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The Executive Board of the Clean Development Mechanism 

UNFCCC 

21 February 2007 

Dear CDM Executive Board Members 

Input for ‘Procedures to demonstrate the eligibility of lands 
for afforestation and reforestation project activities (Version 02)’ (EB 26 Report, Annex 18)

I am writing for responding the call for public input that is provided in the paragraph 37 of the report of 28th CDM-EB meeting.  The first part of this input includes general comment on the procedure while the later part indicates specific suggestions on respective descriptions in the Procedure.  It is my honour and pleasure to present this input before the board.  I sincerely wish this comment would play a part for development of AR-CDM process under your consideration.  

Yours sincerely 
Tatsuya Watanabe  

AR-CDM Advisor  

Japan International Cooperation Agency

(AR-CDM Capacity Development Project in Uruguay)
Comments

1. General Comments 
(1) Facilitation is the purpose  

In my view, the relevant decisions of the COP and COP/MOP have provided minimum requirements for so-called AR-CDM in a manner that the rules and procedures facilitate the realisation of the AR-CDM projects, but for preventing them.  Justification of this facilitation and minimum requirement should be found in the first part of the paragraph 2, the Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol, ‘The purpose of the clean development mechanism shall be to assist Parties not included in Annex I in achieving sustainable development and in contributing to the ultimate objective of the Convention, …’.  
(2) Existing rules and precedents  
In this context, the supposed role of the ‘Procedures’ should be to help users understand the rules and to show them practicable examples for satisfying requirements provided by the COP (and COP/MOP) and IPCC Guidance as well as precedent approved AR methodologies.  The most of the patient efforts for drafting the paper by the EB and ARWG seem to go along with this line and are hugely appreciated.  The two points below can be however pointed out, if I may say.  

(3) Addition of new requirements  

Firstly, an addition of new requirements (to supple an existing requirement, for example, forest definition thresholds) in order to eliminate rare, extreme and/ or exceptional cases should be very carefully examined from the view point of its necessity and benefit as well as the purpose and the function of the original requirement.  This is because the purpose of the ‘Procedure’ is to assist the activities of voluntary participation by the non-Annex I Parties.  
(4) Import of National GHG Inventory system for Annex I Parties  

Secondly, the reference to the IPCC GPG for LULUCF and the introduction of concept (and terminology) from the National GHG Inventory system for Annex I Parties should be carefully examined and limited to necessary minimum.  The obligation and requirement for ARD activity detection (by unit of land) and other elected LULUCF activity have clearly distinct structure at national level in Annex I country.  The partial introduction of that system may easily lead to unnecessary burden on the carbon and GHG accounting for AR-CDM in non-Annex I Parties.  
(5) Too much demand impedes access to AR-CDM where more needed

It should be also noted that the more strict requirements added, the more disadvantage would be given to sites where AR-CDM is more needed.  
2. Specific Comments 
(1) Transparent and complete  

	Section  
	1 (a), line 2  

	Language  
	transparent and complete  

	Suggested Action  
	Deletion 

	Comments  

	These two terminologies (transparent and complete) are used in conjunction with very fundamental concepts and used for specifying quality of National GHG Inventory.  Although relevant two concepts (transparency and completeness) have entries as well as ‘Inventory Definition’ in the glossary of IPCC GPG for LULUCF (in page g.21 and g.6), the insertion of these two in this place would likely cause confusion of users and make the requirement unclear.  

If the term ‘transparent’ is applicable and appears here, it should appear everywhere in AR-CDM related paper because that is the very basic principle of the GHG national inventories.  There may be a possible place to handle this property with other qualitative concepts of the information.  At the same time, the reason why this term appears only here could be hardly justified.  

Since ‘completeness’ of ‘Inventory Definition’ means full coverage of all sources and sinks as well as all gasses not even included in IPCC guidelines, sole use of this term in this place might lead endless demand for information, specifically this step (a).  It is hard to find that the requirement of CDM modality and procedures refers to completeness of data.  
In this context, 1) the purpose and benefit of the insertion are unclear, 2) the extent of the implications seems to be too demanding, and 3) replacement of the part seems unnecessary.    Therefore, deletion of this part is suggested.  


