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The Integrity Council for the Voluntary Carbon Market (Integrity Council) is an 
independent governance body for the voluntary carbon market. Our purpose is to 
ensure the voluntary carbon market accelerates a just transition to 1.5 ⁰C. 

The Integrity Council’s role is to set and enforce a definitive global threshold standard for 
high-quality carbon credits. The purpose of the draft Core Carbon Principles (CCPs) and 
Assessment Framework is to provide a credible, rigorous, and readily accessible 
means of identifying high-quality carbon credits that create real, additional and 
verifiable climate impact with high environmental and social integrity. We will do this by 
establishing a definitive and consistent benchmark for high-integrity carbon credits, based on 
solid science and best practice; assessing crediting programs and credit types against that 
benchmark; and clearly identifying those that meet it. 

The draft Assessment Procedure sets out a proposed process for assessing CCP-
eligibility, how eligible carbon credits will be tagged, and how the Integrity Council will 
continue to oversee and enforce the CCPs, and facilitate the continual development of the 
voluntary carbon market. 

This document contains draft CCPs, Assessment Framework and Assessment 
Procedure for public consultation. These proposals build on existing best practice, 
infrastructure and efforts in the voluntary carbon market, and the work of the Taskforce for 
Scaling the Voluntary Carbon Markets.  The proposals do not represent an already-formed 
consensus view by the Integrity Council; the documents are intended to serve as a robust, 
independent starting point that will be further informed by the insights and dialogue gathered 
during the public consultation. 

The proposed CCPs and Assessment Framework have been developed based on 
recommendations by our Expert Panel, supported by eleven subject matter experts. The 
Expert Panel works under the oversight of the Standards Oversight Committee, which is 
made up of members of the Integrity Council’s Governing Board. The proposals have also 
been developed in open dialogue with stakeholders from across the voluntary carbon market 
ecosystem. 

The Integrity Council is running a full, open public consultation on the draft CCPs, 
Assessment Framework and Assessment Procedure outlined in this document. 

Co-creation is the cornerstone of success. This consultation is designed to capture 
insight and knowledge from truly diverse and complementary points of view from 
stakeholders across the VCM value chain. We welcome and expect diversity of views and 
expertise, and invite everyone to share their knowledge, experiences and innovations so we 
can co-create the CCPs and Assessment Framework 

The consultation is open until 23:59pm BST on 27th September 2022. 

The proposals in these documents will be updated/revised in response to feedback from the 
public consultation. Respondents are asked to provide both generic and detailed comments 
and suggestions for improvements to these proposals. The consultation is overseen by the 
British Standards Institute (BSI). Comments must be submitted via the BSI’s online 
commenting system. 

The Integrity Council intends to publish all comments received during the public consultation 
on our website so our decision-making process is transparent and robust. This may include 
attributing comments to each respondent.  

Question: 

Would you prefer your comments to be published anonymously? 
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Disclaimer 
This document uses forward-looking statements to reflect the Integrity Council’s present 
expectations of future events. These statements are subject to a number of factors and 
uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ materially from those described in 
forward-looking statements. 

The proposed CCPs and Assessment Framework have been developed based on 
recommendations by our Expert Panel, supported by eleven subject matter experts. The 
Expert Panel works under the oversight of the Standards Oversight Committee, which is 
made up of members of the Integrity Council’s Governing Board. The proposals have also 
been developed in open dialogue with stakeholders from across the voluntary carbon market 
ecosystem.  
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Our mandate 

1. 
 
Establish, host, and curate a 
set of Core Carbon Principles 
(CCPs), which will set new 
threshold standards for high-
quality carbon credits and 
define which carbon-crediting 
programs and methodology 
types are CCP-eligible 

2. 
 
Provide governance and 
oversight over standard 
setting organizations on 
adherence to CCPs as well as 
on market infrastructure and 
participant eligibility 

3. 
 
Help to coordinate and 
manage interlinkages between 
individual bodies; define a 
roadmap for the responsible 
growth of the Voluntary 
Carbon Market 

   

About The Integrity Council for 
the Voluntary Carbon Market 

 

The Integrity Council for the 
Voluntary Carbon Market (Integrity 
Council) is an independent 
governance body for the voluntary 
carbon market. Our purpose is to 
ensure the voluntary carbon market 
accelerates a just transition to 
1.5ºC. 

 

We do this by setting and enforcing 
definitive global threshold 
standards, drawing on the best 
science and expertise available, so 
high-quality carbon credits channel 
finance towards genuine and 
additional greenhouse gas 
reductions and removals that go 
above and beyond what can 
otherwise be achieved, and 
contribute to climate resilient 
development. 
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Foreword from Annette Nazareth 

Chair of the Integrity Council  
Our starting point for the voluntary carbon market is that it exists 
to accelerate a just transition to 1.5 °C. We cannot understate 
how desperately urgent that imperative is. We need every tool 
available working at full speed to channel investment towards 
keeping the global temperature within 1.5°C, in line with the 
goals of the Paris Agreement.  

Governments and philanthropies cannot achieve this on their own. Mobilising private capital 
will be a deciding factor in whether we achieve this goal. 

High-integrity carbon credits can unlock urgently-needed finance that would not otherwise be 
available to reduce and remove billions of tons of emissions that would not otherwise 
happen, particularly in emerging markets.  

A high-integrity voluntary carbon market is an important complementary tool – and to be 
clear – it is not a replacement for robust policy action, nor for rigorous and rapid internal 
decarbonisation of a company’s value chain. 

But the voluntary carbon market will only deliver on its promise if it is rooted in high integrity.  

A key point to understand about the voluntary carbon markets is that it is – as the name 
suggests – voluntary. It is driven by private sector actors, and is not regulated by 
governments or financial authorities. But unregulated should not mean fragmented or 
opaque, and it certainly should not limit the potential of the market to contribute as fully as 
possible to securing a liveable future for the planet and everyone on it. 

That is why, in designing an effective market that can deliver genuine climate impact at 
speed and scale, we need to start with integrity. It is a pre-condition for a transparent, deep, 
liquid, standardised and scalable market that efficiently channels capital to where it is most 
urgently needed. Markets and integrity have to go hand in hand. 

The ultimate purpose of our Core Carbon Principles (CCPs) and Assessment Framework is 
to provide a credible, rigorous, and readily accessible means of identifying high-quality 
carbon credits that create real, additional and verifiable climate impact with high 
environmental and social integrity. We can achieve this by establishing a definitive and 
consistent benchmark for high-integrity carbon credits, based on solid science and best 
practice; assessing carbon-crediting programs and credit types against that benchmark; and 
clearly identifying those that meet it.  

Our goal is to build a widely-shared understanding of what high integrity means for carbon-
crediting programs and credit types in a framework that is workable and establishes a clear 
pathway for continual improvement, based on shared learning, evolving science and 
practices, technological innovation and market developments. 

This will underpin trust in the integrity of carbon credits, unlock urgently-needed private 
capital and channel it efficiently towards real climate impact at speed and scale. 

If we build integrity, scale will follow and the voluntary carbon market can help accelerate the 
uptake of emerging technologies, and protect and promote nature and biodiversity. It can 
also put vital funding into the hands of Indigenous Peoples and local communities (IPLCs) 
who are critical stewards of many key carbon sinks.  

And that means the voluntary carbon market can reach its full potential in support of the 
goals of the Paris Agreement and the Sustainable Development Goals. 

To succeed, we need your input. Co-creation is the cornerstone of success.  
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We welcome and expect diversity of views and expertise. Inclusion is the foundation of trust 
and integrity.  

We want to listen to and learn from all stakeholders – from project developers and carbon-
crediting programs, to NGOs and academics, policy makers, buyers and investors. It is 
particularly critical we hear from Indigenous Peoples and local communities, who are often 
among the most marginalised segments of the population. Our ability to achieve a just 
transition to 1.5°C on a global level depends on ensuring these communities are able to 
continue managing vital ecosystem services at the local level – and that means we need to 
design a framework that protects and promotes their rights and livelihoods. 

The proposals set out in the draft CCPs and Assessment Framework do not represent an 
already-formed consensus view by the Integrity Council. They are intended to serve as a 
robust, independent starting point that will be further informed by the insights and dialogue 
gathered during the public consultation. 

So come to the table. Share your experiences, knowledge, expertise, innovations and 
solutions by responding to the public consultation so we can co-create the CCPs and 
Assessment Framework. 

Together, we can build the structure for a high-integrity, highly-liquid, regulated-like market. 
If we start with integrity, scale will follow, and the VCM will work to accelerate a just transition 
to 1.5 °C. 



 

  

 

  

Part 1: 

Introduction 
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We urgently need a high-
integrity VCM operating at 
scale. 

To limit global warming to 1.5 °C above pre-
industrial levels, we need every tool working 
as effectively as possible. A high-integrity 
VCM is an important complementary tool to 
unlock urgently-needed additional finance 
and channel it efficiently towards the most 
impactful, cost-effective climate mitigation 
activities globally at speed and scale. 

Without a definitive global threshold 
standard for high-integrity carbon credits, 
the voluntary carbon market (VCM) cannot meet its full potential to deliver urgent climate 
impact in support of the Paris Agreement.  

The purpose of the CCPs and Assessment Framework is to provide 
a credible, rigorous, and readily accessible means of identifying 
high-quality carbon credits that create real, additional and 
verifiable climate impact with high environmental and social 
integrity.  

We will do this by establishing a definitive and consistent benchmark for high-integrity 
carbon credits, based on solid science and best practice; assessing crediting programs and 
credit types against that benchmark; and clearly identifying those that meet it.  

The Integrity Council’s draft Core Carbon Principles (CCPs) are designed to represent the 
commonly-accepted and interlinked fundamental elements for high-integrity carbon credits. 
The CCPs form the basis of the Assessment Framework, which provides guidance and 
criteria for the Integrity Council to assess whether carbon credits and carbon-crediting 
programs reach the high-quality threshold.  

This will underpin trust in the integrity of carbon markets, unlock 
investment and accelerate climate impact.  

By creating a standardised benchmark, the draft CCPs and Assessment Framework are 
designed to reduce confusion and fragmentation, allowing buyers to more easily identify 
high-quality carbon credits that meet their preferences at transparent prices. This should 
also provide a clear signal to suppliers about buyers’ expectations to reduce uncertainty and 
help direct investment decisions.  

It will help provide accessible finance for climate mitigation activities that might not otherwise 
meet the risk and return expectations of investors, but are critical to achieve the emissions 
reductions and removals necessary to help stabilise the global temperature at 1.5°C. This 
could include nature-based solutions and emerging breakthrough technologies that are 
difficult to commercialise today, for example. 
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A standardised benchmark would also pave the way for core carbon futures and spot 
contracts, for example, which are highly liquid, scalable and help drive a transparent price 
signal and better price risk management. 

