing Land M anagement and Shelter belts.

Inclusion of agricultural cropland management, grazing land and livestock management, and
shelterbeltsin Article 3.4 will help Canada encourage soil conservation practices that will restore
some of the 1 billion tonnes of carbon that we have lost since our lands were first broken some 100
years ago. Depending on international and domestic policies, our preliminary estimatesin Table Il1
show Canadian farmers could sequester on cropland, grazing land and shelterbelts a total of between
20 Mt and 100 Mt CO, over the course of the first commitment period, or between 4 and 25 Mt CO,
per year. The lower range of these estimates reflects low adoption rates of sink-enhancing practices.
The higher estimates reflect ambitious adoption rates, for which our estimates are more uncertain.

The above estimates are for gross removals and do not include the impact of the other greenhouse
gases from agricultural activity, nitrous oxide and methane. As shown in Table 111, we estimate that
inclusion of agricultural land management in Article 3.4 will cause an increase in our methane and
nitrous oxide emissions of between 0 and 14 Mt CO,-equivalent over the first commitment period,
depending on the adoption rates of the activities. Thiswill partially offset the removals of CO, in soil
carbon.

6. OVERALL ACCOUNTING APPROACHES
6.1 Decisionson an Accounting Framework for Articles3.3and 3.4

Rules agreed to by Parties for an accounting framework should incorporate sufficient flexibility to
accommodate national circumstances. The accounting system must also be designed to ensure
transparent, verifiable, comparable, cost effective, accurate and consistent estimates in order to assure
al Partiesthat the accounting isfair and in accordance with the rules agreed by Parties. We believe
that Parties should agree on an accounting system in two-stages:
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1) At CoP6 Parties agree on an overal accounting framework for Articles 3.3 and 3.4. In
this submission we propose a set of general accounting rules we believe should be
incorporated in such aframework.

2) At CoP7 Parties could then agree on further rules as necessary, including rules or criteria
related to demonstrating conformity with various accounting principles, such as
transparency and verifiability. All sources and sinks reported by Parties would need to
conform to these conditions in order to be included in the accounting in a commitment
period.

6.2 Overall Issuesfor Accounting

A number of issues need to be addressed in an accounting system for Articles 3.3 and 3.4. One issue
is the treatment of forest productsin the accounting. Others noted by the IPCC Specia Report include
issues related to reversibility and permanence, uncertainty, accounting for natural effects, and
accounting inter-linkages between Articles 3.3 and 3.4.

We believe the issues of reversibility and permanence of reductions in sources and increases in sinks
are best addressed by agreement that, once land enters the accounting in a commitment period
because an Article 3.3 or 3.4 activity has occurred, it will be included in all future commitment
periods. This ensures a continual incentive to protect and enhance the carbon reservoirs on the land,
enhance sinks and reduce sources. Our proposals for accounting for Articles 3.3 and 3.4 incorporate
this principle.

With respect to uncertainties related to Article 3.4 activities, Canada’s view is that they could and
should be addressed in the same way as they would be with the emission categories included in Annex
A of the Protocol. The onus should be on a Party to ensure its reported emissions and removals meet
agreed accounting and reporting criteria for transparency, verifiability and compliance.

With respect to dealing with natural effects in the accounting for Article 3.4 activities, some Parties
have expressed a concern that natural and indirect emissions and removals may be included in the
accounting for additional activities. We emphasize that such effects can be both negative (e.g. wildfire
and insect disturbances, pollution) and positive (e.g. possible N apdefilixation effects). The

effect of climate change itself could be either negative (e.g. increased natural disturbances, drought)
or positive (e.g. increased growing season), with any effect likely to be highly variable both spatially
and temporally. However, at this point the scientific ability to predict the magnitude or frequency of
such effects is limited. In the discussion of Canada’s national circumstances (Section 2) we described
our concern that the effects of climate change may result in Canada’s total forest becoming a net
source for an extended period of time as it adjusts to climate change. Parties’ understanding of such
effects, and methodologies for accounting for them, will improve over time and we believe it would
be appropriate for SBSTA to request that the IPCC study methods for accounting for natural and
indirect effects in more detail. At this point Canada’s view is that we should take a comprehensive
approach to the accounting for such effects on land areas included in Article 3.4, but we are open to
further discussion on this issue.

With respect to accounting inter-linkages between Articles 3.3 and 3.4, we note that including the
activities of forest management and agricultural land management under Article 3.4 means that there
is an overlap between the area subject to these activities and ARD area. We believe it makes most
sense to therefore adopt a single accounting framework for the overlapping areas. In particular, we
believe ARD land that is also part of the land subject to forest or agricultural management should be
accounted for under the rules for Article 3.4.

Based on these considerations, Canada proposes some further general accounting rules in addition to
those we proposed in Section 3 for Article 3.3 and Section 5 for Article 3.4.



Further General Accounting Rules

6. For the purposes of accounting under Articles 3.3 and 3.4, the following rules shall apply.
(@) If an area of land is subject to afforestation, reforestation or deforestation since 1990
under Article 3.3 and qualifies as land subject to forest management or agricultural land
management under Article 3.4, it shall be accounted for under Article 3.4 and shall not be
accounted for under the provisions for accounting related to Article 3.3.

(b) Carbon stocks in forest products or agricultural products derived from land subject to
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990, or from forest management or
agricultural land management shall be included in the accounting based on rules dgreed at
the first session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to
the Protocol.

(c) Accounting approaches used by Parties for accounting under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 shall
conform to additional rules for the accounting as agreed at the first session|of the
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol.

(d) Supplementary information on the accounting by a Party under Articles 3.3 and Article
3.4 shall be submitted in accordance with Article 7 of the Protocol and shall be sufficient
to ensure transparency and verifiability during the expert review process established by
Article 8. It shall also be sufficient to demonstrate consistent application of definitions
and land areas subject to accounting within and between commitment periods,| and to
demonstrate compliance with the accounting rules agreed by Parties.

With respect to the inter-linkages between Article 3.3 and Article 3.4, the additional accounting rules
proposed here must be considered along with our proposals in Sections 3 and 5 for accounting rules
for Articles 3.3 and 3.4, as an integrated accounting framework. It is worthwhile to explain some of
the implications of our proposed approach.

Firgt, all reforestation occurs on the managed forest since reforestation under the Canadian proposal is
simply a human land-use practice in the forest and thus by definition occurs in the managed forest. It
would therefore be included in the accounting for the area subject to forest management.

Second, the area subject to forest management increases over time due to afforestation, whichisa

change in land use from some other use to one that involves establishment of aforest and subsequent

use. In Canada, the area subject to forest management also may increase slowly over time as aresult

of the extensive (rather than intensive) nature of Canada'’s forest management. One of our proposed
accounting rules for forest management is that the accounting would be done for the area subject to
forest management at the end of the commitment period. Many areas subject to afforestation in 1990-
2007 would already be part of the managed forest in 2012 and so would be included in Article 3.4
accounting. Many areas afforested in a commitment period would also be included in Article 3.4
accounting since they would be part of the managed forest at the end of the period. The same is true of
the small amount of the non-managed existing forest that might be brought into the managed forest
during a commitment period.
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Third, deforestation will decrease the area subject to forest management. Whether it occursin the
1990-2007 period or in acommitment period, it would not be part of the area subject to forest
management at the end of the commitment period. Some deforestation during a commitment period
may be part of the land subject to agricultural management at the end of the commitment period, and
therefore would be included in the accounting for Table 3.4. The remainder would fall under the
accounting for Article 3.3.

We note that this approach to accounting has the additiona benefit of reducing the costly
measurement and accounting processes needed to track and account for carbon stock changes on
individual areas of ARD land that isin the managed forest. Thiswill reduce the operational
complexity of carbon accounting.

6.3 Further Work on Accounting and M ethodological |ssues

As stated above, Canada believes that further decisions on accounting and methodological issues
relevant to Articles 3.3 and 3.4 will be needed at CoP7. In relation to work between CoP6 and CoP?7,
Canada proposes that Parties consider the following issues, taking into account the conclusions of
SBSTA 13 and 14, and decisions at CoP6.

1) Methodological issuesrelated to the | PCC inventory guidelines. At SBSTA 10, Parties invited
the IPCC to develop a workplan as soon as practicable after the completion of the IPCC Speciad
Report (FCCC/SBSTA/1999/6, para. 41(€)). At SBSTA 11, Parties invited the IPCC to provide
a progress report on the subject at SBSTA 13 (FCCC/SBSTA/1999/14/46(m)). SBSTA 12
invited the IPCC to include good practice guidance in LUCF in the workplan requested at
SBSTA 10 (FCCC/SBSTA/2000/L.3). Canada believes this work is essentid. For example, as
noted by SBSTA 12, good practice guidance will help Parties to prepare higher quality
greenhouse gas inventories in which uncertainties are identified and reduced as far as
practicable. It also will help ensure accounting that is transparent, consistent, complete,
comparable and accurate. SBSTA should request that Parties make submissions on these
subjectsin early 2001.

2) Woods products accounting rules. SBSTA 11 requested that Parties provide views in
submissions on 15 March 2001 on approaches for estimating and accounting for emissions of
CO, from harvesting and wood products, for consideration a SBSTA 14 in 2001
(FCCC/SBSTA/1999/14 para. 69). We note that there are also other products not made of
wood, such as strawboard, which can store carbon for long periods of time and for which the
accounting issues are identical to those for wood products. Canada emphasizes the importance
of making decisions on these issues at CoP7.

3) Other accounting rules. Development of further rules for Articles 3.3 and 3.4 will be
necessary. For example, Parties need to agree on rules and criteria related to the meaning of
such terms as verifiable and transparent. SBSTA should request that Parties make submissions
on these subjectsin early 2001.

7. MEASURING, MONITORING AND REPORTING
7.1 ARD and Forest Management

Parties should recognize that most current measurement systems were not designed to measure and
monitor carbon stock changes but that systems will continually evolve and improve once requirements
are known. Aswell, thereis unlikely to be one system that fits the circumstances of all Parties,
especialy in light of the fact that the way to most cost effectively provide required measurementsisto
create an approach which builds upon existing systems.
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Canada’s proposed systems for measuring, monitoring and reporting on ARD under Article 3.3, and
forest management under Article 3.4, are designed to be transparent, consistent, comparable,
complete, accurate, verifiable and efficient - characteristics stressed by the IPCC Special Report (e.g.
Sections 2.4 and 3.4). We will ensure that our framework for measurement of areas and carbon stock
changes, and non-G@missions and removals (if included), is in accordance with Article 5.1 of the
Protocol on national greenhouse gas inventory and reporting systems, and with Article 5.2 on
methodologies for estimating sinks and sources. We will also ensure that our approach is consistent
with accounting and other rules agreed by Parties. The extent to which a Party meets agreed
requirements related to measuring, monitoring and reporting during the first and subsequent
commitment periods will be determined as part of the compliance evaluation process.

7.1.1 Measurement Framework
Our currently existing tools (forest inventories, remote sensing, models, etc.) by themselves cannot
satisfy the reporting requirements of the Kyoto Protocol. We therefore will combine existing and new

methodologies into a land-based ‘unified accounting framework’. Such a framework was discussed in
Kurz and Greenough (1999), and is summarized in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Unified Accounting Framework for Canada’s Carbon Stocks and Carbon Stock
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In this framework, inventory data from numerous sources will be standardised and used to determine
area and volume statistics. The volume data will be converted to biomass and then to carbonin a
consistent manner using standardised and peer-reviewed models and parameters. These models and
parameters can aso be applied to derive estimates of past and future carbon stocks and stock changes.
Finally, with the appropriate componentsin place, the framework will provide areporting function
and the foundation for subsequent analysis and verification. We will also be able to provide estimates
scaled to meet local, regional, provincia and national carbon accounting requirements, produced in a
consistent fashion across scales.

7.1.2 Carbon Data Modeding and Reporting

Canada plans to apply a mixture of methods for the collection of data, including many described in
Sections 2.4.2 and 3.4 of the IPCC Special Report. The most important contribution of our nationa
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system will be the integrating framework that can accommodate and combine data from the various

sources.

Data sources will include:

Forest | nventories

- National Forest Inventory: a new forest inventory is currently under development

and will involve a systematic grid of permanent photo and ground plots to assess and

monitor the extent, state and sustainable development of Canada’s forests in a timely
and accurate manner. The landbase for the inventory will be all of Canada, not just
forests.

- Provincial Inventories: information on stand volume, site quality or other information that

can be used to determine growth rates and stand dynamics.

* Remote Sensing: data on land cover and inferred utilization through aeria photography or
satellite imagery for sample points or large areas.

« ARD Activity Reporting: data on ARD activities obtained through census, registries and any
other approaches found to be cost effective and efficient.

» Other Inventories: direct measures of carbon stocks or carbon fluxes.

We will apply two spatialy referenced databases in the national accounting framework. The first will
contain the compilation of standardized relevant raw inventory information, from the above sources. It
will include information on the location and the area subject to forest management (the managed
forest), managed forest activities including reforestation, and areas subject to afforestation and
deforestation activities. The second database will contain derived inventory information on the carbon
stocks of these areas, computed from models that extrapolate measurements in space and time, as
discussed in the IPCC Special Report (Section 2.4.5). Both databases will be spatially referenced.

We believe four types of models probably will be required for the accounting framework:

models for the extrapolation of measurements of volume or carbon stocks in space;
growth and yield modelsto project volume dynamics over time;

ecosystem carbon dynamics models with which to project above-ground and below-
ground biomass and dead organic matter pools of individual ecosystems; and
landscape-level carbon dynamics that project the age-class distribution and dynamics of
many ecosystems.

These models will be initialised with raw inventory information to determine the past, present and/or
future carbon stock. We will use a database that contains standard, peer reviewed parameters,

methods,

and other information that will be required for all analyses of forest ecosystem carbon

dynamics (including conversion of volume to biomass and biomass to carbon), and that will be easily
reviewed for verification purposes. The parameter database will allow the system to adapt to
improvements in methodol ogy as they occur; though a change in parameters will require are-
calibration of the system. The models used will be documented and archived in the form that they
were used for measurement reporting for Canada, to will assist in verification, as suggested in the
IPCC Specia Report (Section 2.4.5).

Reporting tools will be used to query and summarize the information contained in the database of
areas and carbon stock estimates. In addition to providing national estimates for areas subject to ARD
and forest management, we could also use the tools to report carbon stock changes for sub-national
areas, such as regions, provinces, or the total forest area of Canada. Reporting tools will be designed
with flexibility to allow adjustments if Parties change accounting rules.
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7.1.3 Application of the Unified Accounting Framework for Forest Carbon Stocks

The framework described above outlines Canada’s land-based approach to meet our measuring,
monitoring and reporting commitments as required under Article’s 3.3 and 3.4. Currently, information
on forest management (which includes forest regeneration — reforestation under the Canadian
proposed definitions) and afforestation and deforestation activities can be derived from existing
records, but these are not comprehensive or structured for this purpose. As well, they come from
many disparate sources, are difficult to compile and may be inconsistent over time. The uncertainty
associated with the estimates we show in Tables |, Il and Il in Annex 1 reflect these difficulties. Site-
specific accounting for every relevant individual area will never be practical in Canada but estimates
for all such areas can be approximated with acceptable statistical confidence using a carefully
designed sampling scheme.

The new National Forest Inventory (NFI) forms the core of our sample design. The NFI consists of a
national network of 2x2 km plots on a 20-km grid, which forms a 1% sample of the land base. Within
each plot forest parameters are interpreted from aerial photographs. The NFI provides a strong basis
for measurement of the managed forest. For rare, small or distributed events such as afforestation and
deforestation, the sample may be enlarged using satellite remote sensing to increase the reliability of
results. The survey will be supported by provincial inventories, land use records and other data
sources. This statistical sampling approach will insure that neither accuracy nor precision is
compromised in measurements needed for Articles 3.3 and 3.4 accounting, for the managed forest and
for afforestation and deforestation (see Section 2.4.1.1 and 2.4.2 of the IPCC Special Report).

Surveys of afforestation and deforestation activities will be conducted on a sample basis within strata.
We expect that measurement of deforestation will be particularly important, as this activity will be
reported separately under our proposed accounting approach, while a large portion of afforestation
and all reforestation will be part of the broad accounting under forest management. For deforestation,
the country will be divided into strata of different expectations of deforestation level (*high” and
‘low”). The “high” strata would generally be large contiguous regions of areas of higher populations
(e.g., Southwest Ontario) as opposed to small, localized units. For afforestation, zones of afforestation
will be stratified into “high” (agriculture fringe) and “low” (areas with low forest establishment
potential). In keeping with the discussion in Section 3.4.4 of the IPCC Special Report, sampling
intensity will be appropriate to the expected distribution and frequency of afforestation and
deforestation activities.

Canada will use satellite data to provide information on an enlarged sample over that of the NFI
within the high strata designation. Full satellite coverage will be acquired, but only 2x2 km sample
plots on a 10-km grid spacing would be assessed. The sample size and frequency can be increased if
necessary, all the way to complete coverage. Areas of change (potential afforestation and
deforestation) will be detected on the satellite imagery. When there is some uncertainty about whether
afforestation or deforestation has occurred we propose to use local records or knowledge, and a
double sampling system using the NFI plots (see Section 3.4.1 of the IPCC Special Report). The core
sample intensity of 1% will be used for the low strata designation.

The biomass volume on each identified deforestation site prior to deforestation will be determined
directly by reference to forest inventory information for that site or from an average volume for
similar stand types in the region of the deforestation.

In the future, voluntary or legislated reporting of afforestation and deforestation and other forest
management activities or other incentives may lead to good site specific information and compilation
capability. This would then be the source of reported measurements. However, the NFI, satellite
imagery, and the system described above would still be useful for verification, audit and confirmation
purposes, and to detect these activities.
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We will make use of models such as the Canadian carbon budget model (CBM-CFS2) to produce
estimates of carbon stocks at different time periods based on the standardized input data sources. The
CBM-CFS2 also provides a potential accounting framework for the managed forest and reforestation
on the managed forest, and for afforestation and deforestation activities. Estimates of areas affected
by ARD activities and the immediate changes in carbon stocks associated with these activities are
required to initiate the accounting within the model. The CBM-CFS2 then simulates the changes in
carbon stocks from the time of the activity through subsequent five-year commitment periods. For
carbon stock changes associated with harvesting, we will use assumptions about the fate of the
harvested biomass (e.g., burned on-site, made into forest products or piled and left to decay), in
keeping with any decisions made by Parties on how to account for forest products. We will aso use
knowledge of local practices and regional summaries of product mixes from certain forest types. For
post-deforestation carbon accounting, we first will determine new use of the land (e.g., crop, pasture,
abandoned open field, road, urban, industrial, right-of-way) and then use available information to
make credible assumptions about the fate of the biomass. Typical regiona carbon accumulation in
relevant carbon pools for deforested sites will be determined and subtracted from any net loss due to
deforestation.

As noted in Section 4, the purpose of the first sentence of Article 3.4 is not clear to us. However,
required information will be provided as follows. For carbon stock estimates in 1990, provincial forest
inventories coupled with historical remote sensing information will provide the baseline data on area
and forest volume. We will use this information to estimate above ground biomass. We will then use
models to estimate below ground biomass (e.g. Kurz et a. 1996) and the initial sizes of the dead
organic matter carbon stocks (i.e., litter, coarse woody debris, and soil carbon), none of which are
included in existing forest inventory databases.

Release of carbon from the soil will be accounted for, if Parties so decide, by using modeling and/or
regiona averages for various cover types and land uses. We expect that soil carbon information will
improve considerably over time, and certainly thiswill be the caseif it must be accounted for under
the Kyoto Protocol.

7.1.4 Uncertainty and Verification

Uncertainties of estimates within our approach may arise in a number of ways. These include: the use
of retrospective information, inconsistencies in sampling schemes and approaches (which we will
strive to minimize), timing of measurements, mis-classed information, sampling intensity, the use of
models, and reporting errors. We note that stability of definitions and accounting approaches within
and across commitment periods will help to reduce uncertainties.

Uncertainty related to the use of retrospective information arises because of the need to determine the

status of lands since 1990. Canada’s approach will be to use archived remotely sensed data, forest
inventory data and/or retrospective models. We expect difficulties in evaluating the uncertainty of
such estimates, as the IPCC Special Report suggested would be the case (Section 3.4.4), reflecting the
fact that our current and past measurement systems were not designed for the purposes of Kyoto
Protocol measurements.

With respect to uncertainty resulting from measurement timing, we note that data collection on forests
in Canada is time consuming and generally a multi-year process, because of the large size of the forest
and the number of jurisdictions involved. Accurate verifiable estimates of stock changes may be
difficult to obtain for a specific point in time though estimates over longer periods of time, such as
commitment periods, will be feasible. Uncertainty in these estimates will be addressed through
repeated measurements over subsequent reporting periods or through a delayed reporting timeframe.

With respect to uncertainty from use of models, we believe that our land-based approach, based upon
a continuous forest inventory design, will result in a modeling framework that is stable, and therefore
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provides consistent reporting over time. In turn this should increase transparency and verifiability.
Uncertainty will be reduced further through research and development in relation to models and other
components of our system.

The uncertainty involved in activity reporting is primarily due to reporting errors or mis-classed
information that could lead to errors of omission or commission. For example, in the case of remote
sensing, a clear-cut could be confused with deforestation activities. Canada plans to use two methods
to resolve these uncertainties: 1) local records or knowledge where practical and 2) a double sampling
system using the NFI plots.

Verification of the nationa accounting framework will be accomplished through peer-reviewed data
and acquisition procedures, models, parameter sets and reporting methods. Our system is based on a
continuous forest inventory design with the plots being geo-referenced and relocatable, which
facilitates quality assurance. Remote sensing data add independence to the system for detecting land
use changes. Relevant remote sensing and modeling information will be archived in the form that they
were used.

7.2 Agricultural Land Management

Canada recognizes that addressing measurement uncertainty of agricultural soil carbon changeisan
important issue. The IPCC Special Report noted that options exist to deal with uncertainty, aswell as
permanence. Canada’s current and future investmentsin soil science and modelling give us the
confidence that we can report our soil carbon stock changes during the first commitment period with a
high degree of confidence.

Canada regards the measurement and verification of soil carbon stock changes to be feasible for the
first commitment period. Canada already uses remote sensing to verify crop types and farmers
commitments to a permanent cover program. Canada has a model framework for scaling-up, but
recognizes there are some challenges and important opportunities ahead to accomplish thisgoal. To
scale-up from research to national reporting, Canada will:

» take advantage of some the recent advances in remote sensing technology;

» develop cost-effective verification protocols with representative land based monitoring;

e integrate imagery and land-use census information using graphical information systems (GIS) and
carbon models; and

» continue work to validate the accuracy of process models and scaling-up protocols.

Technically, we are confident these issues can be addressed successfully and relatively quickly.
Additional investments to address these issues promptly will be motivated by inclusion in the Kyoto
Protocol of land management activities which improve soil sinks, whereas delayed inclusion will have
the effect of discouraging such investments by governments and the private sector. Thiswill then
delay obtaining environmental benefits of increased LULUCEF activities and attaining the objectives
of the UNFCCC.

Scientific investments are also aimed at reducing the measurement uncertainty of non-CO,
greenhouse gases. Canada agrees that non-CO, gasesin agricultural production need to be reported
along with the carbon sequestration as this sends the appropriate signal to farmers to manage their
landscape for all greenhouse gases. The issue of permanency of sequestration can be dealt with
through contiguous commitment periods and a rigorous accounting scheme that addresses changesin
land management and their impact on sources and sinks. The IPCC Special Report confirmed that
LULUCEF activities can have broad positive environmental, social and economic impacts. Canada
believes these benefits are too important to ignore or to alow resolvable technical impediments to
delay their implementation.
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7.2.1 M easurement Framewor k

Canada’s has a viable framework for quantifying and verifying soil carbon gain. This framework
consists of the following elements:

« Benchmark data and long-term research studies for various agro-ecosystems to confirm that
carbon stock changes are human induced;
» Spatial databases of climate, soils, land-use and remote sensing;

* Quantitative models to assess soil C change combined with expert opinion;
* Process studies to refine understanding of the carbon and nutrient cycling;
* Selective on-farm monitoring using GPS on representative soil landscapes.

The diagram below shows how these elements are drawn together into a measurement and verification

system.
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PLEASE NOTE THAT CARBON STOCK CHANGES HAVE BEEN ENTERED IN MEGATONNES RATHER THAN TONNES
Table | Preliminary data and information provided by Canada on carbon stock changes and areas related to article 3.3 activities

Article 3.3 Country A Accounting
o Definitions a, (ha C(MtC a, (ha C,(MtC ha Ccp(Mt C Methods and approaches
specific data framework i (ha) AC( ) 1(ha) [AC( )| ac (ha) | AC( ) pp
Definitions as shown in the submission. Estimates indicative of
Afforestation Activity based < 9,000 <05 < 15,000 <05 < 34,500 <05 the impact of the definitions but may not exactly match the
IPCC definitions due to lack of data. Area based on very rough
approximation using available information on urban planting,
. industry plantations and shelterbelts. Assumed annual
< <0. <1 <0. <34 <0. ) S
Reforestation Land based 9,000 05 5,000 05 34,500 05 afforested area for early to mid 1990s applies in 1990-2012.
Only above ground tree biomass included. Other pools
expected to be very small. al is 1990-95. a2 is 1990-99.
Activity based < 9,000 <05 < 15,000 <05 < 34,500 <05
Afforestation FAO
Land based <9,000 <05 < 15,000 <0.5 < 34,500 <0.5
Definitions as shown in the submission. Estimates indicative of
.. the impact of the definitions but may not exactly match the
Activity based 5,080,000 15 8,760,000 -25 21,030,000 -3 definitions due to lack of data. Area based on harvest area as
Reforestation FAO regeneration of all harvest areas is required. Carbon stock
change estimates derived separately for Eastern Canada using
a modified version of the GORCAM model, and for Western
Land based | 5,080,000 -250 8,760,000 -425 21,030,000 -226 Canada using a spreadsheet model. All carbon pools included,
with the components included in the national estimates varying
on the accounting approach and the original studies.
Regeneration activity based on assumptions about the mix of
Land based I 5,080,000 132 8,760,000 221 21,030,000 115 species and planting versus natural regeneration of harvested
areas. al is 1990-95, a2 is 1990-99.
Afforestation Activity based
Other
Reforestation Land based
Definitions as shown in the submission. Estimates indicative of
Activity based 276,000 -26 460,000 -43 1,057,000 -22 the impact of the definitions but may not exactly match the
Deforestation IPCC/FAO definitions due to lack of data. Average reported based on
compilation of available information and expert opinion to
derive estimated low and high ranges of areas deforested as a
Land based 276,000 26 460,000 43 1,057,000 22 result of various activities in each province. Includes above and
below ground biomass, litter and woody debris and soil carbon.
o Assumed that annual rate and carbon stock change for early to
Activity based mid 1990s applies in 1990-2012. al is 1990-95. a2 is 1990-99.
Other

Land based

_SL_



a,: Area(ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year.

AC,: Carbon stock change (Mt C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in g, on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

q,: Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 or an earlier specific year.

A C, : Carbon stock change (Mt C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in &, on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

a,,:  Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.

A Cep Projected carbon stock change (Mt C) over the first commitment period on land afforested, reforested, and deforested
since 1990 up to 2012.

Methods and approaches

Specify:

a) Forest definition used;

b) Definitions for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation used;
¢) Applied accounting approaches;

d) Included carbon pools;

e) Other.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table I)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant to the approach taken
in their submission and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Definitions and accounting:
a) Forest,
b) Afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation,
¢) Accounting approaches.
2.Carbon pools included (e.g. above-ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials);
3.Stratification (e.g. biomes and regions);
4.Methodologies and data:
a) Data sources,
b) Sampling techniques,
¢) Models and key parameters,
d) Uncertainties.
5.Treatment of non-CO, greenhouse gases.
6.Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008—2012) and discussion, if possible,
of trends beyond the first commitment period.
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Table Il - Preliminary data and information provided by Canada on carbon stocks and area estimates
(First sentence of Article 3.4)

Land system Area (million ha) Caiggg (Sé?(é; in
Forest lands 418 86
Agriculture lands 45.5 6
Rangelands/grasslands 15.5
Wetlands 148 >150
Tundra 55
. Total (as listed above) >627 >297

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table II)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant
to the approach taken in their submission and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Description of land categories, including any land categories not covered.
2.Carbon pooals - distinctions and assumptions.

3.Data sources.

4.Methods.

5.Possible changes in carbon stocks.

6.Uncertainties.

_LL -



PLEASE NOTE THAT EMISSIONS/REMOVALS HAVE BEEN ENTERED IN MEGATONNES RATHER THAN TONNES, AND THAT AREAS ARE IN MILLIONS OF HA

Table lll - Preliminary data and information provided by Canada on Article 3.4 activities, related net GHG emissions, involved areas, and projected carbon stock changes (additional .

Article 3.4 Country specific Accounting framework a, ™M CO,, | (Mt [CHy4, (Mt COy N,O, (Mt a ™ CO, (Mt CHy, i (Mt N,O, j (Mt acp (Y Ao (Mt C) CO,, o, (Mt CHy, ¢p (Mt Nz0, ¢, (Mt
data g ha) COy)* equiv.)*S [co,equiv) ¥  ha) CO,)* CO, equiv.)*3|CO, equiv.)* |  ha) B COy*  [co,equiv.)* §|cO, equiv.)* *
Land based 134 477 -8 -6 134 730 -11 -10 134 48 176 -4 -5
Forest Management
Activity based
Cropland Management
low adoption Land based 34.7 -22.1 See note See note 34.4 -22.2 See note See note 34.2 3.1 11.3 0.0 0.0
medium adoption 34.7 -22.1 See note See note 34.4 -22.2 See note See note 33.4 13.1 48.0 -0.1 -7.0
high adoption 34.7 -22.1 See note See note 34.4 -22.2 See note See note 33.3 20.5 75.1 -0.1 -8.5
Activity based
Grazing Land
[Management &
Livestock
low adoption L ) 26.2 3.6 See note See note 26.8 8.7 See note See note 26.5 2.1 7.6 0.0 0.0
medium adoption 26.2 3.6 See note See note 26.8 8.7 See note See note 27.3 7.1 25.9 -3.3 -2.4
Activity based
Shelterbelts
low adoption Land based 0.02 0.3 See note See note 0.03 0.6 See note See note 0.07 0.4 1.4 0.0 0.0
high adoption 0.02 0.3 See note See note 0.03 0.6 See note See note 0.12 0.6 2.2 0.0 0.0

Activity based

Note: non-CO2 emissions associated with agricultural land management are already included in the greeenhouse gas accounting for the Kyoto Protocol. This Table shows only those additional emissic

accounting for the Protocol if cropland management and grazing land management & livestock are included under Article 3.4. See the explanatory notes.
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To convert a carbon amount to CO, multiply it by 3.67.

8 CH, and N,O emissions are converted to CO, equivalent emissions by using the global warming potential (GWP) values of 21 for CH, and 310 for N,O (Source: Second Assess

CO,, ;: Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.

CH,, ,: CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.
N,O, ;: N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.
a: Area (ha) in 1999 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,, ;: Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity,accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,,.

CH,, : CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,,.

N,O, ;: N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a;,.

Acp Projected area (ha) in 2012 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

ACq,: Projected carbon stock changes (t C) over the first commitment period related to the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO;, p : Projected net CO, emissions related contribution (t CO,) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

CHy,, ¢p : Projected CH, emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigne amount of the Party.

N,O, ¢, : Projected N,O emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table IlI)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant to the approach taken in
their submissions and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Activities and accounting:

a) Definitions and descriptions of all activities proposed,

b) Scope of activities and how they fit into broader managed land categories,

¢) Accounting approaches,

d) Proposals for key accounting features, e.g. assumptions on baselines, basis for the area estimates covered by activity.
2.Carbon pools included (e.g. above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials).
3.Methodologies and data:

a) Data sources,

b) Sampling techniques,

c) Models and key parameters,

d) Uncertainties.

4. Treatment of non CO, greenhouse gases.
5.Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008—2012) and discussion, if possible, of trends
beyond the first commitment period.
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|. TABLE| EXPLANATORY TEXT
1. Definitions and Accounting

Definitions for forest, afforestation, reforestation and deforestation are given in Section 3 of the
submission. We consider the preliminary estimates given here to be indicative of the impact of the
definitional scenarios shownin Tablel.

Areas subject to afforestation (and reforestation with the IPCC definition) and deforestation, and the
associated changes in carbon stocks, have not been measured or monitored in Canada to date. Under
the IPCC definitions, it is not possible to distinguish afforestation and reforestation in Canada, making
the distinction between the two of little practical use in Canada. Areas subject to reforestation under a
FAO-type definition are much better known. We have used a variety of assumptions, methodologies
and currently available data to derive the estimates shown in Table |, but we emphasize that these
approaches do not reflect the systems that Canada proposes to use to measure and monitor ARD and
forest management activities. These systems currently are being assessed and will be implemented as
required once decisions have been made on what is acceptable.

As stated in the submission, we propose that Parties agree to an accounting system with some degree
of flexibility, allowing Parties to use approaches most suitable to their circumstances, provided the
approach conforms to rules to be agreed by Parties, such as those related to tranparency, verifiability
and comparability. For the preliminary estimates shown in Table | we did not attempt to differentiate
between Activity-Based accounting and Land-Based accounting for deforestation and afforestation,
given the data available at present. Therefore in Table | we do not show differences between the two
types of accounting for these two activities, and we expect that in practice the differences will be
small.

2. Carbon Pools Included

The preliminary estimates in the Table do not include all carbon pooals, or include certain pools using
simplifying assumptions, reflecting the information currently available. We emphasize that, in terms
of actual accounting for the purposes of the Protocol, Canada proposes that al carbon pools be
included, subject to the proposed rule that Parties must report all sources but may choose to not report
apool if they can verifiably demonstrate that the pool is not a source.

Only above-ground tree biomass is included in the preliminary estimates of afforestation
(and reforestation with the IPCC definitions). Due to the minimal level of afforestation activity the
effect of including other carbon pools in the estimates shown aso would be minimal. For
deforestation, above-ground tree biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground tree biomass and
soil are included according to the assumptions outlined below.

For reforestation using a FAO-type definition, the estimates in Table Il reflect inclusion of different
components of specific pools depending on the accounting approach. Each accounting approach
includes all biomass pools associated with planting or natural regeneration after harvest, plus the
effects on soil and on-site vegetation of the activity in parts of the country for which estimates for
these pools were available. Land-Based Il accounting also includes the emissions ocurring during a
measurement period as a result of dead biomass |eft on site after harvesting. Land-Based | accounting
then adds to the Land-based 11 estimates the emissions associated with the harvested biomass removed
fromthe site.

3. Stratification
Due to the minimal level of afforestation activity no dratification was attempted. For reforestation

using a FAO-type definition, the estimates use detailed information on growth curves of tree species
typically involved in regeneration in each province in Eastern and Western Canada. The set of
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parameters and conversion factors used to relate tree biomass to the other organic carbon pools
generally were based on broad nationa or regional values, and differed between Eastern Canada and
Western Canada.

In deriving the estimates for deforestation, we stratified deforestation areas based mainly on
administrative regions (provinces) and, where possible, on forest cover type (softwood, mixwood,
hardwood). Average forest carbon density ranges from 27t C/ hato 79 t C / ha, depending on the
province (see Bonnor 1985), though the variation may be larger if differences in forest type, forest
stand age and ecozone for specific deforested areas could be considered. Thisis not possible with the
limited data currently available on the spatial location of deforestation in Canada.

4. Methodologies and Data
Afforestation (and Reforestation with the | PCC Definition)

Land use change due to tree planting or seeding activities (i.e. on land that has not recently held
forest) is minimal in Canada, and consequently information is limited. Since 1992 the Tree Canada
Foundation has supported a tree planting program aimed largely at urban tree planting, but we assume
that little would qualify as forest athough it results in carbon sequestration. Forest products
companies have planted a total of approximately 6 10° hato 10 10° hain plantations in the last two
decades (NCCP 1998, 1999a, 1999b), but only the portion that was planted after 1990 would be
included in the accounting. Estimates based on Turnock (2000) suggest shelterbelt plantingsin Prairie
provinces in 1990-99 amounted to about 3 10° ha per year, but we expect that some of this would not
qualify as forest under the Canadian proposed definitions — how much might qualify has not yet been
established. Shelterbelts could also be included under Article 3.4 additional activites related to
agricultural land management, and for the purposes of this submission they have been included there.

For Table | we therefore assume an approximate annual rate of*1h& 1@r in the early to mid

1990s for tree planting or seeding on land that has not recently held forest. We assume this rate
applies to the whole 1990-2012 period, and stress that these estimates are highly uncertain. Detailed
information on the species planted is not readily available, and information on the growth of most
trees species in the early years of their lives is imprecise. The available information suggests that,
because of the slow growth of many of the trees planted, the carbon sequestered will be under 0.1 Mt
C / yr in the first commitment period, and less in earlier years.

Reforestation (FAO-Type Definition)

The preliminary estimates in Table | are based on separate studies done for Eastern and Western
Canada (Robinson G.C. et al. 1999, ArborVitae and Woodrising 1999) using different methodologies

and somewhat different assumptions. For Eastern Canada a modified version of the stand-based
GORCAM carbon budget model was used. For Western Canada a spreadsheet model was developed.

Only regeneration after harvest is included in the estimates — planting and seeding of areas naturally
disturbed are not included and account for less than five percent of total activity under the Canadian
definition. Areas are based on harvest area statistics. Information associated with regulation of post-
harvest regeneration activity by provincial forest agencies was used in setting assumptions.
Regeneration delay following harvesting was assumed to be 0-2 years for planting/seeding and 0-7
years for natural regeneration, depending on the region. Assumptions about regenerating species were
based on information on actual planting mixes or on typical species mixes in an area, and used growth
curves for medium quality sites. The mix between planting/seeding and natural regeneration after
harvest is based on data from the early to mid 1990s.

The different accounting approaches require estimation of carbon stock changes associated with the
various pools. The estimates in the original studies were adjusted to provide the estimates for the three
accounting approaches. Emissions from on-site carbon after harvest of a given area will occur over
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several yearsto severa decadesin Canada, and emissions from the off-site carbon taken from the area
will occur over aperiod of 100 years or more. For the purposes of Land-Based | and Land-Based |1
accounting we assumed that harvesting in a given year results in very quick emissions from alarge
portion of the biomass left on-site, and from soil disturbances related to harvesting. We assumed that
emissions from harvested materia taken off-site for products occur in the same year as harvest, and
amount to 55% of the material, with the remainder going into the forest products carbon pool. This
assumption is consistent with Apps et al. (1999) who found that in 1989 the net carbon accumul ation
by the forest products pool was 45% of the annual harvest in Canada (eg. the net of emissions from
the pool and additions to the pool). These assummptions mean that estimates for Land-Based | and |1
accounting may be biased upward, the closer isthe period of carbon stock change estimates to 1990.
Overall carbon stock change estimates under the various accounting approaches are of low
confidence.

Deforestation

Deforestation rates currently are not monitored or recorded explicitly in Canada so the location, area,
source and carbon impact of deforestation are uncertain. The preliminary estimates in Table | are
based on compilation of information from a variety of sources and employing a variety of
methodologica assumptions. Information sources include published reports and Agricultural Census
data plus the results of interviews and a questionnaire distributed in early 1999 to representatives from
industry, provincial and federal governments (Robinson, Kurz and Pinkham 1999). The estimates
include the available, but incomplete, information on the impact of agriculture, urban development,
transportation and electricity infrastructrual development, recreational development, and mining and
petroleum exploration. Overall the estimates are of low confidence and based on a range covering
possible low and high values for deforested aress.

The estimates assume that deforested areas are completely forested and that above-ground biomass
carbon on a deforested areais equal to the average for the province in which it occurred. Based on the
published information from previous national carbon budget modeling work it was assumed that
below-ground biomass is 26% of average above-ground biomass (7 to 21 t C / ha depending on the
province) (Kurz et a. 1996). It was aso assumed that carbon in litter, coarse woody debris and 10%
of the humus pool would be emitted as a result of deforestation - we assumed these carbon pools hold
48t C/ ha, based on the previous work for national carbon budget modeling. We assumed all carbon
to be emitted immediately upon deforestation. With the information collected and these assumptions
we derived an approximate estimate of annual deforestation rates and the associated carbon stock
change for the early to mid 1990s. We assume the annual estimates apply to each year in the 1990-
2012 period.

5. Treatment of Non-CO, greenhouse gases

Article 3.3 specifies measurement using verifiable changes in carbon stocks so that accounting for
non-CO, greenhouse gasesis not required, and estimates are not provided here.

6. Methods and Key Assumptionsfor the First Commitment Period

We note that trends in ARD activities are difficult to predict as they will depend in part on decisions
on Articles 3.3 and 3.4, and perhaps other Articles, aswell as on other economic and social factors.

Afforestation (and Refor estation with the IPCC Definition)

The annual rates of afforestatation in the early to mid 1990s, which were quite low, are assumed to
apply in the 1990-2012 period. Carbon sequestration increases over time as a result of this
afforestation but due to slow tree growth the carbon stock change is expected to be less than 0.5 Mt C
in the first commitment period. We expect that private and public interest and investment in
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afforestation may increase once the Protocol isratified, but it would be many years before substantive
sequestration from afforestation would occur due to the relatively slow growth rates. The increase

would depend on economics and policy decisions. Work undertaken as part of Canada’s analysis of
how to meet its Kyoto target showed that the carbon stock change from a very ambitious afforestation
program (up to about 70,000 ha per year for 15 years) would amount to a carbon stock change of less
than 3 Mt C in the first commitment period (NCCP 1999a, 1999hb).