(2) Minimum width  

	Section  
	1 (a) i, lines 3  

	Language  
	minimum width  

	Suggested Action  
	Deletion or complete redrafting

	Comments  

	1. Required by COP decisions?  

As explained in the footnote 2 of the ‘Procedures’, the minimum width is not a required threshold in decisions 11/CP.7 or 19/CP.9.  It is impossible to read the ‘Procedures’ text unless receiving the minimum width as an obligation under mentioned decisions, with ‘shall’ clause in the first line of the paragraph 1 of this section.  This is the first reason for the suggestion of deleting the ‘minimum width’.  

2. Resolution of available data for AR-CDM  
Once the minimum width is communicated by the DNA, it will be fixed and applied consistently and retrospectively.  Of course, an application of the consistent and retrospective minimum width is preferable from a view point of GHG inventory.  Under the limitation of the data availability in non Annex I country, the consistent application might seriously impede the development of AR-CDM.  The complete redrafting could be considered if this general situation in non Annex I Parties is taken into account.  
3. Constraints of time and consistency of COP decisions  
More than three years have passed since the decision 19/CP.9 was adopted and provided the communication of forest definition thresholds.  Yet, less than thirty Parties have communicated the thresholds as of 09 February 2007.  This fact might imply that the high importance and sensitivity of forest (and non-forest) definition in non Annex I Parties.  
The addition of the minimum width communication requirement would provide new ‘hurdle’ to all non Annex I Parties and potential participants of the AR-CDM.  Often, the exact minimum width for national definition of forest might be new for Parties.  It should be also noted that the Parties that have already communicated the thresholds did not take into account the unforeseen fourth parameter ‘minimum width’.  For these reasons, a possibility could be considered to leave the minimum width to the explanation and justification by the project participants by the redrafting of the text.  
4. The purpose and use of the minimum width  

The referred part (in the footnote 2 of the ‘Procedures’) of the IPCC GPG for LULUCF (Section 4.1.1, Step 1.1, page 4.11, lines 8-9) is specifically prepared for detection of ‘unit of land’ subject to activities under Articles 3.3 (afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation) that is the obligation for Annex I Parties.  The accounting of AR-CDM however does not deal with deforestation by its definition.  As finely illustrated in the 4.2.2.5.1 (page 4.27), the minimum width is introduced to maintain a balanced ‘unit of land’ accounting for not only AR but also D (deforestation) in Annex I Parties.  
The minimum width was not originally designed for forest and non forest distinction.  It is not very much clear if the second half of the footnote 2 could justify the basis of this expanded application of minimum width to AR-CDM.  In this context, the deletion or redrafting would be suggested.  


(3) Young stands which are expected to revert to forest
	Section  
	1 (a) ii, iii, and iv  

	Language  
	All  

	Suggested Action  
	Redrafting of text to be consistent with COP decision 11/CP.7 

	Comments  

	The current text appears to be a result of fine effort of the EB and the ARWG.  A piece of land with planted young trees that needs tending (vine cutting, weed slashing, and/ or pest control, and so on) survives these tests (ii, iii, and iv) and recognised as non-forest.  This type of the young planted stand might be quite common in many countries.  This fact indicates the description of subsection ii is not very appropriate.  Reflecting on the ‘Forest’ definition in the COP decision 11/CP.7 (in particular, ‘which are expected to revert to forest’ in the last line), we do not find any reference to the presence of human intervention.  This fact indicates a possibility of misinterpretation of the above mentioned COP decision in the previous ‘Procedures’ (in the last line of the description of subsection 1. (a) ii in EB 22 Report Annex 16).  This is why careful examination and revision of the text can be suggested.  


(4) For a period consistent with common forest practices in the host country  

	Section  
	1 (a) iii  

	Language  
	For a period consistent with common forest practices in the host country    

	Suggested Action  
	Deletion 

	Comments  

	Even for a specific area of land, it may be difficult to define the ‘period consistent with common forest practices’ because the un-stocked period of the piece of land largely depends on the management decision of the owner or manager of the land.  Apparently, the decision would be affected by the economical and social factors and would also change overtime.  

At the country level, if the determination takes account of the difference of natural conditions (climate, soil, topography and so on), it would unlikely result in single specific value.  