As a result, the VCM will become more effective at mobilising additional capital, and 
channelling it efficiently towards the most impactful, cost-effective climate-mitigation 
activities, regardless of where on the planet that occurs.  

This is particularly important for developing economies where there is significant opportunity 
to develop mitigation activities. Ninety percent of potential nature-based solutions, for 
example, are situated in the Global South1.  

It could also help deliver critical funding to IPLCs, who play a key role in the stewardship of 
forests, climate, biodiversity and other local and global ecosystem services.2 IPLCs manage 
around 40% of the planet’s remaining ecologically intact landscapes.3 Their continued ability 
to protect and enhance those landscapes is inextricably linked with our ability to achieve our 
collective climate and sustainable development goals, and high-integrity carbon credits could 
play a meaningful role in providing urgently-needed capital to these communities. 

A transparent price signal should also work to ensure the VCM provides more effective 
economic incentives for companies to rapidly decarbonize their value chain, rather than 
relying on carbon offsetting to meet their commitments. 

The draft CCPs and Assessment Framework have been developed 
based on recommendations from the Expert Panel. 

The draft CCPs and Assessment Framework have been developed by the Integrity Council 
based on recommendations from the Expert Panel. This is designed to ensure the 
development and implementation of the Integrity Council’s work is informed by best-practice 
and based on the best science and technical expertise available. 

The Integrity Council has assembled a formidable group of twelve carbon market experts 
with long-standing experience in the environmental and social integrity of carbon markets 
and methodologies. This Expert Panel is led by three Co-Chairs, Pedro Martins Barata, 
Daniel Ortega-Pacheco, and Lambert Schneider. It is supported by a body of eleven subject 
matter experts with technical expertise in topics ranging from additionality and permanence 
of carbon credits, to the social dimensions related to IPLC.  

The Expert Panel works under the oversight of the Standards Oversight Committee, which is 
made up of members of the Integrity Council’s Governing Board. The SOC is responsible for 
providing guidance to the Expert Panel, ensuring the CCPs being developed are aligned with 
our mandate, and making recommendations to the Board. Where there is either difference of 
views, or in matters of policy, for example, the Expert Panel will refer those issues to the 
SOC and Governing Board for consideration. No single member of the Integrity Council 
should be presumed to be in full agreement with all aspects. 

                                                           
1 McKinsey analysis, Taskforce on Scaling Voluntary Carbon Markets Final Report, January 2021 
2 World Resources Ins tute, 9 Facts About Community Land and Climate Mi ga on, October 2021, Peter G. 
Veit  
3 Garne  et al (2018), A spa al overview of the global importance of Indigenous lands for conserva on, Nature 
Sustainability, 1, 369-374   
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In some instances, the draft CCPs and Assessment Framework include options with a view 
to gathering further input during the public consultation to inform further deliberation and final 
decisions.  

The Integrity Council works by consensus, bringing together a diverse set of expertise and 
perspectives.  

The CCPs and the Assessment Framework have been developed in open dialogue with 
stakeholders from across the voluntary carbon market ecosystem. This was designed to 
ensure the drafts published for public consultation reflect the knowledge and learnings from 
experts across the value chain, including how the VCM can add value to IPLCs as well as 
technical issues affecting the implementation of the threshold standard. 

The Expert Panel has also drawn from several sources, including different initiatives on 
carbon-crediting quality and other processes, such as the development of the assessment 
framework for carbon credit eligibility under ICAO’s CORSIA scheme, or initiatives such as 
Calyx Global or the Carbon Credit Quality Initiative. These assessments and ratings 
frameworks operate under specific contexts and goals; therefore, the work of the Integrity 
Council may differ from the outputs of these organisations. 

The Integrity Council is running a public consultation on the draft 
CCPs, Assessment Framework and the Assessment Procedure. 

The proposals set out in the draft CCPs and Assessment Framework do not represent an 
already-formed consensus view by the Integrity Council; the documents are intended to 
serve as a robust, independent starting point that will be further informed by the insights and 
dialogue gathered during the public consultation. 

The Integrity Council is holding a full, open public consultation on the draft CCPs, 
Assessment Framework and Assessment Procedure. This is to ensure the final documents 
reflect genuine diversity of expertise, knowledge and opinions from all stakeholder groups 
across the ecosystem. 

The Integrity Council encourages wide participation from across the market and welcomes 
all points of view. 

Respondents are invited to submit both generic and detailed comments and suggestions for 
improvements to the proposals laid out in the draft CCP, Assessment Framework and 
Assessment Procedure. 

The documents also include some questions and options where the Integrity Council is 
looking for further input to inform its decision making on specific points, or in relation to the 
wider policies of the Integrity Council. In some areas, alternative references are given in 
square brackets and we welcome views on the best form to adopt. 

The public consultation will be overseen by the British Standards Institution (BSI), which has 
over one hundred years of experience in standard setting. Comments must be submitted in 
writing via the BSI website. 

The Integrity Council will run a series of webinars open to the public during the consultation 
period to provide the opportunity to get a fuller understanding of the documentation and ask 
questions.  

Further details on these webinars and how to respond to the public consultation can be 
found on the Integrity Council’s website: www.icvcm.org 
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The draft CCPs: setting the foundations for high-quality 
carbon credits 
The draft CCPs set out in this document define high-level principles for assuring consistent 
high integrity of carbon credits that create real, additional and verifiable climate impact with 
high environmental and social integrity, based on solid science and best-practice: 

 

 

The draft CCPs also propose key attributes for tagging carbon credits. These attributes are 
designed to allow the market to classify credits so buyers can more readily identify credits 
that match their preferences. Carbon-crediting programs may tag specific carbon credits with 
relevant attributes, under the oversight of the Integrity Council. 

 
The draft Assessment Framework: putting the CCPs 
into practice 
The draft CCPs are operationalised through the draft Assessment Framework, which 
provides rigorous criteria and decision tools for each high-level principle. This will ensure the 
Integrity Council can consistently determine whether carbon-crediting programs and the 
methodologies they apply to different types of carbon credits meet the provisions outlined in 
the CCPs. 

The draft Assessment Framework is designed to be applicable to all credit types, although 
the Integrity Council may decide to develop additional specific guidance for some types of 
credits.  

The CCPs and Assessment Framework are not designed to exclude existing credits from the 
market. They will provide a benchmark for quality and foster continual improvement in the 
market by making high-integrity credits readily identifiable. 
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The CCPs and Assessment Framework both define requirements that apply to carbon-
crediting programs and types of carbon credits. Carbon credits can only be tagged as CCP-
approved if: 

a)  they are issued by a carbon-crediting program that meets the requirements set out in the 
CCPs and Assessment Framework; and  

b)  their methodologies for verifying different types of carbon credits meet the requirements 
for carbon credits the CCPs and Assessment Framework. 

In applying the Assessment Framework, the Integrity Council will apply the same level of 
stringency and rigor in identifying CCP-eligible carbon-crediting programs and credit types. 

Carbon-crediting programs 

The CCPs and the Assessment Framework will be applied to clearly defined carbon-crediting 
programs.  

Some organisations operate different carbon-crediting programs (e.g., Verra operates the 
Verified Carbon Standard, the Jurisdictional and Nested REDD+ program as well as other 
programs). They may also operate under different tracks (e.g., the Clean Development 
Mechanism has a different set of rules for afforestation and reforestation projects, carbon 
capture and storage projects and other types of projects), or issue different types of units 
(e.g., the Gold Standard issues Verified Emission Reductions and also labels Certified 
Emission Reductions issued under the Clean Development Mechanism).  

In cases where organisations have more than one carbon-crediting program, the Integrity 
Council’s assessment will clearly articulate which program, track and unit types are being 
evaluated, including which version(s) of the carbon-crediting program’s methodology is being 
evaluated.  

In assessing CCP-eligibility, the Integrity Council will not only consider whether carbon-
crediting programs meet the requirements, but also how they are implemented and their 
level of enforcement in practice. 

Credit types 
The CCPs and Assessment Framework will also be applied to clearly defined types of 
carbon credits. These are characterised by: 

c)  the carbon-crediting program issuing the carbon credits; 

d)  the type of mitigation activity;  

e)  the quantification methodology(ies) applied; and  

f)  other possible criteria such as the scale of the mitigation activity or the country in which 
the mitigation activity takes place.   

Each combination of these aspects is a unique type of carbon credit.  

The type of mitigation activity will depend on key characteristics, including the types of 
mitigation measures covered and the assumed baseline scenario. While these 
characteristics will stay as generic as possible, they will be outlined in sufficient detail to 
ensure mitigation activities can be clearly distinguished where they differ substantially in 
relation to the criteria set out in the draft CCPs and Assessment framework (e.g., 
reforestation activity in a specific geography using a specific methodology). Some carbon-
crediting programs also allow for more than one quantification methodology to be used to 
estimate the emission reductions or removals from a specific type of mitigation activity. In 
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some instances, different versions of quantification methodologies differ substantially. In 
such cases, the different versions might need to be assessed separately.  

Some carbon-crediting programs also combine different quantification methodologies to 
determine the overall emission reductions or removals (e.g., by combining a “baselines and 
monitoring methodology” with several “methodological tools”). In these instances, the 
Integrity Council’s assessment will cover all quantification methodologies that can be 
expected to have a material impact on the overall outcome. 

A flexible approach 
The Integrity Council’s evaluation approach will have the flexibility to vary in some key areas. 
This is designed to ensure the process is efficient and allows for innovative approaches. For 
example, in some cases, the Integrity Council will use a risk-based approach for some 
criteria using a combination of different factors to determine: 

a)  the inherent risk for the type of mitigation activity; and 

b)  the strength of the carbon-crediting program’s provisions to address the risk. 

For example, for non-permanence the inherent risk is the degree of reversal risk. Where 
there is no inherent risk, there is no need for the carbon-crediting program to have provisions 
in place to address non-permanence, but where there is a significant inherent risk, robust 
provisions are needed, such as monitoring and compensation for reversals. 

The Assessment Framework is also designed to be flexible with regard to alternative 
approaches to satisfy some criteria, e.g., only one of two requirements need to be satisfied.  

The Assessment Framework will be kept under periodic review and updated to ensure that it 
reflects experience with its use, new developments and changing circumstances. Public 
consultation will be a key feature of any future updates. 

A clear pathway for continual improvement 
It is critical that the CCPs and Assessment Framework ultimately establish a consistent 
threshold standard in the immediate term, and a clear path towards continual improvement. 
We recognise that it may take time for the market to reach the full standards proposed in the 
draft CCPs and Assessment Framework.  

In the draft CCPs and Assessment Framework, the Integrity Council have identified areas of 
existing best practice that are important to advancing high integrity carbon credits, but have 
not yet been consistently implemented by carbon-crediting programs. In some areas, the 
draft CCPs and Assessment Framework propose new requirements.  