Reforestation (FAO-Type Definition)

For the late 1990s through to the first commitment period the area subject to harvest and regeneration
is based on a projection of moderate harvest growth. The mix of tree species and of planting and
natural regeneration that occurred in the early to mid 1990s is assumed to continue, based on
continuation of provincial forest agency regulatory requirements for regeneration activity.

Deforestation

We assumed that estimated annual deforestation rates and carbon stock changes for the early to mid
1990 apply in the 1990-2012 period. Insufficient data exists at present to determine deforestation
trends in Canada. As well, insufficient data exists at present to determine the fate of biomass or soil
on deforested areas, or the release of carbon over time resulting from deforestation in a given year.
We assumed all carbon is emitted immediately upon deforestation in the 1990-2012 period. The
potential to reduce the rate or impact of deforestation in the future is unknown at present.

II. TABLE Il EXPLANATORY NOTES
1. Description, M ethodologies and Data

Estimates were derived from several sources and obtained using various methods. The area of forested
lands of 418 1Dha is drawn from the 1991 National Forest Inventory (Lowe et al. 1996). The total
ecosystem carbon stock reported in the Table for forests is that corresponding to th& 0410

forests for which biomass data are available (Kurz and Apps, 1999); it includes above-ground and
below-ground biomass and total soil carbon.

The area of Canada’s agricultural land base (Statistics Canada, 1997) is assumed to have remained
constant over the last 10 years and is therefore used for 1990. The amount of organic carbon in this

pool has been estimated to a soil depth of one meter by matching the attributes of corresponding

polygons in the Canadian Soil Organic Carbon Database and the Canadian Land Potential Database
(Dumanski et al., 1998; Tarnocai, 1994).

Wetlands in Canada are defined as lands saturated with water long enough to allow the physical
processes or biological activities characteristic of aquatic environments. They are divided into
peatlands (bogs and fens) and non-peat accumulating wetlands (marsh, swamps and shallow water),
which together occupy approximately 148° 1 (Rubec 2000). Ninety four percent (94%) of
wetlands are peatlands. There is no estimate of the magnitude of the 1990 wetlands carbon reservoir.
A conservative estimate of 150 Gt C is used, corresponding to the amount of carbon stored in all
organic soils of Canada in the Canadian Soil Organic Carbon Database (SOCD, Tarnocai, 1998). With
50% of all carbon stocks reported in Table I, wetlands represent the largest carbon reservoir in
Canada.

There is no reliable data on the area of tundra. However, the frozen soils typical of the tundra
landscape (Cryosols in the Canadian Soil Classification System) cover 2h@ #0d represent a
significant carbon pool of 55 Gt of carbon (Tarnocai 1998). This value excludes Organic Cryosols
that were incorporated in the carbon estimate for organic soils.



2. Sour ces of Uncertainty

A major source of uncertainty results from the use of information from the Canadian Soil Organic
Carbon Database to infer 1990 carbon stocks. The Database was created from actual soil survey data
collected mostly in the 1970s and 1980s, complemented by information interpreted from 1:1 million
Landsat imagery for remote regions (Lacelle, 1998). It is not structured to monitor changes in land-
uses and soil conditions. The total soil carbon reservoir reported here is much larger and assumed to
be more stable than the carbon reservoir in the surface soil, which is more susceptible to aterations
due to natura and anthropogenic events. Thus the estimates of total soil carbon stocks are more
reliable than those of surface carbon stocks.

There is dso an unquantified overlap between the total carbon stocks contained in the forest and
agricultural ecosystems, and that of organic soils, as some organic soils may occur in either one of
these categories.

Work is underway to improve Canada’s national capacity to assess land-use practices, monitor land-
use changes and estimate their effects on carbon stock changes, as required by the Kyoto Protocol.
The estimates provided in Table Il largely reflect the current state of knowledge and we emphasize
that caution must be exercised in their use and interpretation.

[11. TABLE I11 EXPLANATORY NOTES
A. FOREST MANAGEMENT
1. Activitiesand Accounting

Sections 5 and 6 of the submission discuss our approach to additional activities under Article 3.4. We
consider the preliminary estimates given in Table Ill to be indicative of the impact in Canada of the
additional activities we propose for inclusion. We have used a variety of assumptions and currently
available data to derive the estimates shown in Table Ill, but we emphasize that these approaches do
not reflect the systems that Canada proposes to use to measure and monitor additional activities.
These proposed systems currently are being assessed and will be implemented as required once
decisions have been made on what is acceptable.

Our proposal for the inclusion of forest management would be accounted for using a land-based
accounting approach in terms of the managed forest area. The managed forest is only a portion of the
total forest area of 418 million hectares, the largest share of which is not accessible through ground
transportation routes. For the purposes of Article 3.4, forest management is the broad set of
management activities in the forest related to multiple use values including timber, which is the forest
use of greatest significance for carbon stock changes.

2. Carbon PoolsIncluded

The preliminary estimates in Table Il do not include all carbon pools affected by forest management.
We have included all biomass pools such as above and below-ground living biomass, harvested
material and harvest slash. We have not included soil carbon. This pool is not included as it is beyond
the scope of the methodology, which relies on the methods usedRevtbad 1996 IPCC Guidelines

for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories. We emphasize that, in terms of actual accounting for the
purposes of the Protocol, Canada proposes that all carbon pools be included, subject to the proposed
rule that Parties must report all sources but may choose to not report a pool if they can verifiably
demonstrate that the pool is not a source.
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3. Methodologies and Data

Our egtimates are based on the methodology of the Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines for National
Greenhouse Gas Inventories and the data underlying Canada’s latest report on LUCF, published in
1999 as part of our greenhouse gas inventory (Sellers and Wellisch 1998, Neitzert et al. 1999). In
order to produce estimates for Table Ill we made some additional assumptions but our estimates are
consistent with those reported in our greenhouse gas inventory.

We note first that the area of land subject to forest management — the managed forest — has not been
legally or administratively defined in Canada. For the purposes of the accounting for Article 3.4,
discussions within Canada will be needed to determine what areas would be classified as subject to
forest management, especially as much of the forest is owned by provinces and under provincial
jurisdiction. As a preliminary estimate (given currently available information) we use the accessible
stocked timber productive forest, 134 million ha, as the managed forest. We assume that this area
currently is most closely related to the area subject to forest management.

To derive carbon stock estimates for this land area we made assumptions related to harvesting and
forest products production, forest growth rates and areas subject to natural disturbances. Because
these influences are uncertain, we also explored the impact of some alterations in our major
assumptions. Other influences, such as those related to woodlots and the small-scale use of the
managed forest for firewood, were also included but do not have a major impact on the results.

We assumed moderate growth in forest products production and the consequent emissions associated
with harvesting. We assumed that emissions from harvested material taken off-site for products occur
in the same year as harvest, as do emissions from biomass left on site. This assumption is consistent
with the Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories but we note that we

strongly support the development of a more accurate accounting approach for emissions from forest
products.

Forest growth rates used in our estimates are derived from national forest inventory data. These rates
are average growth rates net of the impact of non-stand destroying natural disturbances which affect
growth over the landscape. There is some uncertainty about these growth rates so we explored the
possibility that the growth rates may be up to 10% higher than the rates used in our reporting for the
LUCF inventory.

The estimates reflect the full effect of stand-replacing fires on biomass carbon pools in the managed
forest estate. These fires averaged 350HEDper year in 1980-90, and we assumed that this rate
would continue. We note that this is the rate of area burned after significant fire suppression efforts,
and that we are concerned that climate change may increase the incidence of fire. The estimates also
include the full harvest-regeneration cycle, and therefore include reforestation as Canada proposes it
should be defined. The estimate should also include afforestation. While we have not explicitly
included afforestation in the estimate, the very limited extent of the activity in Canada means that its
inclusion would not significantly affect the result.

4. Treatment of Non-CO, greenhouse gases

The major sources of non-G@reenhouse gases from the managed forest are expected to be those
associated with prescribed, accidental and natural fires. The estimates shown in Table Ill are for
emissions associated with these fires, and are based on an assumption that the recent fire disturbance
pattern and the current level of prescribed burning activity continue. The methodologyRefited

1996 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories for LUCF was used to derive these
estimates.
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5. Methods and Key Assumptionsfor the First Commitment Period

Over time the area subject to forest management will change due to deforestation, afforestation and
possible slow expansion of management activities. However, this expansion is dow so, for the
purposes of Table Il1, we assume that the area remains constant at 134 million ha in the 1990-2012
period. We aso made a number of key assumptions about future forest products production and areas
subject to fire, as noted above.

B. CROPLAND, GRAZING LAND AND SHELTERBELT MANAGEMENT

Canada adopted a broad land based approach for estimation of agricultural emissions and removals.
The extent of cropland and grazing land was based on 1991 and 1996 agricultural census statistics.
The statistics also provided information on the extent and level of crop and grazing land activities that
were incorporated into the Canadian Economic and Emissions Model for Agriculture (CEEMA). The
CEEMA links the Canadian Regiona Agriculture Modd (CRAM), which predicts agricultura
activities between census years and into the future, to a greenhouse gas module that systematically
links the CRAM output to the IPCC guidelines and coefficients. We have in some instances deviated
from the IPCC methodology. Those deviations are noted in Annex 3.

The CENTURY model was used to derive coefficients for estimation of the change in carbon stocks
associated with most crop and grazing land activities. The change in soil carbon in the Prairie region
for adoption of zero tillage and elimination of summerfallow were based on coefficients derived from
empirical data, because there were sufficient representative and long-term measures representing
those cropping practices.

Peterson et al. (1999) estimated carbon sequestration in farm shelterbelts (above and below ground
biomass carbon) was based on information on land productivity, tree species and growth rates. Their
work was not based on the CEEMA, and did not account for all of the greenhouse gas implications of
increased planting of shelterbelts.

Inclusion of agricultural cropland management, grazing land and livestock management, and
shelterbeltsin Article 3.4 will help Canada encourage soil conservation practices that will restore
some of the 1 billion tonnes of carbon that we have lost since our lands were first broken some 100
years ago. Depending on international and domestic policies, our preliminary estimatesin Table Il1
show Canadian farmers could sequester on cropland, grazing land and shelterbelts a total of between
20 Mt and 100 Mt CO, over the course of the first commitment period, or between 4 and 25 Mt CO,
per year. The lower range of these estimates reflects low adoption rates of sink-enhancing practices.
The higher estimates reflect ambitious adoption rates, for which our estimates are more uncertain.

These estimates are for gross removals and do not include the impact of the other greenhouse gases
from agricultural activity, nitrous oxide and methane. As shown in Table I11, we estimate inclusion of
agricultural land management in Article 3.4 will cause an increase in our methane and nitrous oxide
emissions of between 0 and 14 Mt CO,-equivalent over the first commitment period, depending on the
adoption rates of the activities. Thiswill partialy offset the removals of CO, in soil carbon.

The methane and nitrous oxide emissions reported in Table 111 are incremental and related to the
specific sink-enhancing practices and their rate of adoption. The accounting framework (CEEMA) is
systematic such that adoption of carbon sequestering practices causes the level of other land uses to
change, which has implications for emissions of the non-CO, gases. For example, the incremental
changes in emissions associated with an increase in permanent cover reflect the greenhouse gas
implications of the corresponding increase in the livestock herd and decrease in crop production and
crop inputs.

More detailed information about Canada’s methodology for calculating agricultural
greenhouse gas emissions and sequestration can be found in Annex 3.
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PROPOSALSRELATED TO KYOTO PROTOCOL ARTICLES3.3AND 3.4
CANADIAN SUBMISSION TO THE UNFCCC

ANNEX 2

CONSOLIDATED CANADIAN TEXTUAL PROPOSAL
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Draft Decision X/CP 6
The Conference of the Parties:

recalling Article 3.3 of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and
Article 2.1 (a) (ii) and (iii) of the Kyoto Protocoal,

pursuant to decisions 9/CP.4 and 16/CP.5 of the Conference of the Parties,

agree to recommend that the following text be adopted by the CoP/moP, at itsfirst session, as
decision X/MP.1:

L Parties may define forest in accordance with their own circumstances and must take into
account published definitions. Parties may choose to use different definitions of forest to account for
different forest types in their country. The definition or definitions must be used consistently in the
accounting in the first and subsequent commitment period. Parties shall provide information on the
source and suitability of their definitions under Article 7. Their definitions shall be reviewed in
accordance with Article 8 of the Protocoal.

2. For the purposes of Article 3.3, the following definitions shall apply:

(@) Afforestation is a change in land-use that, through the establishment of a stand of trees,
forms aforest.

(b) Reforestation is a land-use practice that, through the establishment of a stand of trees,
formsaforest.

(c) Deforestation isaland-use change that removes aforest.
3. For the purposes of Article 3.3, the following accounting rules shall apply:

(@) Subject to paragraph 4 (b), in accounting for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation
since 1990, Parties shall include verifiable changesin all carbon stocksin the first and al
subsequent commitment periods. Once land enters the accounting it shall be included in
thefirst and all subsequent commitment periods.

(b) Parties shall account for all carbon pools that are sources as a result of afforestation,
reforestation and deforestation since 1990, but may choose not to account for a given
pool in a commitment period if they provide transparent and verifiable information
demonstrating that it is not a source.

(c) Verifiable changesin carbon stocks which Parties include in their accounting and which
result from afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990 shall be measured as
the change in carbon stocks between the beginning and end of a commitment period.

4. The human-induced activities of forest management, cropland management, grazing land
management and shelterbelts (‘agricultural land management’) shall be used to meet the commitments
under Article 3 of each Party included in Annex | in accordance with Article 3.4.

5. For the purposes of Article 3.4, the following accounting rules shall apply:

(a) Accounting for changes in greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks
shall be based on the land area subject to forest management and agricultural land
management at the end of each commitment period.
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(b) Verifiable changesin carbon stocks that Parties include in their accounting shall be
measured as the change in carbon stocks between the beginning and end of a commitment
period. The carbon dioxide equivalent emissions and removals of the other greenhouse
gasesincluded in Annex A of the Protocol shall be measured between the beginning and
end of acommitment period .

(c) Subject to paragraph 5 (d), the net greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by
sinks of carbon dioxide resulting from forest management and agricultura land
management shall be measured as the verifiable changesin all carbon stocks in the first
and all subsequent commitment periods on land subject to these activities. The carbon
dioxideequivalent emissions and removals of the other greenhouse gasesincluded in
Annex A of the Protocol and directly resulting from land subject to forest management
and agricultural management shall also be measured and included in the accounting for
thefirst and all subsequent commitment periods

(d) Partiesshall account for al carbon pools that are sources as a result of forest management
and agricultural land management, but may choose not to account for a given pool in a
commitment period if they provide transparent and verifiable information demonstrating
that it is not a source. Parties shal account for al emissions of greenhouse gases
included in Annex A other than carbon dioxide as a result of forest management, but may
choose not to account for a potential source in a commitment period if they provide
transparent and verifiable information demonstrating that it is not a source.

For the purposes of accounting under Articles 3.3 and 3.4, the following rules shall apply.

(@) If an area of land is subject to afforestation, reforestation or deforestation since 1990
under Article 3.3 and qualifies as land subject to forest management or agricultural land
management under Article 3.4, it shall be accounted for under Article 3.4 and shall not be
accounted for under the provisions for accounting related to Article 3.3.

(b) Carbon stocks in forest products or agricultural products derived from land subject to
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990, or from forest management or
agricultural land management shall be included in the accounting based on rules agreed at
the first session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to
the Protocol.

(c) Accounting approaches used by Parties for accounting under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 shall
conform to additiona rules for the accounting as agreed at the first session of the
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Partiesto the Protocol.

(d) Supplementary information on the accounting by a Party under Articles 3.3 and Article
3.4 shall be submitted in accordance with Article 7 of the Protocol and shall be sufficient
to ensure transparency and verifiability during the expert review process established by
Article 8. It shall also be sufficient to demonstrate consistent application of definitions
and land areas subject to accounting within and between commitment periods, and to
demonstrate compliance with the accounting rules agreed by Parties.
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PROPOSALSRELATED TOKYOTO PROTOCOL ARTICLES3.3AND 3.4
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ANNEX 3
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This annex provides further discussion of the agricultural land management activities shown in Table
[1l of Annex 1, and shown in greater detail in Table A.

1. Activities and accounting
a) Definitions and descriptions of all activities proposed

Agricultural GHG emissions were estimated within a comprehensive land-based accounting
framework for three land management systems: cropland, grazing land and shelterbelts. Emission
estimates of total N,O, CH,, and net CO, were made using the Canadian Economic and Emissions
Model for Agriculture (CEEMA).

Cropland refers to land that produces annual field crops (grains, oilseeds, pulses, and potatoes) for

harvest or green manure, as well as summerfallow land. Net CO, estimates for cropland were based

on two magjor activities that influence carbon gain or loss from cropped soils:

*  Thefrequency of summerfallow in crop rotations; and

» Thedegree of soil disturbance resulting from crop production (proportion of conventional versus
zero tillage practices).

Sources of hon-CO, GHG emissions from cropland are:

« Direct N,O emissions from the decomposition of crop residues, N fertilizer, N-fixing crops, and
histosols;

» Indirect emissions from atmospheric deposition of N,O from N fertilizers, and N,O released to the
atmosphere from leached N fertilizer; and

e CH,from waterlogged lands.

Summerfallow, ‘idle land’ in the agricultural census, is cropland that is not seeded to a crop for one
growing season, and on which chemical or tillage weed control practices are used. The practice of
summerfallow is used in the most arid regions of the prairies to store soil moisture for the succeeding
crop. Statistics Canada defines zero tillage as a practice with “no tillage prior to seeding” that includes
direct seeding into stubble or sod, and ridge tilling. Minimum tillage is defined as “tillage prior to
seeding that retains most of the crop residue on the surface” (Statistics Canada). Conventional
cropping systems are any other systems in which tillage incorporates most of the crop residue into the
soil (Statistics Canada).

Grazing land management applies to land used for livestock production (hayland, improved and
natural pasture) and includes estimates of direct and indirect emissions from the associated animals.
Hayland is alfalfa and alfalfa mixtures or other tame hay cut for hay or silage. Improved pasture
includes land that has been cultivated and seeded, or drained, irrigated, fertilized, or controlled for
weeds or brush. Natural pasture includes native pasture, native hay, and rangelands (Statistics
Canada).

Activities associated with changes in the carbon stock on lands managed for grazing are:

» the conversion of cropland to permanent cover (improved pasture, grazing lands, or hayland);
« changes in the intensity of pasture and grazing land management; and

e conversion of natural rangelands to either improved pasture, hayland or cropland.

Sources of non-CQemissions from grazing land management are:

» direct emissions of CHrom ruminant animals and manure;

» direct emissions of }D from synthetic fertilizer, nitrogen-fixing crops, the manure of grazing
animals, manure in storage, and manure applied to fields;

» indirect emissions from the atmospheric deposition and leachingdfriim manure; and

* N,O from human sewage applied to agricultural land.
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Nitrous oxide emissions from histosols were allocated to cropland management because it was
assumed that most cultivation of histosols was done for the production of annual crops. Human
sewage emissions of N,O were allocated to the grazing management systems because it was assumed
that Canadians obtain the majority of their protein intake from animal sources.

Portions of the agricultural landscape not used directly for crop, hay, or pasture production, such as
lakes, wetlands or treed land, were not included in the accounting framework. Greenhouse gas
sources or sinks associated with these lands are not yet well understood, and research projects are
currently underway or are being initiated within Canada to estimate the magnitude of human-induced
emissions associated with these areas.

Carbon sequestration from the planting of trees and shrubs on agricultural land in the form of
shelterbelts on the Prairies was also assessed. The estimated changes in carbon stock arerelated to
both above ground and below ground biomass.

b) Scope of activities and how they fit into broader managed land categories

Cropland management encompasses the range of cropping systems and activities involved in annual
crop production in Canada. Activities were defined by the following parameters (Kulshreshtha et a.,
1999):

e croptype: grains, oilseeds, pulses, potatoes

» tillage system: conventional, minimum or zero tillage

e inclusion of summerfallow in the rotation.

CEEMA accounts for GHG emissions from 106 cropland management activities (crop-tillage-
summerfallow combinations). The 106 activities are estimated for 22 census districtsin the prairies
and the seven non-prairie provinces (29 regions for Canada).

Grazing land management accounts for emissions from hayland, improved pasture and natura pasture
and four types of livestock production: beef, dairy, hog, and poultry. Thirty activities related to
livestock production, listed in Kulshreshtha et al. (1999), and the three land uses were assessed.
Emissions associated with the management of hayland, improved and natural pastures were estimated
for the 22 prairie census districts and the seven non-prairie provinces. Emissions from the livestock
production activities were estimated at the provincial level.

Because production activity levels and extent, as well asrates of soil C gain or loss, differ among the
various ecological regions of Canada, the 29 regions were allocated proportionally to one or more
ecoregion. Ecoregions correspond to soils zones (Brown, Dark Brown, Black and Gray) which are
distinguished on the basis of soil colour and soil organic carbon content (Ecological Stratification
Working Group, 1996). Some coefficients, such as the C sequestration coefficientsin Table B, were
developed by soil zone, and linked to the regions based on the proportion of each soil zone within a
region.

¢) Accounting approaches

Canada has devel oped a comprehensive land-based GHG accounting system for agriculture. A land-
based approach was adopted because accounting based on narrowly defined activities could result in
double counting of either sinks or sources if changes in more than one activity was associated with an
individual land unit. Land-based accounting also provides a systematic basis for estimation of all
human-induced sources and sinks within the agricultural landscape.

Canada uses models to calcul ate the greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture and to calculate future
emissions from various economic or production scenarios. The model Canada has developed is the
Canadian Economic and Emissions Model for Agriculture (CEEMA). CEEMA links the Canadian
Regional Agriculture Model (CRAM), an economic optimization model and a Greenhouse Gas
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Emissions Modd. It estimates agricultural emissions of CO,, N,O and CH, as well asthe CO,
equivalent (CO,-Eq) emissions of the combined gases. The conversion to CO,-Eq is based on 100-
year warming potentials, which are one for CO,, 21 for CH,, and 310 for N,O.The modeling systems
are described below. Moreinformation can also be found at the following web site:
http://www.agr.ca/policy/epad/english/pubs/wp-tp/ggh/ggindx.htm.

CRAM isan equilibrium model for Canadian agriculture that is disaggregated by commodity and
region and is calibrated with Statistics Canada agriculture census data. When a change isintroduced
to the model, it solves for a new equilibrium position based on non-linear optimization that maximizes
producer plus consumer surplus less transportation costs. The modeled commodities include grains
and oilseeds, forages, beef, hogs, dairy, and poultry, which can be traded in primary or processed
form both inter-provincialy and internationally. Livestock and crop production are smulated for the
22 crop districtsin the prairies and for provincesin the rest of the country. Government policies are
introduced through direct payments or indirectly through policies such as supply management or
subsidized input costs.

Grain, oilseeds, and forage responses are determined by changes in the relative profitability of
alternative crops. A calibration process duplicates the observed allocation of land by positioning an
unobserved marginal cost curve such that conditions for constrained profit maximization are obtained.
The marginal value product less the marginal cost for each output must equal the return to the fixed
factor, which island. At the margin, the return to land for each commaodity is equal. The only
constraint on crop production is the amount of land within each region (crop district or province),
whereas beef and hog production react to changes in prices as well asinput costs, such as the price of
feed grains.

The model has been constructed so that demand cannot exceed available supply. As aresult, CRAM
can reach optimal solutions at less than full employment of resources if the returns are not expected to
cover the variable costs of production.

CRAM determines optimal agricultural land use and levels of crop and livestock production for a
given set of economic and market conditions. The GHG emissions component links the production
levelsto GHG emission coefficients, and cal culates emissions based on a measure and multiply
approach. The emission coefficients are based on the current scientific knowledge and obtained from
avariety of sources within Canada and the 1996 revised guidelines for GHG inventory.

CEEMA can be used to estimate all of the emissions associated with agricultura crop production,
including energy related emissions associated with the production of farm inputs, and the
transportation and processing of agricultural commodities. However, for this submission, only the
direct and indirect emissions associated with crop production, as specified in the IPCC inventory
guidelines (IPCC, 1996) are reported.

Because CEEMA is a system model, changes in any one part of the system cause adjustments
throughout the whole system, which influence the relative emission levels of the three GHG. Asa
result, the GHG implications of the adoption of a mitigation practice can be assessed on the basis of
changes in sources and sinks of al the GHG. For example, the elimination of summerfallow from
cropping rotations has been promoted as a good soil conservation practice because it is associated
with an increase in soil carbon. As a GHG mitigation practice, reduced summerfallow must be also be
assessed in terms of the effects on non-CO, GHG. As summerfallow use declines, the amount of
seeded land and the emissions associated with crop production, such as N fertilizer use, and therefore
N,O emissions, tend to increase. The mitigative potentia of reduced summerfallow isthusthe relative
difference between the CO, removal and the N,O emissions. As this example demonstrates, to assess
achange in agricultural activity without an understanding of the whole system effects on al GHG
could lead to overestimation of mitigation potential or the promotion of practices that cause a net
increase in emissions.
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The CEEMA output provides regional, provincial and national estimates of total N,O, CH, emissions
and net CO, emissions associated with major cropland and grazing land management activities.
Emission coefficients were based primarily on the IPCC default values (IPCC, 1997), except where
noted in the subsequent sections of the explanatory text.

Emissions from croplands are the weighted sum of emissions for each crop activity times the scale of
operation. If different crops are denoted p:

=]

Crop GHG,y =) Epqg * Sy

p=1

where
Crop GHG,y = emissions of the g™ gas from cropland activitiesin the ™ region
P = number of crop activities
Eng = emissions for p™ crop per unit of land base for the g gasin the r™ region, and
Sor = scale of operations (i.e., hectares of land or Mg of fertilizer input) of the p" crop

in the r'" region.

The emissions of the pth crop activity, Eqyg, isthe sum of emissions for the various GHG emission
sources and sinks associated with the production activities (a) of that crop:

Eorg = 2 Epag
where
Epar = GHG emissions for the p™ crop, a" production activity for the g"gasin the r™
Z parg
region.

Emissions from grazing land management associated with land use activities (hayland
and pasture) were estimated using the same methodol ogy as for emissions from cropland.

Land GHG = EHrg + E“—g + ENrg

where

Land GHG = total land emissions of the g" GHG in the ™ region;
Eng = emissionsof the g" GHG from haylandsin the r' region;

Eirg = emissions of the g™ GHG from improved pasturesin the r"" region;
Eng = emissions of the g GHG from natural pasturesin the " region.

Total direct and indirect emissions from each type of livestock were estimated as:

Lvsk GHG = DLS;y+ WLSq

where

Lvsk GHG = emissions of the g" GHG from the "™ type of livestock in the ™" region;
DLS,, = direct emissions of g" GHG from the I"type of livestock in r" region;

WLSq = indirect emissions of g" GHG from the |""type of livestock in the r'" region;

Direct and indirect emissions were estimated for each type of livestock produced in aregion asthe
product of the size of the animal herd or population in aregion and the emission coefficients (IPCC
default values) attributed to that livestock type. Total grazing land GHG emissions are land
management emissions plus the sum of animal emissions for each type of livestock.

Estimates of carbon sequestration through the use of shelterbelts were based on the methodol ogy of
Peterson et al. (1999). They used information on land productivity, the appropriate mix of tree and
shrub species that might be planted, and the corresponding growth rates to determine both the above
ground and below ground carbon sequestration potential of Prairie shelterbelts planted since 1990.
Their estimates are consistent (but not identical) with work being done by the Shelterbelt Centre of
the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration of Agriculture and Agri-food Canada.
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Peterson et al. did not take into account all of the GHG implications of shelterbelts. For example, by
occupying a part of the cropland base, they reduce the area available for conventional crop
agriculture, and consequently the need for inputs such as supplemental nitrogen. These types of
changesin GHG emissions were estimated using CEEMA. 1t should also be noted that shelterbelts
have a positive impact on the sustainability of the remaining cropland due to reductions in soil
erosion.

d) Proposalsfor key accounting features, e.g. assumptions on baselines, basisfor the area
estimates cover ed by activity

Estimates of the extent of cropland and grazing land activities at the regional level were based on data
from the Census of Agriculture in census years (Statistics Canada). Data that are available only at the
provincial level, such asfertilizer input use, were allocated proportionally to regional crop-tillage
system combinations based on available agronomic information for the census districts.

Area estimates of activities were assumed to follow trends evident in the census data in most cases.
For example, summerfallow trends were assumed to decline from 1990 to 2012 on the trend line
established from 1986 to 1996. For newer cropping activities, there isless certainty in the census data
trends. For example, census data on zero tillage, which has been recorded only since 1991, shows that
its adoption between 1991 and 1996 was very rapid. However, zero tillage was promoted actively by
various regional and national soil conservation programs in the prairie provinces during those years.
Specifically, the Green Plan (1991 to 1996), designed to reduced the uncertainties about GHG and to
identify potential mitigation practices, demonstrated to producers that land practices that were good
for soil and water conservation were also consistent with carbon sequestration, reducing GHG
emissions, and improving water and nutrient use efficiency. Future rates of adoption may depend on
whether or not there continue to be programs that make the industry aware of GHG issues and
sustainable mitigation strategies. Because of the uncertainty about future rates of zero tillage adoption,
it was held constant at the 1996 level. The estimate will be revised when data are available from the
2001 census of agriculture.

Cumulative estimates of emissions were based on linear interpolation of data between years that were
analyzed using CEEMA. Cumulative valuesin Table Il represent linear interpolations from 1990 to
1996, from 1990 to 1999 and from 2008 to 2012.

2. Carbon poolsincluded (e.g. above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground
biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials)

The change in organic carbon stocks in agricultural soilswas based on the soil organic carbon pool.
Crop biomass (with the exception of shelterbelt above and below ground biomass C), crop residues,
and harvested material were not included in the soil carbon stock.

3. Methodologies and data
a) Data sour ces

Census of Agriculture data from Statistics Canada is the major source of data on the extent of land use
activities, crop types and tillage practicesin census years (1986, 1991, 1996). The Medium Term
Baseline data (Policy Branch) were the basis of the projections to the first commitment period.

The major source of information on the rates of GHG emissions from cropland and grazing land
management activities was the IPCC guidelines (IPCC, 1997) since IPCC default values were used to
develop most of the emission coefficientsin CEEMA. Data sources associated with the development

of emission coefficients from non-IPCC empirical or modelled data are provided in Section 3c —
Models and key parameters.
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Data sources for carbon sequestration estimates associated with shelterbelts are given in Peterson et
al. (1999).

b) Sampling techniques

Sampling techniques for estimates based on empirical data are as described within each of the cited
Sources.

¢) Modelsand key parameters

Changesin soil organic carbon stocks associated with crop production activities were estimated using
the CENTURY model. The methodology is described in Smith et a. (2000) and summarized in this
explanatory text. The CENTURY model was run for three soil textures (sandy loam, loam and clay
loam) and seven soils (Brown Chernozem, Dark Brown Chernmozem, Black Chernozem, Dark Gray
Chernozem or Luvisol, Gray Brown Luvisol, Gray Luvisol, and Gleysolic) of the Canadian System of
Soil Classification (Soil Classification Working Group, 1998) for a 20 cm soil depth. The soil group-
texture combinations represent 80% of cultivated lands in Canada. Baseline simulations were carried
out for the two most commonly used cropping systemsin each soil group. Subsequent runsinvolved
changes in land management that were introduced in the year 2000. The introduced management
systems included:

» addition of forage or pasture in arotation;

e conversion of cropland to permanent cover;

» changesin the extent of summerfallow; and

» change from conventional tillage to minimum and zero tillage practices.

The change in soil carbon stocks was compared to the control run 10 years after the introduction of
the management changes. The carbon coefficients, averaged over the 10-year period, were determined
by weighting the fraction of crop rotation, soil texture, and soil group:
C=Y?F, X' R(YFR))
where
C = carbon coefficient
g = number of soil groups
Fq = proportion of area covered by soil group
t = number of soil textures
F proportion of area covered by soil texture

r = number of crop rotations
F = proportion of areas covered by crop rotation
R = carbon coefficient for a crop within a soil texture and soil group

The land management activities for which the CENTURY -derived CO, coefficients were negative,
indicating asink of CO,, are shown in Table B along with the predicted rates of carbon sequestration.

On the prairies, where there has been along history of soil organic carbon research based on well
established scientific sampling and measurement protocols (Ellert et al., 2000), the CENTURY -
derived rates of carbon sequestration associated with the adoption of zero tillage and elimination of
summerfallow were replaced with empirically derived coefficients (McConkey et a., 1999). The
empirical coefficients (Table B) were based on research findings from Campbell et a. (1995, 1996a,
1996b) and Liang et a. (1999) for long-term tillage experiments in the Brown, Dark Brown and Black
soil zones of Saskatchewan. Additional, but less|ong-term data, were obtained from Bremer et al.
(1994) and McConkey et al. (unpublished data). In the Gray and Dark Gray soil zones, carbon
sequestration data were derived from Nyborg et al. (1995) and Janzen et al. (1998). Researchers are
continuing to validate the CENTURY model and to verify predictions of soil organic carbon for
adoption of the reduced tillage systems of the prairies.
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The CO, emission data were aggregated from the regional to the national level asfollows:

» for eachregion, net CO, (total CO, emissions minustotal CO, sinks) was calculated and reported
as atotal net source or atotal net sink;

» regional results were aggregated by summing and reporting as a soil organic matter source, al of
the positive net CO, values per region, and by summing and reporting as asink, all of the negative
net CO, values per region.

» total net CO,valuesreported in Table Il are the sum of all net sources plus all net sinksfor the
29 regions of Canada.

Table B. Carbon sequestration coefficients(Mg CO, ha* yr?).

PRAIRIE REGION SOIL ZONES NON-
ACTIVITY Brown Dark Brown Black PRAIRIE
Adoption of Zerotillage -0.73 -0.73 -1.34 -0.54
Reduce summerfallow -0.15 -0.16 -0.08 --
Increase forages in crop rotation -0.94 -2.44 -2.44
Permanent cover -0.88 -1.15 -3.3 -3.3

Notes:

1 The coefficients shown in bold are from empirical data (McConkey et ., 1999).

2 Other coefficients were derived with the CENTURY model (Smith et al., 2000).

3 The coefficients for reduced summerfallow were based on the change in cropping frequency
from the start to the end of the run period. They are re-calculated for each scenario and time
period. The values shown the table were for the period from 1990 to the first commitment
period.

d) Uncertainties

Thereis uncertainty associated with all estimates of GHG sources and sinks from agricultural
activities. Agriculture isabiologically based activity in which factors such as weather or insect and
disease damage will influence crop productivity and the potential for changesin soil carbon.
Variations in management practices among individual producers, spatial variability in soil quality, and
trend changesin soil quality itself all further contribute to the uncertainty inherent in measures of soil
carbon. Asthe area represented by the measure increases from the pedon to the landscape to the
census district and the nation, the uncertainty of the measure increases, not only for soil carbon, but
alsofor al of the GHG estimates. For N,O specifically, the processes that govern itsloss from
agricultural soils are much more variable, both spatially and temporally, than for carbon. As aresuilt,
the uncertainty associated with prediction of N,O emissionsis greater than for carbon.

In recognition of the uncertainty, we have estimated changes in the soil carbon stock on the basis of
relatively conservative values, based on the available empirical data (Campbell et al, 1995, 19964,
1996b; Liang, 1999; Nyborg et a., 1995; Janzen et a., 1998). The IPCC Special Report on Land Use,
Land Use Change and Forestry (IPCC, 2000 Table 5-3) lists ranges of C gain from reduced frequency
of summerfallow and adoption of conservation tillage practicesin Canadaas 0.17t0 0.76 t C ha™* yr™
(0.621t0 2.79t CO, ha™ yr). Results of the Prairie Carbon Balance Study (IPCC, 2000, Table 5-2)
will provide additional information on the rate of change in carbon stocks in response to adoption of
conservation tillage practices. Research on the soil carbon dynamics of agricultural systemsin Canada
will continue, along with development of protocols for the scaling-up of research data and verification
of model output. It is anticipated that over the long-term, estimates of the rate of carbon sequestration
in response to adoption of soil conserving practices will tend to increase.

In contrast to the conservative approach used to estimate the change in soil carbon, we have used the
IPCC default values (IPCC, 1997) to estimate emissions of the other GHG, despite mounting evidence
that for some activities those emission rates are higher than measured values for Canadian conditions.
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By adopting this approach, we are confident that the current protocols and models do not overestimate
of the sink potential of Canadian agriculture relative to emissions of the other GHG.

The estimates of sources and sinks of GHG from Canadian agriculturein Table |11 are based on a
broad land-based approach. Accounting in this way ensures that the GHG implications of al mgjor
land uses and changes in land use are captured in the monitoring framework, which is an important
consideration with regard to the issue of permanence. Land use changes will occur, and accounting
frameworks must be able to report the debits and credits associated with the changes. For example,
excessive spring precipitation in the southeastern prairies in 1999 prevented the seeding of a
significant portion of the cropland in that region. The resulting increase in summerfallow caused an
increase in soil emissionsin 1999. Land use datafor 2000, however, indicate that as aresult of the
increase in 1999, summerfallow acreage is below average in 2000 and will probably return to the
long-term trend line for 2001. Thus, on average over afive-year commitment period, that large-scale
and weather-induced land use change will not result in alarge deviation from the expected emission
trends. These findings indicate that although individual producers may change land use practices, itis
unlikely that significant numbers of producers would simultaneously change their farming practices
from successful best management practices. If weather or other conditions force achange in land use
activities, it is highly likely to be temporary and producers will return to best management practices.
If producers are encouraged to adopt best management practices that are economically viable, soil
conserving, and sink enhancing, the issue of permanence is manageable.

4. Treatment of non-CO, greenhouse gases.
Nitrous Oxide

Estimates of N,O emissions for both direct and indirect sources were based on the IPCC default

coefficient of 1.25% N,O-N kg™N (IPCC, 1997). Emissions were calculated using the same

methodology as for reporting of Canada’s emission inventory, except where noted in the subsequent
paragraphs of this section. Because of the large variability in the emission rates and estimation
methodologies, more research is needed in Canada before the IPCC default value can be replaced by
coefficients more representative of Canadian conditions. It is generally agreed within the Canadian
scientific community that the IPCC coefficients and methodology tend to overestimate emissions

from Canadian agriculture.

Nitrous oxide emissions from synthetic fertilizers were based on the IPCC default loss rate for all
fertilizer types. The amount of applied N was reduced by the IPCC default value of 10% to account
for volatilization losses. The amount of applied N fertilizer was based on yearly fertilizer sales data
(Policy Branch). Total N fertilizer was allocated proportionally among the crop-tillage systems at the
census district (prairies) and provincial (non-prairie) levels.

The IPCC default methodology and emission factor were used to detergirenissions from

animal wastes applied to cropland as fertilizer. The excretion rates for animal types are given in
Neitzert et al. (1999) and animal populations were based on CEEMA output. The amount of manure
nitrogen excreted was reduced by 20% to account for volatilization (IPCC default).

Emissions from the manure of grazing animals were based on the IPCC emission coefficient and
volatilization loss rate. Excretion rates for each livestock type are given in Neitzert et al. (1999). Herd
sizes were predicted by CEEMA.

Emissions of DO from animal waste management systems were based on IPCC methodology and
default coefficients, as described in Neitzert et al. (1999).

Nitrous oxide emissions from biologically-fixed nitrogen were based on the IPCC default coefficient
(0.0125 kg NO-N kg'N). Crop mass was assumed to be 40% for annual crops and 80% for perennial
crops, and the nitrogen concentration of dry mass was assumed to be 5% for nitrogen-fixing crops.
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Nitrous oxide emissions from biologically fixed nitrogen was assumed to be negligible except for
pulse crops (Janzen et a., 2000).

Emissions of N,O from crop residue decomposition were based on the IPCC emission coefficient and
conditions that are representative for Canada (Janzen et al., 2000). It was assumed that crops have
0.01 kgN kg 'dry mass and nitrogen-fixing crops have 0.02 kgN kg™dry mass. It was also assumed
that the harvest index was 0.4 for al crops, and that 90% of the residues were returned to the soil after
harvest.

Estimates of the emissions from the cultivation of histosols were calculated asin Neitzert et al.
(1999). Nitrous oxide from human sewage was cal culated for sewage sludge applied to agricultural
land, based on the IPCC methodology (Janzen et al., 2000).

Volatilization and subsequent redeposition were estimated using the IPCC default values.
Volatilization was set to 10% of nitrogen fertilizer use and 20% of manure nitrogen. The amount of
volatilized nitrogen was multiplied by 0.01 kg N,O (IPCC default). Estimates of emissions from
runoff and leaching assumed that 15% of the nitrogen applied as fertilizer or manure was lost by
leaching (Janzen et al., 2000), and emission occurred at the rate of 0.0125 kg N,O kg™ N leached
(IPCC default).

M ethane

M ethane emissions from enteric fermentation were estimated by multiplying numbers of domestic
animals of each type by the IPCC default emissions factors for cool climate conditions (Neitzert et al.,
1999). Domestic animal numbers were derived from CEEMA. Emissions associated with the
handling of livestock manure were based on the IPCC Tier | methodology, and are described in
Neitzert et a. (1999).

5. Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008-2012)
and discussion, if possible, of trendbeyond the first commitment period.

Predictions of the rate of adoption of sink-enhancing practices for the first commitment period are
uncertain. Emissions data tabulated in this annex and Table |11 were therefore estimated for low to
high rates of adoption and represent low uncertainty (low adoption rate) to higher uncertainty (high
adoption rate) outcomes. The assumptions associated with each of the adoption scenarios are
discussed in Junkins et al. (2000).

