Carbon as a financial tool for
bottomland hardwood
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To date (since ~1999): ~ 100,000 acres
reforested with carbon finance in the LMV*
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Reporting rules Baseline and accounting Initiated not Without forest
before prior to
US DOE 1605b Fixed base-year baseline = No requirement 10 years without
initial entity-wide report. Can forest
report 50% of 50 years
anticipated growth upfront.
EPA Climate Baseline = background rate of ? No time distinction,
Leaders afforestation (0.27%/year) must demonstrate
(draft) change from non-

forest to forest use

Fixed base-year baseline 1990 1990
(carbon stocks immediately
prior to performance period).
Offsets must be produced in the
same period in which they will
be reported (Phase I: 2003-
2006, Phase Il: 2007-2010)

Chicago Climate
Exchange

As per CDM approved AR 2002 10 years without
mett ies: carbon stocks forest
associated with conditions
prior to, and likely to continue
past, the start of the project

Voluntary Carbon

The McGroweHill s

Another Inconvenient Truth

Behind the feel-good hype of carbon offsets, some of the deals don't deliver

» Michael BurnhamE&E Daily senior reporter

3 > Bufv]ing and selling voluntary carbon offsets is a $ifillion-a-year industry toda
Xid < _' with few signs of slowing down. It's also largely unregulated, with plenty of ro
s ’5 for error.

But Rep. Ed Markey (EMass.) wants to change that and yesterday asked the
Federal Trade Commission to come up with guidelines meant to “ensure voly
carbon offsets are productive commodities, both for consumers and for the
climate,"” he said in a statement
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Reporting Additionality Permanence Leakage
rules
US DOE Initial entity-wide report Registered entities (buyers) | Entity-wide reporting to
1605b sets business-as-usual commit to continuous capture and deduct for
(project must exceed carbon reporting of entities | leakage within holdings
business-as-usual) from which offsets are i exemption for forest
sourced (losses and gains) | holdings under
sustainable
management (FSC,
SFI, ATFS)
EPACIlimate | Everything is additional! i | TBD Deduct for direct and in-
Leaders performance standard, direct (market effects)

(draft) deduct background rate of
afforestation (0.27%/year)

leakage 43% for the
LMmV!

Chicago Not required Legal protection status (long | Not required
Climate term > 15 yrs easement)
Exchange and 20% Forest Carbon
Reserve Pool to insure
against losses
Voluntary Aei t her o-smust sMamtainlaaresetve pool (5% | Direct activity-shifting
Carbon demonstrate barriers to to 60% depending on risk only (following approved

ion or more 1t) to insure

competitive alternatives

against losses

CDMA/R
methodologies)
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Carbon trading

Industry caught in carbon ‘smokescreen’
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‘The Honorable David M. Walker
Comy General o,
U5, Government Accounuability Office
441 G Street, NW
Washingion, DC 20548 We, therefore, sk
Specifically, we are reqoestng miomation regarding:
Dear Me. Walker: ®

and grvernment
parties 1o reduce emissioes
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Tegialation that would achieve cost-eflective redctic
‘market-based pobicies. Many of these proposals cou
agencies to “offset” em
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Sincerely,

nd,
(3) lemcos that can be Jearned for cahuncing oversight of cmission offvet mackets and the
potential role of exission offsets in broader climate change mifigation policies.
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