The intention of the Integrity Council is that, over time, programs and credit types level up to 
consistently implement the best practice and additional requirements outlined in the 
proposals in order to be CCP-eligible. 

However, it is also critical that the market continues to function smoothly given the important 
role revenues from carbon credits play in financing climate mitigation as well as the technical 
difficulties around vintages and crediting periods and programs’ own consultation 
requirements, for example. 

All carbon-crediting programs utilise policies, procedures, tools and methodologies in 
developing and implementing their programs, although the approach and level of stringency 
is not consistent across programs. 
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The Integrity Council is specifying draft requirements in each area of the draft Assessment 
Framework for two stringency thresholds, which are subject to the outcome of this 
consultation:  

1. The initial stringency threshold is for carbon credits with consistent atmospheric, 
environmental and social integrity in line with current good practice.  
 

2. In addition, the Integrity Council has identified many areas of existing best practice 
that are important to advancing high integrity carbon credits, but have not yet been 
consistently implemented by carbon-crediting programs, alongside new requirements 
needed in a few areas. These comprise the requirements for the full stringency 
threshold. 

The document sets out criteria that, when met, promote a high degree of integrity. However, 
it is important to note that assessing the integrity of carbon credits is not a matter of 
certainty, rather a matter of likelihood that a CCP is met. The Integrity Council is therefore 
proposing a risk-based approach to assessment for some CCPs. 

The intention of the Integrity Council is that, over time, programs and credit types level up to 
consistently implement the best practice and additional requirements outlined in the 
proposed full stringency requirements in order to be CCP-eligible. 

The pathway for implementing this approach is one of the key areas where the Integrity 
Council is looking for additional input and dialogue during the public consultation. 

Once the official documents are finalised and published, in order to be CCP-eligible in the 
immediate term, carbon-crediting programs and credit types will have to meet the initial 
threshold and commit to meet the more stringent requirements in a timely manner. The 
Integrity Council will facilitate uptake and adoption of the CCPs to contribute towards early 
compliance with the initial threshold. Some carbon-crediting programs show initial signals of 
meeting many of the criteria required to satisfy the relevant CCP for the initial threshold 
level. 

As part of its oversight of the CCPs, the Integrity Council will monitor whether carbon-
crediting programs and credit types are delivering on their commitments to meet the higher-
stringency requirements in order to maintain CCP-approved status. 

The Integrity Council will facilitate uptake and adoption of the CCPs to contribute towards 
early compliance with the initial threshold. This approach is designed to ensure market 
continuity, create an immediate impact by rapidly increasing consistency and differentiation 
in the market, and establish a clear pathway towards consistent best practice and continual 
improvement across the VCM.  

The Integrity Council also intends to update the CCPs and Assessment Framework over 
time based on evolving best practice and scientific advances, technological innovation and 
common learning. Public consultation will be a key feature of this process. 

Proposed requirements for JREDD 
The proposals recognise and adapt for the unique characteristics of JREDD, which is 
different in nature, as it comprises mitigation activities that are sponsored by national or 
regional governments. The draft proposals have introduced a JREDD alternative approach 
under Additionality, for example, and include JREDD considerations in certain other areas 
taking Cancun Safeguards as the starting point for best practice. 

The Integrity Council welcomes views during the public consultation on approaches to risk of 
non-permanence for JREDD, which is an area of significant debate. 
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Paris Alignment – questions related to the Integrity Council’s policy 
The Integrity Council is also consulting on key elements relating to Paris Alignment to inform 
our wider policy decisions, including whether or not Corresponding Adjustments should be 
required for CCP-approved credits. 

A note on use of carbon credits 
At this point in time, the Assessment Framework does not distinguish between different uses 
of carbon credits. In order to set an appropriate level of stringency for the draft CCPs and 
Assessment Framework, the drafts are based on the assumption that credits may be used by 
companies to compensate for residual emissions. 

We recognise that a high-integrity VCM needs to be based on a common understanding that 
carbon credits only count if they are used as a complementary tool within a legitimate net-
zero pathway. 

The Integrity Council’s work to set and enforce a global benchmark for high-integrity carbon 
credits, and to facilitate the continued improvement of the voluntary carbon market, runs 
alongside complementary work by the Voluntary Carbon Markets Integrity Initiative (VCMI). 
The VCMI is currently consulting on a Claims Code of Practice. This includes guidance for 
companies on how to use carbon credits to make credible claims about their progress 
towards net zero commitments.  

 

 

The draft Assessment Procedure: embedding the CCPs 
into the market 
The Integrity Council will assess carbon-crediting programs and credit types based on the 
draft Assessment Procedure.  

The Integrity Council will start assessing programs and credit types once the official version 
of the CCPs, Assessment Framework and Assessment Procedure is published, which we 
expect will be in Q4 2022.  

Carbon-crediting programs will be invited to apply for assessment. The consultation is also 
looking for input on whether the Integrity Council should reserve the right to assess 
programs at its own discretion, based on publicly available information.  

The Integrity Council will also assess methodologies for credit types in several parallel 
streams.  

This will be a transparent and inclusive process; Both program and credit-type assessments 
will be open to stakeholder input and the Integrity Council’s final decision will be published 
on our website.  

Once a carbon-crediting program and a particular credit type has been approved, the 
carbon-crediting program will then identify and tag the relevant carbon credits in its registry.  

The Integrity Council will provide ongoing assurance and enforcement to ensure consistently 
high-integrity over time, monitor ongoing practice and ensure the programs have an effective 
process to investigate and resolve issues and grievances. 

The Integrity Council will have a range of interventions to ensure integrity is maintained in 
the market in the event a concern arises; in the first instance we will engage with the 
program and may recommend improvements to maintain CCP-eligibility. Where this is not 
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implemented, the Integrity Council can suspend CCP-approval of a program, or terminate 
approval in severe cases. 

The Integrity Council will also facilitate continual improvement of the VCM by identifying 
themes and ensuring lessons are shared across the market. The Integrity Council will refine 
and update the CCPs and Assessment Framework over time as outlined above. 

The draft Assessment Procedure also includes a proposed complaints and appeals process 
to consider appeals against decisions made by the Integrity Council or concerns about our 
own processes. 

 

 

What happens next? 
The public consultation deadline is 23:59 on 27 September 2022 British Standard Time. 

The consultation will be open, transparent and run for 60 days in line with international best 
practice. All comments will be logged and fully considered as the Integrity Council revise the 
CCPs and Assessment Framework for approval by the Governing Board. Our intention is to 
publish comments so our decision-making process is transparent and robust. 

Details on how to take part in the public consultation have been published on the Integrity 
Council website (www.icvcm.org) and will be communicated via the Integrity Council’s 
newsletter and social media channels. If you would like to be kept informed of our progress, 
please sign up for our newsletter on the Integrity Council website.    

Comments must be submitted in writing via the BSI’s online commenting system. 

The Integrity Council is targeting Q4 2022 for publication of the official CCPs, Assessment 
Framework and Assessment Procedure. 

To contact the Integrity Council, please visit the website (www.icvcm.org) or email the team 
at info@icvcm.org.  

 



 

 

 

  

Part 2: 

Core Carbon Principles 
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Definition of Core Carbon Principles 

This document defines Core Carbon Principles (CCPs) for identifying high-quality carbon 
credits. The CCPs form the basis of the Integrity Council's Assessment Framework, which 
elaborates criteria for evaluating whether carbon credits and carbon-crediting programs 
reach a high-quality threshold. The CCPs are therefore intended to be read in conjunction 
with the Assessment Framework. 

The CCPs define a threshold standard to ensure the integrity of the voluntary carbon market 
(VCM). The CCPs and the Assessment Framework have been developed in open dialogue 
with carbon-crediting programs and other stakeholders and are drawn from several sources. 
Sources include the Core Carbon Principles developed under the Taskforce on Scaling 
Voluntary Carbon Markets (TSVCM), the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change’s Paris Agreement and Cancun 
Safeguards, the Emissions Unit Criteria under the Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme 
for International Aviation (CORSIA) of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), 
the Guidelines for avoiding double counting for CORSIA, and the work of Calyx Global and 
the Carbon Credit Quality Initiative.  

The CCPs are a full set of strong interlinked principles and must be read in their totality. 

The CCPs are principles used to inform and guide the assessment of carbon-crediting 
programs and different types of carbon credits. Under the Integrity Council, carbon credits 
can also be tagged with additional attributes that point to a carbon credit's specific quality 
features. The attributes can be found in section 3 of this part.  
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The Core Carbon Principles 

Additionality 
The greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity 
shall be additional, i.e., they would not have occurred in the absence of the incentive created 
by carbon credit revenues. 
 Section 8 of Assessment Framework and section G of Summary for Decision-Makers 

Mitigation activity information 
The carbon-crediting program shall provide comprehensive and transparent information on 
all credited mitigation activities. The information shall be publicly available in electronic 
format, and scrutiny of mitigation activities shall be accessible to non-specialised audiences. 

 Section 6 of Assessment Framework and section E of Summary for Decision-Makers 

No double counting 
The GHG emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity shall not be 
double-counted, i.e., they shall only be counted once towards achieving mitigation targets or 
goals. Double counting covers double issuance, double claiming, and double use. 

 Section 4 of Assessment Framework and section C of Summary for Decision-Makers 

Permanence 
The GHG emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity shall be permanent, or 
if they have a risk of reversal, any reversals shall be fully compensated. 

 Section 9 of Assessment Framework and section H of Summary for Decision-Makers 

Program governance 
The carbon-crediting program shall have effective program governance to ensure 
transparency, accountability and the overall quality of carbon credits. 

 Section 1 of Assessment Framework and section A of Summary for Decision-Makers 

Registry  
The carbon-crediting program shall operate or make use of a registry to uniquely identify, 
record and track mitigation activities and carbon credits issued to ensure credits can be 
identified securely and unambiguously. 

 Section 5 of Assessment Framework and section D of Summary for Decision-Makers 
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Robust independent third-party validation and verification 
The carbon-crediting program shall have program-level requirements for robust independent 
third-party validation and verification of mitigation activities.  

 Section 3 of Assessment Framework and section B of Summary for Decision-Makers 

Robust quantification of emission reductions and removals 
The GHG emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity shall be robustly 
quantified, based on conservative approaches, completeness and sound scientific methods. 

Section 2 and 10 of Assessment Framework and section I of Summary for Decision-Makers 

Sustainable development impacts and safeguards 

The carbon-crediting program shall have clear guidance, tools and compliance procedures 
to ensure mitigation activities conform with or go beyond widely established best industry 
best practices on social and environmental safeguards while delivering on net positive 
sustainable development impacts. 

Section 7 of the Assessment Framework and section F of Summary for Decision-Makers 

Transition towards net-zero emissions 
The mitigation activity shall avoid locking in levels of emissions, technologies or carbon-
intensive practices that are incompatible with achieving net zero emissions by mid-century. 