Cropland management

Sink-based mitigation in the cropland management system was estimated for two major activities:
adoption of zero tillage and elimination of summerfallow. Estimates were made for three combined
levels of adoption of these practices: low, medium and high.

The low adoption rate estimates were based on the current level of adoption for zero tillage and a
continuation of the long-term decline in summerfallow through the first commitment period. The level
of uncertainty associated with those estimatesis very low.

The medium adoption rate scenario was based on further increasesin zero tillage and decreasesin
summerfallow. It was assumed that zero tillage adoption would continue at the same rate from 1996 to
the first commitment period as from 1991 to 1996 and summerfallow would decrease to 3 million
hectares. The uncertainty associated with this scenario is higher, but is possible to achieve without
incentives or programs if adoption rates remain constant into the future. The high adoption rate
scenario is based on aggressive adoption of zero tillage and has the highest level of uncertainty.

The major assumptions associated with each of the adoption rates are given in the following sections.
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Low adoption rate

The land base for agricultura production was held constant at the 1996 levels with regional
distributions by crop based on the Medium Term Baseline (MTB) (Policy Branch, 1999).

Yields of grains, and oilseeds were increased based on historical trends.

Livestock production levels were based on the MTB, with alarger proportion of theincrease
occurring in western Canada. From 1996 to ~2010, beef numbers increased by 10% in the west
and 2% in the east; hogs increased by 31% in the west and 8% in the east.

Costs of production were increased based on projections of Farm Input Price Indexes (Policy
Branch, 1999).

Nitrogen fertilizer usein the prairiesincreased by 25% over 1996 levels, whereas fertilizer usein
Eastern Canada was held constant at 1999 levels.

The amount of cropland under summerfallow was reduced from 7.8 million hectaresin 1990 and
6.2 million hectaresin 1999 to an average of 5 million hectares between 2008 and 2012.

The amount of land under zero tillage on the prairies was held at the 1996 level of ~5.1 million
hectares (17% of cropland).

Medium adoption rate

Zero tillage adoption increased linearly, based on 1991 and 1996 census of agriculture data, in the
Prairies and the Peace River region of British Columbia (where the highest rates of adoption of
zero and minimum tillage have occurred since 1990). Zero tillage adoption was 30% in the first
commitment period, compared to 17% in the low adoption scenario. As aresult of theincreasein
zero tillage, conventional tillage declined from 51% in the low impact scenario to 43 %, and
minimum tillage remained constant.

Summerfallow was reduced to 3 million hectares, compared to ~ 5 million hectaresin the low
adoption scenario. The reduction in summerfallow was assumed to occur to a greater extent in the
more humid regions of the prairies (for example, a 50% reduction in the Black and Gray soil
zones compared to a 30% reduction in the Brown soil zone).

Reduced summerfallow frequency caused an increase in seeded area. As aresult the total amount
of fertilizer, other inputs, and total crop production increased. In addition, nitrogen fertilizer use
was increased by 10% on additional no-till land over the low adoption projection to ensure that
crop biomass production and carbon sequestration under zero tillage were not constrained by a
nitrogen limitation.

Theincrease in zero tillage did not significantly alter the mix of crops produced on the Prairies or
change livestock production relative to those activities in the low adoption scenario, although
prairie hay production increased slightly as some summerfallow land was converted to forage
production.

High adoption rate

Zero tillage in the Prairies and the Peace River region of British Columbiaincreased to 50% by
the first commitment period. Asaresult of the increase in zero tillage, conventional and minimum
tillage declined.

Summerfallow was projected to be 3 million hectares, compared to ~5 million hectaresin the low
adoption scenario. The reduction in summerfallow was assumed to occur to a greater extent in the
more humid regions of the prairies (for example, a 50% reduction in the Black and Gray soil
zones compared to a 30% reduction in the Brown soil zone).

Nitrogen fertilizer use was increased by 10% on additional no-till land over the low adoption
projection.

Theincrease in zero tillage did not significantly alter the mix of crops produced on the Prairies or
change livestock production relative to those activities in the low adoption scenario, although
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prairie hay production increased slightly as some summerfallow land was converted to forage
production.

Grazing Land Management

Carbon sequestration in grazing land management systems was based on improvement in grazing land
management and conversion of marginal croplands to permanent cover. Two emission estimates for
low and medium adoption rates of those activities were made using CEEMA. The uncertainty
associated with the low adoption scenario islow because the change in practice relative to present
conditions was assumed to be small. The uncertainty associated with the medium adoption ratesis
higher.

Low adoption rate

e Theland base for agricultura production was held constant at the 1996 levels with regional
disgtributions by crop based on the Medium Term Baseline (MTB) (Policy Branch, 1999).

» Yieldsof grains and forage were increased based on historical trends.

« Livestock production levels were based on the MTB, with alarger proportion of the increase
occurring in western Canada. From 1996 to ~2010, beef numbers increased by 10% in the west
and 2% in the east; hogs increased by 31% in the west and 8% in the east.

e Theadoption of reduced stocking rates and complimentary grazing was 25%, but no rotational
grazing was assumed.

» Costs of production were increased based on projections of Farm Input Price Indexes (Policy
Branch, 1999).

Medium adoption rates

e Permanent cover land was assumed to increase by 1 million hectares in the prairie provinces
(167,092 hain Manitoba, 415,637 hain Saskatchewan, and 417,271 hain Alberta) over the low
adoption rate scenario. The distribution of the converted land within each province varied by
region, soil type, amount of cultivated margina land and the distribution of grazing and hayland
to support beef production.

* Inresponse to the increase in permanent cover land, the beef herd was increased by 4.2% so that
utilization of natural pasture was to the same extent as in the low adoption rate scenario.
Corresponding changes in other parts of the agricultural system were small, for example,
summerfallow declined by 3.4% and wheat production declined by 3.6%.

» Improved grazing practices (described in Junkins et al., 2000) were adopted as follows:

»  Reduced stocking occurred on 35% of native rangeland in British Columbia, western
Manitoba, the northern grain-belt of Saskatchewan and Alberta.

e Complimentary grazing occurred on 35% of native rangeland in British Columbia, western
Manitoba, the northern grain-belt of Saskatchewan and Alberta.

» Rotational grazing increased from 0% (low adoption rate scenario) to:
e 10% in Western Canada on improved pasture,
* 5% in Eastern Canada on improved pasture, and
e 10% in Eastern Canada on natural pasture.

» Toachieve the lower stocking rates, cattle were removed from native rangelands to aternative
feeding situations, such as feedlots. Compensation for the loss of feed from rangeland was
achieved by increasing hayland and hay production from the conversion of marginal cropland to
meet the demand for livestock feed. In addition, the net demand for grain and forage feed was
reduced to reflect the higher quality of the feed resulting from this grazing strategy. The overall
effects were an increase in the rate of conversion of marginal cropland to hayland and greater
cattle production per unit of feed.

« Complimentary grazing optimized grazing when the pasture and rangelands were in prime
quality, and thereby increased forage yields and nutritional quality. As aresult, weaning weights
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were higher, grain and forage feed demand declined and the rate of calving was increased by four
calves per 84 cows.

Shelterbelts

Carbon sequestration in shelterbelts is based on the conversion of cropland to shelterbelts in the three
Prairie provinces (Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba). Two emission estimates for low and high
adoption rates of those activities were made. The uncertainty associated with the low adoption
scenario is low because the change in practice relative to present conditions was assumed to be small.
The uncertainty associated with the high adoption rate is higher.

Low adoption rate

e Theland base for Prairie shelterbelts was increased by 2,880 ha per year from 2000 to the first
commitment period.

High adoption rate

e Theland base for Prairie shelterbelts was increased by 7,000 ha per year from 2000 to the first
commitment period.
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PAPER NO. 4: CHILE
ARTICLE 3.30F THEKYOTO PROTOCOL

As requested by document FCCC/SBSTA/2000/CRP.2, para. 5 and 6, the Government of Chile
submits the following definitions and comments.

1 AFFORESTATION, REFORESTATION AND DEFORESTATION (ARD)

Forest: A definition of forest is required before defining ARD. Since the IPCC Special Report on
LULUCF recognizes that “there are many possible definitions of a forest”, it is suggested to adopt a
single threshold of canopy cover for each relevant biome-specific, such as tropical moist forest,
tropical dry forest, boreal forest, temperate forest, planted forest and agroforestry, among others, in
order to reduce bias in defining lands under Article 3.3.

Afforestation: A direct human-induced activity that establishes forests in lands where there were no
forests in 1990. When accounting for National GHG inventories, a land-based accounting system will
be used according to the IPCC guidelines. Afforestation will be eligible under articles 6 and 12, and a
project level activity-based accounting system will be used according to the above mentioned
guidelines. The verifiable complete accounting of carbon stock changes will be made in all carbon
pools related to a given set of landscape units in a given time period.

Deforestation:  The natural or direct human-induced land use change resulting in the conversion of
forests to other land use, in a given set of landscape units in a given time period, resulting in a
verifiable change in carbon stocks. Deforestation by verifiable natural causes can be attributed to non
direct human-induced activities, such as land slides, avalanches, volcano eruptions, floods, tsunamis,
and also caused by the change in site ecological conditions such as salinization, desertification and
adverse climate change, which are uncontrollable by immediate direct human-induced activities.

Reforestation: The reestablishment of forests by direct human-induced activities or natural
regeneration in landscape units deforested after 1990. The changes in carbon stocks resulting from
natural or direct human-induced reforestation will be included in the national GHG inventories within

a land-based accounting system, according to the IPCC Guidelines. Carbon stock changes resulting
from direct human-induced reforestation of landscape units deforested by verifiable natural causes
will be eligible for project activities under articles 6 and 12 of the Kyoto Protocol. On the other hand,
carbon stock changes resulting from direct human-induced reforestation of landscapes units
deforested by direct human-induced causes will not be eligible for project activities under articles 6
and 12.

2. RATIONALE

The rationale of the above textual definitions is based on the IPCC Special Report on Land Use, Land
Use Change and Forestry and includes the following analysis about their implications in the national
inventories and in the Kyoto mechanisms.

Art. 3.3 establishes that the verifiable changes in carbon stocks resulting from direct human-induced
land-use change and forestry activities, limited to afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since
1990, shall be used to meet the commitments under this Article of each Party included in Annex I.

In practical terms, Art. 3.3 allows Annex | Parties to include the changes in carbon stocks resulting
from direct human-induce land use change and forestry limited to ARD activities in their national
GHG inventories during the first commitment period, which will be made by measuring the net
changes in GHG emissions by sources and removals by sinks, the latter measured as verifiable
changes in carbon stocks.



- 106 -

Afforestation, reforestation and deforestation terms are defined separately as there are important

differences among them, for the Kyoto Protocol purposes. The cornerstone is the expression “since
1990". The essence is that the quantified emissions limitation or reduction commitments must be
accomplished in relation to the 1990 gross emission levels as mentioned in Annex B of the protocol.

Considering that 1990 is the base year for most of the Annex | Parties GHG emissions inventories by
sources and removals by sinks, the land use existing in 1990 should also be the basis to calculate the
increase or decrease of the GHG emissions during the first commitment period, from 2008 to 2012.

As Art. 3.3 states that only direct human-induced land-use change and forestry activities —the latter
limited to afforestation, reforestation and deforestation— resulting in changes in carbon stocks can be
reported, the base year 1990 is a sort of “thin red line” that separates the existing carbon stocks in
1990 and the actual carbon stocks in the first commitment period.

Since afforestation, reforestation and deforestation are activities that cause land use change, the
carbon stocks contained in the forests existing in 1990 at a national level is the carbon stock baseline
to calculate the changes that could occur after that year.

It also means that if a forest existing in 1990 is clear-cut later, there will be an immediate net emission
with a carbon stock loss. If that particular forest is replaced again in the same patch of land after
clear-cutting, the consequence will be restoring the same carbon stock, by recapturing that emission in
a period of time, depending on the species and site conditions. In this case, replacing a forest existing
in 1990 and clear-cut later would be considered “reforestation” for the Kyoto Protocol purposes.

Reforestation of lands deforested by direct human-induced causes should not be eligible for project
activities under Articles 6 and 12. On the other hand, reforestation of lands deforested by natural
causes should be eligible under those Articles. Recognizing that forest fires can be caused by natural
forces, but given the facts that slash-and-burn practices are the main causes of land use change
worldwide, and the difficulties involved in determining a fire origin, it is proposed that reforestation
that follows in a land that has been cleared by a previous fire, should not be eligible for project
activities under articles 6 and 12 of the Kyoto Protocol.

Likewise, a patch of land without forest existing in 1990 that is converted into forest after that year
and remains in that condition, it turns into a new carbon stock as it grows. This situation should be
considered as “afforestation” to the Kyoto Protocol purposes.

An approach in this sense was introduced by the Chilean Forest Incentive Law, which establishes that
October 28 1974 is the line to separate afforestation from reforestation. To apply for the incentives,
a new plantation must be established in bare soils with forest potential. When forest is harvested,
reforestation is mandatory and high cash fines are applied in case of no compliance. In addition, in all
lands with forests in 1974, any action of cut or harvest requires mandatory reforestation.

In general, almost all afforestation is a direct human-induced activity, because any land patch without
forest cover before 1990 has little possibilities to get a forest cover without human-induced
intervention, such as site preparation, direct sowing or planting with seedlings and protection against
both domestic and wild animals. On the other hand, natural regeneration generally requires the tree
felling of a pre-established natural or planted forest in the same patch of land to prosper, and should
be defined as reforestation if occurs from 1990 henceforth.

Since Art. 3.3 establish that only direct human-induced activities shall be used to meet the
commitments of each Party Annex |, verified afforestation activities should apply to carbon credits
under the Kyoto mechanisms.

Finally, from an atmospheric point of view regardingtia afforestation, harvest and reforestation
cycle, only afforestation of lands without forest since 1990 should be considered as carbon
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sequestration under Articles 6 and 12, since reforestation after successive harvesting in the same patch
of land does not constitute a new carbon sequestration. Only the recovery of the capture made during
thefirst stage of afforestation should be considered as real carbon sequestration.

On the other hand, the changesin carbon stocks are reflected in the GHG nationa inventories every
time that they occur, as emissions by sources at harvest phase, and removals by sinks in each
reforestation stage. The figure below shows the CO, behavior as sequestered by afforestation, released
by harvest and recovered by reforestation.
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PAPER NO. 5: COSTA RICA*
PROPUESTA PARCIAL:
USO DEL SUELO, CAMBIO DE USO DEL SUELO Y SILVICULTURA

Articulos 3.3, 3.4, 3.7 y 12 del Protocolo de Kioto:
Definiciones, modalidades, contabilidad y aspectos metodolégicos.

Preambulo

En e documento FCCC/SBSTA/2000/CRP.2, seinsta atodas | as Partes a someter propuestas de texto

sobre los Articulos 3.3, 3.4 y 3.7 del Protocolo de Kioto (PK), referidos al tema de uso del suelo,
cambio de uso del suelo y silvicultura, que contribuyan a la preparacién de un texto consolidado de
negociacion sobre la materia.

En aras de contribuir a las definiciones y reglamentacion de las actividades de uso del suelo, cambio
de uso y silvicultura dentro del PK, Costa Rica somete a la Secretaria de la Convencién Marco de las
Naciones Unidas sobre Cambio Climético (CMCC) algunas posturas iniciales en algunos de los temas
solicitados.

Costa Rica considera que las actividades humanas directamente relacionadas con el uso de la tierra,
cambio de uso de la tierra y la silvicultura limitadas a la forestacién, reforestacion y deforestacion,
indicadas en el Articulo 3.3, y aquellas que se definan para el Articulo 3.4, son elegibles para el
Mecanismo de Desarrollo Limpio (MDL) del Articulo 12, de acuerdo a los términos y fundamentos
del documento FCCC/SB/2000/MISC.1/Add.2, el cual forma parte integral de esta propuesta y se
incluye como Anexo.

(1) Definicionesy Propuesta Contable
(a) Definiciones sobre Forestacion, Reforestacion y Deforestacion:

Para |os efectos de cumplir con los compromisos de cada Parte incluida en € anexo | dimanantes del

Articulo 3.1 del Protocolo de Kioto, se deberé incluir las variaciones netas de las emisiones por las
fuentes y la absorcion por los sumideros de gases de efecto invernadero que se deban a la actividad
humana directamente relacionada con el cambio de uso de la tierra y la silvicultura, limitada a la
forestacion, reforestacion y la deforestacion, de acuerdo al Articulo 3.3, segun las siguientes
definiciones:

Forestacion: Establecimiento de la condicién de boster tierras donde no habia bosque durante al
menos los Ultimos veinte afios previos al establecimiento de la condicion de bosque, siempre que estas
actividades se hayan realizado a partir de 1990.

Reforestacion: Restablecimiento de la condicién de bogge tierras que han sido deforestadas,
segun la definicion de deforestacion que sigue, siempre que estas actividades se hayan realizado a
partir de 1990.

! Propuesta remetida a la secretaria de la Convencién Marco de las Naciones Unidas sobre Cambio Climatico el
1 de Agosto, 2000.

2 ' . .

Bosque y no-bosque, se definen respectivamente como todo aquel ecosistema terrestre natural o
plantacién forestal, cuya biomasa vegetal viva por encima del suelo es superior o inferior al umbral
prefijado del 10% de su biomasa potencial, la cual varia de acuerdo al bioma.
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Deforestacion: Conversion de bosque a no-bosque con propdésitos econémicos por una actividad
humana, siempre que estas actividades se hayan realizado a partir de 1990.

Tomando nota que los Articulos 3.1, 3.3 y 3.4 constituyen la base contable de las Partes Anexo |,

reconociendo que los Articulos 3.10, 3.11 y 3.12 definen los ajustes contables a través de los

Mecanismos, y recordando ademas, las relaciones dimanantes con el Articulo 12, Costa Rica

considera que para garantizar la consistencia del marco contable del PK, se debe establecer un
paralelismo entre la base contable dispuesta en los Articulos 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.10, 3.11 y 3.12, con la
reglamentacion del Articulo 6 y el Articulo 12.

Por lo anterior, la elegibilidad de las actividades de cambio de uso del suelo y silvicultura en el
Mecanismo de Desarrollo Limpio debe estar circunscrita a la forestacion, reforestacion y
deforestacion, segun las siguientes definiciones:

Forestacion: Establecimiento de la condicién de bosyee tierras donde no habia bosque durante
los ultimos veinte afios previos al inicio del proyecto MDL.

Reforestacion: Restablecimiento de la condiciéon de bosoeme tierras que han sido deforestadas
previo al inicio del proyecto MDL.

Deforestaciéon: Conversion de bosque a no-bosque con propésitos econémicos por una actividad
humana.

(b) Propuesta contable

Para contribuir al cumplimiento de una parte de sus compromisos cuantificados de limitacion y
reduccion de las emisiones, contraidos en virtud del Articulo 3, las Partes incluidas en el anexo |
podran utilizar las unidades de reduccién certificada de emisiones que adquieran de una Parte con
arreglo a lo dispuesto en el Articulo 12, producto de las variaciones netas de las emisiones por las
fuentes y la absorcion por los sumideros de gases de efecto invernadero que se deban a la actividad
humana directamente relacionada con el cambio de uso de la tierra y la silvicultura, limitada a la
forestacion, reforestacion y deforestaciéon desde el inicio del proyecto, calculadas como variaciones
verificables del carbono almacenado desde el inicio del proyecto hasta el afio 2012.

Por lo anterior, en el caso de ajustes contables de los inventarios de emisiones en virtud del Articulo
3.3, medidas como las variaciones netas de las emisiones por las fuentes y la absorcién por los
sumideros de gases de efecto invernadero que se deban a la actividad humana directamente
relacionada con el cambio de uso de la tierra y la silvicultura, limitada a la forestacion, reforestacion y
deforestacion, se contabilizaran tnicamente aquellos reservorios de carbono relevantes que se puedan
medir y monitorear, limitado a los cambios en biomasa viva vegetal por encima del suelo.

Esta propuesta permitira cuantificar las variaciones netas en los depésitos de carbono, la verificacion
independiente de los beneficios netos de carbono de las actividades de proyecto MDL, la contabilidad
conexa entre las Partes y la transferencia de unidades de reduccién de emisiones certificadas entre
Partes anexo | y Partes no Anexo, de una manera paralela y consistente.

(2) Actividades humanas elegibles bajo Articulo 12 en la modalidad de uso del suelo, cambio de
uso del suelo y silvicultura.

Costa Rica considera que |as actividades humanas el egibles para proyectos de MDL?, seran, en la
categoria de cambio de uso de la tierra y silvicultura, aquellas actividades limitadas a la forestacion,
reforestacion y deforestacion definidas en virtud del articulo 3.3, y, en la categoria de uso de la tierra

® Bajo las disposiciones del Articulo 12,
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y suelos agricolas, aquellas actividades que sean de aplicacion comun a todas las Partes del anexo |
gue propongan para el primer periodo de cumplimiento, en virtud del Articulo 3.4.

Tomando nota de las modalidades dispuestas en el Articulo 3.3, se consideran como opciones
elegibles para el Articulo 12, las actividades de proyectos de reduccién de emisiones antropogénicas
de gases de efecto invernadero y de absorcién por sumideros de carbono. En la primera opcién, se
incluyen aquellas actividades de proyecto que efectivamente reduzcan las emisiones causadas por la
deforestacion a través de la proteccion de los depésitos de carbono bajo amenaza de deforestaciéon. En
la segunda opcion, se incluyen aquellas actividades de proyecto que incrementen los depdsitos de
carbono por medio de la forestacién y la reforestacion.

(3) Otros aspectos metodologicos

Linea de Base y Adicionalidad

Conscientes que, segun las disposiciones del Articulo 12.5, las actividades de proyecto del MDL
deben ser “reales, medibles y de largo plazo” y que “las reducciones de emisiones sélo podran ser
certificadas si son adicionales a las que se producirian en ausencia de las actividades del proyecto”, se
debera establecer al nivel de proyecto, una linea de base que refleje el escenario sin proyecto. La
diferencia entre la linea de base y el escenario de emisién o fijacion del proyecto, determinara el
beneficio ambiental neto de las actividades del proyecto y su adicionalidad.

Costa Rica considera que una vez certificada la linea base, debe permanecer estatica durante la vida
atil del proyecto MDL. Sin embargo, para nuevos proyectos se debe considerar lineas base mas
actualizadas en virtud de una mayor experiencia y el adelanto en el conocimiento.

Adicionalidad y Antropogeneidad

Uno de los requisitos indispensables en cuanto a las actividades elegibles en la modalidad de uso de la
tierra, cambio de uso de la tierra y silvicultura es demonstrar su condicién de antropogéneidad.

Reconociendo que, segun lo dispuesto en el Articulo 12.5, la adiciof@ado de los criterios de
elegibilidad para actividades de proyectos del MDL, y, recordando que las actividades de proyectos
de uso del suelo, cambio de uso del suelo y silvicultura satisfacen facilmente la condicién de
adicionalidad financieraCosta Rica considera que la inclusion de estas categorias de actividades de
proyecto en el MDL, refuerza, a través de la prueba de adicionalidad, la condicién de antropogeneidad
de las actividades “per se” y fortalece asi, su contribucion en el logro del objetivo ultimo de la

CMCC.

Monitoreo y Verificacion

Reconociendo lo dispuesto en el Articulo 12.7, “La Conferencia de las Partes... deber& establecer
modalidades y procedimientos que permitan asegurar transparencia, eficiencia y la rendicion de
cuentas por medio de una auditoria y la verificacién independiente de las actividades de proyecto”.

Costa Rica considera esencial la obligatoriedad de un sistema de monitoreo al nivel de proyecto
MDL, para cuantificar y controlar los beneficios netos de carbono durante el horizonte del proyecto.
El monitoreo debe complementarse con un auditoraje externo que valide sus resultados y verifique el
cumplimiento de las metas del proyecto en términos de sus beneficios netos de carbono.

* Las reducciones de emisiones sélo podréan ser certificadas si son “adicionales a las que se producirian en la
ausencia de las actividades del proyecto”.

® La adicionalidad financiera es una derivacion del concepto de adicionalidad ambiental, y se refiere a que si la
actividad de proyecto hubiera existido en la ausencia de la valoracién econémica de las unidades de reducciones
de emisiones certificadas en la estructura financiera del proyecto.



-111 -

El monitoreo, la certificacidn, la verificacion y sus interacciones son, bajo los propésitos de
seguimiento y fiscalizacién, los elementos basicos para garantizar la efectividad ambiental de las
actividades del proyecto, asi como también la integridad y credibilidad del MDL.

Fugas

El potencial de fug&®n actividades de proyectos del MDL no es un problema exclusivo a la
modalidad de cambio de uso del suelo y silvicultura, sino mas bien es un problema comun a todas las
demas opciones de mitigacion elegibles para actividades de proyectos MDL. Inclusive, algunos
proyectos de cambio de uso del suelo y silvicultura, por su naturaleza, tienen poco o ningun riesgo de
fuga.

Reconociendo que la orientacion explicita del MDL es hacia actividades de proyectos, Costa Rica
considera que diversas medidas pueden ser adoptadas para reducir el riesgo de las fugas. Sin embargo,
la medida més efectiva es a través de un disefio adecuado de las actividades y limites o fronteras del
proyecto.

Ademas, se considera que, en muchos casos, las fugas se pueden controlar ampliando las fronteras del
proyecto. Inclusive, las fugas se pueden atenuar a través del disefio de proyectos de cobertura
nacional, donde las debilidades de un proyecto se atenGian con las bondade’s Adeotis,

dependiendo de su localizacion, se deben considerar, para efectos de disefio del proyecto, el potencial
de fugas transfronterizas.

Las fugas pueden ser, eventualmente, cuantificadas y descontadas del total de reducciones de
emisiones reclamadas por el proyecto, o en su defecto, establecerse, al nivel de proyecto, una reserva
permanente o temporal, dependiendo de su haturaleza, que compense este riesgo potencial.

En virtud de lo anterior, se recomienda que el analisis de riesgos debe ser parte de los requerimientos
minimos de la certificacion.

Riesgos

Reconociendo la variedad de los riesgos implicitos y las incertidumbres inherentes a las actividades
de uso del suelo, cambio de uso del suelo y silvicultura, Costa Rica considera que en aras de
garantizar la efectividad ambiental, todo proyecto MDL debe incluir como parte integral de su disefio,
un andlisis de riesgos e incertidumbres, que permita establecer, a nivel de proyecto, una reserva
temporal y/o permanente de reducciones de emisiones certificadas que compense los riesgos
potenciales por factores naturales y antropogénicos, politicos, econdmicos y financieros.

® Fuga se refiere al fenémeno por el cual un proyecto MDL, aunque reduce emisiones o aumenta la fijacién de
carbono en el sitio del proyecto, desplaza o las incrementa en otro lado, reduciendo el beneficio neto del
proyecto.

" Costa Rica tiene, en la categoria de cambio de uso del suelo, dos proyectos de cobertura nacional que se
complementan para evitar fugas. El “Proyecto de Areas Protegidas” (PAP) y el “Proyecto Forestal
Privado”(PFP). El PAP tiene como objetivo la consolidacion territorial del Sistema Nacional de Areas de
Conservacion, a través de la comercializacion de reducciones de emisiones certificadas que resulten con evitar
la deforestacion, y el PFP, es un compromiso entre el Gobierno y pequefos propietarios fuera del area del PAP,
gque proporciona “Pago por Servicios Ambientales”, entre ellos el de fijacién de carbono, por dedicar sus tierras
a usos compatibles con su potencialidad, desencentivando usos marginales no compatibles.
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Enfoque Portafolio y Permanencia

Un aspecto que solamente afecta a las actividades en la categoria de cambio de uso del suelo y
silvicultura, es el problema de la permanehdias bosques, plantaciones y otras formas de fijacion

de carbono son vulnerables a los desastres naturales, como inundaciones, sequias y huracanes, asi
como a incendios, plagas e intervenciones humanas imprevistas, que pueden afectar la cobertura
vegetal y no verse reflejado en la contabilidad del PK.

Costa Rica considera que el problema de la permanencia para las actividades de las Partes que
constituyen el Anexo |, debe resolverse a través de periodos continuos de cumplimiento. Sin embargo,
para garantizar la permanencia de los beneficios netos de largo plazo de actividades de proyectos
MDL y poder, en los casos que corresponda, reflejar su reversibilidad en el marco contable del PK, se
requiere aplicar un enfoque de portafolio y contabilizar en el agregado y en forma conexa, los
beneficios netos de carbono de las actividades de proyectos domésticos en esta modalidad.

Sera responsabilidad de la autoridad oficialmente designada ante la Secretaria de la CMCC,
reconciliar anualmente la cuenta nacional de los proyectos del MDL en las categorias de uso del
suelo, cambio de uso del suelo y silvicultura, de forma que se refleje la reversibilidad.

ANEXO

COSTA RICA, ON BEHALF ALSO OF ARGENTINA, BOLIVIA, CHILE, COLOMBIA, THE
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC, ECUADOR, GUATEMALA, HONDURAS, MEXICO,
NICARAGUA, PANAMA, PARAGUAY AND URUGUAY

LAND USE, LAND USE CHANGE AND FORESTRY PROJECTS UNDER THE CLEAN
DEVELOPMENT MECHANISM

The countries listed above submit to the UNFCCC Secretariat the following document and request its
publication as a miscellaneous non-paper during the XII Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies to the
UNFCCC (12-16 June 2000). The aim of this non-paper is to address comments made by some
observers suggesting that Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) projects are ineligible
under Article 12 of the Protocol, which defines the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM of the

Kyoto Protocol). In our view, these comments do not have any valid legal or scientific basis, and
have become an unwelcome distraction from efforts to develop the rules necessary to ensure that the
CDM fulfills its purposes of assisting non-Annex | Parties in achieving sustainable development, and
assisting Annex | Parties in achieving compliance with their quantified emission limitation and
reduction commitments, with a contribution to the ultimate objective of the Convention.

The above-listed countries emphasize that questions of interpretation of the Kyoto Protocol must be
resolved in accordance with Article 2 of the Convention which states: “The ultimate objective of this
Convention and any related legal instruments that the Conference of the Parties may adopt is to
achieve, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Convention, stabilization of greenhouse gas
concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference
with the climate system.” Consistent with this objective, the above-listed countries state the
following:

8 Articulo 12.5: “las reducciones de emisiones deben ser certificadas sobre la base de” ... “beneficios
ambientales ...de largo plazo en relacién con la mitigacion del cambio climatico.
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LULUCF projectsareeligible under the Article 12 CDM. Article 12 does not explicitly
or implicitly exclude LULUCF projectsfrom dligibility.

A number of observers have interpreted Article 12 as excluding from eligibility under the CDM
projects from the LULUCF sector. The plain language of Article 12 does not contain any explicit
exclusion of any category of projects. Nevertheless, these observers argue that an implicit exclusion
must be read into Article 12. Thisexclusionary interpretation of Article 12 isinvalid for the
following reasons:

A) Theexclusionary interpretation isinconsistent with the guiding principles of the Protocol. The
Preamble to the Protocol states that the Parties to the Protocol will be “guided by Article 3 of the
Convention,” which sets forth the Convention’s principles. One of the Article 3 principles is that
the policies and measures undertaken by the Parties “should take into account different socio-
economic contexts, be comprehensive, cover all relevant sources, sinks and reservoirs of
greenhouse gases and adaptation, and comprise all economic sectors.” Reading into Article 12
an implicit exclusion of LULUCF projects is inconsistent with this guiding principle of the
Protocol. Obviously, the drafters intended to preserve this principle of comprehensiveness
established in the text of the Convention.

B) The exclusionary interpretation is inconsistent with Article 2 of the Protocol. Article 2 of the Kyoto
Protocol sets forth how each Annex | Party is to achieve its quantified emission limitation and
reduction commitments (QELRCs) under Article 3 while promoting sustainable development.
Article 2 states that each Annex | Party “shall [iimplement and/or further elaborate policies and
measures in accordance with its national circumstances, such as: ...(iij) [p]rotection and
enhancement of sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases; ...and (iii) promotion of sustainable
forms of agriculture in light of climate change considerations.” Given that Article 12's stated
purposes are to provide a means for Annex | Parties to achieve their QELRC’s and to contribute to
sustainable development, Article 2 dictates the scope of activities eligible under Article 12.

C) The term “emission reductions” as it is used in Article 12 does not imply that only projects that
reduce emissions, and not projects that remove emissions, may be considered under Article 12 of
the CDM. The term “emission reductions” is not explicitly defined in either the Convention or
the Protocol. Throughout the Protocaol, it is used as a term of art to refer to particular kinds of
units of account rather than particular types of activities.

The term “emission reductions” appears for the first time in Articles 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12.
Articles 3.10 and 3.11 use the term “emission reductions units” as the Article 6 unit of account to
adjust the assigned amounts of the Parties involved. Similarly, Article 3.12 uses the term
“certified emission reductions” as the unit of account to adjust the assigned amount of the
acquiring Party in a CDM transaction. The text uses the word “certified” to distinguish the
emissions reduction units of account obtained under Article 12 from those obtained under
Article 6.

The next appearance of the term “emission reductions” is in Article 6. The plain language of
Article 6 states that “emission reduction units” may “result[] from projects aimeddating
anthropogenic emissions by sources or enhancing anthropogenic removals by sinks in any sector

of the economy” (emphasis added).

Accordingly, the Protocol uses the term “emission reductions” in connection with the project-
based mechanisms to describe the impact of projects on Parties’ accounts, not the type or category
of project. Moreover, Article 6 makes clear that the drafters contemplated that “emission
reduction units” could result from projects that enhance removals by sinks. Where the drafters
intended to distinguish among categories of eligible activities and projects, they did so explicitly,
e.g., Article 6's reference to “projects aimed at reducing anthropogenic emissions by sources or
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enhancing anthropogenic removals by sinks”; and Article 3.3's reference to “afforestation,
reforestation, and deforestation.”

However, even if one infers from the use of term “emission reduction” in Article 12 an implicit
exclusion of projects that enhance removals by sinks, it is important to note that not all LULUCF
projects are sinks projects. As the IPCC has recognized, forests can be sources, sinks, or
reservoirs. Many LULUCF projects slow, reduce, or avoid deforestation. Such projects reduce
anthropogenic emissions by sources.

D) The exclusionary interpretation is inconsistent with the mandatory accounting framework for

Annex | Parties established under Article 3.3. Article 3.3 states that “net changes in greenhouse
gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks, resulting from direct human-induced land-use
change and forestry activities, limited to afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990,
measured as verifiable changes in carbon stocks in each commitment ghetldak used to meet

the commitmentsunder this Article of each Party included in Annex I’ (emphasis added).
Accordingly, Article 3.3 establishes explicitly that Annex | Parties must take into account certain
LULUCF activities in meeting their commitments under Article 3. Since Article 3.3 refers
explicitly to “net changes” —a phrase which automatically includes emissions by sources and
removals by sinks— and since one of the purposes of Article 12 is to assist those Parties in meeting
their commitments under Article 3, it would be inconsistent with the mandatory Article 3.3
accounting framework to exclude LULUCF projects from Article 12. Accordingly, the scope of
projects eligible under Article 12 should correspond to the activities eligible under Articles 3.3
and 3.4.

To the extent that arguments against the eligibility of LULUCF projects under Article 12
represent a “back-door” effort to renegotiate Article 3 or any other provisions of the Protocol, the
above-listed countries condemn such an effort. As Article 26 of the Protocol makes clear, the text
of the Protocol is final and whole. It is not subject to renegotiation.

E) The exclusionary interpretation is inconsistent with the CDM'’s purpose of assisting Non-Annex |

F)

countries in achieving sustainable development and meeting the costs of adaptation measures. The
sustainable management of natural resources, including land use, land-use change and forestry
activities, is deemed critical for the achievement of sustainable development as well as for
addressing vulnerability to climate change. The exclusionary interpretation fundamentally
conflicts with the ultimate objective of the Convention expressed in Article 2 and conflicts with

the principles expressed in Article 3.1 (“The Parties should protect the climate system for the
benefit of present and future generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance
with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities.”)

In the past, proponents of the exclusionary interpretation of Article 12 have asserted that a lack of
full scientific certainty about the validity of LULUCF projects justifies making such projects
ineligible under Article 12. This argument is inconsistent with the guiding principles of the
Protocol as expressed in Article 3 of the Convention. Article 3.3 of the Convention states that:
“The Parties should take precautionary measures to anticipate, prevent or minimize the causes of
climate change and mitigate its adverse effects. Where there are threats of serious or irreversible
damage,lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing such
measures, taking into account the policies and measures to deal with climate change should be
cost-effective so as to ensure global benefits at the lowest possible cost” (emphasis added).

Moreover, even if there was at one time a lack of full scientific certainty about the merits of
projects from the LULUCF sector, particularly compared to projects from the energy sector, this
uncertainty has been resolved by the authoritative IPCC Special Report on Land Use, Land Use
Change, and Forestry. This report cites with approval a review and comparison of projects from
both sectors. The IPCC states:
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“This assessment found that LULUCF and energy projects face parallel, comparable
issues in measurement and in ensuring social and environmental benejéseral,

it is not possible to assert that energy projects are superior asa classto LULUCF

projects on these grounds.” (Emphasis added).

The IPCC report identified only one significant difference between projects in the two sectors. This
issue, duration, is associated with only certain types of LULUCF projects and can be addressed
through project design. All in all, the IPCC Special Report does not provide any scientific basis for
excluding the entire category of LULUCF projects from eligibility under the CDM.

I. Conclusions

According to the letter of the Protocol, the spirit of the negotiations, and the purpose of the
Clean Development Mechanism, LULUCF projects are eligible to receive certified emissions
reductions. The scope of eligible LULUCF projects should correspond to the activities established
under the Article 3.3 and those to be established under Article 3.4. Projects that effectively and
credibly avoid, slow, or reduce deforestation are covered under Article 3.3, whether the project
includes total protection or forest management.

Excluding LULUCF projects and other related activities from the CDM will go against the
spirit, objectives and principles of the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol.

The time has ended for spurious legal interpretations and invalid scientific claims regarding
LULUCEF projects. These arguments have distracted from the real task at hand, which is developing
the rules that will ensure that all CDM projects have real, measurable, and long-term benefits related
to the mitigation of climate change and that those benefits are additional to those that would occur in
the absence of those projects. The above-listed countries offer this paper in the hope that we all can
move forward in designing a CDM that is characterized by environmental integrity and assists in our
achievement of sustainable development.
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PAPER NO. 5: FRANCE
(ON BEHALF OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY AND ITSMEMBER STATES)

TEXTUAL PROPOSALSON ARTICLESS.3, 3.4, 3.7 AND EXPLANATORY MATERIAL IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE 12th SESSION OF SBSTA

1DEFINITIONSAND ACCOUNTING APPROACHESRELATED TO AFFORESTATION,
REFORESTATION AND DEFORESTATION UNDER ART 3.3

The Conference of Parties,

Recalling its decision 9/CP4, in particular paragraph 1 on the interpretation of Article 3.3, and
paragraph 3 on the need for a draft decision on definitions for activities under this Article, to be
adopted by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol at
itsfirst session,

Further recalling its decision 16/CP5,

Noting the scientific advice provided in the Special Report on Land Use, Land Use Change and
Forestry prepared by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,

Wishing to design a balanced, scientifically and environmentally sound definitional and accounting
system,

Further wishing to conserve biological diversity and to encourage sustainable management of forests
and other natural resources

Decides on the following definitions, procedures and accounting approaches for use in the
implementation of Art 3.3 of the Kyoto Protocol’:

i. Forest is land with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more than 10% and area
of more than 0.5 ha. The trees should be able to reach a minimum height of 5m at maturity in
situ. Forest may consist either of closed forest formations where trees of various storeys and
undergrowth cover a high proportion of the ground; or of open forest formations with a
continuous vegetation cover in which tree crown cover exceeds 10 percent. Y oung natural
stands and all plantations established for forestry purposes which have yet to reach a crown
density of 10 percent or tree height of 5m are included under forest, as are areas which are
temporarily unstocked as a result of human intervention or natural causes, but which are
expected to revert to forest®.

ii. A Party may use other numerical values for the minimum height and minimum area
provisionsin the definition of forest traditionally used by that Party, to reflect national
circumstances relevant to specified biomes.

iii. Afforestation is conversion to forest of land that has not supported forest for a period of at
least 50 years'

1 The EU is of the view that decisions for Articles 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7 areintrinsically linked, and should be viewed

in their entirety

% This Decides deals with para 6(a) in the SBSTA12 decision

% The definition of forest is taken from the UN-ECE/FAO Temporal and Boreal Forest Resources Assessment

2000. The original reads ‘May consist..." in the third sentence this has been replaced by 'Forest may consist...".
* According to the IPCC Special Report ‘Afforestation is usually defined as the establishment of land that has
been without forest for a period of time (eg 20 to 50 years) and was previously under a different land use’ (SPM
para 24).
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Reforestation is conversion to forest of land that has supported forest within the past 50 years,
but has been converted to other land uses for a period of at least twenty years prior to the start
of acommitment period

Deforestation is conversion of forest land to non-forest land

Spatial assessment related to forests shall  be conducted with aresolution no larger than 10
ha.