For these reasons, the insertion of the phrase in question would likely increase data demand to project proponents by its vague standard of the requirement.  The possible solution of this ‘un-stocked period’ could be addressed in the tool for a demonstration of the additionality.  Therefore, the deletion of the phrase could be suggested.  


(5) ‘Anthropogenic pressures’ and ‘human intervention’  
	Section  
	1 (a) iv, lines 1 and 3  

	Language  
	‘Anthropogenic pressures’ and ‘human intervention’  

	Suggested Action  
	Rewording or redrafting, including addition of definitions and/ or examples, of the subsection 1 (a) iv.  

	Comments  

	The use of these two similar words that do not have definition and examples causes difficulty on clear and easy understanding of the section.  Rewording or redrafting would be much appreciated by users.  


(6) ‘Conditions outlined under (a) above also applied’  

	Section  
	1 (b) i, line 2  

	Language  
	‘Conditions outlined under (a) above also applied’  

	Suggested Action  
	Insertion of ‘i’ immediately after ‘(a)’.  

	Comments  

	The application of all the (a) conditions could be reconsidered on the basis of the reforestation definition in 11/CP.7.  In short, the definition reads ‘”Reforestation” is the … conversion of non-forested land to forested land…occurring on those land that did not contain forest on 31 December 1989;…’.  This definition seems to be directed to the presenting land cover.  The troubles of young stand, temporally un-stocking and natural regeneration could be eliminated in the tool for demonstrating additionality.  


(7) ‘At least four single representative years’  

	Section  
	1 (b) ii, lines 3-6  

	Language  
	‘For this purpose, project participants should provide evidence that the land was below the national thresholds for at least four single representative years within the time period of 50 years (e.g. 10 years, 25 years, 40 years and 50 years before the project start).’  

	Suggested Action  
	Deletion of ‘at least four single representative years within’.  

	Comments  

	Because of the data and resource constraints in the non Annex I Parties, this provision of the very specific requirement on ‘four single representative years’ brings substantial burden to project participants.  This point has a potential to eliminate in effect all possible afforestation CDM project.  The necessity and adequacy of the addition of this requirement would be carefully examined, while noting this indicator is additional to the 11/CP.7 definition.  


(8) ‘The land has not been forest land at any time’  

	Section  
	1 (b) iii  

	Language  
	All.  

	Suggested Action  
	Deletion.  

	Comments  

	The addition of this test goes beyond the requirement on the basis of 11/CP.7.  The definition of the reforestation does not require continuous proof.  

The footnote 3 to this subsection is misleading.  That part of the IPCC GPG for LULUCF (Section 4.1.2, page 4.16) is dedicated for the full detection and accounting of ‘unit of land’ subject to activities under Articles 3.3 (afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation) that is the obligation for Annex I Parties.  AR-CDM has nothing to do with the detection of the unit of land subject to deforestation activities.  It should be also noted that the rest of the paragraph in IPCC GPG for LULUCF clearly indicates that the GHG removal on the deforested unit of land will be reported under deforestation category.  For these reasons, it is hard to find justification for the insertion of the 1 (b) iii by the description of the IPCC GPG for LULUCF in question.  
In a practical sense, this requirement of ‘any time…no time’ seems to be very demanding and almost endless.  The insertion of the provision without any practicable solution will likely cause slow-down of the AR-CDM development on the contrary of the purpose of the ‘Procedures’.  
In this context, the deletion of the subsection could be considered from view points of necessity and adequacy.  


(9) Section 2  

	Section  
	2  

	Language  
	All.  

	Suggested Action  
	Retention.  

	Comments  

	This section seems to be a good help for users.  The efforts made by the EB and ARWG should be much appreciated.  


(10) Footnote 2  

	Section  
	Footnote 2  

	Language  
	‘In addition to the minimum area … deforestation activities.’  

	Suggested Action  
	Deletion.  

	Comments  

	As explained in the above comment ‘(2) Minimum width’, this part of the footnote 2 (quotation from IPCC GPG for LULUCF) does not seem to be necessary and adequate.  


(11) Footnote 3  

	Section  
	Footnote 3  

	Language  
	All.  

	Suggested Action  
	Deletion.  

	Comments  

	As explained in the above comment “(8) ‘The land has not been forest land at any time’”, this footnote 3 (quotation from IPCC GPG for LULUCF) does not seem to be relevant and adequate.  
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