Section 11 of the Assessment Framework and section J of Summary for Decision-Makers 
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Annex A 

Attributes of carbon credits 
This section describes which attributes apply to carbon credits deemed CCP-eligible. If 
introduced, the first attribute, "type of mitigation activity," shall be tagged to each carbon 
credit that is CCP-eligible. The other types of attributes may be voluntarily assigned to CCP-
eligible carbon credits that fulfil additional requirements. Additional information on the 
application of attributes is contained in the Summary for Policy Makers, III Requirements 
relating to attributes. 

The Integrity Council is seeking feedback on whether an attribute should be introduced in 
relation to the type of mitigation activity (see point 1 below). 

1. Type of mitigation activity 
This attribute could refer to whether the outcome of the mitigation activity constitutes a net 
reduction ("emission reduction") or a net enhancement of removals by sinks ("removal") and 
what type of removal process is employed (biological versus technological removals). It 
should be noted, however, that some activities, such as improved forest management, may 
involve emission reductions and removals. Moreover, some activities, such as biomass 
energy carbon capture and storage (BECCS), may involve biological and technological 
elements. 

Another attribute could relate to whether the mitigation activity constitutes an "emergent" or 
"break-through" technology. However, it may be technically challenging to delineate which 
technologies qualify as such and which do not. 

2. Authorisation for Article 6 purposes 
This attribute can be assigned if the carbon credit's associated mitigation activity is 
authorised by the participating host Party (or, where applicable, the relevant country where 
the emission reductions or removals occur) for uses towards "other purposes" under Article 
6.2 of the Paris Agreement.  

3. Quantified SDG impacts  
This type of attribute can be assigned if the mitigation activity can quantitatively demonstrate 
a substantive net positive contribution to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in addition 
to SDG13. 

4. Adaptation co-benefits 
This attribute can be assigned if the proponent of the carbon credit’s associated mitigation 
activity wishes to inform on contributions to adaptation consistent with the host country’s 
priorities, consistent with the provisions under Article 7.1 of the Paris Agreement. 

Section 12 of the Assessment Framework and section K of Summary for Decision-Makers 
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Purpose of this document 
This Summary for Decision Makers (SDM) presents an overview of the Integrity Council’s 
draft CCPs and the draft Assessment Framework for consultation. After the public 
consultation, the draft Assessment Framework will be revised and used to assess carbon-
crediting programs and credit types against the CCPs.  

All carbon-crediting programs utilise policies, procedures, tools and methodologies in 
developing and implementing their programs, although the approach and level of stringency 
are not consistent across programs. The draft CCPs and draft Assessment Framework aim 
to set the threshold criteria and requirements for high-integrity carbon credits rather than 
focusing on gaps or missing requirements within existing standards. The Integrity Council 
recognises that some carbon-crediting programs will likely meet a significant number of the 
criteria and requirements, particularly those indicated for the initial threshold.  

In some cases, options are provided in the draft Assessment Framework to reflect different 
views from within the Integrity Council on the manner in which a criterion or set of 
requirements could be demonstrated. 

The Integrity Council recognises that there are differing views on what constitutes high 
integrity for carbon markets. The Integrity Council values the views of all stakeholders and 
encourages wide participation from across the market. By participating in this consultation, 
stakeholders will ensure the next iteration of the CCPs and Assessment Framework will 
reflect diversity of expertise, knowledge and opinions. This is essential for a high integrity 
and efficient voluntary carbon market.  

Questions: 

Are the most important principles, criteria and requirements included in the draft 
CCPs and the draft Assessment Framework?   

Are there principles, criteria and requirements that are not relevant or should not be 
included in the draft CCPs and draft Assessment Framework? 

Are there principles, criteria and requirements that are not included and should be 
added? 

 

The draft Assessment Framework specifies requirements in each area for two stringency 
thresholds:  

• The initial stringency threshold is for carbon credits with consistent atmospheric, 
environmental and social integrity in line with current good practice.  

• In addition, the draft Assessment Framework identifies many areas of existing best 
practice that the Integrity Council views as important to advancing high-integrity carbon 
credits. Some of these are new requirements. Many are not entirely new but have not yet 
been consistently implemented by carbon-crediting programs. Together, these comprise 
the requirements for the full stringency threshold. 
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Questions: 

Are the requirements appropriately balanced between the initial and full stringency 
thresholds to address outstanding integrity concerns affecting the trust in the 
voluntary carbon market? 

What timeframe would you recommend for the duration of the initial threshold, taking 
into account the time needed for carbon-crediting programs to revise standards, 
processes and procedures; carbon-crediting periods; issues related to legal contracts 
etc.?  

Is this different for different areas of the draft Assessment Framework?   

Are there other key considerations that should be explored? 

 

Sources for the work of the Expert Panel included several different initiatives on carbon 
credit quality and other processes, including the development of the assessment framework 
for carbon credit eligibility under ICAO’s CORSIA scheme or initiatives such as Calyx Global 
or the Carbon Credit Quality Initiative as well as other best industry practices such as those 
of the UNFCCC REDD+ Cancun Safeguards and IFC Performance Standards. In several 
instances, the Integrity Council Expert Panel has departed from these assessment or rating 
frameworks and current best practices for various reasons, including that each of these 
operates under specific contexts and with specific goals. 

Questions: 

Should the Integrity Council draw on assessments by the Technical Advisory Body 
under CORSIA or any other comparable body?  

If so, for which criteria and requirements would previous assessments of carbon-
crediting programs and carbon credits be most relevant? 

 

Based on feedback to these questions, the Integrity Council might more closely map its 
criteria and requirements in specific areas to those developed by CORSIA and/or other 
relevant bodies and can seek to reduce transaction costs by using results from those 
processes to make the assessment procedure more efficient and to avoid unnecessary 
confusion in the market while continuing to foster its development and whole-of-system 
integrity.  
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A. Program Governance 

“The carbon-crediting program shall have effective 
program governance to ensure the overall quality of 

carbon credits.” 
Robust and effective governance at the program level is critical to ensuring the overall 
quality of carbon credits and maintaining an environment of trust that supports the long-term 
integrity and growth of the voluntary carbon market (VCM).  

Robust governance approaches significantly improve transparency, accountability, and 
participation in VCM. It also increases the responsiveness and engagement of the public and 
key stakeholders by providing increased relevance, reliability, and comparability of reporting 
and improved insight into program performance.   

Robust governance requires that carbon-crediting programs demonstrate transparency 
about who oversees the carbon-crediting program and that roles, responsibilities and the 
relationship to competencies for all levels of decision making are assigned and discoverable. 
Carbon-crediting programs must also make clear how stakeholders can contact the program.    

Robust governance requires that all key documentation and information relevant to decision-
making is publicly available, subject to compelling confidentiality constraints. Key documents 
include standards, methodologies, procedures, tools, guidelines, supplementary information, 
and project documentation. Making documents and information available to the public 
enables transparent decision-making, effective and inclusive participation, and feedback to 
support continuous improvement.   

Carbon-crediting programs will need to keep pace with the dynamic external market 
environment and new technologies to ensure continuous improvement. The carbon-crediting 
program should have procedures to regularly review its standards, key documents, and 
processes to keep them up to date with the latest science and identify and address 
problems.   

Under the full threshold in the draft Assessment Framework, the carbon-crediting program 
must have an operational and independent grievance resolution mechanism. This would 
include a set of procedures and a clear framework for independently addressing grievances 
related to mitigation activities in a fair, effective, and transparent way and providing 
remediation when negative impacts have occurred.  

Inclusive and informed decision-making requires robust public engagement to ensure 
meaningful input into the decision-making process and to maximise positive impacts on 
mitigation and communities. Carbon-crediting programs must provide public engagement in 
all key processes, including transparent measures to address issues and concerns.  

Conflicts of interest should be avoided in taking decisions on the issuance of carbon credits 
to ensure their integrity and impartiality. Carbon-crediting programs should have measures in 
place to identify and prevent conflicts of interest from arising.  

To ensure that carbon credits are issued to the correct entity and follow a clear chain of 
custody, the carbon-crediting program must have appropriate processes in place. Programs 
should also have liability provisions in the event of erroneous issuance of credits by 
specifying the party responsible for cancelling the credits or compensating the over 
issuance.   

Under the full threshold in the draft Assessment Framework, the program should also have a 
robust corporate governance framework for the organisation, including reporting and 
disclosure, risk management and policies and controls such as anti-bribery. This supports 
the organisation’s long-term resilience and provides a framework of checks and balances 
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within which the organisation’s governing body and staff operate. The draft Assessment 
Framework recognises that carbon-crediting programs are often established as non-profits in 
the context of robust national legal frameworks and that these regulatory requirements will 
likely satisfy the requirements related to the governance framework. The requirements 
proposed for the full threshold aim for a consistent effort across jurisdictions to ensure that 
the systems build trust by addressing the accountability and transparency necessary to scale 
up finance. 

See Section 1, criteria 1.1 to 1.9 for Program Governance in the draft Assessment Framework. 

 

B. Robust Validation & Verification  

“The carbon-crediting program shall have program-level 
requirements for robust independent third-party 

validation and verification of mitigation activities.” 
Third-party auditing is a key tool for consistency, transparency, and integrity in the VCM to 
help create and sustain confidence. An independent third-party auditor's role is important in 
ensuring that a mitigation activity´s design meets the program requirements and that 
crediting based on reported emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity is in 
line with the program’s methodologies and other normative documents.  

Achieving this means carbon-crediting programs must have requirements for third-party 
auditing, including the structure, management, resources, process, and information 
requirements for verification and validation bodies (VVB). In addition, VVBs need to be 
accredited through an International Accreditation Forum member or by an accreditation 
system under the UNFCCC. Impartiality of the VVB is also important.  A rigorous 
accreditation process complemented by measures to limit potential conflicts of interest such 
as rotation of VVBs to limit review by a VVB of its own work helps to ensure impartiality. 

Programs must have procedures to ensure that each mitigation activity undergoes a 
validation and verification audit. Under the full threshold of the draft Assessment Framework, 
oversight procedures by programs include requirements to assess VVBs in performing their 
auditing functions, including reviewing individual VVB reports, systematic monitoring and 
having a system for sanctioning non-conformity. 

See Section 3, criteria 3.1 to 3.5, for Robust Independent Validation and Verification in the 
Assessment Framework. 
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C. No Double-Counting 

“The greenhouse (GHG) emission reductions or removals 
from the mitigation activity shall not be double-counted, 
i.e., they shall only be counted once towards achieving 

mitigation targets or goals. Double counting covers 
double issuance, double claiming, and double use.” 