To review the definition of forest for the second and subsequent commitment period in order
to reflect better biome specific circumstances,

The area counted as deforestation during the first commitment period may be reduced by
areas of afforestation and reforestation with the same or greater potential carbon content,
provided that

a) areas of afforestation or reforestation used in this way are not otherwise used to help
meet commitments under the provisions of Art 3.3

b) thetotal deforested areaduring the first commitment period is less than 1% of the total
forest areain a country at the beginning of the commitment period

¢) thetotal human induced forest carbon stock change during the commitment period, due
to activitiesincluding ARD since 1990, is not negative

d) national forest policies and measures are established, are consistent with the ecosystem
approach under the Convention on Biological Diversity and ensure sustainable forest
development and management

A Party shall not use carbon stock changes corresponding to Art 3.3 activities to help meet
commitments through additions to its assigned amount if itstotal forest carbon stock is
falling as shown by its greenhouse gas inventory estimated in accordance with the Revised
1996 IPCC Guidelines and any good practices adopted by the COP. For determination of this
total forest carbon stock, a Party may choose to exclude carbon stock changes due to damage
by natural disturbances from itsinventory estimates’.

The regquirement for direct human induced activities signifies intent to establish forest by
planting, seeding, or natural regeneration, or the intent to deforest, traceable to decisions
affecting the land areas concerned. This requirement appliesin all cases where forest land is
converted to another land use.

Accounting of carbon stock changes during the commitment period shall begin with the onset
of the activity and shall include above ground biomass, roots, litter and forest soil organic
matter.

Carbon stock changesin litter and forest soil organic matter resulting from afforestation and
reforestation activities need not be accounted for in detail provided these pools are increasing
as estimated in accordance with methodol ogies adopted by the COP®. In this case the increase
shall not be used to help meet commitments under Art 3 of the Kyoto Protocol.

® This provision is inserted to ensure that the forest as a whole cannot be degraded whilst gaining credits under
Art 3.3 from post 1990 establishment.

® These methodol ogies would take account of the Revised 1996 IPCC Inventory Guidelines, possibly to be
revised, and any associated work on Good Practices.
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Xiii. Emissions of non-CO, greenhouse gases covered by the Kyoto Protocol and resulting from
Art 3.3 activities shall be estimated and reported as information items in Parties’ greenhouse
gas inventories in accordance with methodologies agreed by the COP.

Xiv. Implementation of the activities included under the provisions of Art 3.3 shall be consistent
with the Convention on Biological Diversity, the Rio Forest Principles, and Agenda 21, and
take into account the ongoing intergovernmental forest policy dialogue.

Also decides on the following methodologies for measuring and repdkting

XV. The requirement for verifiability requireisiter alia, that areas of land subject to
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation activities under the provisions of Art 3.3 be
identifiable via the national inventory system

XVi. Verifiable carbon stock changes shall be measured, estimated, monitored and reported with
associated uncertainties in a manner consistent with the inventory guidelines adopted by the
COP, any good practices adopted by the COP, and the requirements for supplementary
information agreed by the COP/MOP under the provisions of Art 7.1 of the Kyoto Protocol,
and these guidelines and good practices shall also take account of the need to ensure
transparency.

xvii.  That the IPCC be asked to develop its work in Good Practices and Uncertainty Management
to cover the requirements of verification, measurement, estimation, assessment of
uncertainties, monitoring and reporting carbon stock changes and emissions of other
greenhouse gases associated with Art 3.3 activities, taking account of accounting issues
associated with reversibility.

xviii.  That a COP decision be made at a future session on how the accounting system for Art 3.3
will use the Good Practice guidance provided by the IPCC.

XiX. Parties shall report to the relevant international organisations on how implementation of the
activities included under the provisions of Art 3.3 are consistent with the Convention on
Biological Diversity, the Rio Forest Principles, and Agenda 21 and are taking into account the
ongoing intergovernmental forest policy dialogue.

2HOW AND WHICH ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIESMIGHT BE INCLUDED UNDER ART
3.4°
The Conference of Parties,

Recalling its decision 9/CP4, in particular the draft decision referred to in paragraph 4, and its
subsequent decision 16/CP5,

Noting the commitments of the UNFCCC, in particular Article 4, paragraph 1(d), to promote
sustainable management and to promote and cooperate in the conservation and enhancement of sinks
and reservoirs,

" This Also decides deals with para 6¢ of the SBSTA12 decision in the context of Art 3.3

8 Currently the Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines , possibly to be revised

° The EU is of the view that decisions for Articles 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7 areintrinsically linked, and should be viewed
in their entirety
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Noting the scientific advice provided in the Special Report on Land Use, Land Use Change and
Forestry prepared by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, including advice relevant to
scale, uncertainties and risks,

Taking into account the country specific data and information available prior to COP6",
Aware of the estimated magnitude and uncertainties related to the residual terrestrial uptake™,

Reaffirming the need to maintain incentives to reduce fossil fuel and other emissions and to promote
sustainable management of forests and other ecosystems and to conserve biologica diversity,

Further wishing to design a balanced, scientifically and environmentally sound accounting system,
taking the feasibility into account,

Decides on the following methodologies, rules, guidelines and accounting approaches to
decide how and which additional activities might be included under the provisions of Art
3.4

i. noadditiona activities shall be used under the provisions of Art 3.4 during the first
commitment period, except if the COP decides that the issues of scale, uncertainty and risk
related to the sinks are resolved™

ii. toestablish, prior to the fixing of quantified objectives for the second commitment period, alist
of agreed additional activities for use in the second and subsequent commitment periods
together with the rules, modalities and guidelines for their accounting.

iii. toclarify the meaning of the final sentence of Art 3.4 to be that a Party may choose to apply
during the first commitment period either the whole set of any agreed activitiesif occurring, or
to apply certain of them, or to apply none of them provided that these activities have taken
place since 1 January 1990. A Party may account for additional activities |eading to an increase
in carbon stocks only if it aso accountsfor all activities which lead to a decrease in carbon
stocks in accordance with methods to be agreed by the COP.

iv. both increases and the decreases in carbon stocks and emissions of greenhouse gases other than
CO2 associated with any agreed activities shall be reported and accounted under the provisions
of Art 3.4. During the first commitment period emissions of greenhouse gases other than CO2
need not to be accounted so long as they are shown to be decreasing according to methodologies
to be agreed by COP.

19 This text will need elaboration in the light of the data to become available with the 1 August submissions.

" Theresidual terrestrial uptake is qualified in Table 2 of the SPM of the IPCC Special Report on LULUCF

12 This Decides deals with para 6b of the SBSTA12 decision

B“The Council reaffirms its willingness to continue to work with other Parties to clarify the treatment of sinks

in the Kyoto Protocol. The Council notes that the IPCC Special Report on Land Use, Land Use Change and
Forestry provides information relevant to decision-making. Furthermore, country specific data and information
need to be available so that Parties can make well-informed decisions on Articles 3.3 and 3.4 and 3.7 of the
Kyoto Protocol. The Council reaffirms that the inclusion of sinks activities should not undermine incentives for
emissions reductions nor the conservation of biological diversity. The Council has serious concerns about the
scale and the scientific and other uncertainties and risks associated with sinks. The Council therefore takes the
position that a decision on the inclusion of defined and limited activities associated with further sources and
sinks (Article 3.4) shall not apply in the first commitment period, except if these concerns are met. Criteria will
be needed to develop modalities, rules and guidelines for the application of Art. 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol
before quantified objectives are fixed for the second commitment period. (...) The Council also emphasises that
any decision on definitions, methodologies and accounting rules should be consistent with sustainable forest
management, including the conservation of biological diveggigmmunity Strategy on Climate Change —

Council Conclusions, Brussels, 23 June 2000 (9707/00))
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v. acombination of the following approaches shall be used for the accounting rules for activities
under Art 3.4

Approach A:
(Ai) Only additional agreed activities which can be shown to have a detectable intentional
human induced effect on carbon stocks shall be accounted under the provisions of Art 3.4.
This requirement shall be tested using verifiable statistical data to show that the hypothesis™,
that the activity has no detectable intentional human induced effect, can be rejected with 10%
significance

(Aii) Accepted statistical tests and deterministic modeling techniques shall be used singly or
in combination to test the statistical hypothesis referred to in previous paragraph and to
separate the intentional human induced effects from other effects. Such tests and techniques
shall be based on data and information from:

a) control plots used for comparison between land subject to the activity and those not
subject to it

b) datafrom research plots

¢) existing forest survey and planting data

(Aiii) Deterministic model projections shall be used to factor out the dynamic effects of age
structurein forest ecosystems and data from control and research plots shall be used to
exclude carbon stock changesin al ecosystems caused by climate change, elevated carbon
dioxide concentration and the effects of fertilisation due to nitrogen fallout.

(Aiv) Where such models, tests and technigues are not used changes in carbon stocks
associated with agreed activities shall only be counted in excess of athreshold level of 0.5
tC/ha-yr

(Av) Crediting of carbon stock increases due to human activities shall not exceed the net
increase in carbon on lands affected by the actions.

Approach B:
(Bi) Estimated carbon stock changes under Art 3.4 shall be adjusted for uncertainty in a
conservative way™

Approach C:
(Ci) Changesin carbon stocks associated with agreed activities shall only be counted in
excess of athreshold level of X tCl/ha-yr

Approach D:
(Di) Only 5% of the verifiable changes in carbon stocks associated with agreed activities
shall be accountable under the provisions of Art 3.4 during the first commitment period.

Approach E:
(Ei) Verifiable increases in carbon stocks associated with any agreed activities shall only be
accountable under the provisions of Art 3.4 up to 1% of the assigned amount during the first
commitment period

[Approach E ends her ¢

1 This would be referred to as the null hypothesisin statistical usage
> This means, eg that carbon stock changes shall be debited or credited at the lower bound of the absolute value
of the 95% confidence interval.
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Vi. Accounting of carbon stock changes and changes in emissions and/or removals of greenhouse
gases related to the agreed additional activity during each commitment period shall begin with
the onset of the activity. Such accounting for any agreed activities which began prior to the
first commitment period shall be from January 1 2008.

vii. Implementation of the activities included under the provisions of Art 3.4 shall be consistent
with the Convention on Biological Diversity, the Rio Forest Principles, and Agenda 21, and
take into account the ongoing intergovernmental forest policy dialogue .

Also decides on the following methodol ogies for measuring and reporting™®:

viii.  that the requirement for verifiability requiresinter alia that the areas of land subject to any
agreed additional activities be identifiable viathe national inventory system

iX. Verifiable carbon stock changes and greenhouse gas emissions shall be measured, monitored,
estimated and reported with associated uncertainties in a manner consistent with the inventory
guidelines adopted by the COP", any good practices adopted by the COP, and the
reguirements for supplementary information agreed by the COP/MOP under the provisions of
Art 7.1 of the Kyoto Protocol and these guidelines and good practices shall also be used to
ensure transparency.

X. that the IPCC be asked to develop its work in Good Practices and Uncertainty Management to
cover the requirements of verification, measurement, estimation, assessment of uncertainties,
monitoring and reporting carbon stock changes and emissions of other greenhouse gas
associated with Art 3.4 activities, taking account of accounting issues associated with
reversibility

Xi. that a COP decision be made at a future session on how the accounting system for Art 3.4 will
use the Good Practice guidance provided by the IPCC.

Xii. Parties shall report to the relevant international organisations on how implementation of the
activitiesincluded under the provisions of Art 3.4 are consistent with the Convention on

Biological Diversity, the Rio Forest Principles, and Agenda 21 and take into account the
ongoing intergovernmental forest policy dialogue.

30OVERALL ACCOUNTING APPROACHESIN RELATION TO THE REQUIREMENTS
OF ARTS3.3,3.4AND 3.7 REGARDING INTER ALIA REVERSIBILITY, NATURAL
EFFECTS, AND ACCOUNTING INTERLINKAGES®

The Conference of Parties,

Noting the scientific advice provided in the Specia Report on Land Use, Land Use Change and
Forestry prepared by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Mindful of the potential for sink reversal,

Aware of the residual terrestrial uptake,

16 This Decides deals with para 6¢ of the SBSTA12 decision in the context of Art 3.4

" Currently the Revised 1996 |PCC Inventory Guidelines, possibly to be revised

18 The EU is of the view that decisions for Articles 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7 areintrinsically linked, and should be
viewed in their entirety
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Cognisant of the need to clarify the relationship between Articles 3.3, 3.4 and 3.7 of the Kyoto
Protocol,

S0 as not to double count emissions minus removals or carbon stock changes,
Recalling the need for time series consistency,

Further wishing to conserve biological diversity and to encourage sustainable management or
forests and other natural resources

Decides:

i. that all changesin carbon stocks which, under the provisions of Art 3.3 and 3.4 of the Kyoto
Protocol have been added to Parties’ assigned amounts shall be monitored so long as they
remain so added, shall be subtracted from the assigned amount if the monitoring cease, and
shall be subtracted from the assigned amount in proportion to their decrease should the
monitoring indicate that they are declinthg

il. to clarify the meaning of the final sentence of Art 3.7 of the Kyoto Protocol to be that Parties
for whom land use change and forestry constituted a net source of greenhouse gas emissions
in 1990 shall include their aggregate anthropogenic emissions minus removals from land use
chang® in their greenhouse gas inventory for the base year and subsequent years.

iii. since Parties for whom the final sentence of Art 3.7 applies will already have counted the
effects of activities related to land use change agreed under the provisions of Art 3.3 and Art
3.4 as part of their base year and subsequent inventories, further accounting of these
activities under the provisions of Art 3.3 and 3.4 would not apply to these Parties

iv. to consider further the accounting rules that shall be used if Art 3.3 and Art 3.4 activities were
to be applied to the same piece of land.

V. that further accounting rules would be required if commitment periods are not corfiguous
Vi. Parties’ accounting of sinks credits under Art 3 shall be contingent on the requirements that:

a) national policies on the management, conservation and sustainable development of all types
of forests be in place and are consistent with the Forest Principles as agreed on at the 1992
Rio Conference and are consistent with the recommendations of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Forests and the Intergovernmental Forum on Fdrests

b) national policies provide criteria and indicators for the sustainable development and
management of forests as well as of other ecosystems in accordance with the Convention on
Biological Diversity.

' This Decides deals with sink reversal

% Recognising that afforestation, reforestation and deforestation are all examples of land use change

2! This Also decides deals with avoiding double counting between the second sentence of Art 3.7 and Art 3.3
and 3.4.

22 The EU is strongly in favour of contiguous commitment periods

% Bearing in mind that national policies and accompanying criteriaand indicators will be revised in line with
developments of international policies.
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ANNEXES COUNTRY SPECIFIC DATA AND INFORMATION

Country specific data provided by Member States for different definitions, accounting frameworks
and activities are for information only. This should not be interpreted as if the EU or its Member
States were advocating any of the definitional and accounting scenarios or activities for which data
are presented in the Tables and explanatory material which follow.

AUSTRIA
BELGIUM
DENMARK
FINLAND
FRANCE
GERMANY
GREECE
IRELAND
ITALY
LUXEMBURG
NETHERLANDS
PORTUGAL
SPAIN

SWEDEN
UNITED KINGDOM
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EXPLANATORY TEXT (table1)

1.1 Definitions and accounting

a)

Forest

"Forest land" according to the Austrian Forestry Act (3) is an area stocked by trees (a list of tree
species in this context is given in an annex to the Austrian Forestry Act), if the stocking of trees
represents an area of at least 1000 m? and is of an average width of at least 10 m. Forest areas, which
are unstocked due to forest management practices (for instance harvesting areas or areas used for
timber storage, skidding tracks or forest roads), are still referred to as "forest land" according to the
Austrian Forestry Act.

Non-forest land and other wooded land according to the Austrian Forestry Act are

areas which are not under forest management and which have a crown cover of less than 30%
areas stocked by shrubs (except coppice stands and areas which have been identified as protective
forests)

rows of trees (except wind belts)

short rotation plantations, for instance for fuelwood production (with arotation period of lessthan
30 years)

Christmas tree cultures, forest nurseries, plantations for seeds of forest trees or fruits.

The Austrian Forest Inventory (1,2) aways used the same definitions as the forest act except the
minimum area for forest with 500 m? instead of 1000 m?. Therefore the data provided refer to the
minimum area of 500 m?.

b)

Afforestation, reforestation and deforestation

The used definitions for ARD are rather similar to the anesof the ,|PCC Scenario“rd ,FAO
Scerario* given in thelPCC speda report ,Land U, Land Use Chage and Foresty” (4) (Table 3-
4, p. 12 ff.). However, the following dlight differencesor remarks neel to be tken nto consideration
for a better understnding of the provided data:

d)

Afforestation and reforestation areas (according to IPCC definitions) and aff orestion areas
(aacording to FAO difinitions) used for the calculation of the provided data include areas of
artificial planting and ratural afforestation/reforestation (e.g. due o abamonmert of agricultural
lands).

Af-, reforestation according to IPCC defiitions camot be sgaraed by the Austrian Forest
Inventory. Both include landuse diange from otheruses to forests.We therefore usd the figures
for af-, reforestatia accordirg to IPCC as fjuresfor afforestatio accoding to FAO defhitions.
The Austrian Frest Inventory uses aminimum area of 500 Ator accainting an aea as forest. In
addition, aminimum crown cwergge of D % is neessry that the Austrian Fore$ Inventory
accounts an area as afforested (acording to FAO) or af, reforested (according to IPCC). Less
than30 % crown covergge are ecessaly to acount an area & deforested However, deforestation
acording to the accounting rules of the Austrian Forest Inventoly needsa land use change (or
unststainable forest manayement, & no regeneration dring a lorg period after haresting or
othe losses of the stands) Although yourg standsmay have a lower crown ogerage they have
been countal as af, reforested ara (IPCC, FAO) as log as he given nunber anddistribution of
treesof these stand is sufficient to reach 30 % crown coverage in amaturestate.

The used are for reforestationaccording to FAO correponds to the aes of clear-fellings with a
size of more than500 nf. Clearfelling acording to the Austrian Forest Inventoyy means harest
of the whole brest stock (stemwood).

Accountirg frameworks

The used accounting framewoliks for ,activity based®, ,land based I ,land based 11 corregpond
to the gotionsgiven nthelPCC sped report ,Land Use, Land Use Clange and Brestry” (4) (p
76ff., p. 147).

»since 1990 was understabas startig with 1.1.1990
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¢ soil Cincrease at af-, reforested areas (IPCC) was assumed to be 2/3 in the first 20 years and 1/3
in the following 80 years; soil C decrease at deforested areas was assumed to be 2/3 in the first 20
years and 1/3in 4000 years (5,6)

¢ only stemwood over bark was accounted as harvested biomass according to FAO reforestation
(land based 1); the remaining biomass (slash, woody debris, stumps and roots) were assumed to
decompose within the first 20 years (2/3) and 4000 years (1/3), respectively (5,6)

¢ the C pools of the harvested biomass according to FAO reforestation (land based |) and the C
pools of the deforested biomass were assumed to be released to the atmosphere in the year of
harvest and deforestation, respectively (6)

1.2 Carbon poolsincluded
Above- and below-ground biomass, litter and woody debris, soil carbon, harvested materias

1.3 Stratification (detailed description will be given in 7)

The estimates are based on the following stratifications or biome values:

» consideration of the altitudinal shares within the increase of the Austrian forest area (8)
consideration of the shares of management types (e.g. forest within yield, protective forest within
yield, protective forest without yield) within the increase of the Austrian forest area (8)

» differentiation of C uptake per year and ha according to type, atitude and age of forest (af-,
reforestation)

» use of age specific increments and conversion factors

» use of the mean C harvest/ha (only stemwood over bark - see 1.1.c) of the Austrian forest areas
with clear-fellings of a size of more than 500 m? (1,2) as C harvest/ha in reforested areas
according to FAO (land based 1)

» use of the mean biomass C stock/ha of the Austrian forests (1,2) as ,dforested biomass C

stok/ha
use of stratified corverson factors acarding to the ecies compositionof the recet 1% age class
of the Austrian forests withinyield and protective forests without yield (af-, reforestation),
acording to the species camposition o the hawested bianass of the Austrian forests
(reforestation FAO, land based 1) and acording to the gecies compositionof the mean bianass
C sto&/ha d the Austrian bress (deforestatia), (1,2)

» useof biome specific soil C stocks/hafor forests grassland ard arable land®)

1.4 Methodologies and data (detailed description will be givenin 7)

a) Databases of the estimates

Biomass (hcrement, havest, aforestedbiomass):

¢ a, AC;: Austrian Frest Inventoy 199296 (1); the calculations of the corersion factors are
basel on acomprehemive literature survey (7)

¢ a, AC,, ap ACy: means of Austrian éfest Inventories 198®0 ard 1992-96 (1,2); the
calculations of the converson factors are lased m a canpretensive literatire suwvey (7)

Soil:

¢ Austrian soil iventores (9-17)

¢) Sampling teciques

AustrianForest Inventor (1,2):

% Field assessment

¢ Distance of cluster samples: 4x 4 km grid

% One clster wit contains four sample plots, each witha sizeof 300 nf

Soil invenbries:

s AustrianForest 9il Inventol: 8.7x 8.7km grid (9)

¢ Agricultural Soil Inventories ly the Federal Provincesof Austria: variousgrid sizes (10-16)
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d) Modesand key parameters
No models other than typical Forest Inventory Models (e.g. height models, models for volume) were
used
Key parameters were derived and stratified according to 1.3):
» Af-, reforegtation (IPCC)
Mean annual increment (m® stemwood 0.b./ha) according to inventory periods 86/90, 92/96:
1% age class (0-20): 2.6
2" age class (21-40): 9.4
3% ageclass (41-60):  12.3
» Reforestation (FAO):
Mean annual increment (m® stemwood 0.b./ha) according to inventory periods 86/90, 92/96:
1% ageclass (0-20): 3.2
2" age class (21-40): 117
39 ageclass (41-60): 15.4
> Mean conersion factors for incremert , stemwood m® 0.b. - whole treet C*
1% age chss (0-20): 0.39
2™ age class (2140)  0.32
3% age clas (41-60):  0.30
» Mean annual &rvest at FAO (land basejireforestation a@s accoding to inventoly periods 86/90,
92/96
549 n7 stanwood 0.b./ha
» Mean conversion factor for harvest, stenwood m® 0.b. - wholetree t C*
0.29
» Deforestatio:
Mean anndl deforested bianassacwrding to inventol periods 86/90, 92/96
294 n? stanwood 0.b./ha

» Mean conversi factor for deforestediomass ,stenwood nt 0.b. — whole treet C*

0.31
» Used pojected eqili brium soil C pals (up to 50 en depth for ARD areas:
forest 121 tC/ha

grassénd int. 87 tC/ha
grassind ext. 120 tC/ha
arableland 71 tC/ha
alpineland 90 tC/ha
other uses 80 tC/ha
seald land 0 tC/ha

e) Uncertainties

¢ ARD area acwording to IPCC definitons for the period 1990 up to 1995 (a) are baed on the
AustrianForestlinventory 199296 (1,8) and therefore rather ceriain

¢ However, areas of ARD acarding to IPCC definitonsvaried onsideraby in the periods 198690
and 199296 (8/90: AR = 600@ ha/a, D = 800 ha/a; 2/96: AR = 1466 ha/a, D =7000 ha/a)
(2,8). It is therefore raber uncertain that the increae in areasof ARD in 2008-2012 (and in the
period fran 1990 t02008) will look like the sane as the anndamean of the periodsl9861990

and 19921996 which wasusel for the estmates of a,, AC,, a, and AC. Therebre the
projections beyond 195 arehighly uncertain.

¢ Values for increment hawvest and deforested biomass andderived cowersion factors ae not
basel on measued data from the ARD areabut estimated fran Austrianbiome speeifi ¢ values or
further stratified estimates acording to the results of the Awstrian Forest Inventory (see 1.3).

¢ The same is true for the used soil C paools. In addition, the presat Austrian soil invenbories
measurd only concentrations of the soil organic C, whichmears that thesevaluesneel to be
convertal to soil C pals by usirg corversian factors where thenaount of coarsematerial & 2
mm) and the soil dersities are taken nto cansideration. Theseparaneters vere not measured b
estmated 0,18). The fomer land wesof the AR areass well as the land uses pat deforestation
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were roughly estimated according to probabilities derived from the locations of the ARD areas
and other statistics (7,8,21). For these reasons the used data on the soil C pools and their changes
over time at the ARD areas are highly uncertain.

¢ Treeswith adiameter at breast height smaller than 5 cm are not included in the measurements of
the Austrian forest inventory. Therefore, the increment of the 1% age class (0-20) is
underestimated by the Austrian Forest Inventory.

1.5 Treatment of non-CO2 greenhouse gases
- not treated

1.6 Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008-2012)
and discussion, if possible, of trends beyond the first commitment period

Key assumptions:

It has been assumed that the mean annual increase in ARD areas from 1990 up to 2008 and beyond
will be the same as the mean annual increase in ARD areas according to the results of the Austrian
Forest Inventory in the periods 1986-90 and 1992-96. The same assumption was taken for increment,
harvest and deforested biomass.

Table2: Preliminary data and information provided by Austriaon carbon stocks and area
estimates (First sentence of Article 3.4), (7,19)

Area (1000 ha) Carbon stock in 1990 (Mt C)
living biomass (above soil (50 cm depth)
and below ground,
annua means)

Forest lands 3893 323+ 42 459 + 1842
Agriculture lands 1502 5 87 + 382
Rangelands/grassiands 1993 4 194 + 852
Wetland/tundra 0 0 0
Other 998 2 52
Total (aslisted above) 8386 334+ 42° 792 + 209 ¢

? Preliminary estimates of the uncertainty

® The uncertainty of the total was calculated by assuming arelative uncertainty of 20 % for the land
categories ,Agriculture lands* and ,Graslands’ andof 70 % for the category ,Other”

¢ The uncertaint of the total was clculated by assuming a rektive un@rtainty of 70 % for the land
category ,,Other*

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table 2)

2.1 Description of land categories, including any land categories not covered

All Au strian land categoriesare covered ly the figures intable 2

.Forest lands” correspnds tothe definition given in 1.1a) above, whid israther similar to the FAO
definition.

LAgriculture lands” nclude lands which are usedrfcrop and ceregdroduction andgardenland (eg.
wineyards orchards etc.)

»Grasslands' includes aricultural usd graslands, ayricultural used alpine pastures and nomore used
agricultural grasslands, which have rot been cowerted to other uses

,Other* includes alpie unused areas with disturbedvegetation vhich do rot beloryg to the category
~Forest lands®, sedled land for buildings, land for traffi ¢ infrastructure glaciers ard rocks, surface
waters éc.
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2.2 Carbon pools —distinctions andassumptions

The biomass figures for al land use categories represent annual means. For instance, for annual
agricultural plants 50 % of the peak biomass at harvest time was taken for the calculations.

The C paols of , sealad land' and ,, glaciers ad rocks" were estimated b be 0.

5 % of the land fa traffic infrastructure were ssumed to keinhabited ly vegetation ad therefore
assimed tohave Gpools in bignass andail.

C pookin the sadiments ofsurface waters were nostimated andare not included in the figuresof
the land category ,,Other*.

2.3 Data sources

.Fored lands“: Austrian Foresinventories 196/90,1992/96 (,2); Austrian Brest il Inventory
(9); various literatre data for the corverson factors for measired biomass to Gools awl the
corversion of he measurd concentratins of soil organic C to Gpools (7)

JAgriculturd lands’: National statistics on thelanduse in Austria and biomass of gricultural lands
(20,21); Agricultural Soil Inventories of several Austrian Fderal Provinces (1017) were e basis dr
the estimation of the soil C poolsin the to#l agricultural landsof Austria (18); various literature data
for the cornversion factors for biomass to Gpoolsand for the conversion of the measured
concantrations @ soil organicC to C-pools (1819)

,Grasslands': National statistcs on the land useniAustria aml biomass of agricultural lands (2021);
Agricultural Sail Inventoriesof several Austrian Fedyal Provinces (10-17) weke the basis for the
estmationof the il C pools in he totl grasslandsof Austria (18); various literature data br the
conversion factaos for biomass to Gools aul for the corversion of the measired concentrations of
soil organic C b C-pools (18,9)

,Other": Nationa statistics on the land e in Austria 20,21); various literature cita for the estmates
of the Gpools inbiomass ad il (18,19)

2.4 Methods (detailed descriptionswill be given in 7,19)

Aboveground bignass (M stenwood over bak, t dry matter d hawested agricultural biomass etc.)
was conertal to t C d totd above- and belowground bignass ly using expansio and cowersion
factors. The biomass fgures for anrual plants correspord to annual means gee 22).

Measured cancentrations of soil organic C were coverted to C-pools ly usirg soil specific
conversion factors, where estated amountsof coarsematerid (> 2 mm) and soil desities were
taken into consideration.For more cetail s see 2.6.

2.5 Possible changesin carbon stocks

.Forest lands‘ represent the most important biomass Gstod in Austria This Gstod increased
steadily in the period 1960 t01996 (7).In addition, the areaof ,Forest lands” increaed ®nsiderably
from 1960 © 19% (1,2).In the periodl990 to 19% the biamass of the Austria,foreg lands” (secor
5.A, ,Charges in bress andother woo biomass stoks“) was eactyear a net annual-68ink
between 1.4%1.01 Mio.t C and 3.8 x1.05 Mio.t C (mean: 2.3 Mio. t C) (7).

Repetitions of the soihventories werenotundert&en so far. Therebre, the trends of #hAustrian
soil C-stoks are uknown.

2.6 Uncertainties

The bianass C stdks of the catgories ,ForestLands”, ,Agriculture lands" ad ,Grasslands” are
basel on statistical data. Therefore, themethodlogica uncertainties of these Gpoolsare quite low
(below D %, table 2)For instance, most d the uncertainy of thebiomass C stdcof ,Forest lands*”
is attributable to the uncertainties of the @nversion facbrs (7).

The soil C stocks are basel on dita from Austrian il invenories The whole Austria forest area is
covered ly the Austrian Foret Soil Inventory (8.7 x 8.7km grid) (9). Thefigures for the Gpools in
LA griculturd lands' and ,Grasslands' are based an the data of he Agricultura Soil Inventores,
which are available for most d the Austrian Federal Provinces (variousgrid sizes kelow 4 x 4km)
(10-17). For Feeral Provinces, where datfrom Agricultural Soil Inventories weraot available,
estmates lad to be dme. In addition all soil invenriesmeasure the concentrations d soil organic
C. Thesevalueshad to be onverted to Gpools ty using estimates for the fractions d coarsematerial
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(> 2 mm) and estimates for the soil densities (7,18). Most of the soil inventories do not correspond to
the year 1990, but to yearsimmediately before or after 1990. For these reasons the estimates of the
soil C-pools have a comparable higher uncertainty (see table 2).

Data ailability for thecategory ,,Other* isless canprehersive. Therefore, the uncertainty of the
figures of this ctegory is corsiderable higher.
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DENMARK

Table | Preliminary data and information provided by Denmark on carbon stock changes and areasrelated to article 3.3 activities

Article 3.3 Country |Definitions|Accounting |a(ha) |AC, A (ha)|AC), a,p(ha) [AC, M ethods Data sources, |Other information
specific data framework  |(1995) [(1000 ((1999) (1000 |(2012) {(1000tC) |and data quality, |relevantto
tC) tC) approaches |and uncertainty|decision-making
(e.g. ranges)
Afforestation/ IPCC Activity based| 10007 | 12 [21346| 58 |52678| 474
Refor estation” Landbased |10007| 12 |21346| 58 |52678| 474
Afforestation FAO Activity based| 10007 | 12 |21346| 58 |52678| 474 See below See below See below
Land based |10007| 12 |21346| 58 |52678| 474
Reforestation FAO Activity based| 8200 8 13800 44 [31700| 301
Landbased| | 8200 | -368 |13800| -838 |31700| -669
Landbased 11| 8200 | -93 |13800| -254 |31700| -185
Defor estation? |PCC/FAO|Activity based| 0 0 0 0 0 0
L and based 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sum of Activity based 12 58 474
IPCC
Afforestation L and based 12 58 474
Reforestation FAO Activity based 20 102 775
and Deforestation Land based | -356 -780 -195
Land based |1 -81 -196 289

Y1t is not possible to separate the Danish afforestation area according to IPCC'’s definitions on afforestation and refbtestatidhe afforestation area
fulfil the requirements for IPCC'’s definition of afforestation (see explanatory text). Forest products were includedimateedd<st sequestration. There

is made no distinction between activity based and land based accounting for afforestation
2 Deforestation is not considered to occur at a significant scale (see explanatory text).

a . Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year.
AC,: Carbon stock change (1000 t C) since 1990 up to the same year as ysedamé afforested, reforested, and deforested.

!

Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 or an earlier specific year.

AC,, : Carbon stock change (1000 t C) since 1990 up to the same year as ysenl lema afforested, reforested, and deforested.

acp!

1990 up to 2012,

Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.
AC,,: Projected carbon stock change (1000 t C) over the first commitment period (2008-2012) on land afforested, reforestedstattisiiete

-€ET -
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EXPLANATORY TEXT (Tablel):

1a) Forest definition:

The definition of forest in Denmark is as follows (Statistics Denmark 1994): 1) areas supporting a
stand that now or later may produce wood or other forest products, and 2) fields planted to Christmas
trees and greenery (max. 10% of the area of each forest district). Orchards, parkland, willow scrub,
windbreaks etc. are not included in the forest area.

1b) Definitions and accounting of affor estation, refor estation and defor estation

Afforestation/Reforestation |PCC: It is not possible to separate the Danish afforestation area
acording to IPCC'’s defiitions on aff orestation ard reforestation Most of the afforestation land fulfil
the requirements br IPCC's definition of afforestation, as tlyewere cleareé of forest 8001240 A.D.
and used adtinuousl for agriculture since then (Nature of Demark, 1980). Practicayi no forest
clearings have téken plaein Denmark during the last 200years, in fact there has bean a significant
increae in forest areafrom about2% in 1806 to thepresent 11%.

In 1989 the Danish Grerrment dediled a1 a plan to dohle the forested area withia treegeneration
(approximately 80-90 year$ (the National Foreg and Nature gengy 2000).In orde to achieve this
target, anaff orestation rae of ca. D00 helyr isnealed. Afforestation is carried ait on soils formerly
used for griculture (cropland) Except for 1999, the afforestation rates been lower than reagired
(abaut 2000 halyr), and the sum of governmental awl privateaff orestation (National Forest and
Nature Agengy 2000) wasused in calculatiors (see below)During the period 200-2003 prvate
afforestation is subsidised, and an afforestation rate 0f3300halyr is expected. At presat there is no
knowledye of sgecific incentives forprivateaff orestation beyond 20@. Congquentl, a decreae in
afforestation rae to 2000 he/yr is assumed fa the period2004-2012. This was the aff orestation rate
prior to sWbsidisation of private afforestationand may resut in underestimation of C seqiestietion
realting from afforestation if aff orestation ratesprove to remain high.

Afforestation FAQ: Artifi cial establishment of forest on lands thd did not carty forest within living
memory. This dfinition applies to he otal Danish afforestationarea.

Reforestation FAO: Artifi cial establishment d forest on lands that carried foest before, i.e. planting
following clearaitting.

Activity based, Land basédand Landbasel || have been used acating to definitionsin the|lPCC
Specidreports p. B1.

Deforestation IPCC/FAQO: Corversion of forest tonon-forest. Deforestation is rot considered to ocaur
in Demmark to ary significart extent As the forest cover arais quite limited at present, ativities like
road comstruction very seldam result insignificant deforestation of fored areas.

1c) Accounting approach:

Full carbon acconting is used dr all three approabes (Actvity based, Ladbased, and Land based
II) in amanner ly which Gstodk chamesare basal onareamultiplied by uptke. Uptke isbasal on
a simple carbon storage model kesed on the Danishyield tables for Norway spiuce (rgpresenting
coniferg and o& (representing broadleaves) (Mall er 1933). Woodvolumesare cnverted into carbon
stores ly agenerdexpansion facta (2) and conersion factors 00.19 t C/ni for canifers and0.29 t
C/n? for broalleaves. Decaposition rates for the variousslash canponents ad turnover rates for
various woal products are included in themodd (for more informationsee Daiish Enegy Agency
(2000)).

Period 19901995: 6years

Peribd 19901999: Dyears

Peribd 19902012: B years but the reported carbon stok charmgesare mly for the first commitment
period ie. 2M8-2012: 5years.
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2) Carbon poolsincluded

The following carbon pools were included for re- and afforestation: whole tree biomass (including
roots), slash, and wood products. Based on chronosequence studies of soilsin afforested stands
(Vesterdal et al., in prep.), no significant changes in soil organic matter was expected to take place
over the short time spans reported here.

3) Stratification

Theyield tables behind calculation of carbon stores are for yield class 2 (on ascale decreasing from 1
to 4). For afforestation areas, aratio between conifers and broadleaves of 1:3 was assumed, while all
calculations for regeneration were done using Norway spruce as the model tree species. For the future
periods simpl e assumptions were made regarding the re-growth rates times area per age class. We did
not distinguish between forest growth rates (and soil carbon losses) on former cropland and former
forest land or between different soil types.

4) Methodologies and data:

Afforestation land: The areas for 1990-1999 were obtained from the National Forest and Nature
Agency (2000). For 2000-2003 an afforestation rate of 3300 halyr was applied, and for 2004-2012 a
rate of 2000 halyr was applied based on the current and future incentives for private afforestation.

Reforestation land: It was only possible to obtain values for reforestation areas (clearcutting and
replanting) from the Danish state forests. The current practice of final felling and replanting or
seeding was carried out on 460 ha per year in average during the period 1990-1999 in the state forests
(datafrom the National Forest and Nature Agency). The state-owned forest area makes up 1/3 of the
Danish forest area, and when assuming the same frequency of regeneration for the total forest areathe
annud regeneration area was 1380 ha. For the period 1990-1995, this gives atotal area of 1380*6 =
8260 ha. This estimate was rounded off to 8300 ha. It was assumed that the same rate could be applied
to the period 1999 to 2012. This gives atotal area of reforestation for the period 1990-2012 of
approximately 31700 ha.

Models and key parameters

Afforestation IPCC and FAO

No distinction was made between activity based and land based accounting, as we have no reason to
believe that the cropland soils will decrease significantly in total C storage following afforestation
(Vesterdal et al., in prep.). The annual CO, fluxes of the model trees oak and spruce is shown over
140 yearsin Fig. 1.
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Figure 1. Annual CO, flux over two spruce rotations and one oak rotation in Denmark.
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These models were the basis for the carbon storage model used for calculating the C storage in
afforested stands during the three periods 1990-1995, 1990-1999 and 2008-2012. The carbon storage
in successive generations of afforestation areas are summed up to give the cumulated carbon storage
over acertain period.

Reforestation FAO Activity based: The carbon storage model for afforestation (Danish Energy
Agency 2000) was used to calculate carbon sequestration in trees planted on harvested forest areas.
The carbon storage in successive generations of reforestation areas are summed up to give the
cumulated carbon storage over a certain period.

Reforestation FAO Land based |: The full forest harvest and decomposing slash isincluded in the
calculation of C storage following reforestation.

Reforestation FAO land based 11: Accounting from the start of activity, but from then on decaying
slash is taken into account. The carbon storage model is run from the beginning of anew planting, i.e.
without including the C stock in wood of the former stand but including the release of carbon from
decaying slash.

5) Uncertainties

Main uncertainties are in assumptions for area estimates (e.g. for afforestation areas), and averaging

of growth rates for the whole of Denmark. Use of the same growth rates for former arable land and for
harvested forest sites may have introduced an overestimation of C storage by reforestation (FAO).
The use of spruce as amodel tree species for calculation of reforestation is a simplification as many
clearcuts are also planted with deciduous species.

Table Il —Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stocks and
areaestimates
(First sentenceof Article 3.4)

Land system Area (ha) 1990 |Carbon stock in
1990 (t C)

Forestlands 417.000 77.700.000

Agriculture lands 2.788.000

Rangelands/grasslands

Wetland/tundra

Other

Total (aslisted abowe)
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1) Description of land categories, including any land categories not covered.

Table A
Land system Definition Source Anticipated C-stock
change 1999 and
2012
Forestlands | 1) Areassupportinga | Forests 1990, Areawill increase | On average 25t C/ha of
stand that now or | Statistics by appr. 3000 ha | total biomass (including
later may produce |Denmark 1994. | per year because | clearcuts and aggrading
wood or other of afforestation. stands) + 125t C/hain
forest products. Average growing | SOM (including forest
2) Fieldsplanted to stock per hain floors, Vgreet d., in prep.)
Christmas trees and exigting forest may
greenery (max. increase as well,
10% of the area of partly because of
each forest more use of
district).4 natural
3) Orchards, parkland, regeneration
willow scrub,
windbreaks etc. are
not included in the
forest area.
Agriculture
lands

2) Carbon pools - distinctions and assumptions.

O-hor 25 tC/ha
Tota 125 tC/ha

The estimates of carbon stocks in forest vegetation (whole tree biomass) are based on conversions of
forest inventory (stemwood volume) data (Statistics Denmark 1994) to whole tree carbon. For the
conversions, Danish conversion factors (see Danish Energy Agency 2000) and IPCC reporting
guidelines are used. For forest soil carbon, a selection of Danish forest soils (n= 106) were analysed.
Profile descriptions were used to assess organic carbon content to 1 m depth (Vereet a., in prep.).

3) Data sour ces. Inventaries published by Statistics Denmark (1994) for standing volume in 1990.
The soil carbon estimate to 1 m depth is based on a synthesis of C stores in Danish forest soils (Vere

etd., inprep.).

4) Methads.

The estimates for the size of the carbon stocks in forest vegetation are based on conversion factors
used to convert semwood volume into whole-tree carbon stores for conifers and broadleaves (Danish
Energy Agency 2000).