A key concern over the integrity of carbon credits is the potential for different kinds of use or 
claims to be simultaneously backed by the same carbon credit or that the same emission 
reduction or removal leads to different and overlapping claims. Sometimes, accounting 
systems interact which leading to a situation in which claims necessarily overlap. This kind of 
“double counting” is not problematic as it is a natural part of a nested accounting system. For 
instance, the emission reductions counted towards a state target might also be counted 
towards a national target. The emission reductions achieved by a company towards its target 
might also be counted by the state or country in which it resides. Other forms of double 
counting undermine climate action and ambition. Examples include instances where the 
same carbon credit is retired by two companies (double use), the same emission reduction is 
credited under two separate programs (double registration) or if two companies or two 
countries claim the same emission reduction towards their climate goals or Nationally 
Determined Commitments under the Paris Agreement or towards claims to part of the 
credited emission reduction as a result of financing a credited mitigation activity, while 
financing related, non-climate attributes, such as renewable energy credits (double 
claiming). Distinguishing problematic double counting from necessarily nested accounting 
requires careful consideration and robust accounting guidance. While double-counting is not 
an inherent integrity issue of the mitigation activity per se (whereas additionality and 
permanence relate to the underlying mitigation activity), problematic double-counting leads 
to integrity questions about the carbon-crediting system and the legitimacy of the use of 
carbon credits. 

Several types of double counting are recognised in the literature (see terms and definitions). 
The criteria and requirements in the draft Assessment Framework seek to ensure that 
measures are in place to avoid each one.   

It is broadly understood that double-counting must not occur where international transfers 
are used to comply with mandatory climate targets or Nationally Determined Contributions 
under the Paris Agreement. This understanding is also reflected in Article 6 rules agreed at 
COP26 in Glasgow. There is, however, an active debate whether double claiming should be 
avoided on the basis of a corresponding adjustment in the context of companies using 
carbon credits towards voluntary climate commitments, particularly as it relates to carbon 
credits that are internationally transferred. The issue sits at the intersection between the 
Paris Agreement and voluntary climate action. The Article 6 rules leave this issue 
unresolved. Some view the Paris Agreement and company accounting systems as operating 
in parallel while others consider these systems inherently connected. If one views these 
systems as working in parallel, double claiming by both companies (for example when 
purchasing carbon credits to compensate their carbon footprint), and by host countries (as 
emission reductions under their Paris commitments) is not an integrity issue and no 
adjustment would be required. If instead one views these accounting systems as connected, 
the claim by a company to be compensating its emissions with credits would need to be 
adjusted by the host country itself, as the view would prevail that the reduction achieved 
would have been unduly counted twice. 

More analysis is required on this topic, and other organisations, including the Voluntary 
Carbon Markets Integrity Initiative, have flagged that they will dig deeper into this issue in 
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their next phase of operation. The Integrity Council has not taken a position on these issues 
and will be guided by this consultation. The Integrity Council invites views on this and other 
topics related to alignment with Article 6 of the Paris Agreement in section 12 of the draft 
Assessment Framework.  

See Section 4, criteria 4. to 4.5, No Double-Counting in the Assessment Framework. 

 

D. Registry  

“The carbon-crediting program shall operate or make use 
of a registry to uniquely identify, record and track 

mitigation activities and carbon credits issued to ensure 
credits can be identified securely and unambiguously.” 

A registry is an information technology system used by carbon-crediting programs to record 
and track mitigation activities and carbon credit transactions. Registries perform essential 
functions related to the integrity of carbon credits, increase the transparency of all 
transactions and perform checks that operationalise many of the CCPs.  

An operational and well-maintained registry system is crucial for all carbon-crediting 
programs. The registry system is also the system that implements crucial accounting rules to 
avoid almost all forms of double counting including double issuance and double retirement or 
use. A registry system must uniquely identify each carbon credit, the associated mitigation 
activity, and identify any other associated attributes. 

In order to ensure that accounts are created in the registry by rightful account 
representatives, carbon-crediting programs must have robust know your customer 
processes for account opening, including checks on identity and credentials of account 
representatives.   

See Section 5, criteria 5.1 to 5.3, Registry in the Assessment Framework. 

 

E. Mitigation Activity Information 

“The carbon-crediting program shall provide 
comprehensive and transparent information on all 

credited mitigation activities. The information shall be 
publicly available in electronic format, and scrutiny of 

mitigation activities shall be accessible to non-specialised 
audiences.” 

To ensure transparency, it is essential that mitigation activity documentation is publicly 
available and that stakeholders can access the decisions and analyses behind an emission 
reduction claim. This can also provide an additional check on the VVBs. Where this 
information is not available in the carbon-crediting registry, the carbon-crediting programs 
should ensure that it is readily accessible and publicly available in an electronic format, 
subject to compelling confidentiality constraints. The information should allow users to 
assess mitigation activity information, including the additionality assessment, the 
quantification of emissions reductions or removals, and social and environmental impacts. 

See Section 6, criterion 6.1, Mitigation Activity Information in the Assessment Framework. 
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F. Sustainable Development  

“The carbon-crediting program shall have clear guidance, 
tools and compliance procedures to ensure mitigation 

activities conform with or go beyond widely established 
best industry best practices on social and environmental 
safeguards while delivering on net positive sustainable 

development impacts.” 

Questions: 

The Expert Panel of the Integrity Council considered alternative approaches to assess 
alignment with Environmental and Social Safeguards requirements for carbon-
crediting programs during the initial phase. The options include: 

Option 1): a risk-based approach to mitigation activity types building on IFC 
risk categorisation;4)  

Option 2): evidence of alignment with national regulatory framework; 

Or  

Option 3): a joint approach using option 1 and 2. 

The Integrity Council seeks views from the public on this question to inform whether 
and how IFC risk categorization can help ensure a consistent approach by carbon-
crediting programs to address safeguards in the draft Assessment Framework in 
different jurisdictions and activity types. 

Your views will inform the design of the assessment process with the view to attest 
that mitigation activity proponents effectively implemented safeguards while 
providing the opportunity for current market infrastructure to update assurance 
systems’ capacities and processes. 

Do you anticipate that there will be challenges in meeting the Sustainable 
Development requirements in the draft Assessment Framework under the initial 
threshold? If you do, could you provide information on those challenges.  

Should mitigation activities created and managed by IPLCs be subject to 
differentiated safeguards requirements? If so, how would you recommend that the 
application of free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) is addressed in carbon-
crediting program guidance and mechanisms to ensure that relationships with IPLCs 
are based on informed consultation? 

 

                                                           
4) IFC's Environmental and Social Performance Standards define ac vity proponents' responsibili es for 
managing their environmental and social risks. As part of the review of environmental and social risks and 
impacts of a proposed investment, IFC uses a process of environmental and social categorisa on to reflect the 
magnitude of risks and impacts. The resul ng category also specifies IFC’s ins tu onal requirements for 
disclosure. The IFC's risk categorisa on is based on accumulated informa on from both actual and poten al 
impacts iden fied during the last decades. Both severity and probability of inherent sectoral and se ng risks 
are also considered in the categorisa on determina on. IFC safeguards performance standards have informed 
the development of REDD+ safeguards frameworks and are widely used by mul lateral financial ins tu ons 
(MFIs). For more informa on see: www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/24e6bfc3-5de3-444d-be9b-
226188c95454/PS_English_2012_Full-Document.pdf?MOD=AJPERES&CVID=jkV-X6h 
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Implementing safeguards and delivering net positive sustainable development impacts is 
critical to ensuring social and environmental integrity in generating carbon credits. Carbon-
crediting programs play an important role in ensuring that mitigation activities identify, 
assess and disclose the potential risk of environmental, economic and social harm and 
implement actions to avoid or minimise them while delivering net positive impacts beyond its 
GHG contribution. 

Carbon crediting programs must achieve this by having requirements for mitigation activity 
proponents to cover different responsibilities for managing environmental, economic and 
social risks and impacts throughout the life cycle of its mitigation activity(ies). These 
requirements cover different labour and working conditions, resource efficiency and pollution 
prevention, land acquisition and involuntary resettlement, biodiversity conservation and 
sustainable management of living natural resources, Indigenous People, Local Communities 
and cultural heritage (IPLC), and gender equality. These requirements establish an 
integrated assessment and management system which seeks to avoid, minimise, and where 
residual impacts remain, to compensate/offset risks and impacts. 

Mitigation activities should not infringe on the human rights of others. Adverse impacts on 
human rights to which mitigation activities may cause or contribute must be addressed. Each 
requirement for carbon-crediting programs under this CCP relates to human rights 
dimensions that a mitigation activity may face throughout its operations. Due diligence 
against these requirements will enable carbon-crediting programs to ensure mitigation 
activity proponents address many relevant human rights issues. In particular, carbon 
crediting programs should also ensure that mitigation activities are carried out in full respect 
for the human rights, dignity, aspirations, culture and livelihoods of IPLCs and vulnerable 
groups disproportionally affected by climate change.  

IPLCs are often among the most marginalised and vulnerable segments of the population. 
Their economic, social, and legal status may limit their capacity to defend their rights and 
interests in lands and natural and cultural resources. It may restrict their ability to participate 
in and benefit from development. IPLCs are particularly vulnerable if their lands and 
resources are transformed, encroached upon, or significantly degraded. By sharing detailed 
information transparently and in culturally accessible ways, IPLCs will be better able to 
protect their interests and rights. Consequently, programs should also provide guidance and 
mechanisms to ensure that relationships with IPLCs are based on informed consultation and 
participation (ICP) and, when relevant to circumstances, ensure the application of free, prior 
and informed consent (FPIC).  

In addition, carbon-crediting program requirements build on the Cancun Safeguards for 
REDD+. These were agreed upon at the 16th Conference of the Parties to the United 
Nations Convention on Climate Change (COP 16) in 2010 and represent the formal 
consensus of the international community as to how REDD+ actions should take place. 
Several Cancun Safeguards are addressed in other sections, including through criteria for 
permanence and leakage. Carbon-crediting programs should ensure safeguard systems are 
coordinated and aligned with those at the national level and that mitigation activity 
proponents fulfil those requirements and operate under transparent and effective forest 
governance.  

Net positive impacts on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) are intrinsically linked 
with climate change mitigation to net zero emissions, as referenced in Chapter 5 of the 
IPCC's SR1.5 (2018). The SDG are a standardised framework with nationally determined 
obligations and/or targets from virtually every country in the world. To maximise net positive 
SDG impacts of mitigation actions on economic, social and environmental dimensions, 
carbon crediting programs should have provisions to promote net positive sustainable 
development impacts beyond SDG13. 

Under the full threshold of the draft Assessment Framework, carbon-crediting programs 
must have evidence-driven procedures to ensure that a mitigation activity is consistent with 
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the SDG priorities of a host party and, where possible, use national/local tools and 
frameworks. Carbon crediting programs should also provide clear guidance on using 
standardised tools and methods to assess SDG impacts beyond SDG13.  

Benefit-sharing is essential for the sustainable implementation of mitigation activities. It can 
help address drivers of emissions from deforestation, forest degradation, and other land 
uses and for providing incentives to stakeholders for continued mitigation activity support 
and buy-in. Equitable and fair benefit-sharing can establish, manage and promote incentives 
to change behaviours and address barriers that make it challenging to increase carbon 
stocks. At the same time, it increases social integrity and VCM legitimacy. The World Bank’s 
frameworks, such as Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and The BioCarbon Fund Initiative 
for Sustainable Forest Landscapes (ISFL), inform benefit-sharing best practices that carbon 
credit programs should have in place.   

See Section 7, criteria 7.1 to 7.11, Sustainable Development in the Assessment Framework. 

 

G. Additionality  

“The greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions or 
removals from the mitigation activity shall be additional, 
i.e., they would not have occurred in the absence of the 

incentive created by carbon credit revenues.” 

Questions: 

Additionality for project-level mitigation activities:  

Are there alternative approaches to additionality that should be considered and that 
are not covered under the current draft Assessment Framework? 

Are there any specific criteria which the draft Assessment Framework should take 
into account in its guidance on additionality? 

The Integrity Council proposes in its draft Assessment Framework a risk-based 
assessment of additionality, to be conducted by the Expert Panel by project type, as a 
first step in the overall assessment of additionality for CCP. 

a)  Please provide comment as to the feasibility and desirability of this additional 
level of risk-based analysis by project type. 

b)  In this assessment, the Integrity Council proposes to use as one data point 
analysis of carbon prices. Please provide comments as to the feasibility of use of 
this indicator, and on the alternative use of marginal abatement costs for this 
purpose. 

c)  Please provide recommendations on additional means of assessing the 
additionality tests carbon crediting Standards currently employ. 

 

Additionality for jurisdictional REDD+ activities: 

How should crediting under project-based REDD+ mitigation activities be considered 
within the scope of jurisdictional REDD+ programs? 

Should there be a requirement to nest baselines of REDD+ projects on avoided 
deforestation? 

Should credit issuance by REDD+ projects be limited by the performance of the 
jurisdiction? 
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Additionality for project-level mitigation activities 
Additionality is fundamental to the quality and environmental integrity of a carbon credit. 
Assessing additionality ensures that carbon credits are not issued to mitigation activities that 
would have happened otherwise. Under the definition of additionality, a carbon credit must 
result from a mitigation activity´s emission reductions or removals that would not have taken 
place except for incentives associated with the carbon price. In addition, if a credit does not 
correspond to emission reductions that occurred as a result of the mitigation activity, then its 
use to compensate for emissions elsewhere would increase global emissions. Finally, 
voluntary carbon crediting should not take place where regulations would ensure those 
emission reductions or removals would occur anyway, for example, through mandatory 
carbon market activity.  

There are several ways to address additionality. These include an assessment of financial 
additionality, barrier analysis, performance-based tests and common practice analysis. 
Assessing financial additionality demonstrates that the expected revenue from carbon 
credits makes the activity economically viable (meaning that without the expected revenue, 
the activity would not happen). Barrier analysis examines where the activity might be 
economically viable without carbon credit revenue, but other barriers prevent it from being 
undertaken. Common practice analysis examines where a mitigation activity may be 
additional if the activity is not a common activity within the jurisdiction in which it is planned. 
In all cases regulatory additionality is indispensable: if an activity is already regulated, it 
should not be credited. 

No approach to demonstrating additionality is simple. Each approach is complex; issues and 
concerns about each approach have been raised for over a decade. Financial additionality 
is, in many cases, gameable, given the information asymmetry between the mitigation 
activity proponent and almost everyone else concerning the specific mitigation activity's 
financials. Barrier analysis often relies on qualitative judgements about what constitutes an 
appropriate barrier within a particular context. Common practice or performance-based tests 
are subject to questions on the appropriate control group/comparison. Even regulatory 
additionality is difficult, particularly where jurisdictions have a poor track record of 
enforcement. 

The purpose of the additionality assessment under the draft Assessment Framework is not 
to replicate the carbon-crediting programs’ project-level additionality assessment, instead it 
is to assess the rigor and thoroughness of the carbon-crediting program’s approach to 
assess additionality. It is important to note that all of the listed approaches will be used to 
determine the likelihood of additionality. 

As a first step, the Assessment Framework assesses the overall likelihood of additionality for 
the type of carbon credit based on the typical financial viability, barriers for implementation, 
and market penetration rates for the respective type of mitigation activity. This step does not 
assess approaches used in the relevant methodologies or other carbon crediting program 
rules. At the end of step 1, the framework concludes the overall likelihood of additionality: 

• Very high likelihood: Where the results of Step 1 conclude a very high likelihood of 
additionality for the respective type of mitigation activity, a simplified approach is used. 
Under Step 2, the mitigation activity is considered to meet the additionality CCP if it 
meets the criteria on adequate consideration of legal requirements and expectation of 
carbon revenues. In other words, a mitigation activity is considered to have a high 
likelihood of being additional because, i.e., it is fully dependent on carbon credit 
revenues; the carbon crediting program would then need to consider whether the 
mitigation activity is a legally required activity, and whether it can credibly claim to expect 
revenues. 
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• Medium likelihood: Where the results of Step 1 conclude a medium likelihood of 
additionality, all relevant provisions of the carbon crediting program regarding 
additionality are evaluated. 

• Insufficient likelihood: Where the results of Step 1 conclude an insufficient likelihood of 
additionality, the type of mitigation activity is not eligible, irrespective of the approaches 
used by the relevant carbon crediting program for evaluating additionality. In other 
words, if a particular type of mitigation activity is found overwhelmingly profitable in the 
marketplace, credits issued to these activities would not be considered CCP-eligible 
regardless of the carbon crediting program provisions. 

As a second step, the framework assesses the rigor and thoroughness of the carbon-
crediting program’s approach to assess additionality, in line with the requirements reached 
under the first step. The assessment entails an evaluation of the carbon-crediting program´s 
normative program documents, including its quantification methodologies.  

The draft Assessment Framework details specific criteria for the assessment of sufficiency of 
different approaches used by carbon-crediting programs, such as: 

• benchmark analysis: Comparison of the economic performance of the mitigation 
activity (e.g., its IRR) with a financial benchmark (e.g., the hurdle rate for the IRR); and 

• investment comparison analysis: a comparison of the economic performance of the 
mitigation activity with other potential investment alternatives. 

• barrier analysis: an analysis of the presence of barriers to implementation of the 
mitigation activity 

• market penetration assessments, an evaluation of the extent to which a type of 
mitigation activity or technology is already implemented in the relevant geographical area 

It is important to emphasise that this list cannot be considered a closed list: where a carbon 
crediting program uses other approaches, the Integrity Council will assess these, ensuring a 
similar level of stringency as for the above approaches. In other words, the framework 
presented now could be enlarged to ensure to consider other approaches not yet considered 
in this document. 

Additionality for Jurisdictional REDD+ activities 
The draft Assessment Framework considers specific guidance on the assessment of 
additionality provisions for jurisdictional protocols. Jurisdictional REDD+ mitigation activities 
are deemed sufficiently different to merit their own differentiated approach. Under the 
approach included in the draft Assessment Framework, criteria must be fulfilled related to a) 
whether the jurisdictional REDD+ activity implements new or enhanced mitigation activities 
against a credible baseline and b) whether there is evidence of the expectation of carbon 
credits prior to the implementation of the activity itself. These combined criteria aim to 
ensure that there is a reliable causal link between the jurisdictional REDD+ activity and the 
underlying mitigation action. 

On this, as on all other issues in the draft Assessment Framework, the Integrity Council is 
seeking views in relation to the appropriateness of the approach, the principles, the criteria 
and the requirements set out herein. 

See Section 8 Additionality, criteria 8.1 to 8.8, of the Assessment Framework. 
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H. Permanence  

“The GHG emission reductions or removals from the 
mitigation activity shall be permanent, or if they have a 

risk of reversal, any reversals shall be fully compensated.” 

Question: 

The Integrity Council is open to views on the appropriate balance of requirements 
between the criteria applied to assess permanence, as well as alternative approaches. 
Are there alternative approaches to permanence that should be considered and that 
are not covered under the draft Assessment Framework? 

Permanent mitigation of CO2 is essential for maintaining net anthropogenic emissions in line 
with the long-term temperature goals of the Paris Agreement. However, many activities that 
enhance or preserve carbon stored in geologic or land-based reservoirs experience some 
reversal risk. These risks can be human- or nature-induced (e.g., an afforestation project 
that burns down due to a wildfire). Different activities have varying degrees of reversal risk. 
When the carbon stored in a reservoir, as a result of mitigation activity, is released into the 
atmosphere, it can no longer be considered an offset to greenhouse gas emissions.   

Temporary carbon storage, even over long periods, cannot substitute for permanent 
emission reductions. However, reversible mitigation can still have an important role to play in 
global efforts to limit global warming. It is, therefore, a policy choice rather than a purely 
scientific one to reflect this value in the context of carbon markets. High-integrity approaches 
can reflect this value by requiring crediting reversible mitigation on a temporary basis (i.e., 
obligating buyers to replace credits periodically) or applying methods to monitor and 
compensate for reversals over the most extended time horizon feasible and providing 
incentives to maintain carbon stocks in permanence. 

There are practical, technical, and political considerations involved in ensuring permanence. 
It is unrealistic, for example, to expect compensation mechanisms to be maintained in 
perpetuity. In practice, such commitments have an explicit or implied time limit. There are 
two ways in which compensation commitments can occur within carbon markets. The first is 
to “price in” the carrying cost of maintaining carbon storage by establishing an ongoing 
required rental payment, such as through temporary crediting. Another way is to internalise 
the carrying cost upfront through long-term maintenance obligations and insurance 
mechanisms. Weak guarantees, or obligations imposed for too short a period, can make the 
cost of carbon storage appear artificially low, leading to an inefficient allocation of mitigation 
investments. Because of this:  

• all approaches need to be assessed with respect to institutional strength and duration 
(i.e., the likelihood that a carbon crediting program will be able to guarantee 
compensation for reversals over the long run); and 

• for monitoring and compensation approaches, the duration of any compensation 
guarantee needs to exceed a minimum threshold. 

The risk of non-permanence is not the same across different types of project activities. Once 
a solar panel is put up on a rooftop, the emission reductions that it generates over the initial 
years can be considered permanent. On the other hand, forestry mitigation activities relying 
on the preservation of a carbon stock are susceptible to both accidental reversals (such as 
with forest fires) or intentional reversals (due to economic pressures that lead to lower 
economic attractiveness of the maintenance of the forest carbon stock). In light of this 
differentiated risk, this framework recognises different levels of risk of non-permanence for 
different types of mitigation activities. These different risk levels lead to different 
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requirements: for activities without risk of permanence, no requirements imposed; for 
activities for which the risk of unintentional reversal is very low, as can arguably be the case 
with some types of technological carbon removal activities, the requirements are limited to 
mechanisms to address voluntary reversal risks. Finally, for activities with higher risks of 
both intentional and unintentional reversal, the draft Assessment Framework mandates 
stronger mechanisms to address both types of risks. 