5) Possible changesin carbon stocks.
Possible changes in carbon stocks would be largely based on changes in areas due to afforestation of
arable land and less based on changesin carbon content from changesin land use. At present it is not
possible to give management-specific estimates on carbon storesin forest (e.g. resulting from
different tree species, silvicultural systems and soil drainage classes). It is possible that less
maintenance of ditches and more use of silvicultural systems with continuous forest cover (increased
use of natural regeneration) will increase carbon contentsin forest ecosystems.
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6) Uncertainties.

Theforest areain the existing forest inventory is most probably underestimated. The forest
inventories in Denmark has been based on questionnaires to forest owners, and small forest estates are
often not included in the inventory. It is currently planned that the next forest inventories be sample-
based.

The soil carbon estimates may be slightly biased toward sandy soilsresulting in a slight
overestimation of soil carbon stores.
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FINLAND

PRELIMINARY COUNTRY-SPECIFIC DATA AND INFORMATION
PROVIDED BY FINLAND

Table I - Preliminary data and information provided by Finland on carbon
stock changes and areas related to Article 3.3 activities.

a aC a aCy ayp aCq Methods | Data sources, Other
Article 3.3 Definitions | Accounting (ha) (GgC) (ha) (GgC) (ha) (Gg ©C) and data quality, | information
Country framework approaches and relevant to
specific data 1990- | 1990- 1990- 1990- | 1990-2012 | 2008- uncertainty | decision-
1995 | 1995 | 1998 | 1998 2012 (e.g.ranges) | making
. Activity See See
Afforestation | IPCC based 66700 | 165 | 92200 | 380 | 142700 610 | opianctory explanatory
Reforestation Land based text text
Afforestation | FAO Qf;‘é‘ty 66700 | 165 | 92200 | 380 | 142700 | 610 below below
Land based
. Activity 1485
Reforestation | FAO based 951000 | 1640 000 4220 | 4285000 | 14000
Land based
Activity
Deforestation | IPCC/FAQ t())ast?gn 11 | 72900 | -2330 | 93300 | -2990 | 233000 | -1600
op e 90000 | -2880 | 135000 | - 4320 | 345000 | -2400
ption 2.
Land based
Activity
Other based
Land based
a  Area(ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995.
AC; Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to 1995 on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.
a, Area(ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1998.
ACy; Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to 1998 on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.
a, Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.
1Cq Projected carbon stock change (t C) over the first commitment period on land afforested,

reforested, and deforested since 1990 up to 2012 (i.e. changes in carbon stocks 1 Jan. 2008 - 31
Dec. 2012).

EXPLANATORY TEXT (tablel)

1. Definitions and accounting:

a) Forest:

See explanatory text of TableIl, point 1. In this assessment (aff orestation, reforestation and
deforestation) the Finnish classification for forest is used and it is assumed that it corresponds aso

with FAO definition of forest (10% canopy cover).

! Option 1 for deforestation: Areainformation 1990-1998 is registered by Statistics Finland, since 2000
onwards, projected deforestation is 10 000 ha/a.
Option 2 for deforestation: Estimates are based on the previous Finnish National Forest Inventory, provided
that previous deforestation rate 15 000 ha/a would continue.
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b) Afforestation, reforestation, and defor estation:

Definitions of FAO and IPCC on afforestation , reforestation and deforestation are used in this
assessment. It is assumed that IPCC's afforestation and reforestation equals to afforestation of FAO.
For deforestation, it is assumed that deforestation is same for both IPCC and FAO definition.

In case that aff orestation/reforestation of abandoned lands (subject to decision of alandowner) is
included, an expert judgement is that approximately 3000 ha/awill be converted into forests annually.
During 1990-2012 approximately 69 000 ha would be converted, provided that carbon uptakeis 0,3
MgCr/hala, it would result approximately 90 Gg C during 2008-2012.

¢) Accounting approaches:

Estimations are done on the activity-based approach.

2. Carbon poolsincluded (e.g. above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below- ground
biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials):

Carbon pools include the whole biomass of trees including stem, branches, leaves and roots. Whole
biomass carbon pools could be divided into above and below ground. Soil carbon isnot included in
this assessment. In particular, changesin soil carbon stocks due to deforestation are impossible to
trace with present methodol ogies.

3. Stratification (e.g. biomes and regions);

This submission coversthe tota forest area of Finland including different types of forests.

4. M ethodologies and data:

a) Data sources:

For the purposes of the Art. 3.3 of Kyoto Protocol, thereis not yet an operational inventory and
reporting system in Finland. For this assessment, data has been collected from various sources with
the assistance of a number of experts. Specific caculations for projections of FAO/reforestation were
carried out on the basis of Finnish National Forest Programme.

b) Sampling techniques:

Description of forest related sampling techniques, on models and key parametersisavailablee.g. in
http://www.metlafi/ and in the Finnish Statistical Y earbook of Forestry (Finnish Forest Research
Institute, 1999).

¢) Modelsand key parameters:

K ey assumptions? for area, carbon uptake and release:

» Afforegtation: Data on area 1990-1999 registered, from 2000-2012 projected. Average carbon
uptake during the first 20 year assumed to be 0,925 MgC/ha/a(2,4 m*ha)

2 Makipaa& Tomppo 1998 lImastosopinuksen Kioton pdytékirjan nielukysymysten taustasevitys. Finnish
Forest Reseah Institute. See also Ministof Agriculture and Foresg, 2000. Forests in the UN &mework
Convention on Climate Ghange and Kioto Prdocol aswell as Graholm 1998. Estinated implications d the
Kyoto Protaol Art. 3.3 to Filand. Presatation at he UNFCCC/SBJA Workshop an land-use, land-use
change and foresty, Rome 2425 Septenber 1998.
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Afforestation/reforestation of abandoned land: Data on areais based on expert judgement.
Average carbon uptake is assumed to be 0,30 MgC/hala

Reforestation/regeneration (FAO/reforestation): Data on area 1990-1998 is registered, from 1999
onwards projected according to the Finnish National Forest Programme. Average carbon uptake
during the first 20 years assumed to be 0,76 MgC/hala

Deforestation: Area estimates vary between data sources available. Option 1 for deforestation
provides slightly smaller area estimates for deforestation (since 2000 onwards 10 000 ha/a) than
option 2 (15 000 ha/a). Estimates on higher area estimates are based on the previous Finnish
National Forest Inventory, on an assumption that previous deforestation rate 15 000 ha/awould
continue during the commitment period. An average biomass (stem, branches, leaves and rootsin
the Finnish forest land is 32 MgC/hala (92 m*ha. For the particular estimation purposes emissions
caused by deforestation are assumed to take place in a particular year.

d) Uncertainties:

Afforestation: An expert estimation isthat the error margin on land area estimate is + 5% at the
national level. In practice it cannot be improved much more without a substantial increase in
resources and costs. Thereis not yet a system for monitoring changesin carbon stocksin
afforested areas.

Reforestation/regeneration: An expert estimation is that error margin at the national level on land
area estimate is also approximately + 5% and for each reforestation/regeneration project

approximately £10%. There is not yet a system for monitoring changes in carbon stocks in these
areas.

Deforestation: Data on forest and forestry land area are very precise (error £0.5%) but the

estimate for the rate of deforestation is less precise (about £7%). %. Thereis not yet a system for
monitoring changes in carbon stocks in areas deforested.

5. Treatment of non- CO 2 greenhouse gases.

Article 3.3 defines the carbon stocks to be measured. Other greenhouse gases are not included in this
assessment.

6. Methods andkey assumptionsin projectionsfor the first commitment period (2008— 212)
and disaussion if possble, of trends beyord the first commitment period.

See point 4(c) above.
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Tablell - Preliminary data and information provided by Finland on carbon stocks and area

estimates (First sentence of Article 3.4).

Land system Area (mill. ha) Carbon stock in 1990 (Tg C)
in 1990
Forestry land: 26,3 6530 (different estimates vary between
- Forest land 20,0 6200 - 7700)
- Scrub land 3,0 * intrees660 Tg C
- Waste land 31 * in surface vegetation 30 Tg C
- Other forestry lands; roads, depots etc. 0,2 * inforest soil 1040 Tg C
* in peatland layers® 4800 Tg C
Agriculture lands 3,0 not available (n.a.)
Rangelands/grasslands - -
Wetland/tundra included in above included in above
Other 1,2 n.a
- Built-up land 0,94 n.a
- Unclassified 0,29 n.a
- Other spatialy not specified
* wood products’ 10,7
* wood productsin landfills n.e.
Tota (aslisted above) 30,5 6540
(Different estimates vary between
6200-7700)

EXPLANATORY TEXT (tablell)

1. Description of land categories, including any land categories not covered.

Thetota area of Finland is 33.8 mill haof which inland watercourses represent 3.3 mill. ha. Total
land area of 30.5 mill. hafall into categories as presented in the table I1. According to the Finnish
system, forestry land is grouped into three classes according to site productivity: (i) Forest land, where

the potential annual increment is at least 1 m*ha/a; (i) Scrub land (unproductive forest land), where
the potential annual increment is between 0.1 - 1.0 m*hala; Waste land, unless naturally treeless,
products less then 0.1 m%hala, and (iv) other forestry lands, mainly roads, depots, etc.

Theinternational definition of forest land, as applied in the UN/ECE-FAO Temperate and Borea
Forest Resource Assessment 2000, sets a 10% canopy cover as the threshold between forest land and
other lands. The estimation of the Finnish forest area based on the Forest Resource Assessment 2000
(FRA 2000) definition can be done by using measured basal areas for the plots stands and partly by
interpretation of aerial photographs. Thus, the respective Finnish forest area equals 21.7 mill. ha, to
the FRA definition.

Data on carbon stocks in agriculture lands, rangelands/grasslands is not available. Data on carbon
stocks in wetland/tundrais included in above mentioned carbon stocks.

% Where the layer of peat is at least 30 cm thick (Kauppi et al. 1997).
* Includes wooden products in Finnish building stock. Annual increment in 1990-1995 was 0,15 Tg C a*
(Pingoud& Peréla 200D There are also other asttions rangingrom 0,20 to 5 TgC a™.
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2. Carbon poals - distinctions and assumptions.

Carbon pools presented in table |1 (in trees, in surface vegetation, in forest soil and in peatland layers
>30 cm thick) are covering al the forestry land area.

3. Data sour ces.

The National Forestry Inventory isthe source of carbon stocksin trees. Preliminary estimates are
based on a number of individual studies and research findings. Key references here include the
following publications Kauppi. P. 1997 Metsienhiilitalous ja kestivyyden periaate. Ministry of
Agriculture and Brestry (10/1997), Kauppi et al 1997 CarborResevoirsin Peatlands and Forests in
the Boreal R@ions of Finland and Matrttila, V. et aR000,Forests in the UNFramewoik Corvention
on Climate Gharge ard Kyoto Probcadl (in Finnish only). Ministry of Agriculture and~orestry
(1/2000).

4. Methods.
See abee.

The National Brestinventories (NF) which hare been carried out sind821 ae thebasis fao the monitoring
of the fored related dataThe Eight National Foresinventoly was carrid ou in Finland in 1987-1994. The
multi-source iventory method conbinesdata fran field measurenents air-borne dta and othe space-borne
daias well asdigital map daa During the inventory 70 000 sanple plots were measured, 3@ permanent
sanple plots were used,500 0@ treeswere tallied and 0 000sample trees were measuredThe total anount
of different variablesmeasired was 100- 400 The orgoing Ninth National Forest Inventoly started in 1996.

The accuracy of the etimates o the growing stodk has bea developed to avery high level: thesampling
error for the total volume d the growing stod for the whole cantry is agroximately + 0.6%. Datacanbe
provided at the regional level by combining the useof satellite imagery and numerical data. At the regiona
level, thesampling error for the total volume d the growing stodk is approximately + 2 - 5 %.

Mil. m?3 Mil.m?3

mm ANNUAL FOREST GROW TH === TOTAL DRAIN PLUS MORTALITY

Figure 1. Chamesin forestgrowth anddrain in Finland 19241996.

Forest iventories pruide data a stemwood increnent,volume and drain. Howeer, for carbon enission and
removal inventoly puiposes, he wholetreebiomass as Wl as soil carbon, and in particular, charges in hese
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pools are of interest. Present forest inventory techniques do not take all carbon poolsinto account, the
methodol ogies on other pools are less developed and their accuracy is much more modest.

Forest inventory results and wood consumption statistics allow the conversion of stemwood volume,
increment and drain into carbon amounts. Species-specific conversion factors to dry matter, total tree
biomass and carbon can be applied. Dry weight densities, expansion factors and carbon contents vary
within species, between regions and between age classes. Applied values are averages but should be
more precise then the default values provided in the inventory guidelines. In Finland, approximately
58% of the carbon in tree biomass are in stemwood, 23% in roots, 14% in branches and 5% in foliage.
These proportions vary, however, between tree species, and at different phases of stand development.
Error in the total tree biomassestimate & currently +10%.

5. Possible changesin carbon stocks.

In treeslte arbon stok charges t&e place much faster tha in soils. A numberof studiesshow that
thetrend is hn both @ses axendirg - increaseof tree resources increases the carbon stock in biomass
and, hrough growing forest litterirg in soils as well. Tie forest cabon sto&s inFinland are exected
to increase durig the 20082012 ty 0.8- 2.7 TgC/a aspresentedri the table Il

6. Uncertainties.

See he refrences ard text above.



Tablelll - Preliminary data and information provided by Finland on Article 3.4 activities, related net GHG emissions, involved areas, and pr o] ected
carbon stock changes (additional activitiesunder Article 3.4).

Article 3.4 Accounting | & COy 1 | CHa, N2O, | a COxsn | CHau \PIOT ap ACop CO,C | CHy N2O, & Methods Data sources| Other

Country framework (mill. | (mill.t | (t CO, (tCO, (ha) (mill. t | (tCO, (tCO, (mill. (GgQC)|p (tCO, (tCOo, and data information

specific data ha) CO,)* | equiv.)*§ equiv.)*§ CO)* equiv.)*§ equiv.)*§ ha) (mill. | equiv.)*§ equiv.)*§ approaches | quality, and | relevant to
tCOy) uncertainties | decision-

(e.g. ranges) | making

Forest See See

management see see see see see see explanatory explanatory

(including Land based 23°%0 | 154,9 | explanatory explanatory| 23,0 198,2 | explanatory explanatory| 23,0 |11006 | 40° explanatory  explanatory text for text for

forest text point 4. text point 4. text point 4. text point 4. text point 4.  text point 4. table 3 table 3

conservation) below below

* These columns would contain the sum over the years concerned of net annual emissions by sources and removals by sinks for the Article 3.4 activities proposed. A positive
sign indicates either removal s by sinks or an increase in carbon stocks.

a, Area (ha) in 1995 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.
CO;,, Net CO, emissions (mill. t CO, ) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990
t01995.
CH,, CHjemissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to 1995.
N,O,, N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to 1995.
a, Area (ha) in 1999 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990. .
CO,,  Net CO, emissions (mill. t CO, ) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, &
accumulated from 1990 to 1998. !
CH,;,  CHjemissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990
to 1998.
N.O,;  N>O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to 1998.
ap Projected area (ha) in 2012 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.
ACcp Projected carbon stock changes (t C) over the first commitment period related to the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.
CO,cp Projected net CO, emissions related contribution (mill. t CO, ) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the
Party.
CH,cp Projected CH, emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the
Party.
N,O,cp Projected N,O emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the
Party.
® Changein forest areais not considered in this assessment, but changesin carbon stocks are included in gross figures.
® Changein forest areais not considered in this assessment, but changes in carbon stocks are included in gross figures.
" Changein forest areais not considered in this assessment, but changesin carbon stocks are included in gross figures.
z Different estimates vary between 4 000 - 13 500 Gg C during 2008 - 2012

Different estimates vary between 15 - 50 mill. t. CO, during 2008 - 2012
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Methods and approaches

Specify:

a) Whether the definition of activity isconsidered broad or narrow (cf. Section 4.3.2. page 195
of the IPCC Special Report).

Forest management is considered as a broad activity, and it includes forest conservation.

b) How the estimates wer e computed.

See below (point 3(a).

c¢) Other.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (tablelll)
1. Activities and accounting:
a) Definitions and descriptions of all activities proposed.

In Finland all forest land is under management for wood production, for conservation or for other
purposes.

b) Scope of activities and how they fit into broader managed land categories.

Forest management as understood as an aggregate result of different individual management
operations and practices.

¢) Accounting approaches.

Forest inventories and information systems provide data on stemwood increment, harvesting and
drain. For assessing the carbon balance, annual carbon sequestration estimates of woody biomass are
based on increment figures of the Finnish national Forest Inventory. Annual carbon release estimates
are derived from harvesting statistics, estimated cutting waste and natural mortality.

d) Proposalsfor key accounting features, e. g. assumptions on baselines, basisfor the area
estimates cover ed by activity.

Future projections are based on the Finnish National Forestry Programme (approved by the
Government of Finland in 1999. The National Forest Programme also aims at increasing use of wood
for renewable source of energy by 2010.

2. Carbon pooalsincluded (e. g. above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below- ground
biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials).

Present forest inventory techniques and the Finnish national reporting to the UNFCCC doestake into
account only limited carbon pools into account. The methodsto cover other pools, in particular soils
are less developed and their accuracy is much more modest. However, in this preliminary assessment
above ground woody biomass, and below ground woody carbon are included.
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3. Methodologies and data:
a) Data sources.

Datafor 1990-1998 is registered and according to the national submission of datato the UNFCCC.
Projections up to 2012 are according to the Finnish Nationa Forest Programme, calculated by the
Finnish forestry modelling and analysis program (MELA) of the Finnish Forest Research Institute.
Basic datais collected and and analysed by the National Forest Inventory.

b) Sampling techniques.

See above. The Finnish National Forest Inventory is based on inventories on systematical sampling
areas. Thefirgt inventory was made 1921-1924 and the last ongoing the 9th inventory started in 1996.
The specific technical inventory illustration can be found e.g. on the website of Finnish Forest
Research Institute, http://www.metlafi/tutkimus/vmi/nfi.htm.

¢) Modelsand key parameters.
See above.
d) Uncertainties.

See above. The Finnish National Forest Inventory data consists e.g. in the 8th inventory 70 000
sampling areas with amount of 500 000 trees - the relative standard error of stand volumeis from 2 to
4 per cent.

4, Treatment of non CO, gr eenhouse gases.
Non- CO, greenhouse gases are not include in the assessment.

However some estimates are available. For example, the publication 'The Role of Peat in Finnish
Greenhouse gas Balances.” (Crill et a. 2000) deals with hon-CO, gases. Areas and annual soil
greenhouse gas exchange (g/m?a) of undisturbed (non-managed) and drained peatlands for forestry
purposes (managed) in Finland are available and summarised in the table below. Vaues are estimated
for the year 2000. Positive values indicate gas flux from peat to atmosphere, negative values from
atmosphere to pesat. Official statistics show that most of the forest drainage has been done in 1960's to
early 1980's. At present, in practice only ditch cleaning and supplementary ditching take place.

Peatland type (1oooALea? CO,| CH.(GWPY) N,O (GWP)
undrained 3995/ -753  1351(284)]  0,005(0,1)
drained for forestry 5720 -164.4 1,62(34)| 0124 (2,6)

Data on non-CO, gases in mineral soils are not available.

5. Methods andkey assumptionsin projectionsfor the first commitment period (2008— 2012)
and disaussion if possble, of trends beyord the first commitment period.

See above.

19 GWP = Global Warming Potential. GWP(CH,) = 21, GWP(N,0) = 310;
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FRANCE

Table 1 - Preliminary data and information provided by France on carbon stock changes and areas related to Article 3.3 activities

Article 3.3 | Définitions| Accounting Type al VarCl a2 VarC2 acp VarCcp
Framework (ha) kiC (ha) ktC (ha) kiC

Afforestation / {IPCC Activity based |artificial 51,078 334 85,130 841 195,799 2,510

Refforestation natural 453,576 2,767 755,960 7,254 1,738,708 15,373

Afforestation [FAO Activity based |artificial 51,078 334 85,130 841 195,799 2,510

FAO Activity based |natural 453,576 2,767 755,960 7,254 1,738,708 15,373

Reforestation |FAO Activity based | artificial 244,938 230 408,230 928 938,929 8,300

FAO Activity based |natural 185,286 0 308,810 599 710,263 3,864

Deforestation |IPCC/FAQO | Activity based 91,494 5,124 152,490 9,066 350,727 5,625

Total ARD IPCC AR artificial only 4,790 8,225 3,115

AR total 2,023 972 12,258

FAO AR artificial only 4,560 7,298 5,185

AR total | 1,703 556 24,423

area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 (i.e., over a 6-year period)
carbon stock change (ktC) since 1990 up to 1995 on land afforested, reforested, and deforested
area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 (i.e., over a 10-year period)
carbon stock change (ktC) since 1990 up to 1999 on land afforested, reforested, and deforested
projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012 (i.e., over a 23-year period)
projected carbon stock change (ktC) over the first commitment period (2008 - 2012) on land afforested, reforested, and deforested
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Table 2 - Preliminary data and information provided by France

on carbon stocks and area estimates (First sentence of Article 3.4)

Land system

Area (1000 ha)

Carbon stocks in 1990 (ktC)

Forest lands
Agriculture lands
Rangelands/grasslands
W etland/tundra

Other

Total (as listed above)

18,283
16,473
13,701
1,791
4,672
54,919

2,207,038
784,966
822,036

60,893
77,399
3,952,332
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Table 3 - Preliminary data and information provided by France on Article 3.4 additional activity,

related net GHG emissions, involved areas, and projected carbon stock changes (rest of Article 3.4)

Article 3.4 Accounting al C02,1 a2 C02,2 acp C02cp
framework (1000 ha) (kt) (1000 ha) (kt) (1000 ha) (kt)

Reference [Land based 13,948.1 167,421.6 13,948.1 279,036.1 13,948.1 139,518.0
Activity 1 Land based 1,610.1 3,900.9 1,610.1 6,501.6 1,610.1 3,250.8
Activity 2 Land based 1,983.7 18,351.6 1,983.7 30,586.0 1,983.7 15,293.0
Activity 3 Land based 2,496.5 34,793.4 2,496.5 57,989.1 2,496.5 28,994.5
Activity 4 Activity based 110.4 513.0 184.0 855.0 423.2 1,966.0
Activity 5 scenario A: economic growth = +1% 13,000.0

scenario A: economic growth = +3% 32,000.0

Reference = contribution of French forests
Activity 1 = forest management in state forests
Activity 2 = forest management in other public forests
Activity 3 = forest management in private forests
Activity 4 = conversion of mixed coppice/high forest stands into high forests
Activity 5 = enhancement of carbon sink in wood products in France (except for paper and paper board)
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al = area (ha) at 1995 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990
CO2,1 = net CO2 emissions (ktCO2) by sources and removals by sinks related to the activity, accumulated from 1990 to 1995
a2 = area (ha) at 1999 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990
C02,2 = net CO2 emissions (ktCO2) by sources and removals by sinks related to the activity, accumulated from 1990 to 1999
acp = area (ha) at 2012 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990
CO2,cp = projected net CO2 emissions (ktCO2) related contribution of the activity to the first commitment period assigned amount
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FRANCE
LANDUSE, LANDUSE CHANGE AND FORESTRY

Country Specific Data

Explanatory Text
Tablel —Article 3.3
1. Ddinitions

Forest. According to the definitions of the French National Forest Inventory, forests are
formations of trees and shrubs, included in an established list of forest species, with a crown cover of
more than 10% of the land and an area of more than 0.05 ha; the canopy of such formations must be
wider than 15 m. Y oung stands with at least 500 seedlings/ ha (or 300 seedlings/ ha for widely
spaced artificial plantations) are also included under forests.

Afforestation, Reforestation and Deforestation. Afforestation is alanduse change from
nortfored to forest it can ke either “natural” (i.e., by naura seeding of land wherepreviousnon-
forest usehasbeendiscontinued) or “artificid” (i.e., by planting or sexding). Reforestationis
estblishmentof forest on lands that had them before; it can be either “natural regereration” (i.e., by
naural seding from trees either left on the land for that purposeor from trees on reighboring land) or
“artifi cial regenestion” (i.e., by planting or seding). Deforettationisa landse change from forest to
nonforest.

2. Methods and Data

Most d the data releant to foressin France are praded by theNational Foresinventory
which was estalishedprogressvely betveen P60 and 1970 Themain purpose ofiFN is  provide
informationon land e ard cover and o forest esouices ard their ecologica conditions 1o a wide
range of public and privateusers: central and local Goverrments for the neals of national or local
landuse forest aml ervironment policies; the woodprocessing industry to guide their supply strategy;
public and private forest owners fothe management of heir resaurces; and thescientific community
for which IFN is e main sarceof nation-wide and olgdive information o forests.

Forest inventories are @signed and carried out on a 10year rotatio at the level of the
“départenent”; France has ajut 100 “départenents”, each ceering abait 550000 hain average
including 150,000 h of forests. Starting with aerid photograpts (scale:1/17,000  1/20,0@®),
inventoly activities include idetifying landusecategories measurig aress covered by eachcategory,
identifying andmappirg (sae: 1/25,00) the main forest types @ the “départenent”. Further
sanpling includes (i) sureying, on thephotographs, 15000 to 20000 “points” cavering the wtole
“départanent”; and (ii) carying out fieldmeasurenens on a sanple d abait 1,20 “points” — ane for
abou 130 ha of forests - under agtratific ation scheme based wthe emlogical region (309 for the
whole countty), ownership (public andprivate), and forest types.

Standarddata andnaps areroduced for ead “département”, including areas angolumes
(stock and ncrement) according to mary different criteria (e.9., forest types, pecies composition,
stard structure). Themain trerds of the evolution of forest cover and resairces can also be
docunented since, gending on the “départment”, invenrieshave now bea carried at 2to 4
times. “Départament” level data are aggregated athe national level; dgoendirg on wheher they
relate to aeril photographs a field measurenents the average reference dete at the natiordl level is
1990 or 1992, for tle last invenbry, and 1979 or 1981 for the ivenbory before the Iat.
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Thanks to its computerized data bases (measurements of stands and trees, geographical and ecological
data) and information systems, the National Forest Inventory is aso able to provide detailed
information to meet the particular needs of the usersin terms of location, area, and type of forest
resources. In addition, the National Forest Inventory has recently taken aleading role in quantifying
the indicators of sustainable management of the forests of France, according to the 6 criteria adopted
at the Ministerial Conferences for the Protection of Forestsin Europe (Helsinki and Lisbon).

3. Carbon Pools | ncluded

Carbon pools taken into account under Table 1 include above-ground biomass, bel ow-ground
biomass and soil carbon.

4. Carbon Accounting

Changesin Forest Carbon. Changesin forest biomass are estimated on the basis of stand
volume data measured by the National Forest Inventory and further converted into total above-ground
and lelow-ground bianass thaks to FAO cefficients (s& “Lesressaurces forestiéres celarégion de
la CEE /Europe, URSS et Mérique di Nord—1986), ard then nto correponding carba amounts
using a rae of 0.5 ton of carbonper ton of wood, Theassunptions made rgarding biomass clanges
are the followiny:

. Deforestatio: immediate bssof the total biomass;
Afforestation and reforestation: estimates of biomass lild-up arebased onspecifi c Volume / age
relationsips developed separately for coniferous (with diff erent formulas for artificial and netural
stards) andbroadleaved speies. Therespective dareof conifers and braalleavesare derived
from assesments ly theNatioral Forest Inventoly. Accordirg to the FAO actvity based
scerario, losss in biomass resdlting from hawvestirg are not taken into account.

Changesin Soil Carbon. Charges in carbo soil are estnated uider afforestation and
deforestation only (i.e.,only under alandusecharge situation) on the lasis ofmodels dgeloped
reaently (seeJ. Balesdent et D.Arrouays / Collogie AGRGES — My 1999) on lhe following
assumptions:

Deforestatio: the “destiretion” of deforested land is agriculture land (48%), grazing land (12%),
“artifi cidlized’ land (34%), ard water & wetlands (6%);

Afforestation: the “origin” of afforesta land is agriculture land (20%), grazing land (30%) and
heahland (50%).

5. Treatment of non-CO,

Not trested.

6. Projections

The evolution of areas frm 1990 t01995 and 1999 ard the projectiorsto 2012 are based on
theassunptions tha the anrual ratesof aff orestation, reforestation ard deforestationmeasured Y the
National Forest Inventoly for theperiod 1981 — 1990 remain stable These ratesare the following:

. ‘“natural” afforestation: 75,596 @/ year
“artificial” afforestatian: 8,513 la/ year
“natural regenegtion”: 30,881 la/ year
“artifi cial regenesgtion”: 40,823 la/ year
deforestation: 15,249 la/ year.
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Table 2 —Article 3.4 (First Sentence)
1. Land Categories

Land categories shown under Table 2 are those in use under the annual landuse survey carried
out in France (TERUTI) by the Ministry in charge of agriculture. They have the following meaning:
Forest lands: forests and other woodlands, in accordance with FAO definitions, including forests,
woodlands, poplar plantations, scattered trees, hedges and heathland;

Agriculture lands: cultivated land, fallow land, orchards and vineyards, family gardens;
Rangelands/grasslands: agriculture land under herbaceous cover;

Wetland/tundra: water and wetlands;

Other: larerock areas“artificiali zed” land,urbanized land, and “off limit” areas.

2. Carbon Accounting
Soil carbon esthates are basen the see sourcesnodels and assoptions & those
presented in para.uhder Tdle 1. Carbon stods inbiomass has been astted br forest ,
woodlards ard poplar plantationsonly, based onmeasurenents ly the Netional Forest Inventoyy.
Table 3 — Additional Activities under Articl e 3.4
1. Activities
Activities proposed under Article 3.4 include:
Forest management in State forests which had an approved management plan in 1990;
Forest management in other public forests which had an approved management plan in 1990;
Forest management in private forests which had an approved management plan in 1990;
Conversion of mixed coppice/high forest stands into high forests;
Enhancement of carbon sink in wood products in France.
2. Methods and ata
See para. 2 under Table 1.

3. Carbon Pools Included

Carbon pools taken into account under Table 3 include above-ground biomass, bel ow-ground
biomass, and harvested materials.

4. Treatment of non-CO,

Not treated.

5. Projections

Data regarding activities 1 to 4 in Table 3 are based on the assumption that the annual
stoking of cabon measurd by the Natbnal Forestnventoly during the 181 — 192 perial will

remain stable. Data garding activity 5 ae proposel under 2different ecmomic growth scenads
(A: +1%; andB: +3%).



GERMANY

Table | Preliminary data and information provided by Germany on carbon stock changes and areas related to article 3.3 activities

. e . Data sources, data Cther informeation
A”'de%?;;“ysm‘"f‘c Definitions ?fcw”t'”lg ata) [A GO | ata|a GO | aptd |A GO '\fsphr‘;";ha;f quality, and uncertainty | relevant to decision-
amenor (e.g. ranges) meking
Alfforestation IPCC Activitybesed | 47008 214000 727500 599999 157,250 1,082,000|see explanatory text
Reforestation Land based
Afforestation FAO Activitybased | 47003 214000 72750 59999 157,250 1,082,000|see explanatory text
Land based
Reforestation FAO Activitybased | o5poon|  1,323,000{ 420000 3456000 966,000 6,615,000{only artificiel regeneration by planting and seeding
Land based | | 257 000 -33,912,000 420,000 -55,269,000]  966,000| -22,748,000] has been included; aress as reported in TBFRA2000
Landbased Il | 252,000 -1,144,000[ 420,000 -3,004,000 966,000 -5,012,000(for 1987 to 1996, assurming thet this rateis maintained.
Reforestation FAOII Activitybased | sp0000]  2,205,000{ 700000] 5,775,000 1,610,000 11,025,000 both artificiel and natural regeneration have been
Land based | | 420,000 56,520,000 700,000 -92,100,000| 1,610,000| -37,913,000lincluded; areas as reported in TBARA2000 for 1987 to
Landbased Il | 420000 -1,906,000] 700,000 4,991,000 1,610,000 -8,354,000/1996, assumming that this rate will be meintained.
Afforestation Oher Activity based
Reforestation Land based
Deforestation IPOCIFAO Activitybased | 14810 15580000 25325 26600000 60425 -1,418,000/above- and below-ground biomess included
Land based
IPOCFAO Activitybased | 14840 -2179000 25325 -3811,0000 60425 -2,144,000above- and below-ground biomess +soil-Cincluded
incl. Soil Carbon Land based
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a,: Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year.

AC,: Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in a, on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

a,: Area(ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 or an earlier specific year.

A C,: Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in a, on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

as,:  Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.

A Cep: Projected carbon stock change (t C) over the first commitment period on land afforested, reforested, and deforested
since 1990 up to 2012,

Methods and approaches

Specify:

a) Forest definition used,;

b) Definitions for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation used;
¢) Applied accounting approaches;

d) Included carbon pools;

e) Other.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table I)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant to the approach taken
in their submission and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Definitions and accounting:
a) Forest,
b) Afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation,
¢) Accounting approaches.
2.Carbon poals included (e.g. above-ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials);
3.Stratification (e.g. biomes and regions);
4.Methodologies and data:
a) Data sources,
b) Sampling techniques,
¢) Models and key parameters,
d) Uncertainties.
5.Treatment of non-CO, greenhouse gases.
6.Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008—2012) and discussion, if possible,
of trends beyond the first commitment period.
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Table Il - Preliminary data and information provided by Germany on carbon stocks and area estimates
(First sentence of Article 3.4)

Land system Area (ha) Carf;gnos(';occ)k It
Forest lands 10,740,000 2,290,000,000
Cin wood products not applicable 340,000,000
Agriculture lands 14,292,000 1,200,000,000
Rangelands/grasslands 5,251,000 622,000,000
Wetland/tundra not applicable
Buildings 2,066,000 130,000,000
Recreational lands 231,000 29,100,000
Transportation 1,633,000 68,600,000
Water Covered 780,000
Other 1,012,000 85,000,000
Total (as listed above) 36,005,000 I 4,764,700,000

A

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table II)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant
to the approach taken in their submission and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Description of land categories, including any land categories not covered.
2.Carbon pools - distinctions and assumptions.

3.Data sources.

4.Methods.

5.Possible changes in carbon stocks.

6.Uncertainties.




Tablelll - Prdliminary data and informetion provided by Germany on Article 34 activities, rdated net GHG erissions, involved aress,
and projected carbon stock changes (additiona activities under Article 3.4)

Aticle34 .
(@ O, (t 1 €GO NO,  (t QO
n[ry ACCOUntIng a mz,l(tmz)*o_hl_( ? I\E |.( a§)2 aI(ha) mz, | (tmz)* O_Ll ”_( 5 l\k ||( 5 %(h&) qu (tq (I)Z!q)(t(I)Z)*
- framework " equiv.)*® | equiv)r equiv.” | equiv.y*
specific data
Forest Land based 10,740,000 168,596,900 n.e. ne 107400000 335,748265 ne. ne 10,740,0000 43000000 155,000,000

management | Activity based
Activity 2 | Land based
Activity based

Activity 3 | Land based
Activity based
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Data sources, data . .
' Other information

CHy, ¢p (t COz | N2O, ¢, (t CO; | Methods and quality, and .
_ 5 _ 5 L relevant to decision-
equiv.)* equiv.)* approaches uncertainties (e.g. S
ranges) 9
n.e. n.e. see explanatory text

* These colunms would contain the sumaver the years concermed of net annual enrissions by sources and removals by sinks for the Artide 3.4 activities proposed.
A negative sign indicates either ermissions by sources or a decrease in carbon stocks. A positive sign indicates either removals by sinks or an increase in carbon stocks.
To convert a carbon amount to GO, multiply it by 3.67.
§CH4and N,O enissions are converted to GO, equivalent emissions by using the global warning patential (GWP) values of 21 for CH, and 310 for N,O (Source: Second Assessiment Report of the IPCC, 1995)
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a:
CO,, :
CHy, :
N,O, ,:
a:
CO,, i:
CHy, yi:
N>O, y:
acp :
ACqp:
COy p:
CHy, ¢p:

N;O, ¢p:

Area (ha) in 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.

CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.
N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.
Area (ha) in 1999 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity,accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.

CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in &,,.

N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in g,

Projected area (ha) in 2012 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

Projected carbon stock changes (t C) over the first commitment period related to the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

Projected net CO, emissions related contribution (t CO,) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.
Projected CH, emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigne amount of the Party.

Projected N,O emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table III)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant to the approach taken in
their submissions and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1. Activiti

a) Definitions and descriptions of all activities proposed,

b) Scope of activities and how they fit into broader managed land categories,

¢) Accounting approaches,

d) Proposals for key accounting features, e.g. assumptions on baselines, basis for the area estimates covered by activity.
2.Carbon pools included (e.g. above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials).
3.Methodologies and data:

a) Data sources,

b) Sampling techniques,

¢) Models and key parameters,

d) Uncertainties.

4. Treatment of non CO, greenhouse gases.
5.Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008—2012) and discussion, if possible, of trends
beyond the first commitment period.

es and accounting:
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EXPLANATORY TEXT (TABLE I)

Preliminary remark

Country specific data are given for different definitions and accounting frameworks for
information only. This should not be interpreted as if Germany was advocating for any of the
definitional and accounting scenarios for which data are presented in this table.

General information concerning all rows of the table

Forest definition used throughout this table:

Forest
Legal definition:

A Forest in the meaning of the Federal Forest Act (Article 2) is"any area of land stocked with forest
plants. Forest also includes:. clear-cut or thinned areas of land, forest roads, forest marking-off-and
safety strips, gaps in the forest cover as well as clearings, forest meadows, game feeding points, timber
yards and other areas connected with forests and ancillary to them. Smaller lots plated with individual
clusters of trees, lines of trees or hedges or serving as forest nurseries and being situated on farmland
or within built-up areas are not forests in the meaning of the Federal Forest Act".

For the purpose of the National Forest Inventory, thislegal definition has been operationalized as
follows:

“Forest for the purposes of theNatioral Forest Inventoly is, regardlessof the information in the
cadatral or similar records, ary besal area stocked with wood plants. Forgts include clear-felled or
cleared areasforest roads, foret meadowsgame pastue, timberyards,pipe routes located in the
forest, further recreation facilities conrected with the foest, overgrown hethens andmoors,
overgrown former meadows, alpie area and rough grazings as well as dwagine andgreen alder
areas. Heathensioors,meadows, alpine areasdarough grazings ae considered wergrown when
thenaturally ocaurring stoking has an aserege age of Syears ad at least 50% of the area is sto&ed.
Stodkedareas in thefield or in built-up ares lessthan1,000 sq.m., stripsof woody plants lessthan 10
m wide and Chrishas treeand ornamental brand cropsas wellas parks in residentid areasare not
forests according to the NFI.”

Refereme years:

Refereme yearsfor g, A C;and a, A Cy are 1995 and 199, respectiely; however 199 resuls are
partly ba®d onprojections, since nat all of our 16 fedesl states vere aleto present dita for theyears
19971999 ly 15 July 2000.

Badkground inbrmationon the estimate of caton sto& charges from ARD can be foud in the
anne to this exylanatory text onAfforestation, Reforestation and Deforestation and the annex
tables.

Explanatory text for theindividual lines of tablel:

AfforestationlPCC/FAO

1. Definitions ard acounting:

a) Forest: see ba above

b) Afforestation (and Reforestation urder the IPCGdefinition) is defined as establishment d forest
on nonforest land.
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¢) Theaaounting is“activity based in the serse thd aggregate afforestatiomreasas reported by
the laender (federal sétes) are the bais for calculations and estates Land basel datafrom
individual areasof land aff orested or reforestedsince 199 are rot available.

2. Carbonpools: aly abore-ground bionass hcluded
3. Stratification: none

4., 5., 6: Information on Methodlogies anddata,methods andey assmptions: see amex on
Afforestation, Reforestation and Defor estation

Reforestation FAO

1. Definitions ard acounting:

a) Forest: seebox above

b) Reforestation is defined, axding to the FAG-approach, as artificiaegeneratiorof land that was
previoudy forested (pat-hatvest and pst disturbarce regeneration) by plantirg or sealing.

c) Acoounting approabes aethose describedhithe[PCC Special Rept on Land-Use, LandUse
Charge and Foresy, table 3.1, paye 130131. (Howeer fored definition slightly different, as
reported abwe).

2. Carbonpools: aly abore-ground bianass hcluded
3. Stratification: none

4., 5., 6: Information on Methodlogies anddata,methods andey assmptions: see amex on
Afforestation, Refor estation and Defor estation.

Reforestation FAO I

The accounting approaches are the same as uder the FAOdefinition, with the aly differerce tat
natral regereration has been included, according to the “regeneration”-definition of TBFRA2000
which includes both, naturand artificial rgeneraton.

Informationon Methalologies aml data, norCO, gasesmethods ad key assunptions: see annex on
Afforestation, Reforestation and Defor estation.

Deforestation

1. Deforestatio is defined as the cowversionof forestto nonforest(= to arother landuse).

2. Two optionsare presented in the table, ane including above- and belowground bianass ony, the
secom including biomass ad il carbon (cenprising humus layer andminerd soil from 0-90
cm).

3. Stratific ation: none

Further information see anrex on Afforestation, Refor estation and Defor estation.

4. Trace gases from deforestation ae included n Annex tdle to the abwe-mentioned tet.

Afforestation, Reforestation and Defor estation

The data includel in the greenhouwse gas inventories 19901998 do ot yet include dsforestation and
afforestation.

Gemanys total foest area hes been increasing by about 0,5mio ha since the 60ies'. Deforestatian is
over-compensated pafforestatio (in area, ot necessarn} in biomass or cann stods, aswill be
shown lagr) anddeforestation rates arevery small as compared to he wotal forest area. Therefore,
they were corsidered insignificant and have rot been reportel in greenhouse gas irventories.

Afforestation and Refor estation

! Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Forestry



- 163 -

Information on the tree species used for affor estation is only available for those areas which have
been afforested under promotion schemes involving funding from the federal budget. This covers only
about 50% of the total afforestation area.

In afforestations funded with grants from the federal budget, mainly broadleaf trees were used.
Therefore it has been assumed that the yearly C-sequestration will be no morethan 2t C/ha*y.
Estimates for the yearly C-uptake of accumulated afforestation areas since 1990 have been cal cul ated
with an assumed uptake of 1t C/haand of 2t C/ha.

For Tablel an average of 1,5t C per haand year has been used, hence the expected range would be
+ 33 %.

For 19901996 he afforestation area reported by the laender were usal; these data may be
incompletesince nat all laender were &le to report afforestationareas in erly 90ies. fer the
subsguent years the afforestation rate has leenestimated, asuming tha it remains stable over time.

Forest extension through natual regeneratiorefter the ayricultura or pastoral use of the land hasbeen
stopped has ot been ncluded in ary of the scenarios under aff orestation. The amount d these areas

is aurroundel by great urrertainties andmight signifi cantly exceed thearea of active afforestation
through planting, seedig ard encairaging natural rgenerationln TBFRA 20 it hasbeen esthated
at 3M0 ha/p.y. during thedecale 19 to 1996.

"Reforestation“rates uder the FAO definitiomn scenai are drawn from TBFRA 20. Two sub-
scerarios have beenexamined, ore including only artificial regeneratiorand the other including both,
planting ard natuial regenestion. The C-upteke by regrowing vegetatian on rebrested area hasbeen
estmated at 15+£0,5t C per ha angear.

The area of "reforestation”, accumulated aer 20 years result in 1,4mio. haif natural regenegtion is
included This ismore than the 1,1mio. haof 0-20 year otl stand (first age class) wich canbe found
in forest inventries. Thisis due © natul regeneration wer long regeneration time frames: sone of
the regeneratd aread never enter the fird age class- when tte last treesof the old stard are being
hawvested, theggoung stand isalreagy more than 2@ears old.

For the FAO bBnd besedl and land based II-scenariosjata o the stocks which were presant on the
involved aeas just before harvestand regenestion (or at the bginning of the commitment period are
required.

While suchdata are important inputs for planning and cotrol at the manayement level unit, they are
not available in aggregate brm at the federd level; they might be aailable at laender-level, bu for
state forests aly which @unt for abait 34% of the total forest area.

There are however differentways to derive those data from other dita. Ore possibility isto derive

them from hawestdtatistics.In Gemary, hawvest stattics include loth, selective fellings rebted to

forest tending andharvestirg at the endof rotation period ("harvestirg" in the strict serse). An

estmate d the fraction of the totd fellings which isremoved in harvestirg at the end of the rotation

period ould be basean yield tables.

This gives a&curak data oly if

— the aje classes are e/en distrbuted (concept of "normal forest”) and

— if the wnderlying assunptions a thinning included in yield tables reflect the actual silvicultural
treatmentof the forest stands.

Neither of these coritions is lfille d in German forests: Young andmiddle-aged stand are slightly

over-represeted (due to reforestation ad afforestation after World War 11) and, while sarching for

costeffectivenes of forestoperations, hinning regimes arebeing applied whichare very different

from themodelson which the yield tables are based.
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Keeping these restrictions in mind, it has been assumed that about 50% of the yearly fellings occur in
harvest at the end of the rotation period.

Based oryearly fellings of abatt 40 mio. m2 under bdk, this mears that 20mio. m2 u.b. @ 26 mio m3
0.b. arefeled per year in harvest at the end of the rotation period.

An dternative estimate can be derived from the area regenerated per year and growing stock at
maturity. According to the results of the national forest inventory (1986-1990)° for the old laender,
thevolume p. lais between 38and 5@ m3 o.b. in the ge of hawvest; n the nav laender it was
between 30 and 40@.2

Multi plied with the annial regeneetion area of 70000 g, the yearly hawvestcan ke estimated at 21 to
35mio. m3 0.b. with a average of28 mio. m3 0.b.

For the cal culations under the FAO Land based | and |1 scenarios, an average value of 27 mio. m3 0.b.
has been used. It has been assumed that 1 m® of wood contains 0,5 t of dry material and expansion
factors have been used to cover the total biomass.

For the FAO-Land-based Il approach, an estimate of delayed decay of biomass (dash, woody debris)
after harvest is necessary. The assumption used for estimatesin table | isthat 40 % of the total above-
and below ground biomass is | ft to decay over 20 years post harvest; linear decay rates have been
assumed.

Estimates for land based | and land based |1 scenario have been made for both, total regeneration area
and the part of it which is artificially regenerated through planting and seeding.

For the latter estimate, only 60 % of the total harvest have to beincluded. This calculation based on
the fraction of the regeneration areawhich is artificially regenerated brings however additional
uncertainties into the estimate: the fractions of artificial and natural regeneration are not even-
distributed over all tree species. Artificial regeneration is mainly used for Norway spruce, scotch pine
and oak, while beech and other broadleaf trees are mainly regenerated by natural means.

Other accounting problems arise if the total regeneration area, including natural regeneration, is
included: if the regeneration time-frame islong (especialy for shadow-tolerant tree species, such as
beech and silver fir) and harvest takes place trough repeated selective fellings over 20 to 30 years or
more, the exact moment of "reforestation” isimpossible to establish and only part of the harvest will
take place during the commitment period. (In uneven-aged plenter-forests, it is not possible at all to
distinguish between tending, harvesting and regeneration, but those forests count for less than 1 % of
the German forest area).

In forest planning, the year of regeneration is conventionally fixed in the middle of the regeneration
time frame or only afraction of thetotal forest stand, corresponding to the fraction of the crown cover
whichisremoved, is considered to have been "regenerated" during the 10-year-timeframe which is
generally used for planning.

Deforestation

To estimate C-stock changes and other greenhouse gas emissions from "deforestation” in Germany, an
activity based approach of "deforestation” has been adopted, based on records from the laender of
areas which have been converted to anothe land usesince 1990.

Only aggregate yearly areas of deforestation are available at the federd level.
In early 1990ies, not all of the laender especially of the new ones, were able to report deforestation
areas. For this reason, data on deforestation and afforestation are incomplete for the beginning of the

2BML 1992
3BML 1994
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90ies. The areas of land subjected to deforestation have been estimated, assuming that the
deforestation rates were the same as in subsequent years.

Data on site conditions (especialy soil types), tree species and age or volume of deforested stands
partly are scattered over several hundreds of local management and administration units and are not
available at regional or federal level.

Therefore, estimates of the related C-stock changes were based on the average data on biomass and
soil carbon (See Annex table 1).

It was assumed that the carbon from the biomass is released in the year of felling.

Deforestation occurs in Germany mainly for the construction of roads, industrial plants, extraction of
mineral resources or gravel, housing etc. In these cases, above- and below-ground biomassis
completely removed from the site and there is nothing left to decay on the site. Hence delayed release
from decaying slash, stumps etc. has not been taken into account.

Furthermore, the following assumptions on the fate of wood from deforested areas have been made:
60% of the aboveground wood is used in products. Since this portion may already be included in
harvest statistics, the related C-loss would have to be subtracted from the harvest-related C-loss for
the calculation of C-stock-changesin forests, to avoid double counting. (Thiswas not yet donein our
GHG-Inventories, since we did not report on deforestation separately).

It has been assumed that 20 % is burned on site and the remaining 20 % are chopped up and the
chips used off site. Pending on the purpose they are used for, part of them might undergo decay over
several years. This applies aso to the below ground biomass, which is removed from the site and used
or left to decay off site.

For the estimate however, it has been assumed that all biomassis oxidised in the year of clearing. Itis
not clear from the reporting guidelines whether bel ow-ground biomass hasto be included or nat; in
our estimate, it isincluded.

For non CO, trace gases, the default emission ratios given in the reference manual of IPCC guidelines
for greenhouse gasinventories, asrevised in 1996, have been used. The fraction of C for the
calculation of CO, from on-site burning has been reduced by 7 % accordingly, to take into account
CH,4 and CO.

The preliminary results are shown in Annex table 3.

Soil Carbon

The upper soil horizon is often removed from deforested areas and the soil material used later for
recultivation.

It was assumed that half of the carbon contained in forest soilsisreleased over 20 years after
deforestation and that the soil carbon stock then remains constant on the new level reached.

A non-linear decrease of soil carbon after deforestation was assumed.

Literature
BML (1992): Bundeswalinvenur 1986-199Q Inventurberitit fur das Burlesggebietnachdem
Gebietsstathbis zum 03.10.1990 @ischlieRlich Berlin (West). BML, Bonn.

BML (1994): Dea Wald in dan neuan Bundesléandern (Eineuswertury vorhandener Datenad dem
Muste der Bundeswatinvenur). BML, Bonn.

FederaMinistry of Food, Agriculture and Forestry: Forest Rport by the Federal Gaerrment
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EXPLANATORY TEXT (tablell)
A. Forest lands

1. Description of a Forest:

Forest
Legal definition:

A Forest in the meaning of the Federal Forest Act (Article 2) is"any area of land stocked with forest
plants. Forest aso includes: clear-cut or thinned areas of land, forest roads, forest marking-off-and
safety strips, gaps in the forest cover as well as clearings, forest meadows, game feeding points, timber
yards and other areas connected with forests and ancillary to them. Smaller lots plated with individual
clusters of trees, lines of trees or hedges or serving as forest nurseries and being situated on farmland
or within built-up areas are not forests in the meaning of the Federal Forest Act".

For the purpose of the National Forest Inventory, thislegal definition has been operationalized as
follows:

“Forest for the pumposes of theNatioral Forest Inventoly is, regardlessof the information in the
cadatral or similar records, ary basal area stocked with wood plants. Forgs includeclearfelled or
cleared areasforest roads, foret meadowsgame pastue, timberyards,pipe routes located in the
forest, further recreation facilities conrected with the foest, overgrown hethens andmoors,
overgrown former meadows, alpie area and rough grazings as well as dwagine andgreen alder
areas. Heathensioors,meadows, alpine areasdarough grazings ae considered wergrown when
the naturally ocaurring stoking has an arerege age of Syears andt least 50% of the area is stoked.
Stodkedareas in thefield or in built-up ares lessthan1,000 sq.m., stripsof woody plants lessthan 10
m wide and Chrishas treeand ornamenial brand cropsas wellas parks in residentid areasare not
forests according to the NFI.”

2. Carbon paools
The pwlsincluded are show in the following table:

Carbon Stock per hain Germany’s For ests (1990)

m3/ha exp.fact tdm./m3 |tdm./ha t C/ha
Growing stock 270

Woody biomass 1,45 0,5 195,75 97,9

above-ground 1,20 0,5 162,00 81,0

bel ow-ground 0,25 0,5 33,75 16,9
Leaves+needles 11,00 55
Dead wood 6 0,5 3,00 15
Forest flor vegetation 1,00 0,5
Soil Carbm (0-90am, including humus layer) 108,6

humus layer 20,7

0-30cm 65,2

30-90 cm 22,7
Total 276 214,0

Gemary’s tota forest area is10,7 mio. ha. If multiplied with the Gstod per tareported in the tble,
the totd catbon stock of Forestsin Germary can be gtimated at approximately 2,29 * 10°t C.
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Carbon stocks in wood products (including buildings and paper) have been estimated at 340 mio. t C.!
3. Data sources

Up to October 1990, Germany'’s territory included two States, the Federal Republic of Germany in the
West and South and the former German Democratic Republic in the East. Today, the Federal
Republic of Germany comprises 16 federal states ("laender"), deven of which in the western and
southern part (referred to as"old laender™) and five of them which were formed on the territory of the
former GDR and acceeded to the FRG in 1990 ("new laender™).

Hence it was necessary to draw data from two databases established by different methods.

Datafor the old laender are drawn from the national forest inventory which took place from 1986 to
1990 by systematic sampling on a 4*4 km-grid®. The data of the new laender are drawn from the new
laerders Forest Database which was dbtained by up-scaling statistical data from individual
manajement unis andmay contain asampling erra the anplitude of which is unknown. Therefre it
is not possibke to give cafidenc intervals fa thenatiorel totals of fores area ad growing stock.
For the old laender, which includeabout 72% of Germanys totd forest areaand alout 79 % of its
growing stod, the standard error for theareawas+1,1 %and for the growing stock it was+ 0,8%.

The data o soil carton are basedn the forest soil iventory which took plage from 1987 to 199 on
a 8*8km-grid. A study on the carbo conter has been condcted, basedn those data alogpwith
additiond information onsite conditions?

4. Methods

For the clculation of the C-contentof the growing stock, default data for wood density and @rbon
conent from thelPCCguidelines for greenhous gas irvenbriesrevised in 1996 hae beenused.It
was Ht that those default data weke appropriate for a preliminary over-all estimate, hut they would
not ke sufficiert for the monitoring of charges in @rbon stocks.

Wooddersity variesin a wide rarge, rot only betweendifferent treespecies but also between
different stand of the sane speies perding on silicultura treatment am site conditions sud as
vegetationperiod length or the availability of water and nutrients, ad within the sane stand.
Differences occurven within the sane tree:lt has been shn, eg. thatthe densiy of root wood is
lower than te density of stemwood, while the densitof crown wodal is higher; thee are een
differences in woodensiy betwe® the ypper ard the rear sidef the sane branct.

A beg estimateof wood density for individua tree species an begiven, ased m statstical sampling
and agreat numberof measurenents Suchvaluescan teendrawn fram the literature.

However, most of he extended studies on ptysical properties of the woodof central European tree
specis have bea condicted ty themiddle o the 20th catury®. Thinning regimes hae been altered
since then,especialy with the aim to redice the costs of brest terding, and plantatios are
estblished today with significantly less plants phectae than 50or 100years ago.

Both, alteredhinning regimes and reduced mbersof plants in plantationsalong with longer
vegetationperiods due to climate charge ard forest fertilisation ky air-born nutriem depositions can
be expected to mfluence the growth of trees, reslting in generdin broader year rings. Ths will aso
alter wand density. The reaction of wood dersity to alteredyear rirg width is not uniform: in conifers,
wood demity is reducel asyear rings get broader;for ring-pored hardwood (suclsaak and ah), it is
the contrary.

! Frithwald, Wegener, Kiiger,Beudert (1994)

2 For sane regions, a Ikx1km-grid wasused
®BML 1992

* Baritz 1999

®> BOSSHARD , Hans Heinrich (1982)

® KOLLMANN (1951); KNIGGE UND SCHULZ (1966)
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These uncertainties on wood density bring considerable uncertainties into any estimate of carbon
stocks in forests. Additional work would be necessary to quantify these uncertainties.

Compared to the uncertainties surrounding wood density, the variability of the carbon content of
biomass expressed as a percentage of dry materia isinsignificant, and 50% is seen as an appropriate
default value over all vegetation compartments, including herbaceous and shrubby plants on the forest
floor.

The expansion factor of 1.45 for the transformation of growing stock (above ground woody biomass
including all wood with more than 7 cm in diameter) into total woody biomass has been drawn from
BURSCHEL (1993).

For the estimate of |eaf and needle biomass it has been estimated, that broadleaf stands have 3t of
|eafs while coniferous stands have about 15t of needles per ha. Thisis consistent with the findings of
forest ecosystem research, e.g. in the Solling mountain’. In 1990, there were 66% of coniferous and
34% of broadleaf treesin Germany’s forests; if weighted with these proportions of areas, the average
biomass of |eafs and needles can be estimated at 11 t dry mat. p. ha.

Dead wood: rough estimate, since dead wood was not estimated during the National Forest Inventory.

The estimation of soil carbon is described in BARITZ (1999). For our calculation, the national
averages have been used. Soil Carbon includes litter/humus layer and mineral soil from0to 90 cmin
depth.

5. Possible changesin carbon stocks

In managed productive forests, the carbon stock in above-ground growing stock isincreasing by 8to 9
mio. t of carbon every year (seetablelll).

6. Uncertainties

Information on uncertainties, as far as available, has been included in para 3 and 4 on data sources and
methods.
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B. Agriculture and Other Lands
1. Land Typs

Agriculture lands

There are two terms commonly used in German agrostatistics to describe agriculture lands
“Landwirtschaftlich genutzte Flache” LN and “Landwirtschaftsfliche” LF. While LF describes the
total area devoted to agriculture, LN decribes only that part of LN which is actually used and set aside
land, private parks, lawns and decorational gardens are excluded.

LN is reported here and covers all area used for agriculture, horticulture and viticulture. In German
agrostatistics the subclasses grassland and grassland to graze animals are usually report within LN. we
excluded it here, as it seems reasonable to report it in under the next category.

Rangelands/ grasslands

This term is not to be found in German agrostatistics, however the subclasses grassland and grassland
to graze animals fit into this category. Thus, we excluded it from the total LN (19,543,000 ha) to be
found in the official agrostatistics and reported them (5,251,000 ha) separately.

Wetland/ tundra
This type of land is absent in Germany.

Buildings and surroundings

This term describes areas covered by buildings as well as the surrounding free areas which have a
functional association to the use of the buildings, such as playgrounds home gardens, yards and
others.

Recreational land
All types of sport grounds, or areas devoted to present animals (zoological gardens) or plants (botany
gardens).

Transportation and traffic area
Areas devoted for transportations by road-, rail-. air- or water traffics.

Water covered
Inland areas covered permanently or non permanently by water, regardless of natural or manmade
origin, including river banks towing paths and similar.

Other
All uses not attributable to above mentioned categories.

2. Carbon pools - distinctions and assumptions.
For all other categories except forest land only the pool of organic carbon, present in the top 0.3 m of
soil has been considered to be a carbon pool that may undergo changes due to human activities. As no
better data, covering Germany in total, are available to couple the land use with the soil type on which
the land use occurs, rough assumptions had to be made to calculate the carbon stocks.
i. amean soil density of 1.4 kg/l has been assumed for all soil use categories reported, resulting in
a mean soil mass of 4.2 * 10° kg per ha,
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ii. different assumptions have, however, been made about the organic soil carbon content in soils
under different use. The following organic C contents were assumed (agriculture land 2%,
grassland 3%, buildings and surroundings 1.5 %, recreational land 3%, transportation and traffic
1 %, other 2%.

3. Data sources. :

As stated earlier, up to October 1990, Germany's territory included two States, the Federal Republic
of Germany in the West and South and the former German Democratic Republic in the East. Agro-
statistics and area statistics are thus not available in a concluding manner to serve as a reliable
database for the base year 1990. Statistical data for the year 1993 were used whenever no data were
available for Germany as a whole for 1990. Error introduced by this practice will be small due to the
fact, that severe changes in landuse have not taken place in Germany. The official statistics
compendium “ Statistisches Jahrbuch iiber Erndhrung Landwirtschaft und Forsten 1999” has been
used as a data source to evaluate the areas reported in table II .

Reasonable data sources for organic carbon contents applicable to the above land use categories are
lacking. Even the approach to draw from textbook knowledge Schachtschabel et al. (1998) on this
topic is more than questionable but was the only.

4. Methods.
Due to the poor data sources available the method of calculation for the above figures is a simple
multiplication of reported land area, assumed soil density and assumed organic C content.

5. Possible changes in carbon stocks.

Only in agriculture lands and grasslands significant changes in carbon stocks are likely to be
achievable by human interaction. The degree of changes achievable is however hardly to estimate. As
an upper limit we assume that by modifing agricultural practices a 10% positive change in the carbon
stocks can be achieved. This carbon sink effect will however be limited for a period of a about 50-
100 years, as than soil carbon dynamics will have equilibrated to the new regime.

6. Uncertainties.

No instrument currently exists to verify the carbon stocks or carbon stock changes in soils on a regular
and area covering base. Thus uncertainties are very high and remain to be so until instruments to
scope with the problem become developed. Geographic information systems (GIS) and modified soil
survey approaches are needed to reduce the uncertainties to an acceptable level.
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EXPLANATORY TEXT (Tablelll)
Preliminary remark

Preliminary data are provided merely for information. This data submission should not be
interpreted asif Germany was advocating for the inclusion of any of these activities during the first
commitment period.

Forest management

1. Theactivity comprises the sustainable multipurpose management of forests for wood and non-
wood goods and services, protection and recreation. Typically, production, protection and
recreation aims are reached through sustai nable management on the same area. Carbon
sequestration is only one of the multiple functions of sustainable managed forests.

Carbon sequestration has been estimated by comparing biomass increment and harvest, using the
methodology for greenhouse gas inventories (IPCC guidelines for GHG Inventories).

Datafor a, A C, refer to the year 1994, those for &, A C); to the year 1999.

2. In accordance with the IPCC 1996 revised guidelines for greenhouse gas inventories, above
ground biomass has been included.
Litter, below-ground biomass and soil carbon have been considered to remain constant over time
under sustainable management and have not been included.
The default assumption used here was that harvested wood, including woody debris (slash)
remaining in the forest are oxidised in the year of harvest, hence harvest resultsin a CO, source.
In total, a net sink results, because biomass growth exceeds the amount of biomass removed by
harvesting.

3. Methodologies and data are those used for the estimate of the net CO, removal included in chapter
5 A of the annual greenhouse gasinventory. A detailed description of the methods and data
sources for the estimates carbon stock changes in forests included in greenhouse inventories since
1990 are given below.

4. Non CO, greenhouse gases have not been estimated. Thereis asmall proportion of on-site slash
burning related to harvest, which results in non CO, greenhouse gas emissions. However, on-site
burning of slash is more and more replaced by other technologies, such as chopping up woody
debris and leaving them to decay or using them for energy and other purposes.

5. Theassumption for the commitment period was that increment and harvest remain the same as
today, with arange for C-stock increase during the commitment period of 40 to 45 Mt C and for
therelated CO,-sink of 145 to 165 Mt CO..

For later commitment periods, growth and harvesting rates are becoming more uncertain.

Sinks and sour ces from theforestry sector included in greenhouse gasinventories

The net increment by tree species has been estimated, based on yield tables and on field
measurements of tree diameters and heights which had been made during the national forest inventory
in 1986-1990. The results have been included in annex table 2.

While the calculation of the average carbon stock p. ha and the total carbon stock is based on the total
forest area which includes some actually non-stocked areas of forest land, table 2 includes only the
areas of "productive managed forests'. Productive forests includes all forest stands which yield more
than 1m? p.hay.
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The overall increment d 8,3 m3/ha*y resultirg from this study is acareful assessment d forest
growth in Germary. Same regiond studies have show current growth rates to exaeed significantly
the estimatesbasel onyield tables

The anrual harvest has been drawn from hawveststatistics?. The dataincluded in this statistic are
provided to the FederaMinistry of Food, Agriculture and erestry by the laender and cane from
different sairces: Data on conmercia timber aml industrid roundwood extration in state and
conmunal forestsre asedon direct measurenents of treevolumes (fullmeasurenentof al stems
for timber,or measurenentof asanple for industrial round-wood) ormeasurenentof their weight.
Datafrom privately owned brests are @rtly basedn estimates, especialy for the portion of tmber
and firewood which foret owners are harvestirg for their own use (hon-conmercial harvest).
Henethedataincluded in tarveststatistics are heterogeneas and the relagd urcertainy is difficult
if not impossible to gimate.

The secondnatiord forest inventory which will take place in 2002 is expected to yield more acurate
datg both on growth rates and o hawvest.

To calculate hhe ota above-ground woody biomass, expansiofactors have been usedoth for the
netgrowth and for hawvest.

The exparsion factors ugd to calculate he tod woody biomassmight appear low as compared to the
default data includel in the IPCCguidelines for greenhouse gas inventries for temperate forests It
should be oted that the growing woodvolume includes coventionally, in Geman Foresty, all wood
thicker than 7 en in diameter, including branches andnot just thestem woodvolume.

In the 19th centry, when &en wood andviigs smaller than 7 en in diameter wereof econanic
interest (firewood, rawmaterid for besoms, bagets anl other uses), quite accurate tables fahe
estmationof these parts of thegrowing stok have be@ establi shed; these estimates have been
confirmed reently by ecoystam stulies sud asthe Slling project”.

Leaves/needlebave notbeen included; they have be@ considerd to remain more @ less castant
over time.

Studiesin the Dlling-project have shown ér both, beed (Fagussilvatica) and sruce (Picea aies)
stards, aly small differencesin the biomassof |eavesheedles betweenyoung, middle-aged and old
stards, while the inter-annial variation can ke significant, due to weather conditionsand herbivorous
insects. While the woodvolume is increasing, the leafor neadle biomass is reaining more or kss
constant ver decades, once the initial aomuation of leafheeadle biomass n very young up-growing
stards hes been a&hieved. Hence thereis no direct relationship between wood biomassgrowth and
increase in leafr needlebiomass There sems to be however, sane "canpensatoy” growth of
leaf/nealle biomass afér thinnings, since over several years, the lasolue amount d leafs/needlesis
not influenced ly thinning either.

Sinee hawvested wad is only measurd after fdling in Germary, additioral tree species ecific
exparsion factors have beerused to re@culate the standing volume of the hawvested trees before
felling, te&king into acmuntdash,harved losses ard stumps wheh remain in the forest.

! SPIECKER et. al (P96); Boswald (1996)

2 Federal Ministy of Food, Agriculture and Foregt(1990ff.)

3 According to the IPCC Guidelinésr Greenhouse Gas Inventories, revised in 199§, thel aboveground
biomass has been included

* ELLENBERG, MAYER, SCHAUERMANN (1986)

® ELLENBERG, MAYER, SCHAUERMANN (1986)
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It has been assumed that al C contained in harvested trees (including slash and stumps) is released to
the atmosphere in the year when the harvest occurs. This simplification, which isin line with the
IPCC Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas Inventories, does not affect the results if the annua harvest
rates remain more or less constant over several years.

For the calculation of C-Stock changes, the C-content of wood needs to be known. From wood
research it is known that carbon counts for about 50% of the total dry material, regardless of the tree
species. It iswood density which is critical for C-stock estimates. Contrary to materials such asiron or
steel, wood does not have awell defined "specific weight". Wood density varies in awide range, not
only between different tree species, but also between different stands of the same species, pending on
site conditions, such as vegetation period length or the availability of water and nutrients, and within
the same stand. Differences occur even within the same tree: It has been shown, e.g. that the density
of root wood islower than the density of stem-wood, while the density of crown wood is higher; there
are even differencesin wood density between the upper and the rear side of the same branch.®

A best estimate of wood density for individual tree species can be given, based on statistic sampling
and a great number of measurements. The values included in the spreadsheet for the calculation of
annua C-removals from Forests (annex table 2) have been drawn from the literature.

Most of the extended studies on physical properties of the wood of central European tree species have
been conducted in the middle of the 20th century. Thinning regimes have been altered since then,
especialy with the aim to reduce the costs of forest tending, and plantations are established today with
significantly less plants p. hectare than 50 or 100 years ago.

Both, atered thinning regimes and reduced numbers of plantsin plantations, along with longer
vegetation periods due to climate change and forest fertilisation by air-born nutrient depositions can
be expected to influence the growth of trees, resulting in general in broader year rings. Thiswill aso
alter wood density. However, the reaction of wood density to altered year ring width is not uniform: in
conifers, wood density is reduced as year rings get broader; for ring-pored hardwood (such as oak and
ash), it isthe contrary.

The calculation and its results for the years 1990-1994 are shown inannex table 2.

Results for the years 1995-1998 are quite similar and are not shown here; they can be found in
Germany'’s greenhouse gas inventories. Results for 1997 have been included in document
FCCC/SBSTA/2000/3.
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Tade2 Cabon Sok Crangssin Garmany sFaress1990-19A
(@: Beh | debod | dtwbed | Suwe | Shwehr | Dogssfir|  Rre Lach Tad
leftres |, | e tress
1 (Aea ha 8B4l 14425 I 78H 329281 180727 1R 28718 3N 101433
2 |Inemet n#ob/he’y | roundwood >7cmob. 6.1 89 46 40 n4 83 89 69 84 83
3 |Increnent n¥ably roundwood >7cmob. 546504 1265433 18016 299340 (3761188 | 1330299 1189779 19369508 @RAR7PD 41
4 ([Cnesafada n¥ob/ndub. | roundwood>7om 151 123 140 159 128 1 1¥ 1317 1512
5 (0 Beech and ather broacHeaf trees Spruce and ather conifers Pneand |ardTad
6 |Increnent n¥obly roundwood >7cmob. 5346504 17484929 40,131,831 7,820,247 (84853561
7 |Bqasadada tad a-g woodvdun@wooo>7am 12 12 114 114
8 |Increnent n¥obly above-ground wood vdune 6,629,664 21,681,312 45,750,345 24951831 | 99,016,203
9 |Gnesafada th# above-ground woody biomess 0.56 05 037 043
10 (Inoeret ty above-graund woody biomess 3712612 noA72 1697677 107058 B2pH]
1 |Haved n#ubly rouncwood > 7amub. 1,088,200 6,161,000 25930400 6380600 39563200
12|Gneadanfada n#ob/nfub. | roundaood>7om 151 1356 1274 1339
13 |Harvest n#obly roundwood >7omolb. 1641247 8289612 3304330 B45446 |51,5196%
14| Hanest n¥obly above-ground wood valune 205,146 1027118 37,6946 9,741,808 | 59,7553
15 |Hervet tla doegardwoodybanes 113 5683515 13%7 12 4188979 2491988
16| Stok Change tfa doegardwoodybiaves 2572930 6,271,207 298995 64,621 18375634
17 |Stock Change tlatha doegardvwoodybanes 24 24 08 211 18
18 |Rrqutind Cinbanas 54 54 5% 54
19 |GSakCae tla Cina-g woyhaoves 1286548 313673 1493 32081 918787
20| C2-Sxedraion 36/GYC |t Rhear 471,21 150764 546513 20B8H 7193

ZA%
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No. Explanatory notes for table 2/ Data sources
1 |Forest Areafrom
National Forest Inventory 1986-1990 for the old laender (,Bundesvaldinventur 1986-
1990- Inventurbericht und Uberdchtstabellen fiir das Bundesgebiet nach dem
Gehietsstand vor dem 3.10.1990 inschlief3lich Berlin (West)“, Tabelle 1.3, BVIL,
1992)
Forest Database of the new laender (,Der Wald in den neuen Bundeslandern —Eine
Auswertung vorhandener Daten nach dem Muster der Bundeswaldinventur®, BML, 1994,
Tabelle 1.3)
The arean table 2 includes only produdive managedforest area wile table lincludesthe
total forestarea

o | Theincrement has been estimated, based on yield tables and on field measurements of tree
diameters and heights which had been made duing the national forest inventory in 1986-
1990, ly H. Englert (Federl Research Centre for Forestry and Forest Products) as an input
for the EFI New European Forest Resource Database, EFI Intemal Document no. 1,
Nabuurs, GJ., Joensuu, 1996

3 |=(0*@

4 | Converson fadors derived from the volume functions used for the Naional Forest Inventory

5 | Tree speieswith comparable physica wood properties have been aggregaedto broader
caegories, since harveststatistics is awailable only for these céegories,not for individual
tree speeies

6 |totalsfromline (4)

7 | Expansion factors drawn from an interral Study of the Fedeal Reseach Centre for Forestry
and Forest Products on the default data of the IPCC Guidelines for GHG Inventories:
»Stdlungnahme zu den Defaultwerten und Datenherleitung im IPCC-Treibhausgas-
Inventar*, R. Bartz, BFH, Institut Fir Forstokologie und Walderfassung, 1995 Kapitel 4.2
d)

8 |=(6)(7)

g |Wwood density drawn from the literaure (,Stellungnahme zu da Defaultwerten und
Datenherleitung im IPCC-Treibhausgas-Inventar*, R. Baitz, BFH, Institut Fir Forstokologie
und Walderfassung, 1995 ,Kapitel 4.2 d) )

10 |= (8*(9)

11 |Averageover the yeais 1990-1994 draw from harvest statistics of the Fedeal Ministry of
Food, Agriculture and Forestry

12 |seeline 4

13 |=(11)*(12)

14 |= (13)*(7)

15 |=(14)*(9)

16 |= (15)(10)

17 |=(16)/Q)




Table 3: Emissions from deforestation (above and below ground biomass)

|

| | |
A B C D E F G H I J Non-CO2 gas emissions
N/C-Ratio 0.01

Year |Area |Carbon Stock |C-Stocks in [C from above-gr. biomass going to...|C-Stocks in Total \ | |

above- | below- | above-ground| Industrial other forest on site below-ground | CO2-source | Trace Gas emission ratios

ground | ground biomass Round wood | products and burning biomass from biomass |CH4 0.012

60% off site burning CcoO 0.060

20% 20% N20 0.007

NOXx 0.121
ha [tC/ha|tC/ha GgC Gg C GgC Gg C Gg C Gg CO2 |Gg CH4 |Gg CO |Gg N20 |Gg NOx
1990|2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760, 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
1991|2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760, 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
1992|2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760, 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
1993|2618 88 17 230 138 46 46 45 996] 0.737| 6.451 0.0051] 0.183
1994|1985 88 17 175 105 35 35 34 755] 0.559| 4.891| 0.0038| 0.139
1995|2139 88 17 188 113 38 38 36 814] 0.602| 5.270| 0.0041| 0.150
1996|2383 88 17 210 126 42 42 41 907] 0.671| 5.872, 0.0046) 0.167
1997|2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760/ 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
1998|2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760/ 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
1999|2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760/ 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
2000{ 2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760/ 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
20012700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760/ 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
20022700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760| 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
2003|2700| 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760| 6.653| 0.0052 0.189
2004|2700| 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760| 6.653| 0.0052 0.189
2005|2700| 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760| 6.653| 0.0052/ 0.189
2006|2700| 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760| 6.653| 0.0052] 0.189
2007(2700( 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760] 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
2008( 2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760] 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
2009( 2700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760] 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
20102700 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760] 6.653| 0.0052| 0.189
2011|2700| 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760| 6.653| 0.0052 0.189
2012|2700| 88 17 238 143 48 48 46 1027] 0.760| 6.653| 0.0052 0.189

area: 1990-1992 and 1997-2012 estimate; 1993-1996 areas reported by the laender

-OLT -
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IRELAND

Country specific data for Ireland relating to Articles 3.3 and 3.4 of the
Kyoto Protocol

Explanatory notes to Table 1

« Afforestation island approved for planting grants by the Forest Service. Thisincludes Caillte (Irish
Forestry Board) planting. Source: Forestry Statistics (Forest Service).

» Reforestation (FAO definition) island regenerated (by planting in all cases) one to two years after
final felling by Coillte and the private sector. Source: Coillte Annual Reports 1990-1999 (data for
1994 personal communication, Coillte) and Forest Service statistics.

» Deforestation represents a small area of land taken out of forest for house construction or road
building. It isestimated to be 20 haan™ (source Forest Service). Asthe amount of carbon that would
be debited (estimated to be 1300t C ha* an™) are so small in relation to the other carbon stocks that it
isnot reported in Table 1.

« Land based | reforestation takes into account carbon released by felling in the year prior to
reforestation. However, carbon released from felling associated with 1990 reforestation (which
would have occurred in 1989 in the great magjority of cases) is not included in g and g, nor isthe
release from 2008 reforestation included in ag,.

» Inthe case of reforestation, the land based Il approach takesinto account carbon released by
harvesting residues (estimated to be 7 t C ha') on land following the activity. An instantaneous
release of carbon from harvesting residues was assumed for cal culation purposes.

» Carbon poolsfor afforestation and reforestation include above ground biomass, litter and woody
debris and below ground biomass.

Data sources and calculation assumptions associated with Table 1.

Private sector reforestation was estimated from the cost of grant aid for reforestation in the period 1996-
1999 divided by the average grant aid per ha for the same period (average 200 hayr™).

For the purpose of calculating carbon stocks it was assumed that 80% of annual planting was Yield Class
16 Sitka spruce and 20% Y ield Class 4 beech (Forestry Commission yield models). The same assumption
was made for reforestation. A periodic mean annual increment of 4.4 m* ha® an™ was assumed for Sitka
spruce lessthan 17 years, and

16.2 m*ha' an™ for Sitka spruce between 17 and 22 years. A periodic mean annual increment of 0.9m?
ha' an™ was assumed for all broadleaved species. The basic density of Sitka spruce was assumed to be
0.35 kg m3, the ratio of stemwood volume to total biomass (above and below ground) 1.3 and the carbon
content of the wood 40%. For broadleaved species the basic density was assumed to be 0.55kg m®, the
ratio of ssemwood volume to total biomass (above and below ground) 1.3 and the carbon content of wood
45%. Loss of carbon as a result of felling associated with reforestation was assumed to be 65 t C ha®
(Cruickshank et al., 1998). The loss of carbon from slash was estimated to be 7 t C ha™ (based on a
estimate of slash dry matter of 50t ha.
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Explanatory notesto Table 2.

The areas in the vegetation cover classes were estimated from the CORINE land cover (Ireland) project

(O’Sullivan, 1994). Waodland coer was esthated as ta sun of the Broadleaved forest Coniferous
forest, Mixed forest awl Transitional woodland/scrub etegories The area of tillage was estimated as the
sum of the Nonirrigated arable land ard half of the Canplex cultivation patterns categories The area of

grassénd was estimated to be the sum of Pastures, land principally occupied l agriculture with

significant areas of natural vegetation, Natura grasland ard half of the Complex cultivation patterns

(C242 and Naturabrassland cagories The area of peatland was estited as the sum of Peat bgs, the
Moors and heathlandand hal of the Naural grassland. Other ocaprises Gree urban areas andpSrt

and lesure areas.

Data sources and calculation assumptions associated with Table 1.

The carbon contert of vegetation under tillage was estimated at 3000 kg dm ha' (Teayasc — The
Agriculture and Bod Development Authority) with an oganic carton catent of 40%. The carbon
conent of vegetationunde pasture was estimated at 1500 kg dm ha' (Teayasc) with an organic carbon
coneent of 40%.

The carbon content of soil urder tillage was elculated to B cm depth,assuming an oganic carbon
conent of 3.43% andabulk dersity of 1.3g cm®(McGrath, 198).

The carba conten of soil under pasturewas calculatedot 15 an depth assuning an oganic carbon
conent of 5.3% and abulk dersity of 1.3 g cmi® (Brogan 1966).

The carbon contert of peatlands was clculated by first deriving the volume of pet. In the @seof the
Corine peat bgs catgory, a weghted aerage pea depth wa calculated fron Hammond (199). The
volume was obtaied by simple multiplication of the aea by the deoth. The peat was assumed to hae a
dry matter caitent of 15% with a carbon ontent of 40% dry matter. In the @se of the two remaining
categories deginatal as wandland an average peat deptbf 0.3 m was assmed.
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Table 1 Preliminary data and information provided by Annex 1 Party on carbon stock changes and areas related to article
3.3 activities

Article3.3 Definitions  Accounting a 1C a oCi A 2Co Methods and
Country framework approaches
specific data
000 ha kt C 000 ha kt C 000 ha kt C

Afforestation IPCC Activity based 86 148 172 591 367 4573 See below
Reforestation

Land based 86 148 172 591 367 4573 See below
Afforestation FAO Activity based 86 148 172 591 367 4573 See below

Land based 86 148 172 591 367 4573 See below

FAO Activity based 22 45 59 190 160 2313 See below

Reforestation Land based | 22 -1106 59 -3313 160 -345 See below

Land based 1 22 -79 59 -323 160 -199 See below

Tablell. Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stocks and area estimates (First sentence of Article 3.4)

LAND USE Area Soil carbon stock in | Vegetation carbon stock| Total carbon stock in
1990 in 1990 1990
M ha Mt C Mt C Mt C
Woodland 0.4 122.2 13.9 136.1
Tillage 0.4 27.0 13 28.3
Grassand 45 564.3 18.0 582.3
Peatland 14 1597.6 14 1599.0
Other 0.0 11 0.0 11
TOTAL 6.7 2312.2 34.6 2346.8
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ITALY

Tablel - Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stock changesand areasrelated to

Article 3.3 activities

Article 3.3 Definitions | ACCOUNTING | A, AC, A, ACy, A, ACy | Methods Data sources, Other information
Country FRAMEWORK | (ha) (MtC) | (ha) [(MtC) (ha) |(MtC) |and data quality, relevant to
specific data approaches and uncertainty decision-making
(e.g. ranges)
Afforestation | IPCC Activity based/ | 32513| 0,121 75082| 0,692 221879 2,365
Reforestation Land based
Afforestation | FAO Activity based/ | 32513 0,121|75082| 0,692 221879 2,365
Land based
Reforestation | FAO Activity based
Land based |
Land based I
Afforestation | Other Activity based
Reforestation Land based
Deforestation | IPCC/FAO | Activity based
Land based
Other Activity based
Land based
a  Area(ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year.

AC, Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in a on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

ay

Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 or an earlier specific year.

AC,, Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in a, on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.
Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.

AC,, Projected carbon stock change (t C) over the first commitment period on land afforested, reforested, and deforested
since 1990 up to 2012.

8p

EXPLANATORY TEXT (tablel)
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As a consegquence of the Common Agricultural Policy reform, Regulation 2080 has been approved in 1992 to provide incentives to the farmer to convert their
agricultural land to forests. To provide preliminary information on the implementation of Article 3.3, we have used figures provided by the Ministry for
Agricultural Palicies on new farm woodlands established under this grant scheme. The amount of carbon currently stored in new farm woodlands, a carbon
budget model has been used (details are provided in the subsequent paragraph). Figures on areas planted in Italy without grant-aid are not available. In addition,
since 1994, information on areas of new planting and restocking carried out under local authorities (Regions, Mountain Communities) projects is not anymore
provided from the National Institute of Statistics.