Figure 2 – Pathways for meeting CCP-eligibility permanence  

  

Carbon crediting programs have dealt with this risk of non-reversal through various 
approaches and instruments, notably: temporary crediting, buffers and discounting. There 
have been attempts at introducing insurance mechanisms to adequately address at least in 
part this risk, but no such insurance mechanism exists to date. 

The purpose of the permanence assessment is to assess to what extent a sufficiently high 
level of assurance can be met that emission reductions or removals will be permanent over a 
long-time span. A number of approaches may be used and combined for that purpose: 
discounting, buffer pools, temporary crediting. 

For approaches leading to the issuance of credits deemed permanently valid – the vast 
majority of the current market - the approach focuses on three separate criteria that 
contribute equally to this level of assurance: 

• The duration of commitment to monitor and compensate for emission reversals. All 
things equal, one could say that the longer the commitment to monitor, the stronger the 
level of assurance provided by the carbon-crediting program. This desire to extend the 
duration of this commitment period will nevertheless meet very practical issues of 
institutional and legal stability, as most institutions are unlikely to run into contractual 
obligations for such long durations. 

• The strength of mechanisms and incentives to compensate for reversals: through 
the use of buffer pools, which pool the risk of non-reversals across a particular set of 
credits, discounts or insurance, the risk of reversal may be adequately compensated. 

• Institutional stability: in contexts in which institutional stability allows for the appropriate 
use of legal liability and other provisions that ensure the compensation of reversal over 
the long term, these instruments can also contribute to addressing the risk of non-
permanence. 
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The overall balance of these different criteria must ensure a high level of assurance of 
permanence for credits that are themselves assumed to be permanently valid. 

An alternative approach – temporary crediting – used only in one specific instance, 
recognises the risk of reversal and addresses it by instituting a period for the validity of the 
credit and putting the liability for reversal on the potential buyer of the credit. 

Most importantly, approaches to addressing non-permanence that do not require 
replacement of credits or compensation for reversals are not CCP-eligible. Such 
mechanisms may include, for example, various forms of tonne-year accounting under which 
there are no minimum requirements for the duration of carbon storage. 

For jurisdictional REDD+ mitigation activities, the Integrity Council understands that similar 
approaches and criteria will apply. This includes the duration of the commitment period to 
monitor and compensate or sufficiency of compensation mechanisms. It is not the view of 
the Integrity Council that other specific jurisdictional approaches are required. This view 
does not imply that application of the requirements is strictly similar. Carbon-crediting 
programs should be judged on the application of these generic criteria, mutatis mutandis, in 
particular, because of the scale of these approaches and because of fundamental 
differences in context in a partnership with the government rather than private sector actors. 

See Section 9, criteria 9.1 to 9.4, Permanence in the Assessment Framework. 

 

I. Robust Quantification  

“The GHG emission reductions or removals from the 
mitigation activity shall be robustly quantified, based on 

conservative approaches, completeness and sound 
scientific methods.” 

Under carbon crediting, emission reductions and removals from mitigation activities must be 
robustly quantified, implying that the quantification exercise should lead to reliable, 
conservative estimates of emissions reductions or removals. This robustness is crucial as 
less conservative estimates may lead to over-generation of credits for mitigation activities. In 
turn, this may then be used in various claims statements which would be invalid. The 
quantification exercise would overstate the reduction or removal outcome and provide a 
misleading picture of the actual environmental effectiveness of the activity. 

Quantification protocols are embedded in quantification methodologies and other provisions 
for mitigation activities. These include additionality, permanence, and monitoring and 
reporting plans.  

In addressing program and mitigation activity type provisions on quantification of emission 
reductions and removals, three key criteria are considered in the approach proposed in the 
draft Assessment Framework. 

The first approach is a robust methodology development process. Programs operate under 
general program provisions setting out overall principles and procedures in their 
methodology process, with implications for the development of quantification protocols. 
These should include robust requirements for stakeholder participation and engagement, 
periodic update and review of methodologies and their quantification protocols, etc.  

The second criterion relates to a set of requirements that must be addressed in the 
quantification protocols, including: 

• Metric: clear identification of the metric (tonne of CO2-equivalent) and appropriate global 
warming potentials. 
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• Conservativeness: emission reductions and removals must be calculated conservatively 
taking into account the degree of uncertainty in data and assumptions, so that they are 
very unlikely to be overestimated. In particular, baselines must be set conservatively and 
reviewed regularly, in the light of relevant best practices, government decarbonisation 
policies and avoiding perverse incentives. Under the full threshold, baselines should 
reflect national strategies and NDCs and be aligned with achieving the Paris Agreement 
goals. 

• Completeness: all significant direct impacts of the activity on sources and sinks must be 
covered unless omitting them is more conservative, and indirect impacts must also be 
included (‘leakage’) where emissions increase outside the boundary of the activity  

• Sound scientific methods: the calculated emission reductions or removals 
unambiguously result from the mitigation activity rather than exogenous factors; they are 
robustly monitored with a scientific approach to collecting or sampling data or using 
appropriate parameters from reliable sources. 

• Duration: the total duration of all crediting periods must be set so as to ensure that 
crediting of emission reductions is done in a conservative manner and supports a 
progressive increase of ambition over time while minimising uncertainty. The mitigation 
activity will only be credited for as long as it continues to generate emission reductions or 
removals compared to a regularly reviewed baseline. 

Finally, the draft Assessment Framework touches on the inadequacy of ex-ante crediting. 
High quality carbon credits are issued based on GHG emission reductions or removals 
determined ex-post, meaning carbon credits cannot be issued for emission reductions or 
removals that are yet to occur. Ex-post crediting ensures that a VVB can verify that the 
emission reductions or removals have actually taken place before carbon credits are issued 
and used. Ex-ante crediting introduces a unique risk to the integrity of carbon credits 
because the number of credits issued may exceed the project’s actual emission reductions 
or removals, for example, if the mitigation activity is discontinued or has a lower-than-
expected performance. 

See Section 2, Robust Quantification at the carbon credit program level, and Section 10 for 
Robust Quantification at the credit-type level. 

 

J. Transition towards Net-Zero Emissions  

“The mitigation activity shall not lock in levels of 
emissions, technologies or carbon-intensive practices that 

are incompatible with achieving net zero emissions by 
mid-century.” 

A global transition towards net-zero emissions is now an imperative and inscribed as the 
long-term goal under the Paris Agreement: achieving a balance of greenhouse gas 
emissions and removals in the second half of this century. For compatibility with the global 
goal of net-zero, any mitigation activity, even if it leads to short-term emission reductions 
should be discouraged if it would result in a locked-in increase in long-term emissions. Under 
this scenario, the mitigation activity will render the overall goal more difficult to achieve.  

This draft Assessment Framework contains criteria to address the risk of lock-in for particular 
technologies and mitigation activity types. 

See Section 11, of the Assessment Framework. 
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K. Attributes  
Question: 

Should the Integrity Council consider the establishment of an attribute to differentiate 
credits according to the type of underlying mitigation activity? If so, at what level 
should types be differentiated (e.g., reductions vs removals, tech-based vs nature-
based)? 

 

Some buyers are keen to purchase specific types of carbon credits. Carbon-crediting 
programs sometimes tag credits with attributes to meet this demand. Tagging of an attribute 
is applied after it has been verified. Attributes can be used to identify a number of features 
related to the mitigation activity. Attributes can show, for example, that a mitigation activity 
benefited the community in which it operates, has SDG benefits or boosts innovation in 
emerging climate technologies. There is also an expectation that carbon-crediting programs 
will increasingly tag credits as either removal or avoidance/reduction; where this distinction is 
not possible, credits would be assigned with the attribute of “reduction or mixed.”  

In line with this practice and to facilitate this demand, the Integrity Council is proposing 
standardised attributes for tagging carbon credits. Use of the attributes under the 
Assessment Framework will occur under the oversight of the Integrity Council. The adoption 
of the proposed attributes may inform reference contracts that group them. As the market 
scales, the Integrity Council may consider more granular attributes.  

This section sets out the conditions under which a carbon-crediting program can assign 
attribute tags. The attributes are not mutually exclusive, i.e., one or several tags may be 
granted to CCP-approved carbon credit in a staggered manner. The combination of different 
attributes describes the type of CCP-approved credit without introducing a new structure of 
methodology types that would add complexity and limit liquidity. 

In all cases, carbon-crediting programs must have procedures to: 

• Distinguish different attributes 

• Assign respective tag for a verified attribute 

The Integrity Council is considering four attributes. The first attribute is “Type of mitigation 
outcome.” This attribute refers to whether the outcome of the mitigation activity constitutes a 
reduction or removal and what type of removal process is employed. The carbon credit 
would be tagged as either “emission reduction” or “removal.” Under the “removal” attribute, 
there are additional attributes to distinguish how the carbon is captured and stored, whether 
through biological (i.e., nature-based) processes, such as afforestation activities, or through 
a non-biological (i.e., tech-based) process, such as direct air capture and storage in 
geological formations (DACCS) or advanced weatherisation. 

The second attribute is “Host country authorisation for the purpose of Article 6 of the Paris 
Agreement”. This attribute refers to whether the host country has authorised the outcome of 
the mitigation activity for ‘other purposes’ under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement. Some 
buyers are keen to purchase carbon credits backed by a host country authorisation for 
Article 6 purposes. This attribute facilitates identifying such credits.  

The third attribute is “Quantified SDG impacts”. This attribute refers to whether the mitigation 
activity quantifies a substantive net positive significant contribution to Sustainable 
Development beyond mitigation. This will facilitate buyers to identify credits with positive, 
verified impacts of this type. Article 6 requires host countries to ensure that all cooperative 
approaches contribute to sustainable development. The rulebook, adopted at COP26 in 
Glasgow, specifies that Parties report how activities are consistent with national Sustainable 
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Development (SD) objectives and demonstrate their SD contribution during implementation. 
Participating host countries, buyers of Internationally Transferred Mitigation Outcomes 
(ITMOs), mitigation activity developers and other participants will need to analyse the 
consistency with and assess the contribution of their Article 6 activities to the SD objectives 
of the host party.   

The fourth attribute, “Adaptation co-benefits”, refers to whether the mitigation activity 
contributes to adaptation consistent with host country priorities and in line with the spirit of 
provisions under Article 7.1 of the Paris Agreement. Under this article, Parties established a 
global goal on adaptation of enhancing adaptive capacity, strengthening resilience and 
reducing vulnerability to climate change, with a view to contributing to sustainable 
development. Mitigation activity proponents could voluntarily provide information on co-
benefits towards “enhancing adaptive capacity, strengthening resilience and reducing 
vulnerability to climate change, with a view to contributing to sustainable development”.   