Tablell - Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stocks and area estimates
(First sentence of Article 3.4)

Land system Area (ha) Carbon stock in 1990 (Mt C)

Forest lands 9973861 810,78
Agriculture lands 12678258 560,41
Rangelandg/grasslands 4106080 298,10
Wetland/tundra

Other

Total (aslisted above) 26758199 1669,29
Land system Area (ha) Carbon stock in 1997 (Mt C)

Forest lands 10028667 815,87
Agriculture lands 12524373 550,74
Rangelandg/grasslands 3860167 280,25
Wetland/tundra

Other

Total (aslisted above) 26413207 1646,86

EXPLANATORY TEXT (tableIl)

As part of the information required by the first sentence of Article 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol, the amount of carbon currently stored in Italy's forest
vegetation and soil is being estimated by means of a carbon budget model. On an annual basis, the model, called FOCSEM (FOrest Carbon Storage
Evaluation Model) also estimates the rate of exchange between ecosystem components and the atmosphere.
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According to this model, current carbon storage is estimated separately for several forest ecosystems components: trees, soil, forest floor and understory
vegetation. The definitions of these components are broad enough to include all sources of organic carbon in the forest ecosystem. The tree portion includes
all above- and below-ground portions of all live and dead trees, including the merchantable stem, the limbs, tops, and cull section, the stump, the foliage,
the bark and rootbark, and coarse tree roots. The soil components include all organic carbon in mineral horizons to a depth of 1 m, excluding coarse tree
roots. The forest floor includes all dead organic matter above the mineral horizons except standing trees, i.e. litter, humus and other woody debris.
Understory vegetation includes all live vegetation except live trees.

Carbon storage is estimated in a four-stage process corresponding to the four major ecosystem components.

Estimates of carbon storage in trees are based on Corine Land Cover survey (forested area), on the Italian Institute of Statistics (ISTAT) figures (historical
estimates of forested area, removals, fires). Growing stock and net annual increment have been drown from the 1985 National Forest Inventory and commonly
collected forest inventories on regional and sub-regional scale; the INDEFO surveys on the state of the forests provided data on mortality, while regional
administration provided data on new forest stand establishments. The approach used to compute the carbon budget is based on the use of these figures, linked
to forest tree growth and yield functions and converted to tree carbon using conversion factors, derived from comprehensive biomass studies. Carbon in the
above-mentioned other pools is estimated by empirical equation based on several site-specific information from ecological studies.

In the estimation of changesin carbon storage over time, different types of forests: high forests (conifers, broadleaves, mixed); coppices; farm woodlands; urban
forests; magquis and abandoned agricultural lands) have been considered; data are disaggregated on aregional basis.

The carbon stored in agriculture lands and grasslands has been estimated according to the 1996 IPCC Revised GuidelatieyfdCibe Emissions and

=
8%
R
Uptake from Land-Use Change and Management”. '



Table Il - Prdiminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on Article 3.4 activities, related net GHG emissions, involved areas, and
projected carbon stock changes (additional activitiesunder Article 3.4)

Article 3.4 ACCOUNTING A CO,, CHy, N,O, A, CO2i | CHap | N0 A CO2ep | CHap | N2O,. | Methods Data Other information
COUI_‘lt_I’y FRAMEWORK (HA) | (KICO,) | (ktCO,e) | (KICO, ) (HA) (ktCO,) | (ktCO, | (ktCO, (HA) (ktCO,) (ktCO, o and SOurces, relevant to
specific data ) ) «) | (ktCO | approach data | decision-making
2e0) |ES quality,
and
uncertainty
(ed.
ranges)
Activitiesto Land based
avoid carbon
emissions
(fires Activity based | 11286 2237,6 32,0 33| 81019| 4201,3| 127,7 13,0
prevention)
Conversion of | Land based
grazing lands
to forest
Activity based | 436767 | 49545 630737 | 81254 1308339 | 20320,8 s
Land based o
Activity based I
* These columns would contain the sum over the years concerned of net annual emissions by sources and removals by sinks for the Article 3.4 activities
proposed.
A negative sign indicates either emissions by sources or adecrease in carbon stocks. A positive sign indicates either removal s by sinks or an increase in carbon
stocks.

To convert a carbon amount to CO, multiply it by 3.67.
8 CH, and N,O emissions are converted to CO, equivalent emissions by using the global warming potential (GWP) values of 21 for CH, and 310 for N,O
(Source: Second Assessment Report of the IPCC, 1995)

a Area (ha) in 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,,, Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990
to the sameyear asused in a.

CH,, CH,emissions (t CO, equivaent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990
to the same year asused in g,
N,O,; N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990



N,O,; N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990
to the same year asused in g.
a Area (ha) in 1999 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.
CO,, Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity,
accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in a.
CH,;, CH,emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990
to the same year asused in a,.
N,O,; N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990
to the same year asused in a,.
ap Projected area (ha) in 2012 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.
AC,,  Projected carbon stock changes (t C) over the first commitment period related to the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.
CO, o Projected net CO, emissions related contribution (t CO,) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount
of the Party.
CH, o Projected CH, emissionsrelated contribution (t CO. equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned
amount of the Party.
N.O o Projected N,O emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned
amount of the Party.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (tablelll)

As concerns the contribution of additional human-induced activities to the national carbon budget of Annex | countries, Italy is an interesting study case for the
following reasons:

- large part of the forest land is covered by semi-natura stands, with a growing stock well below the maximum long-term average;

- the abandonment of marginal agricultural areaisfavouring the natural conversion of grazing land to forest;

- large amount of wood removalsis used for energy with substitution effects for fossil fuel consumption;

- firesare one of the mgjor causes of carbon emissions from natural ecosystemsin the region, and severa strategies have been launched in order to limit this
phenomenon;

- wood working industries are specialised in high quality furniture making, with a considerable, long-term carbon sequestration in wood products.

Broadly defined activities would be easier to include in national carbon budgets: this would support verifiability, practicability and cost-efficiency of
accounting, and would take into account both increases and decreases in carbon stock at aggregated levels. Activities should be restricted to actively managed
forest lands, or to forest lands that meet some certification criteria.

With reference to the Mediterranean context, the main activities contributing to the increase of carbon stocks could be grouped as follows:
1. Activitiesto avoid carbon emissions;
2. Soil carbon conservation;
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3. Forest conservation;

4. Forest management and silvicultural techniques.

In Table Ill, we have provided estimates for the two following activities, for which statistical information is already available in our country:
» Activitiesto avoid carbon emissions (fires prevention)
» Conversion of grazing landsto forest.

Activities to avoid carbon emissions (fires prevention)

Fires are one of the major causes of carbon emissions from natural ecosystems in the Mediterranean region. Data on number of events and hectares hit by fire
are provided by the Yearbook of Forest Statistics (ISTAT); their quality is fairly good. As the nature of these events is clearly anthropogenic, the related
emissions have been reported in the nationa GHG inventory (1¥ and 2™ National Communication). In the last decades, several strategies — based on better
monitoring, clear assignment of tasks to the different administrations and training of personnel working at the locaMesderhlaunched in order to limit
this phenomenon.

When the reduction of forest fires can be clearly attributed to these policies, the resulting reduction in carbon emidgsgomeasured as avoided GHG
emissions with reference to a specific baseline (in our case, we assumed the average surface hit by fire in the periéjl 2880z@88idered as an additional
activity under Art. 3.4.

-G8T -

Conversion of abandoned grazing lands to forest

As a consequence of a clear commitment made by the European Community and the national authorities to reduce the prcegboteicti many
agricultural products, marginal agricultural land is abandoned and naturally converted to forestland. This is not a ‘hoaess)’leing linked to Common
Agricultural Policy reform, to a new model of rural development based on a multi-sectoral economy (tourism and recredtoaff, Haigd quality
agricultural products for niche market, timber production, etc.).
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Tablel Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stock changes and areasrelated to article 3.3 activities

Article 3.3 Country |Definitions|Accounting |a;(ha) |AC,(t C)|A,(ha)|AC,(t |ag(ha) ACy(t |Methods |Datasources, |Other
specific data framework  |(1995) (1999) |C) (2012) C) and data quality, |information
approache |and uncertainty|relevant to
S (e.g. ranges) decision-
making
Afforestation” IPCC Activity based| 0 0 0 0 0 0 see below see below see below
Landbased” | O 0 0 0 0 0
IPCC Activity based| 5400 48600 6340, 95100| 10240-55660 76800-
417450
Refor estation” Land based® | 5400 48600, 6340 95100| 10240-55660| 76800-
417450
Afforestation” FAO Activity based| 5400 48600 6340, 95100|10240-55660| 76800~
417450
Land based® | 5400 48600] 6340 95100|10240-55660| 76800-
417450
Reforestation” FAO Activity based| 15600 37440| 26000| 104000 52000 208000
Land based | | 15600| -570960| 26000 - 52000| -468000
1456000
Land based |l | 15600| -102960| 26000| -676000 52000| -130000
Deforestation” IPCC/FAO|Activity based| 1323 -79358| 2204|-132264 5070| -66132
L and based 1323| -78036| 2204|-130060 5070 -65030
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Sum of

Afforestation
Reforestation
and Deforestation?

Y Because no data on soil carbon losses during deforestation are available, soil carbon is excluded. Soil carbon sequestration due to afforestation and
reforestation is assumed to be very small (0,1 tC/haly) and not accounted, to keep similarity

2 For The Netherlands afforestation FAO Land based is split up in Land based I and Land based II, with values for AC, of 24300 and 32400, for AC,, of 47550
and 63400 and for AC, of 76800 and 102400 (all int C), respectively; values presented in the table are averages of Land based | and Land based I1. For
further details on calculations please refer to explanatory material below.

¥ Afforestation IPCC is zero for both Activity based and Land based in The Netherlands (see also explanatory text). Reforestation IPCC is the same as
afforestation FAQO (in practical terms for the Netherlands). It has been cal culated the for activity based, land based | and land based |1 accounting

Activity based -30758 -37164 10668
IPCC
Land based -29436 -34960 11770
FAO Activity based 6682 66836 218668
Land based | -600396 - -456230
1490960
Land based 11 -133718 -713164 -119332

approaches. The values presented in the table are the averages of Land based | and Land based 11.
4 Sum includes 10240 ha (aff FAO / ref IPCC), and does not include the high estimated 55660 ha.

a: Area(a) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year.
AC,: Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in g on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

a,: Area(ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 or an earlier specific year.

AC;, : Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year as used in &, on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.
a,. Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.
AC,: Projected carbon stock change (t C) over the first commitment period on land afforested, reforested, and deforested since 1990 up to 2012.

- /81 -
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EXPLANATORY TEXT (Information relevant to the approach taken in tablel):
1. Definitionsand accounting

1a) Forest definition used in this assessment:

Land with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more than 20% and area of more than 0.5
ha. Trees should be able to reach a minimum height of 5 m at maturity in situ. Furthermore, in The
Netherlands aforest must have a minimum average width of 30 meters. May consist of close formations
where trees of various stores and undergrowth cover a high proportion of ground or open forest
formations with a continuous vegetation cover in which tree crown cover exceeds 20%. Y oung natural
stands and all plantations established for forestry purposes which have yet to reach a crown density of
20 percent or tree height of 5m are included under forest, as are areas normally forming part of forest
area which are temporarily unstocked as a result of human intervention or natural causes but which are
expected to revert to forest. The Dutch forest law requires atree crown cover of 20%, whereas the UN-
ECE/FAO (2000) compilation of national forest inventory data uses only 10%. Dutch forest area
statistics according to the 10% crown cover limit are not available.

1b) Definitions and accounting approachesfor afforestation, refor estation and defor estation, used
in this assessment:

Afforegtation IPCC: “Planting of new foests o lands that historically have not ontained forests’.

For the purpose d this assessment, we hae assuned thisland to be 0 hg becaus practicaly all lands in
the Netherland were caoered with forestin pre hisbric times (Buis 1985, Mathef 990 Radkham
1998) Therefore, al planting of new forests m lands hat weke in use for agriculture at the time of
planting do rot fall under this definition of afforestation.It is assumed hat afforestation on reclaimed
lands h the polders is also Ga. That is @& underestination. Data arevailable on polder areas which
aredfforested, it not accounted in this assessment.

If afforestation were @finedas “land that did not have forest for 50years’ (as in the EU proposl), then
IPCC afforestation wad camprise aimost he same nunber as ve report under “FAO refrestation”
(see lelow). |

Reforestation IPCC: “Planting of forests an lands that have previously contined forests but that have
been cowerted b some other use.”

The defnition of ‘ Reforestation IPCC’ in the Netherlands leads to smilar results & ‘ Afforestation
FAQO'.

Afforestation FAQ: “Artificial establishmentof forest an landsthat previoudy did not carry forest

within living memory.”: 5400ha. The Netherlands has part d its forestpolicy the aim to expard the
current brest areawith some 75,000 h befole the year 2@0. However, p to now itseans that that

goal will not be achieved (Edelenbosch 19961inssenl998). An expod evaluatian was carried ait of
the rate of brest exansion gice 190 (Edelenbosch 195). Hereports an areaof new forests on
previous agricultural lands 06400 ha betweefh990 aml 1995.Since the anual rak of foreq expansion
is decreasig fast, wehave assesskan additional drest ara expansion of ol 940ha betwea 1996
and 199 (Hinssen 199).

For the period 19902012, it wa assumed hat the interest of the Dutch Gorerrment n fored area
expansion wold continue. Acarding to the forest mlicy aim of 75000ha betwea 1989 and D20 this
would imply ayearly expansion of 242(ha Thisis aso the asumption of the Natianal Climate Rlicy
Implementaton Plan This resilts in a todl areaincrease since 1990, in 202 of 55660 ha.

This expansion would be achieved throwgh, inte alia, a systam of “tradedle forest ertific ates”.
However, on he bais of the areal expansion in the seond relf of the 1990’s & assesed hy the ex post
evaluation this numberof 2420 hakr may not beachieved. To Eflect this projection-uncertinty, we
have assmed, & the lower range of thi projected area tht the rate of fores expansion will be 3® ha
peryea (after 200)yielding atotd area increasefd 0,24 ha since 199 (see also Nabuurs et al. 1999,
2000).
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Reforestation FAQ: “Atrtifi cid establishmentof forest on lands that erried forest tefore”

The current practice of final felling ard replanting or seeding is carried aut on same 2600 la peryear
(Selbring 1997). For te peria 19901995, his givesatotd area ¢ 2600*6 = 15,80 ha.

It was assmned that lhe sane rate coud be applié to the wiole of the period 190-1999. Howeer, for
theperiod 199 to 2012, we assuned tha the anmia reforestation area witjo down to 200 ha per
year, beaus forest owners may pay less attation to the timber pioduction function of the forest in the
future. This givesatota area of reforestation for the perod 19962012 0f52,000 fa

Activity based, Land basédand Landasal || accountig systems hare been usiin this assessent
acording to definitionsin theIPCC Special reporis 131.

Deforestation IPCC/FAQO: Conversim of forest tonon-forest.
UN-ECE/FAO (2000) report fahe EU B countries an annual deforestaticate of 0.66%. We have
applied this sane annualalue throwghout each pend (slowdegradation expansiorof cities, road
building etc.are going on in The Netherlandstoo), for more dtailed dataare lacking for the
Netherlands. For the 3periods thisreallts in atotal deforestation of 1323,2204,and 500 ha.
|.e. the cdron lossis reported for the totd area lossin eachaccaunting period Thisin contrast to
whenyou wouldgive an anual balance bthe sum of ARD in the canmitment periodIn that case
the sum of areaof AR since 1990 is tken and aly oneyearof D betwee 2008 and 2012 is taen.

1c) Accounting approach:
Full carbonaccounting is used for al three approabes Activity ba®d, Lard basedl, and Land bsed
I) in a manner ly which Gstok charges arebasel on aratimes an uptiee factor.

Peribd 19901995: 6years.The reported carbon stock changes are for the full period.

Peribd 19901999: D yearsThe reported carbon stock changes are for the full period.

Perbd 19902012: B years.The reported carbon stock changes are only for the first commitment
periodi.e. 2008-2012:; 5 years

2) Carbon poolsincluded

All carbon paols areincluded for re- and afbrestation: whole treebiomass (ircluding roots), litter,
slash, ad woodproducts), &cept for soil carbon. il Carbon was excludeal from afforestatio and
reforestation activities for mnsistency with deforestation becauseno deta are available on il carbon
losses diring deforestation (®e kelow). The stard level model CO2FX wasrun (seefig 1). CO2AX
gives a gnamic C balancedr afull rotation of aly given forestype, incluing soil ard products The
long tem ne resulting balance is ugd for the Dutchestimate,although we relise that products actually
do nd play a rokin this stort term (19962012) arequired for the sulbmission. Even in thelong term,
therole d products isvery small, so theinaccurag is very small.

In deforestatin all pools (including loss of whok treecarbon ontent) but without il caibon is tken
into account @ee [Elow at 4c). We decided rot to include il carbon loss estimates here, kecause there
areno data available. Deforestation in the Netherlandsconsists of gradual degradetion, road huilding,
city expansion etc. What happers to the soil varies a lot (solsmay get covered ly corcrete, or are
removed). The uncertainty isthereforevery large.

3) Stratification

For the Dutch brest, the average carbon mols in the forest biomass and\eerage regrowth rates are
used. Ndurther stratific ation, except for sanpling (seedb below), hasbeenapplied apart from regrowth
rates for forests @ agricultural lands and regrowth rates for the existing forest that is being harvestel.
For the sibseqient perials smple assmptions were made br the regrowth ratestimes areger aye
class. We did not distinguish between forest growth raes (and sil carbon losses) on former cropland or
pastire, or diff erent soil types.
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4) Methodologies and data:
a) Datasources
See explanation for area estimates above and explanation of effectiveness estimates below under c.

b) Sampling techniques

Results of the Dutch National Forest Inventory are used (Seubring 1997). The Dutch forest inventory
consists of 3000 permanent plots of which 1/5th isre-measured every year. The selection of plots has
been done through a stratified systematic sampling scheme that was drawn from the area statistic that
was done the last time in 1983 (CBS 1985). In each plot (usually consisting of some 25 trees) height,
diameters, etc are recorded. Also harvesting is recorded. Together with harvesting accounts from mills,
and forest owners, afull account of harvesting is gathered. Through repeated measurements of the plots
in combination with growth models, the increment is assessed.

¢) Models and key parameters

For the assessment of Cstock changes n thistable wehave multiplied the “areas’ by an “uptke
factor”. Below we decribe the uptae factors wsed in he asessment.

Afforestation FAO

Becawse nosoil carbon isincluded, there is nddifference between the following three senarbs.

« Activity based: 3.0 i C ha' y* was used tis is the proeeding average as imlicated in figure 1).
Thisis basel on simulations wih themodel CO2FX (Mohren et al. 1999Nabwrs and Mohren
1993a, 993b, 1995). The bng-tem averagge sequestration rate wased even trough we realise
that we'redealing with young forestmostly here Especial for the period 1®0-1995, this
sequestratian rate may be toohigh.

Land based: previous land use was either parstor cropland.In both cases carhdoss d to soil
preparation is assumed. Exatloss is urtertain, but is expected to be higher under pasture than
unde cropland. We tink the carba lossis approximately 0,1 Mg C ha' y*, but it is rot taken into
account to keepstraight with deforestation (also no il carbon taken into accaunt, due to ladk of
daw).

Land basedl! previouslanduse was eithgpastue or crgpland In both cases, st sol carban loss
due b soil preparation is asumed. Exactdssis uncertain, lot is expected to be higher under pasture
thanunder cropland. & the sane reaso as Land baseld no soil carbo losses are accated.
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Reforestation IPCC is same as Afforestation FAO (in practical terms for the Netherlands)

Reforestation FAO Activity based: 0.8tC ha' y™* as anational average was used, because this activity
is applied in the existing forest which, in the Netherlands, is situated on poor sites. Therefore
regrowth is assumed to be much lower than in afforestation situations on former agricultural land.
(Nabuurs and Mohren 1993b). Thisis used as an average value for each subsequent period, i.e. we
do not take into account the ageing of forests and the effect that growth rates accel erate at higher
ages. Thisis probably an overestimate because the 0.8 tC ha' y* is the national average
sequestration rate for the current forest as it existstoday in the Netherlands. In the periods up to
2012, the regrowing forests is on average some 11 years old in 2012. The growth rates of these
young forests may be at about half of the sequestration rates mentioned above. Thisis highly
uncertain because in inventories and in growth and yield measurements very little attention was paid
to these young forest stages in the past.

Reforestation FAO Land based I: The full forest harvest has to be accounted, which means aloss of
some 60t C. It is assumed that the initial lossis only half of that (30 tC ha), the other half being
wood products and litter on the site (slash). The 30 tC slash will be lost within 10 years, so every
year 3tC ha™. Regrowth is assumed to be the same as afforestation: 0,8 tC ha* y™.

Reforestation FAO land based |1: From the start of activity we account, but then full accounting,
therefore decaying slash (3 tC ha* y*) and regrowth (0.8 tC ha™* y) is taken into account, but no
harvest.

Deforestation IPCC& FAO (activity based and land based 11): accounting starts at the start of the
activity. We assume that the total whole tree carbon content is lost due to deforestation, i.e.

60 Mg C ha. Loss of forest soil organic matter is not taken into account here, although it may be
another 20t C ha™.

Deforestation IPCC&FAO (land based 1): Accounting starts on 1 January 2008, irrespective of the start
of the activity. Therefore, it is possible forests are standing until the year 2011, which gives some C-
sequestration Thats wthy the efectivenesisless nagative compared to the ‘Deforestation IPCC & FAO
(land based)’: anet bssof 59 Mg C ha' is etimated Loss of forest ®il organicmatte is not taken
into account hereathough it may be andter 20 t Cha™.

NB: The utake factors of aff oresttion ard reforestatian are divided by 2 for the periad 19961995 and
19901999, becase at the bginning of these pends ro afforestatio land existed;during the period
this areis growing andonly at the endof the period the full afbrestation area ¢ readed. S during the
period the ptake factor can’t bemultiplied by the full areg but the average area durig the period is
half of the area. We have chosen to divide the ptake rak by a fector 2. This does rot count for the
20082012 perod, becausenithat period the full area almost existsduring the wtole period

(Apperdix A).

This correction is nat applied to deforestation,becaise this is conted for only oneyear and thus hes rot
to be correctel by dividing by 2.

d) Uncertainties

Forest inventories are usally reported b bevery acarate. Urcertainties are les than 5% (Tomppo
1996) Main uncertainties are n asumptions for area etimates, ad averaging of growth rates for the
wholeof the Netherlads that leads to the estmates @ C sto&s ard fluxes.
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5) Treatment of non-CO, greenhouse gases

Not treated; as water management during ARD activitiesis not changed, no fluxes are anticipated. In
Dutch forest management in existing forests some fertilizer is being applied (mainly liming).We have
assumed that that will not influence non CO2 emissions. In new afforestations fertilisation is usually not
done.

6) Methods and key assumptionsin projectionsfor thefirst commitment period (2008-2012) and
discussion, if possible, of trends beyond the first commitment period

For the period 1990-2012, it was assumed that the interest of the Dutch Government in forest area
expansion would continue. According to the forest policy aim of 75000 ha between 1989 and 2020 this
would imply ayearly expansion of 2420 ha. Thisis also the assumption of the National Climate Policy
Implementation Plan. Thisresultsin atotal areaincrease, since 1990, in 2012 of 55660 ha.

This expansion would be achieved throwgh, inter alia, a system of “tradedle forest certifi@tes”.

However, on he bais of the areal expansion in the semnd Half of the 1990’s & assesed by the ex post
evaluation this numberof 2420 hakr may not beachieved. To eflect this projection-uncertinty, we

have assmed, & the lower range of this projected area tlat the rate of foreg expansion will be 3M ha
peryea (after 200)yielding atotd area increasefd 0,24 ha since 199 (see also Nabuurs et al. 1999,
2000).
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Table Il —Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stocks and

areaestimates

(First sentenceof Article 3.4)

Land system Area (ha) |Carbon stock in
1990 1990 (t C)

Forest lands 339000 64410000
Agric ulture lands 909000 45450000
Rangelands/grasslands 1097000 109700000)
Wetland/tundra 22418 33627000}
Other 1029582 10295820
Total (aslisted abowe) 339700( 26348282p

EXPLANATORY TEXT (Table I1)

1) Description of land categories, incluling any land categories not covered.

Table A
Land system Definition Source Anticipated C-stock
change 1999 and
2012
Forest lands Crown cover 20%, | CBS,1985, UN- Areawill increase |60t C/haaboveground
minimum area 0.5 | ECE/FAO 2000 dlightly (appr. 300 | (+130t C/habelow-ground
ha, minimum ha per year). incl. Soil) (Nabuurs and
average width 30 Average growing | Mohren 1993, Seubring
m. stock per hain 1997)
existing forest will
CBS,1985, UN- increase aswell.
ECE/FAO 2000
Agriculture see below CBS,1998 Assumed constant | estimate of 50t C/hais
lands (CBS data confirm | based on carbon content of
thisfor 1999 1% in the top 50 cm layer at
compared to 1990) | bulk density of 1.0
Rangelands/ Including CBS,1998 Area 1990 has Estimate of 100t C/hais
grasslands grasslandsin low decrease by 10 based on carbon content of
areas of the % in 1999 and 2% in the top 50 cm layer at
Netherlands further decreaseto | bulk density of 1.0
918000 hain 2012 | (excluding organic, peat
expected layers, and organic carbon
below 50 cm)
Wetland/tundra | see below Wetland Areawill dightly | Estimate of 1500t C/hais
Internationa increase towards | based on carbon content of
2012 with 1000 ha | 30% in the top 50 cm layer
per year at bulk density of 1.0
Other see below CBS,1998 Areaexpectedto | Estimate of 10t C/hais
increase by appr. | based on 0.2% C in the top

150000 hain 2012

50 cm layer at abulk
density of 1.0.
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The area of agricultural lands include permanent crops, arable land, vegetables, greenhouses and flower
cultivation; the area has remained constant between 1990-1998 (CBS, 1998) and is expected to remain
constant until 2012.

The area of grassland in 1998 was 1032000 ha (CBS, 1998) and a further decrease is anticipated; linear
extrapolation of the rate of change from 1990-1998 until 2012 will give an area of grassland in 2012 of
918000 ha

The area of wetlands (Wetland International, 1998) includes designated areas in the Netherlands but
does not include coastal zones (i.e. Waddenses).

The area of other land includes urban land, lakes, rivers and infrastructure for 449000 ha, nature areas
for 141000 ha and 440000 hafor other land-use (CBS, 1998); the areais expected to increase with appr.
150000 ha from 1990-2012 (balancing the change in other land categories (estimate from expert
opinion).

2) Carbon pools - distinctions and assumptions.

The estimates for the size of the carbon stocksin forest vegetation (whole tree biomass) are based on
widely applied conversions of forest inventory (stemwood volume) data to whole tree carbon. For the
conversionsinternationa literature and IPCC reporting guidelines are used. For forest soil carbon, the
distribution of Dutch forests over soil types was assessed. For each soil type, profile descriptions are
used to assess organic matter content to 1 m depth. Those were converted to carbon.

The estimates for the size of the carbon stocks in agricultural vegetation types are largely based on
assumptions and expert opinion; the estimates include standing crop, below-ground biomass, litter and
soil organic matter. There is no extensive database available on the C-content of soils. Carbon stocksin
soils are substantial and may differ significantly between soil types and land uses even within
distinguished categories such as wetland, nature, other, etc. The specific assumptions and distinctions
are presented in table A in this explanatory text.

3) Data sources.

Inventories published by CBS (1998), Wetland International (1999). For the total area of forest in The
Netherlands the Dutch Forest area statistic of 1983 was used (CBS 1985). These same values are also
reported by FAOSTAT and by the UN-ECE/FAO (2000).

4) Methods.

The estimates for the size of the carbon stocks in forest vegetation are based on widely applied
conversions of forest inventory (stemwood volume) data to whole tree carbon. For the conversions
international literature and IPCC reporting guidelines are used. For forest soil carbon, the distribution of
Dutch forests over soil types was assessed. For each soil type profile descriptions are used to assess
organic matter content. Those were converted to carbon. Though, no data on soil carbon are used, dueto
fex reliable data on thisissue, especially for deforestation.

5) Possible changesin carbon stocks.

Possible changes in carbon stocks would be largely based on changes in areas and less on changesin
carbon content, that accompany changes in land-use. Estimates would be highly uncertain and no
extensive database exist yet. Estimates could be made available in the next 3 years on the basis of model
calculations using soil maps.

6) Uncertainties.

The area estimate for land categories has a minor uncertainty (<5%). The estimates on carbon content
have uncertainties in the order of 10-50% (A. van Amstel (2000) Monitoring CO2 sinksin the
Netherlands. Proceedings, Wageningen University Research Centre, pp. 47)



Tablelll - Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on Article 3.4 activities, rdated net GHG emissions, involved areas, and projected carbon stock
changes (additional activitiesunder Article 3.4)

Article 3.4 Country |Accounting A (ha) CO,, i (t CHa, i (t N2O, | (t Bu(ha) [Oo, i (t CHa, tN20, i (t pep (ha) AC, (tC) CO2, cp (t CHa, cp N20, ¢p Methods Data sources, Pther
specific data framework 1995) COy)* CO, [CO; 1999) |COy)* (t CO, 2012) CO,)* (tCco, |(tCO, |and data quality, [information
equiv.) |equiv.)* CO; |equiv.)* equiv.) |equiv.) approaches |and relevant to
8 g equi *g *g uncertainties |decision-
v¥§ (e.g. ranges) [making
Activity 1 Land based 5400 59400|n.a. n.a. 6340 69740|n.a. [n.a. 10240 153600 563200/|n.a. n.a. see expert
explanatory| judgement
text
Forestry Activity based 5400 59400|n.a. n.a. 6340 69740|n.a. |n.a. 10240 153600 563200(n.a. n.a.
Improved
management
Activity 2 Land based 54540 59994 (n.a. n.a. 90900 99990(n.a. [n.a. 209070 62721 229977|n.a. n.a. see expert
explanatory| judgement
text
Cropland Activity based 54540 59994 (n.a. n.a. 90900 99990(n.a. |n.a. 209070 62721 229977|n.a. n.a.
Activity 3 Land based 2700000 | -16200000(n.a. n.a. 4500000| -27000000(n.a. |n.a. 10350000| -3681818(-13500000 |n.a. n.a. see expert .
explanatory| judgement H
text 9
Grazing land Activity based 2700000 | -16200000(n.a. n.a. 4500000| -27000000|n.a. |n.a. 10350000| -3681818(-13500000 |n.a. n.a. 1
Activity 4
Activity 5

Footnote 1 - this value is an overestimation - the area a;, in 2012 islikely to be not constant during the 5 years of the 1% commitment period (cp) and be less at the start of the 1% cpin

2008.



* These columns would contain the sum over the years concerned of net annual emissions by sources and removals by sinks for the Article 3.4 activities proposed.
A negative sign indicates either emissions by sources or a decrease in carbon stocks. A positive sign indicates either removals by sinks or an increasein carbon stocks.
To convert a carbon amount to CO, multiply it by 3.67.
$ CH, and N,O emissions are converted to CO, equivalent emissions by using the global warming potential (GWP) values of 21 for CH, and 310 for N,O (Source: Second
Assessment Report of the IPCC, 1995)

a: Area(ha) in 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,, | : Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in &.
CHy, ;: CH,4emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in g.

N0, ;: N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in g

a: Area(ha) in 1999 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

COy, 1 : Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity,accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in a;.
CHy, 1 : CH; emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in a;.

N2O, ; : N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in &.

Acp: Projected area (ha) in 2012 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

AC.,: Projected carbon stock changes (t C) over the first commitment period related to the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,, ¢p: Projected net CO, emissions related contribution (t CO,) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

CHy, ¢,: Projected CH, emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.
N,O, ¢ : Projected N,O emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

- 961 -
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EXPLANATORY TEXT (tablelll)
Activities|, Il and Il arelisted in table 3 and explained in text below.

Activity | : Forest management

1) Activity and accounting — definition and description

Managed forest: practically all Dutch forest was already managed in 1990.

This management includes thinning and normal harvest and regeneration cycle. Most of the forest
area has been managed in even-aged stands as monoculturesin regular rotations of 60 to 100 years.
Managed is changing towards stand which are uneven-aged and mixes and more selective cutting and
longer rotations (80-120 years). Management today does hardly include any drainage of sites or
fertilization or liming except in cases of restoration of nutrient balances following acidification and/or
eutrification. Forest fires are rare and management does not include pest control.

Only new areas of forest can be assumed to come into management after 1990. Therefore the area
estimates for forest expansion are used here again. We use same effectiveness asin Table |, but now
reportedint CO, (!). Hereis arisk of double counting (Special Report p. 135) of new areas of forest
which are also reported in Table 1 (Article 3.3). We have clearly decided to take only the new forest
areas, because there is no additional forest management since 1990 in the existing forest areain 1990.
Thereby, few data are available on forest management activities in 1990.

2) Carbon pools included
All carbon pools are included: whol e tree biomass (including roots), litter, soil organic matter, slash,
and wood products)

3) Methodologies and data

For the Dutch forest, the average carbon pools in the forest biomass and average regrowth rates are
used. No further stratification has been applied apart from regrowth rates for forests on agricultural
lands and regrowth rates for the existing forest that is being harvested. For the subsequent periods
simple assumptions were made for the regrowth rates times area per age class. We did not distinguish
between forest growth rates (and soil carbon losses) on former cropland or pasture, or different soil
types.

Data sources: see explanation for Table | for area estimates and effectiveness.

4) Treatment of non CO2 greenhause @ses
Not treated

5) Methods and ke assumptiorsin projectionsfor the first commitment period (208-2012) and
discussion, if posdble, of trends beyord the first commitment period.

For the period 1990-2012, it was assumed that the interest of the Dutch Government in forest area
expansion would continue. According to the forest policy aim of 75000 ha between 1989 and 2020
thiswould imply ayearly expansion of 2420 ha. Thisis also the assumption of the National Climate
Policy Implementation Plan. Thisresultsin atota areaincrease, since 1990, in 2012 of 55660 ha.
This expansion would be achieved throwgh, inter alia, a system of “tradedle forest ertific ates”.
However, on he bais of the areal expansion in the secand half of the 1990’s & assesed Ly the ex
pog evaluation, this number of 220 halyr may not be ahieved To reflect this projection-uncertainty,
we have assmed, athe lower rarge d this pojected arethat the rate bforest expansion will be
300 haperyea (after 200)yielding a btal araincrease of 10,2ha since 199 (see alsdNabuurs
et al. 199, 20M).
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Activities||: Cropland management

1) Activity and accouwnting — definition and description

Improved cropland management includes reduced tillage (more shallow and less frequent), improved
management and application of crop residues (aimed at reducing the loss of residue N and thus of C),
less bare-fallow (introducing cover crops), increased ley-arable farming on former arable land (as a
result of expanding the area where biological farming principles are applied and no mineral fertilizer
is applied).

Conventional cropland management is most likely a source for CO, (and N,O) through conventional
tillage, removal of crop residues, etcetera. Cropland management as broadly defined activity would
cover both the increases and decreases of C stocks on the lands that are managed (both improved and
conventional management). Thisis currently not reflected by the numbers reported in this table for
they only relate to improved management and disregard sources associated with conventional
management. Source-data related to conventional management are currently incomplete and often
lacking.

Therate of carbon gain is estimated from SRLUC table 4.5, page 203 to 1.1 tCO, (0.3t C) per ha per
year. The areato which thistype of activitiesis applied in the Netherlandsis not well known and
estimated to 1% per year as of 1990 (1% of 909000 times 6 years gives 54540 ha). Thiswill result in
application on 20% in 2010 and is half of the estimated value in the SRLUC of 40% (p. 14). A large
part of the Dutch cropland concerns crop rotations that require soil tillage at some point in time.

2) Carbon pools included
Carbon poolsinclude, based on assumptions specified below, below-ground C in litter and soil.

3) Methodologies and data

Methodologies and data are scarce; calculations for the C stocks soil could be made based on model
calculations and soil types. With these model exercises, N,O emissions for agriculturein the
Netherlands have been estimated (ROB-Agro-Report, in prep).

The accounting approaches are based on statistical datafrom annual inventories on agricultural
practices and farm management that are available from LEI-DLO and CBS as sources of statistical
data; these are considered to be equal to FAQ inventories.

Dataon soil C contents are scarce especialy concerning the change in soil C following (changes of)
agricultural management.

4) Treatment of non CO2 greenhause @ses

Dataon non CO,-greenhouse gasesom fertilizer use and direct and indirect N,O losses are scarce.
The Netherlands report N,O emissions from minera and organic fertilizers. Estimates on emissions
should be gailable by autunn 2000 (ROB gro —report, Kuikman et al.in prep). Sane of he
measures wileffect the enissions of nitrous oxideand of methane as well. Research is going on to
provide measuresf the (chamges in) emissions following specific management pratices.

5) Methods and key assumptionsin projectionsfor thefirst commitment period (2008-2012) and
discussion, if possible, of trends beyond the first commitment period.

Projections for the first commitment perial include aredwce gplication of mineral fertili zer cue to
improved fertilizer useeffi ciency and reluced losses of nitrate in the Netherlands. This alone will
realtinreduced NO amissiors (estimated at0.5-1.7 Mt CO-equivalensin N,O, ROB aro — report,

in prep).
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Activities|11: Grazing land management

1) Activity and accounting — definition and description

According to the EU definition, permanent grassland is grassland that is not in rotation and that is
continuous grassland for 5 or more consecutive years.

- In the Netherlands, alarge area of grassland is regularly subject to ploughing and reseeding to
maintain productivity and introduce new and more productive grass varieties. This practice would
qualify as grassland management.This form of management on permanent grassland will release soil
organic carbon at an estimated rate of 3.5 tCO, per ha per year on the short term (estimated lossfor N
and N,O will be provided by September 2000 by ROB (Reductieplan Overige Broeikasgassen,
reductionplan greenhouse gases other than CO,)-project on the basis of IPCC default values for
indirect emissions from nitrate leaching, ROB report, in prep). This management is repeated every 5-
10 yearsto alarge part of the grassland area and concerns on average 50000 ha per year. Asfor now,
we assume that the losses of soil C will be compensated by the increased productivity in the years
following ploughing and reseeding (on the long term: 5-10 years). This practice requires additional
nitrogen fertilization to compensate for the nitrogen lost. Associated with thisfertilization is emission
of CO, (energy and transport) and N,O of unknown quantities.

As a conseguence of the above, in 2012 most grassland on sand and 50% of grasdand on clay is under
this form of management (500000 ha and excludes the grassland area in the western, lower part of the
Netherlands).

- In the Netherlands, peatlands are often covered by grazing land. Drainage management is very
important on these areas. This causes a maximum source of CO, of 12 tons ayear. The total areais
450.000 ha. An assumption is made that 450000* 6 tons CO, ayear is emitted. The area is constant
between 1990 and 2012. This accounts for all of the numerical valuesincluded in table 3.

-The area of grassland is continuously decreasing due to urban and infrastructure devel opment and
due to conversion to cropland (mostly in rotation of grass-ley or for the production of flowers). The
latter ar@is estimated to 50 haper yea (datafrom “ROB — Herinzaagrasland” by Vellinga and
Kuikman on tle basisof CBS daa (Van Eerdt 199). Therateof change of il C isestmated to be —
3.5t CQ per haperyear anl assuned castart for the perial of 1990-2012. This will give 548365t
Cp = 115.0@ hax 5 (years 2008012 x —35tCO, ha' year' x 1/3.67 However, tisis not counted
asgrazing landmanagyement; it woubl be included in an ativity suchas “grassland corversion”

- Measursfor improvedgrazing landmanagement woud include reducing thearea ard intersity of
improving grasslandoroductivity through ploughing and reseding ard replace with a practice where
reseedig is dane withaut ploughing “old” andpemanentgrasslancbr whereploughing ard re-
sealing is goplied in spring and notm autumn. This woutl reduce heloss of il C (andof soil N)
and NO. No etimates asto the areain 2012 are available.

Methods and goproaches for egtiationof non CQ-greenhousgas®s

No literaure is available on gaseass losses of Nfrom grasslanl following corversim to cropland or
ploughing and reseediy. Theestimated bssof C is baed o losses of N from soils and the N,O
emission will be estinated usig the Nloss and the def#t IPCC enission facto for indirect
emissiors of N,O dof 2.5%. No nformation for CH, emissiorsis available.

2) Carbon poolsincluded
Carbon poals include abweground andbased on assaptions ecified belowbelow-ground C in
litter and oil.
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3) Methodologies and data

M ethodologies and data are scarce; calculations for the C stocks soil could be made based on model
calculations and soil types. With these model exercises, N,O emissions for agriculturein the
Netherlands have been estimated (ROB-Agro-Report, in prep).

The accounting approaches are based on statistical data from annual inventories on agricultural
practices and farm management that are available from LEI-DLO and CBS as sources of statistical
data; these are considered to be equal to FAQ inventories.

Data on soil C contents are scarce especially concerning the change in soil C following (changes of)
agricultural management.

4) Treatment of hon CO2 greenhouse gases

Data on non CO,-greenhouse gases from fertilizer use and direct and indirect N,O |osses are scarce.
The Netherlands report N,O emissions from mineral and organic fertilizers. Estimates on emissions
should be aailable by autunn 2000 (ROB gro —report, Kuikman et al.in prep). Sane of he
measures wileffect the amissions of nitrous oxideand of methaneas well. Research is going on to
provide measure®f the (chages in emissions following specific management pratices.

5) Methods and key assumptionsin projectionsfor thefirst commitment period (2008-2012) and
discussion, if possible, of trends beyond thefirst commitment period.

Projections for the firg conmitment period include reduce applicationof minera fertili zer due to
improved fertilizer useeffi ciency and reluced losses of nitrate in the Netherlands. This alone will
realtinreduced NO amissiors (estimated at0.5-1.7 Mt CQ-equivalensin N,O, ROB @ro — report,

in prep).
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Appendix A
Uptake rate accountings.
Afforestation / refor estation

For al activities, except for deforestation, the uptake rate is divided by afactor 2 for the periods 1990-
1995 and 1990-1999 for the following reason:

Example:
Planted Totd (ha) Uptake rate (tC tCly
(ha) /haly)
1990 | 300 300 1 300
1991 | 300 600 1 600
1992 | 300 900 1 900
1993 | 300 1200 1 1200
1994 | 300 1500 1 1500
1995 | 300 1800 1 1800

Originally, 1800* 1*6=10800 tC would be accounted. Reality showsit is only 6300 tC, whichis
approximately half of 10800tC.

This does not count for the period 2008-2012, because in that period the full area exists during the
whole period. Neither does it count for deforestation, because deforestation is counted for only one
year, in contradiction to afforestation and reforestation, and has thus not to be corrected by dividing
by 2.

Reforestation FAO:

To distinguish the different scenarios (activity / land | and 11 based), we divide the uptake ratesin
planting (P), harvest (H) and dlash (S).

Content scenarios;

Activity based | P

Landbased | P,H,S

Landbased |1 P, S

Activity based:
Plant/harv/ | Accounting uptake rate (tC ha* y™*)” Total uptake rate (tC ha' y™)
slash
1990-1995 | P 0,8/2 0,4
1990-1999 | P 0,8/2 0,4
1990-2012 | P 0,8/2 0,4
2008-2012 | P 0,8 0,8

1) The effectivenessis divided by years or factor 2 (see below)
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Landbased I:
Plant/harv/ | Accounting uptake rate Uptakerate | Tota uptakerate (tC ha'y™)
slash (tC ha’y?)? (tCha'y?
1990-1995 | P 0,8/2 04
H -30/6 -5 -6,1
S -3/2 -1,5
1990-1999 | P 0,8/2 04
H -30/10 -3,0 -4,1
S -3/2 -1,5
1990-2012 | P 0,8/2 04
H -30/23 -1,3 -2,2
S -3*10/23 -1,3
2008-2012 | P 0,8 0,8
H -30/23 -1,3 -1,8
S -3*10/23 -1,3
1) The effectivenessis divided by years or factor 2 (see below)
Landbased II:
Plant/harv/dash | Accounting uptake rate (tC | Uptake rate (tC | Tota uptake rate (tC
ha—l y—l)l) ha—l y—l) ha—l y—l)
1990-1995 | P 0,8/2 04 -1,1
S -3/2 -1,5
1990-1999 | P 0,8/2 04 -1,1
S -3/2 -1,5
1990-2012 | P 0,8/2 04 -0,9
S 10*-3/23 -1,3
2008-2012 | P 0,8 0,8 -0,5
S 10*-3/23 -1,3

1) The effectivenessis divided by years or factor 2 (see below)




PORTUGAL

ARBORIZA CAO (ha)

Ano 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 2012
PAF 20,888 15320 16906 11,312 6,054 5141 564 - - - -
2080 - - - - 19,937 35882 22,578 29,584 23452 30,320 325,000
2328 (797) - - 5061 2225 - - - - - - -
PDF/PDR - - - - - 19925 15749 8338 8816 5784 ,
TOTAL 20,888 15320 21,967 13537 25991 60,948 38,891 37,922 32,268 36,104 442,000
Fonte: IFADAP 98 (10° ha) Odete Duarte: 304 (10° ha) 46 (10° ha)
Fonte: DGF 15 000 ha/ano * 60% Odete Duarte:
(arborizagdo) 25 000 ha/ano
15 000 ha * 13 anos= 195 25000*13 anos = 325 000
REARBORIZACAQ (ha) 000 ha nos 13 anos
Ano 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 2012
PAF - - - - - - - - - -
2080 - - - - - - - - - -
2328 (797) - - - - - - - - - -
PDF-incultos - - - - 1,150 1,766 922 1,305 341 4,597
PDF-ardidos - - - - 2,815 8672 5556 2391 1,819 3570 78
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 3,965 10,438 6478 3696 2160 8167 8,000
Fonte: IFADAP 4 (10° ha) Odete Duarte: 35 (10° ha) 113 (10° ha)
Fonte: DGF 40% da area total
considera-se que sera de
B rearborizagdo = 195 000 *
DESARBORIZACAO (ha) 40 % = 78 000
Ano 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 2012
SB + AZ (reduc&o) - 1,692 920 1,071 1,433 2,034 1055 287 211 171 2,600
TOTAL 0 1,692 920 1,071 1,433 2,034 1055 287 211 171 2,600
Fonte: IFADAP 5 (10° ha) 9 (10° ha) 11 (10° ha)
Fonte: DGF 3,758

Odete Duarte:
Considerou-se que a
desarborizagdo seria de
200 hafano, uma vez que
se verificou uma tendéncia
para a reduggo das areas
desarborizadas, que se
presumiu virem a ser
reforgadas com a entrada

em vigor da nova

_VOZ_



Article 3.3 Definitions Accounting a ACI a, AC” agp ACc Methods Data sources, Other information
Country framework (1000 ha) (1000 ha) (1000 ha) P and data quality, relevant to
specific data tC tC tC approaches and uncertainty decision-making
(e.g. ranges)
Afforestation ’%ﬁc Activity based 98 304 746
Reforestation Land based 98 304 746
Afforestation  |FAO Activity based 98 304 746
Land based 98 304 746
Reforestation AO Activity based 4 35 113
Land based | 4 35 113
'Land based || 4 35 113
Afforestation  |Other ivity based - - - - - - - - -
Reforestation Land based - - )\ - - - - - -
Deforestation d\FAo Activity 5 9 11
Land 5 9 11
O&Ker Activity bas - - - - - - - - -
Land based - - - - - - - - -
Odete Duarte: Odete Duarte: Odete Duarte:
Consideramos apenas os Consideraram-se as dados provenientes dos Odete Duarte:
cortes de redugdo de Sbe rearborizagdes de areas projectos 2080; 2328; PAF; Cormo devermos calcular
Az (areas > 1ha) ardidas e de cortes - PDF este valor?
valores contratados - Considerar um valor
médio por ha para todos os

povoamentos e contabilizar
também o carbono do solo

- G0¢ -



Ano 1998 Ano 2008 Variagédo Variagcdo/ano Variagédo Variacdo/ano
. Area Area Area Area
Especie (1000 ha) (1000 ha) (1000 ha) (1000 ha) (%) (%)
Eucalyptus globulus 705 705 - - - -
Pinus pinaster 1034 1184 150 15 14.5 1.5
Outras Resinosas 125 175 50 5 40.0 4.0
Outras Folhosas 1482 1682 200 20 13.5 1.3
Total 3346 3746 400 40 12.0 1.2
Ano 1990 Ano 1998 Ano 2000 Ano 2008
Espécie Area Area Area
(1000 ha) (1000 ha) (1000 ha)
Eucalyptus globulus 705 705 705
Pinus pinaster 1034 1064 1184
Outras Resinosas 125 135 175
Outras Folhosas 1482 1522 1682
Total 3346 3426 3746

+ 170 000 ha (1990 a 1997)

+ 200 000 ha (1990 a 2000)

+ 600 000 ha (1990 a 2008)

Espécie

Ano 1998
taxa

crescimento
(m3/hal/ano)

Ano 2008

taxa

crescimento
(m3/halano)

Eucalyptus globulus
Pinus pinaster
Outras Resinosas
Outras Folhosas

9.5

5.6
5.6
0.5

10.5

[@le)lNe))
(6 NeNe]
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Ano 1998 Ano 2008 Variagédo Variagcdo/ano Variagédo Variacdo/ano
. Area Area Area Area
Especie (1000 ha) (1000 ha) (1000 ha) (1000 ha) (%) (%)
Eucalyptus globulus 705 705 - - - -
Pinus pinaster 1034 1184 150 15 14.5 1.5
Outras Resinosas 125 175 50 5 40.0 4.0
Outras Folhosas 1482 1682 200 20 13.5 1.3
Total 3346 3746 400 40 12.0 1.2
Ano 1990 Ano 1998 Ano 2000 Ano 2008
Espécie Area Area Area
(1000 ha) (1000 ha) (1000 ha)
Eucalyptus globulus 705 705 705
Pinus pinaster 1034 1064 1184
Outras Resinosas 125 135 175
Outras Folhosas 1482 1522 1682
Total 3346 3426 3746

+ 170 000 ha (1990 a 1997)

+ 200 000 ha (1990 a 2000)

+ 600 000 ha (1990 a 2008)

Espécie

Ano 1998
taxa

crescimento
(m3/hal/ano)

Ano 2008

taxa

crescimento
(m3/halano)

Eucalyptus globulus
Pinus pinaster
Outras Resinosas
Outras Folhosas

9.5

5.6
5.6
0.5

10.5

[@le)lNe))
(6 NeNe]
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SPAIN

Tablel.-  Preliminary dataand information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stock changes and areasrelated to
Article 3.3 activities
Article 3.3 Definitions Accounting a (ha) C (tC) a, (ha) C, (tC) ap Cep Methods Data Other
Country framework (ha) | (tC) and sources, data | information
specific data approaches | quality and relevant to
uncertainly decision
(e.0. ranges) making
Afforestation IPCC Activity based
Reforestation
Land based 73,889 44,890 482,644 293,220 see below see below see below
Afforestation FAO Activity based
Land based 73,889 44,890 482,644 293,220 see below see below see below
Reforestation FAO Activity based
Land based 529,765 | 323,594 | 1,059,530 | 647,188 see below see below see below
Land based |1 ---- ---- ---- ---- - | - ---- ---- ----
Afforestation Other Activity based
Reforestation
Deforestation IPCC/FAO Activity based
Land based n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. see below see below see below
Other Activity based

Land based

-80¢ -



a Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year.

C Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year used in a on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

a Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 or possibly an earlier specific year.

Cy Carbon stock change (t C) since 1990 up to the same year used in a on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.

ap Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.

Co Projected carbon stock change (t C) over the first commitment period on land afforested, reforested, and deforested since 1990 up to 2012.

Table|. EXPLANATORY TEXT.
Afforestation
M ethods and approaches

(1) There are not global scale measurements of C, but local experimentation areas. Method of calculation is based in biomass data provided by the Second
National Forest Inventory (IFN-2). This inventory has been executed between 1985 and 1995 using a square grid of 1 km that covers all the spanish
territory. According the IFN-2 data and the conversion factors calculated in forest experimental plots by the Forest Research Department of Agriculture
Ministery (INIA), the dasometric values obtained are computed as biomass (Table 301 of the IFN-2 and Forest Growth experimental plots of INIA).
Biomass datais transformed in dry matter weight and in C equivalent values, using extrapolation factors obtained in the experimental forest plots of INIA.

-60¢ -

Data sources

(1) Source: Ministery of Agriculture, Spain: Afforestation of Agriculture land Program (RD 378/93).
(Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca y Alimentacion. Subdireccion General de Acciones de Desarrollo Rural: Programa de FodesTaerdas Agrariaks In
terms of surface subjeted to afforestation.

(2) Source: INF2 and INIA in terms of C calculatios.
Other information
Most of the spanish forest systems are in the Mediterranean area. There are al'so small but significant temperate and high atitude forests.

According our measurement system, it is not possible to separate areas included in the IPCC and FAO definitions. Both systems do not give remarkable
differencesin Spain.



Reforestation

M ethods and approaches
(1) There are not global scale measurements of C, but local experimentation areas. Method of calculation is based in surface data provided by the
difference between the the Second National Forest Inventory (IFN-2) and the First Nationa Inventory (INF-1). After discounting the afforested area. The
Second National Inventory has been executed between 1985 and 1995 using a square grid of 1 km that covers all the spanish territory, and the First
National Inventory has as a base year 1970. According the IFN-2 data and the conversion factors calculated in forest experimental plots by the Forest
Research Department of Agriculture Ministery (INIA), the dasometric values obtained are computed as biomass (Table 301 of the IFN-2 and Forest
Growth experimental plots of INIA). Biomass datais transformed in dry matter weight and in C equivalent values, using extrapolation factors obtained in
the experimental forest plots of INIA.

The following formula { area* Cant.p.men.*0.00314* 1.4} for calculation of the increase in forestry biomass uses the terms indicated bel ow:
1) the growth in larger trees, where the factorof 1.6 alows VCC to be expanded into the volume of total live biomass, for reforestation no large trees
were considered;
2) the growth in smaller trees, where the factor 0.00314 gives the volume in m® of a smaller trunk and the factor 1.4 allows this volume to be expanded
into the volume of total live biomass;

Data sources

VCC;Cant.p.men. Taken directly from Table 201 «Existencias por especie y Comunidad Autbnoma» in the publication entlitéol kSegtario
Forestal Nacional - Vol. Espafia».
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Other information
Most of the spanish forest systems are in the Mediterranean area. There are also small but significant temperate anl fioybsitit

According our measurement system, it is not possible to separate areas included in the IPCC and FAO definitions. Boli systguesremarkable
differences in Spain.

Defor estation
We consider that Deforestation according the definition used does not exit at significative scale nowadays in Spain:
- Forest fire affected areas. Spain do not allows land use changes after fires by law.- in a very short period of fiaued meau-énduced reforestation
proccess start (more of the forest fire affected areas does not suffer a total loose of vegetation).
- Changes in land use.- Now, there are not changes from forest land to agriculture or urban use at significative scalgimtesSphim tendency of
afforestation predominates and it is supported by the Governement.
- Desertification proccess.- Sudeast of Spain is affected by this topic mainly historically in non forested areas. Howlevest nase created to control
erosive process.
- Clear cutting zones are inmediately reforested through a natural or man induced proccess.

Uncertainty: The IFN-2 has 10%



Tablell. - Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stocks and areas estimates (First sentence of Article 3.4)

Land system Area (ha) Carbon stock in 1990 (t C)

Forest lands 13,905,000 237,674,532

Agriculture lands

Rangelands/grasslands

Wetland/tundra

Other

Total (aslisted above)

Table Il EXPLANATORY TEXT.

-T1Z -

M ethods

The following formula { VCC* 1.6} for calculation of the increase in forestry biomass uses the terms indicated below: the growth in larger trees, where the
factorof 1.6 allows V CC to be expanded into the volume of total live biomass;

The formula has ignored the potential contribution of undergrowth and sparse trees in cleared forestry areas, as being, in thefirst case, contributions difficult
to estimate precisely and, in the second case, of alow amount, perhaps less than 2%. In addition, the contribution of trees on non-forestry land (urban trees,
etc.) isignored.

Other than forested lands were not taked into account for C stocks. Thus stocks are understimated. Further information on agricultural lands, grassands and
wetlands are been compiled.

Data sour ces

VCC: Taken directly from Table 201 «Existencias por especie y Comunidad Autonoma» in the publication entlited «Seguniw Fovestal Nacional -
Vol. Espafia.



Tablelll.- Prdiminary datainformation provided by Annex | Party on Article 3.4 activities, related net GHG emissions, involved areas, and projected carbon
stock changes (additional activities under Article 3.4)

Article 3.4 Accounting a CO,, CHy, N,O,, a COy CHyy N,O,;, ap | _Cop | CO2c | CHacp | N2Ouiep @ | (b) | (c)
Country framework (ha) (t COy* (t CO, (t CO, (ha) (t COy* (t CO, (t CO, (ha) | (tC) | (tCO, | (tCO,
specific equiv.)*® | equiv.)* equiv.)*S equiv.)* (t equiv.) | equiv.)*®
data 8 8 CO,) | *8
*

Activity1 | Landbased | 13.905.000 | 949.239 n.d. n.d. 13.905.000 | 1.855.238 | n.d. n.d. S R I P ——

Activity - -—-- S T I —

based

* These columns would contain the sum over the years concerned of net annual emissions by sources and removals by sinks for the Article 3.4 activities proposed.

A negative sign indicates either emissions by sources or a decrease in carbon stocks. A positive sign indicates either removals by sinks or an increase in carbon
stocks.

To convert a carbon amount to CO, multiply it by 3.67.

8 CH, and N,O emissions reconverted to CO, equivalent emissions by using the global warming potencial (GWP) values of 21 for CH, and 310 for N,O (Source:
Second Assenssment Report of the IPCC, 1995)

-¢le -

a Area (ha) in 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,, Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removal by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in g
CH,, CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in a.

N,O, N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in g,

a  Area(ha)in 1999 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO,,; Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removal by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in g.
CH,, CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in &.

N,O,; N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year asused in g.

(a) Methods and approaches; (b) Data sources, data quality, and uncertainties (e.g. ranges); (c) Other information relevant to decision-making.

Tablelll. EXPLANATORY TEXT.

M ethods and approaches

(1) There are not global scale measurements of C, but local experimentation areas. Method of calculation is based in VCC data provided by the difference between the the Second
National Forest Inventory (IFN-2) and the First National Inventory (INF-1). After discounting the the VCC from Afforestation and Reforestation in table I. The Second National
Inventory has been executed between 1985 and 1995 using a square grid of 1 km that covers all the spanish territory, and the First National Inventory has as base year 1970.
According the IFN-2 data and the conversion factors calculated in forest experimental plots by the Forest Research Department of Agriculture Ministery (INIA), the dasometric
values obtained are computed as biomass (Table 301 of the IFN-2 and Forest Growth experimental plots of INIA). Biomass datais transformed in dry matter weight and in C
equivalent values, using extrapolation factors obtained in the experimental forest plots of INIA.
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SWEDEN

Requested country-specific data on land use, land-use change and forestry

Tablel. Preliminary data and information provided by Sweden on carbon stock changes related to
Article 3.3 activities. Curr. means harvesting at current level (74 mill. m/yr).

Defini Area Area(proj.) | Estimated C stock change
-tions (1000 ha) (1000 ha) (TgC) (TgC) (Tg Clyr)
1990-1995 |1990-2012 | 1990- 1990- 2008-
1995 2012 2012
I. Article 3.3
Afforestation/ IPCC | Activity based 69 242 0.03 16 0.17
Reforestation Land based'
Deforestation FAO/ |A. Forestto 18 18 -0.001 -0.001 -0
IPCC |farmland”
B. Forest to 29 128 -0.96 -4.2 -0.19
roads, etc. "
C. Forest to built- 20 88 -0.33 -15 -0.07
up land"
D. Defor. sum 67 234 -1.3 -5.7 -0.26
Reforestation FAO |E. Activity 950 Curr.: 4180 0.5 28 3.0
on forest land based"
)] Afforestation/reforestation: Area classified as farmland in the inventory 1988-1992 and as

v)

forest land in the inventory 1993-1998 divided by 5.5 yr multiplied with 5 yr. Afforestation
and reforestation cannot be separated. To some extent isincluded land on which farming will
be applied again - seeii, and land which has been used for forest managment shorter than 20
years ago. Thus, the A. areais subtracted from the expected afforestation area during 1995-
2012.

Forest to farmland: Area classified as forest land in the inventory 1988-1992 and as farmland
in 1993-1998 divided by 5.5 yr and multiplied with 5 yr. Thisisto a high extent land that has
been abandoned for only afew years or land on which the present land use was difficult to
determine at either inventory. Clearing of mature forest in purpose to extend cultivation or
grazing is non-significant today. A loss of 0.1 Mg C/hais asssumed).

Forest to roads, etc: Net conversion from forest land to roads, railway and power line
clearings between 1988-1992 and 1993-1998. An immediate loss from an average Swedish
forest stand is assumed (33 Mg C/ha).

Forest to built-up land: Net conversion from forest land to built-up land between 1988-1992
and 1993-1998. In many cases, a high tree density (canopy cover) remain after the conversion
(> 10 %), and in other cases, the tree density was low before the conversion. An immediate
loss c. half the size of an average forest is assumed (16.6 Mg C/ha).

Reforestation: Area on which reforestation (regeneration) has followed upon forest
harvesting, i.e. al clear-cut area.

1. Definitions and accounting

a) Forest

Forest land according to the Swedish Forestry Act isall land that i) is not used for other purposes
than wood production, and ii) that may support an average stemwood production exceeding 1 m®
per hectare per year. Recently abandoned farmland is therefore forest even if no active
afforestation yet has taken place. However, according to the Forestry Act, action must be taken to
provide sufficient tree plant density within afew years, unlessthe land is again used for other
purposes.
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« Land that has a stemwood production exceeding 1 m® per hectare per year but which has another
active land-use than forest management is thus not forest. This could be e.g. pasture, built-up land,
and preserved aress.

b) Afforestation, reforestation and deforestation

Data from the permanent plots of the National Forest Inventory (see 4.) has been used to estimate
present land-use change rates (see Table /111 footnotes), and these rates have been used to predict
coming rates (exception for af-, reforestation - see footnote i and ii).

¢) Accounting approaches
(See above and below.)
2. Carbon poolsincluded

Carbon poolsincluded are above- and belowground biomass. The knowledge about the rate of litter
and dash decomposition, and about the change in soil C pools after a certain land-use change on
various land typesis still too scarce or uncertain to be applied here.

3. Stratification
(See 4. Methodol ogies and data)
4. Methodologies and data

The following conversion factors were used:
e 1gdw.=046¢gC
« 1m’wood =0.40 Mg d.w.

The Swedish National Forest Inventory (NFI) is carried out by the Department of Forest Recource
Management and @omatics at the Svedish University of Agricultural Scienes in Umed. The NFI
has been wtertken sincel923 and he main purpose is talescrike the sto& andgrowth rat of
stanwood with a rektively high reolution.

The inventoly includes rowghly 18 000 smple plots peryear, systamatically distributed wer the
whole of SwedenThedistance betweenhe plots & shorter in sathem than in northern SwedenA
quarter @ the plots are permanent which means thg are revisited ead five-yea-period, wiereas the
rest are tamporary. All types of &nd areincluded in the suwvey, but thedetailed information is
collectedon forest land Within the plot, all tree diameteis aremeasired as well as theheights of a
sanple d trees.

Due b the wdl-basedknowledye mn stanwood deelopment, the uncertainty of the ditaon stock
charges aul growth rates otemwood is redtively small, ard thus also o the prediction on
stanwood sbck charges atvarious hervestirg levels. Functions for relatiors betwesn branches/root
parts ad the stemwood arealso based m a relatively large sampling data lase Knowledge abat the
variationof these relations withvarious stand prameters wa usel in the predictions of total biomass
stod changes ondl forest land. The estimations of biomass sick charges de to af- and eforestation
are fairly uncertain sincelittl e effort has keen put on producing well-based factions for that young
forest stand (< 20 yr) in Scardinavia. Theestimations d actua C stok lossesat various typesof
deforestation are baed a crude estimations At this stage, onlyy NFI information @ncerning
afforestation ard deforestationareas were used In a caning anaysis, data b stem volumes on these
aress calld be analysedas well. However, on land withother classification than forest, no treestand
data is colleted at the plot.
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5. Treatment of non-CO, greenhouse gases

Non-CO, greenhouse gases are not treated in thisreport. Our current estimates of both methane- and
nitrousoxideemissions from area sources (forest and agricultural lands) are judged to be too uncertain
to be tabled at the present stage. We suppose that both gases are emitting substantial amounts
annualy: methane mainly from peatland and nitrousoxide mainly from wetlands and fertilized
agricultural lands. Also different kinds of forests play a certain role, especially those on thick
organogenic soils with strong wet/humic profiles. It is also difficult to sort out human induced
emissions from those coming from non-human induced natural areas.

A rough estmate fran LULUCF —land catgories which need to be correctel later on shows
* methaneemission 12 Mtiear CH given as CQ-equivalent at a GWP¢, = 24;
e nitrousoxde-emission 12 " NO " GWRy20 =310;

6. Methods andkey assunptions in projections for the first commitment perial (2008-2012)
Concening assunptions o land-use chage rates see Tabléd/Ill footnotes ad 1 b.
Assunptionson C pal charges anl land-use darge rates:

Curr. : means lrvestirg at arrent level (74 million m®yr);

High.: means haresting a a higher level presuned for te first commitment period
(81million m3/yr);

Tablel b
Land use category: Average C pool growth Aver age ar ea affected
20082012 [Mg/hakr] 20082012 [100tha]
Afforestation 1.7 222
Reforestation. 0.79 Curr: 3800High: 3984
Forestmanayement Curr: 0.19High 0.14 23 000 (all foresland)
(addactivity art. 34)
Instant C pol decrease Avergye areaffected
20082012 [Mg/hd| 20082012 [100Chalyr]
Forest to farmland 0 0
Forest to oads 33 5.8
Forest to hilt-up lang 17 4.0
Tablell
Preliminary data ad information oncarbon stocks (inbiomassa ad soils) and areaestimates.
Land system Area (ha) Carbon stock in 1990 (Mt C)
Forest lands 22 910 000 2 800"
Agriculture lands 3140 000 230
Pastrre/grasslaas 500 000 45
Wetlards/Peatlands 4 600 000 4 500
Forest Conseation 630 000 28
Other fmountaing nature res. 9 300 000 -
urban areasinfrastr., etc)
Total land area 41 080 000 7 603

T Total carbon content in above- and belowground forest biomass and soil organic carbon estimated to 1 m
depth.

2 Total carbon content in agricultural / pasture soils including biomass, average estimates.

3 Total carbon content in wetlands/peatlands estimating average peatdepth to 2 m, mainly on non-human
induced land areas.

* Productive forest area under conservation 1990.

® The average carbon content in forest biomass estimated to 45 t C/ha.
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Tablelll
Preliminary data and information on Article 3.4 activities, related net greenhousegas emissions,
involved areas, and projected carbon stock changes (additional activities under Article 3.4)

Activity Accounting a COz2.1 a COy ap 2Cop COyqp
framework (Mha) | MTCO2) |((Mha) |[(MtCOy) |(Mha) | (TgC) |(MtCOy)
Forest Land based 23 198 23 297 23 22,5 82,5
Management
" * discount 5% 11 4,1
Forest LAND BASED |0,2" 0,44 0,26 0,57 0,51 03 1,0
Consevation

! Additional area 1990 - 1995
2 Additional ar@ 1990— 1998

a Area (M ha) in 13involved n theArticle 34 actvity sine 1990. For forest
manajement the sae gross area is assed in operatin throughou the period
990 — D12 (including the first conmitment period2008-2012).
CGO, ; Net CQ removals Ly sirks relaed to the Article 34 activity, accumulated estimate
990 — 195. A ton C anountmultiplied by 44/12 is corvertad to ton CQ.

a Are (M ha) in 1998 involved in Article 3.4 actiity since 190.
CO, ;1 Net CQ removals ty sirks related to the Article 3.4activity, accunulated estimate
1990 —1998.

ap, Pojected are (M ha) in 2012 involved in Article 3.4 ectivity since 1990.

2Cep Projected carbonstock charges (Tg C) over the first commitment period relaito the
Artick 3.4 actvity since 199. During thefirst commitment peria (2008 — 2012) the
anual carba stock increase is estiated to 45 Mt C dwe to expectd slight
increse in forest harvestirg during the fird commitment period compare to the
arrernt forest carbon stok increase of abaut 9 Mt Clyea ( increase in total forest
biomass abee ard belowground).

CO, ¢ Projected net CO, emissiors/removals rebted contribution (Mt CO,) of the Article 3.4
activity to the firé commitment periodassigned amount d the Party.

Methods and approaches

The activity Forest manajement as defingin Table Ill is considereds abroad actiity. The
manged forest ar@(23 Mha) isaveraged b be mnstant @er the yeais 1990 —2012. Productive
forest land differs from othe landtypes,marginal lands, etc whichalso may congin slow growing
forests @ treecover, by storirg certain amount ofcarba every year pravided hat the biomass
increment is bigger than removals by hawestirg or ary othe circumstance like fires, storms, etc.

The activity Forest consewvation as dfined in Table Il is consilered & a rarrow activity. Areas are
well-defined am protected by legal means withat time limits. Forestsincluded in Tdole Il are all
well growing exceeling average anmial increment of Svedish brests asno forest measures ke
thinning or any kind of autting ocaur.
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Table | Preliminary data and inform ation provided by Annex

| Party on carbon stock changes and areas related to article 3.3 activities

A C.p: Projected carbon stock change (tC) over the firstcommitmentperiod on land afforested, reforested, and deforested
since 1990 up to 2012.

Methods and approaches

Specify:

a) Forest definition used;

b) Definitions for afforestation, reforestation and deforestation used;
c) Applied accounting approaches;

d) Included carbon pools;

e) Other.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table 1)
Parties should submitinformation under all headings listed below where the inform ation is relevant to the approach taken
in their submission and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.D efinitions and accounting:

a) Forest,

b) Afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation,
c) Accounting approaches.

2.Carbon pools included (e.g. above-ground biom ass, litter and woody debris, below-ground biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials);
3.Stratification (e.g. biomes and regions);
4.Methodologies and data:
a) Data sources,
b) Sampling techniques,
c) Models and key parameters,
d) Uncertainties.
5.Treatmentof non-CO, greenhouse gases.

=)

.M ethods and key assum ptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008-2012) and discussion,
of trends beyond the firstcommitment period.

if possible,

Data sources, aata " -
Article 3.3 Country Accounting a a Heiheds quality, and Biher Inierm aie
Definitions ! A C (ktC) a,(kha)lA C, (ktC) cP A CcpktC) and 7 relevant to
specific data framework (kha) (kha) AR PIEAGHES uncerratrr:‘nnnpty‘(e.g. G065 10 5 -m Aking
Afforestation IPC C Activity based
Reforestation Land based 117 555 183 1537 401 3070 fsee below |see below
Afforestation FAO Activity based
Land based 117 555 183 1537 401 3070 [see below |see below
Reforestation FAO Activity based 94 458 151 1296 334 2311|see below [see below
Land based | 94 -10286 151 -16386 334 -7107|see below |see below
Land based Il 94 -368 151 -501 334 226 |see below [see below
A fforestation Activity based
. Other: Net
Reforestation approach Land based 111 526 173 1457 378 2918|see below |see below
Deforestation IPCC/FAO Activity based
Land based 6 -315 10 525 23 -263[see below |see below
Activity based
Other: Net
approach Land based 0 0 Olsee below |see below
a: Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year.
AC,: Carbon stock change (tC) since 1990 up to the same year as used in a,on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.
a : Area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 1999 or an earlier specific year.
IAC,: Carbon stock change (tC) since 1990 up to the same year as used in a;; on land afforested, reforested, and deforested.
Acp: Projected area (ha) afforested and reforested, or deforested since 1990 up to 2012.

AT



Table Il - Preliminary data and information provided by Annex | Party on carbon stocks and area estimates
(First sentence of Article 3.4)

Vegetation Soil Carbon Total Carbon stock in

Land system Area (Mha) | Carbon stock in | stock in 1990 1990 (Mt C)

1990 (Mt C) (Mt C)

Woodlands 2.6 94.8 591.1 685.8
Arable 4.8 4.8 969.3 974.1
Pasture 7.2 7.1 1718.3 1725.3

Semi-natural 6.9 11.5 6913.7 6925.2
Other 2.2 0.1 31.9 32.0|

Total (as listed above) 23.8 118.2 10224.2 10342.4 I
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EXPLANATORY TEXT (table II)
Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant
to the approach taken in their submission and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Description of land categories, including any land categories not covered.
2.Carbon pools - distinctions and assumptions.

3.Data sources.

4.Methods.

5.Possible changes in carbon stocks.

6.Uncertainties.




Tablelll - Prdiminary detaand infarmetion provided by Amnex| Party on Artide34 adtivities rdated ne GHG arissans invdved aress and prg eded carbon gock dhanges
(edditiond adivitiesundar Artide34)

QHy (K | NQ (K Detasources
. ACyK | O ot | oy o ® . are
) (t t o (€ t @ Y4 V¢
Atide34 irg |2 ao0|co, (4 H, | NOIt| g OOM(MCH"( NOu | a, o 4| ooy Q0 eniv.)H{ QO exive) o CERCEIY, |
Quntry spadific| | g | ooy Q| @O | ) Q| @ (mmde e 8 =8 4= oo ad B,
cHa eqjv.)*§ eqjv.)*§ 2] eqjv.)*§ eqjv.)*§ 42) N ke  -|ytde - unatanies ceisicnTEdng
=rdeee | =rdese (eg rags)
Fores Land besad 140 | 500 1400 100000 140 1290 H00Noceta  [NocHa  |Seeqadayted
rreregeet|Adivty e |
Bogegy aos|Ladbesd | 0084 15 q qo3 4 q q 9 130 M0Nocka  [Noda | Seeqlavqryted
Adtivity bessd |

CGther edivities | Land besd

Adivitybesd |Art 344 theKyato Raiood far thefirg conmitrent paiad

Eingtesfar somedhe adivitiescanbefaudin Srithe d (serderenelist) but the UK doesnat advocateind uding theseadtivities ar any athersundlr theprovidasd

Land besd

Adivity besed

Land besd

Adivity besed

* These columns would contain the sum over the years concerned of net annual emissions by sources and removals by sinks for the Article 3.4 activities proposed.

A negative sign indicates either emissions by sources or a decrease in carbon stocks. A positive sign indicates either removals by sinks or an increase in carbon stocks.
To convert a carbon amount to CO, multiply it by 3.67.

8 CH, and N,O emissions are converted to CO, equivalent emissions by using the global warming potential (GWP) values of 21 for CH, and 310 for N,O (Source: Second Assessment Report of the IPCC, 1995)
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a: Area (ha) in 1995 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CH,, ,: CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.
N,O, ;: N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.
a: Area (ha) in 1999 or possibly an earlier specific year involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CH,, ,: CH, emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in g

N,O, ;: N,O emissions (t CO, equivalent) by sources related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in ;.

8gp Projected area (ha) in 2012 involved in the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

ACc:  Projected carbon stock changes (t C) over the first commitment period related to the Article 3.4 activity since 1990.

CO;, ¢p : Projected net CO, emissions related contribution (t CO,) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

CH,, ¢, - Projected CH, emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigne amount of the Party.

CO,, ;: Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity, accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.

CO,, i: Net CO, emissions (t CO,) by sources and removals by sinks related to the Article 3.4 activity,accumulated from 1990 to the same year as used in a,.

N,O, ¢, : Projected N,O emissions related contribution (t CO, equivalent) of the Article 3.4 activity to the first commitment period assigned amount of the Party.

EXPLANATORY TEXT (table III)

Parties should submit information under all headings listed below where the information is relevant to the approach taken in
their submissions and to the extent that data and methodologies exist.

1.Activities and accounting:

a) Definitions and descriptions of all activities proposed,

b) Scope of activities and how they fit into broader managed land categories,

¢) Accounting approaches,

d) Proposals for key accounting features, e.g. assumptions on baselines, basis for the area estimates covered by activity.
2.Carbon pools included (e.g. above ground biomass, litter and woody debris, below-ground biomass, soil carbon, and harvested materials).
3.Methodologies and data:

a) Data sources,

b) Sampling techniques,

¢) Models and key parameters,

d) Uncertainties.

4. Treatment of non CO, greenhouse gases.
5.Methods and key assumptions in projections for the first commitment period (2008—2012) and discussion, if possible, of trends
beyond the first commitment period.
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COUNTRY SPECIFIC DATA FOR THE UK RELATING TO ARTICLES3.3& 340F THE
KYOTO PROTOCOL

TABLE |

Explanatory text

1.
a)

b)

d)

e)

f)

9)

2.
For

Definitions and accounting

Forest is that planted land recorded in national surveys, the state forest sub-compartment database
and private land receiving planting grants. This may include access roads and tracks but excludes
nursery areas, land with buildings etc.

Afforestation & Reforestation in IPCC approach: For Great Britain (GB - England, Scotland and
Wales) isthe area each year published by the Forestry Commission (FC) to have been approved
for planting grant plus the new area actually planted by Forest Enterprise (FE - state forest
organisation). For Northern Ireland, both state and private new planting is published by the Degpt.
of Agriculture for Northern Ireland (DANI).

Afforestation for FAO approach is same as for IPCC.

Reforestation for FAO approach: The area of land recorded by the FC (GB - private) and FE (GB -
state) and DAIN(NI — state & privateas being restocked aftexcent clear felling for production
purposes and includ@atural rgeneration.

Deforestatio: Charge in land use fran forest to norforest.

Othe (net approadh) uses sane model adPCC approeh ( seebelow) but area of Aff orestation
plus Reforestation are educed each year ty the anount of Deforestation for broadleaf or conifer
before dhanges n carbon pols are gimated.

Within the FAO approah for Reforestation the following processes are included: FAO Land
Based includes (lossof old forest carbon dueto felling + loss of slas/litter carbon from old
forest + gain of carbon in newforest) ; FAO LandBased I includes (Iss of slagvlitter carbon
from old forest+ gain of carbain new forest) and FAO Actiity | includes (gain of carba in new
forest)

Carbon poolsincluded
afforestation ard reforestationabove-ground bianass, litter ad woody debris, belowground

biomass, sil carbon. Deforestatinincludes the mmoval of abave andbelow ground biomass and
decy of litter and woody debrs asapprapriate.

3.

Stratification

Forestry data isstratified by broadleaf ad conifer foressfor state ad privatesectosin ead of the 4
devolved adninistrative regions of the UK i.e. England, ScotlangdWales & Northernireland.

4.
a)

b)

M ethodologies and data

Datasources. Forest area from annual reprts of Forestry Conmission,Forest Enterprise and
Forest Sarice of Northernireland Tree plysiological and carbordata fran Dewar & Cannell
(199R) ard refererces therein.

Sampling techiques: Estimatesare baseal on geographically spesific data on foest statis recorded
by locd forest managers.

Models and key paraneters: Btimates d chargesin carbon pools due  afforestation and
reforestation use the GFlow model of Daevar & Camell (1992) (seedso Canrdl et al ( 199%),
Milne et al ( 1998), Cannelét al (199)). All conifers are assumed to Sika sprce YieldClass 12
or 14 (NI) and brodleaves beech Yieldlass 6. Br Deforestation tk lost tree catbon pal is



-222 -

assumed to be the long run time-averaged equilibrium values in the C-Flow for Sitka Spruce and
beech forests (60 tC ha* & 50 tC ha* respectively). Within the FAO approaches to Reforestation
the clear felled forest is assumed to contain twice the carbon as these equilibrium values (since
they would be a maturity) and decay of litter and woody debris from the felled forest occurs at the
rates estimated by the C-Flow model. Deforestation rates are not well known, hence a
representative conversion rate to non-forest of 1000 hay™ in total for the UK is used for all years.
Thisisunder review.

d) The estimates in thetable hase uncertainties of around+15% see Milne et al (1998), DETR
(2000).

5. Treatment of other GHG
Non-CO2greenhousgases areat estimated.

6. Methodsand Key assumptionsin projections

Afforestation and Reforestatia are assumed to catinue wntil the first commitment periodat the rates
recorded in 1998. Deforestatian rate is assumed corstant for al years from 1990 until the end of the
first commitment period.

TABLE Il
Explanatory text

1. Land Categories
The land categories usel are ttoseusal in the UK national assessnents of carbonstock ard are fully
descrbed in Milne andBrown ( 199) andCruickshark et al (1998) & aremethals ard data urces.

2. Carbon Pools

Vegetation carban contains estimatesof above and below groundbiomass or al plant types, woody
and noawoody. Soil carbon to adepth of Im (or less vkere appropriate) for mineral soils ard to
bediock for pesat soils.

3. Data sour ces
See Mihe ard Brown ( 1997) ard Cruickshark et al (1998B)

4. Methods
See Mihe ard Brown ( 1997) ard Cruickshark et al (1998B)

5. Possible changesin carbon stocks

Carban stocks in forests are hcreasing due to prgrammes of affoestation.Stocks d soil carbon,
partiaularly in carbon rid soil s of Scotlard, may be decreasing due to past expansion of agricultural
use lut thistrend is dowing due b a rarge of ayri-ervironment policies which have expanded
congrvation ares and tenckd to extensify agricultural practices —see Canell et al. (1999) and CETR
(2000).

6. Uncertainties
The uncertaint in the sizesf the carbm pools is alwut +25% (Milne & Brown 197)

TABLE 111
Explanatory text

The estimates provided in this Table are br information anly and @ not imply tha the UK seeks to
include any actiities underArt. 3.4 of the Kyoto Piotocol for the first conmitment period.
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1 Forest management

All but some 300 kha of the UK’s 2.3 Mha forest estate is managed and is accumulating carbon. Some
1.4 Mha of this estate has been planted since 1920 and the increase in carbon stock inthisareais
accounted in the UK submission to the UNFCCC Greenhouse Gas Inventory. The increase in carbon
stock in forests planted since 1990 is reported here in Table | under Article 3.3 of the Kyoto Protocol
and the difference between this amount and that in the GHG Inventory is entered herein Table |11
(under forest management). These values therefore refer to the accumulation in carbon on the standing
forest areain 1990 for periods subsequent to that date up to the end of the first commitment period.
Account has not been taken directly of those areas planted prior to 1920 (which are implicitly assumed
to bein equilibrium) or of deforestation prior to 1990 except in checking consistency between
accumulated areas of planting and the total forest area from periodic survey data. The methods used
for calculating the uptake of carbon by the UK forest stock are described in Milne et al (1998) and
Cannell et al (1999).

2 Bioenergy crop production

The data show only enhanced soil carbon uptake in arable land planted with short rotation coppice
(SRC), assuming the same accumulation of SOC under short-rotation woody bioenergy crops as seen
under natural woodland regeneration (1.17% y™; see Smith et al 2000). Bioenergy is arenewable
energy source and its direct emissions mitigation impact in displacing fossil fuel emissions would of
course be reflected in the UK inventory, as would any associated emissions in producing and using the
SRC.
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