Alignment with host country development priorities is critical to ensuring long-term viability 
and scalability of mitigation activities and carbon credits, as noted by the IPCC.    

See Section 12 of the Assessment Framework. 

 

L. Alignment with the Paris Agreement 
The Integrity Council is seeking views for future consideration on matters related to 
alignment with the rules elaborated under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement on the topics of: 
Corresponding Adjustments, Share of Proceeds, and Overall Contribution to Global 
Mitigation. In considering these options, please provide responses to the following. 

Questions: 

a)  Should the voluntary use of carbon credits require host country authorisation to 
ensure association with corresponding adjustments? Should this be conditional 
on specific circumstances or use cases? 

b)  Should the voluntary carbon market levy a share of proceeds to assist developing 
countries most vulnerable to climate change to meet the costs of adaptation?  

c)  Should the voluntary carbon market provide a contribution to overall mitigation of 
global emissions, through the cancellation of carbon credits at issuance or other 
similar provisions? 

 

See Section 13 of the Assessment Framework. 
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Assessment Framework 
 

I. REQUIREMENTS FOR CARBON-CREDITING PROGRAMS 44 

1 Program Governance 44 

Criterion 1.1: Transparent assignment of roles and responsibilities and competence 
requirements at all levels of decision-making 44 
Criterion 1.2: Public availability of normative program documents and mitigation activity 
documentation 45 
Criterion 1.3: Procedures and requirements for normative program documents 46 
Criterion 1.4: Addressing conflicts of interest 47 
Criterion 1.5: Transparency and information disclosure on decision-making 48 
Criterion 1.6: Public engagement 48 
Criterion 1.7: Access to an independent grievance resolution mechanism 49 
Criterion 1.8: Robust legal underpinnings of carbon credits 50 
Criterion 1.9: Effective corporate governance 51 

2 Robust Quantification of Emission Reductions and Removals 53 

Criterion 2.1: Methodology approval process 53 
Criterion 2.2: Requirements for quantifying emission reductions or removals 54 
Criterion 2.3: Ex-post determination of emission reductions or removals 56 

3 Robust Independent Third-Party Validation and Verification 57 

Criterion 3.1: Independent, third-party validation and verification of mitigation activities 57 
Criterion 3.2: Robust accreditation of validation and verification bodies 58 
Criterion 3.3: Procedures and requirements to ensure impartiality and avoid conflicts of 
interest 59 
Criterion 3.4: Normative program documents for VVBs on the requirements to which VVBs 
are to conform in performing their auditing functions 60 
Criterion 3.5: Robust oversight of the VVBs in performing their auditing functions under the 
carbon-crediting program, including a system for sanctioning nonconformity 60 

4 No Double-Counting 62 

4.1 Double Counting 62 
Criterion 4.1: No double issuance (double registration) 62 
Criterion 4.2: No double issuance (overlapping claims) 63 
Criterion 4.3: No double use 64 
Criterion 4.4: No double claiming with mandatory domestic mitigation schemes 64 
Criterion 4.5: No double claiming of mitigation outcomes in relation to other environmental 
credit or attribute-tagging schemes 65 

5 Registry 66 

Criterion 5.1: Unique identification of carbon credits 66 
Criterion 5.2: Mitigation activity information 66 
Criterion 5.3: Mechanisms to prevent double issuance and double use of credits 67 

6 Mitigation Activity Information 68 

Criterion 6.1: Minimum information requirements 68 
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7 Sustainable Development Impacts and Safeguards 71 

7.1 Robust environmental and social safeguards 71 
Criterion 7.1: Assessment and Management of Environmental & Social Risks and Impacts 72 
Criterion 7.2: Labour Rights and Working Conditions 72 
Criterion 7.3: Resource Efficiency and Pollution Prevention 73 
Criterion 7.4: Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement 74 
Criterion 7.5: Biodiversity conservation and sustainable management of living natural 
resources 75 
Criterion 7.6: Indigenous People, Local Communities and Cultural Heritage 75 
Criterion 7.7: Respect for Human Rights, Stakeholder Engagement and Grievance 77 
Criterion 7.8: Gender Equality 78 
Criterion 7.9: Conformity to the Cancun Safeguards 79 
7.2 SD net positive impact 80 
Criterion 7.10: Ensuring net positive SDG impacts 80 
Criterion 7.11: Access and benefit-sharing 81 

II REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO TYPES OF CARBON CREDITS 83 

8 Additionality 83 

8.1 Step 1: Assessment of the overall likelihood of additionality of the type of mitigation 
activity 84 
Criterion 8.1: Financial attractiveness 85 
Criterion 8.2: Barriers to implementation 86 
Criterion 8.3: Market penetration 87 
8.2 Step 2: Assessment of the rigour and thoroughness of carbon-crediting program 
approaches to assessing additionality 88 
Criterion 8.4: Consideration of legal requirements 88 
Criterion 8.5: Evidence showing expectation of carbon credits 89 
Criterion 8.6: Approaches to assess the viability of mitigation activities 91 
Criterion 8.6a) Investment analysis 91 
Criterion 8.6b) Barrier analysis 92 
Criterion 8.6c) Market penetration assessments 93 
Criterion 8.6d) Positive lists 93 
8.3 Grading approach 94 
8.4 Additionality for jurisdictional REDD+ activities 94 
Criterion 8.7: Demonstration of new or enhanced mitigation actions 94 
Criterion 8.8: Evidence showing expectation of carbon credits 95 

9 Permanence 98 

Criterion 9.1: Degree of reversal risk 99 
Criterion 9.2: Monitoring and compensation approaches 100 
Criterion 9.3: Temporary crediting approaches 104 
Criterion 9.4: Institutional sustainability 105 

10 Robust quantification 106 

10.1 Step 1: Systematic assessment of the quantification approaches 106 
Criterion 10.2 Determination of the baseline scenario and quantification of baseline 
emissions or removals 108 
Criterion 10.3 Quantification of emissions from the mitigation activity 109 
Criterion 10.4 Quantification of leakage emissions 109 
10.2 Step 2: Overall assessment 111 
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11 Transition towards net-zero emissions 113 

Criterion 11.1 Transition towards net-zero emissions 113 

III REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO ATTRIBUTES 114 

12 Attributes 114 

12.1 Attribute 1: Host country authorization for the purpose of Article 6 of the Paris 
Agreement 114 
12.2 Attribute 2: Quantified SDG impacts 115 
12.3 Attribute 3: Adaptation co-benefits 116 

IV ISSUES RELATED TO PARIS AGREEMENT ALIGNMENT 117 

13 Alignment with Paris Agreement 117 

Criterion 13.1: Share of proceeds for adaptation finance 117 
Criterion 13.2: Overall mitigation of global emissions (OMGE) 117 
Criterion 13.3: Addressing double claiming of mitigation outcomes with host country NDCs117 
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I. REQUIREMENTS FOR CARBON-CREDITING 
PROGRAMS 

1 Program Governance  

“The carbon-crediting program shall have effective 
program governance to ensure transparency, 

accountability and the overall quality of carbon credits, 
environmental integrity, social safeguards and positive 

net sustainable development impacts.” 
NOTE: Section 13 ‘Alignment with the Paris Agreement’ contains two criteria related to the CCP on 
Program Governance. These criteria include options related to alignment with the Paris Agreement for 
which the Integrity Council seeks feedback. 
 

Criterion 1.1: Transparent assignment of roles and responsibilities and 
competence requirements at all levels of decision-making  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall demonstrate the transparent assignment of roles and 
responsibilities. Competence shall be ensured at all levels of decision-making. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and other publicly available information. The requirements in Table 1 shall be 
fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed CCP-eligible.  

Table 1 – Requirements for Criterion 1.1: Assignment of roles and responsibilities and 
competence 

Threshold  Requirements 

Initial and full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have paid and employed staff 
responsible for the administration of the program.  

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall provide contact details for the 
Secretariat on the program’s website.  

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall be overseen by a governing body 
collectively responsible for the program's long-term success and providing 
oversight for the program staff. 

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall clearly distinguish mandatory 
requirements from recommendations and guidance 

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall have competence requirements for 
Board members, staff and all other non-staff individuals serving in a 
professional capacity (e.g., expert advisors). 

f)  There shall be a clear division of responsibilities between the governing 
body and the staff of the carbon-crediting program.  

g)  The carbon-crediting program shall make publicly available on its website 
the names and affiliations of all non-staff individuals or organisations 
serving in a professional capacity to support the administration of the 
program (e.g., members of the Board, advisory groups, or expert 
committees).  
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Table 1 – Requirements for Criterion 1.1: Assignment of roles and responsibilities and 
competence 

Threshold  Requirements 

Full h) The competence requirements for the governing body and non-staff 
individuals shall result in an appropriate balance of skills, experience, 
independence, and knowledge of the voluntary carbon market. 

i) The carbon-crediting program shall have a formal, rigorous, and 
transparent procedure for appointing new members to the governing body. 

 

Criterion 1.2: Public availability of normative program documents and 
mitigation activity documentation 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall make all normative program documents and relevant 
mitigation activity documentation publicly available.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the normative program documents of the carbon-
crediting program, and the information made publicly available by it. The requirements of 
Table 2 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed CCP-eligible.  

Table 2 – Requirements for Criterion 1.2: Public availability of normative program 
documents and mitigation activity documentation 

Threshold  Requirements 

Initial a)  Normative program documents, publicly available on the carbon-crediting 
program's website, shall address the following5): 

• the scope (e.g., which sectors, project types, or geographic locations 
are or are not included within the scope of the program), scale (e.g., 
project-based, program of activities, policies, jurisdictional) and 
applicable geographical area (e.g., in which countries mitigation 
activities are allowed) of eligible mitigation activities; 

• mitigation activity cycle; 

• demonstrating additionality;  

• addressing non-permanence;  

• quantifying emission reductions; 

• avoiding double counting; 

• transition towards net-zero emissions;  

• adherence to environmental and social safeguards; 

• benefit-sharing arrangements;  

• promoting sustainable development benefits;  

• program governance, including the operation of bodies of the carbon-
crediting program (e.g., governing bodies or panels) and conflict of 
interest provisions;  

                                                           
5)  Detailed requirements for some of these elements can be found in the respec ve sec on in this Assessment 
Framework. 
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Table 2 – Requirements for Criterion 1.2: Public availability of normative program 
documents and mitigation activity documentation 

Threshold  Requirements 

• public availability of documentation; 

• approval and revision of normative program documents;  

• transparency and information disclosure on decision-making; 

• public engagement in decision-making;  

• legal underpinnings of carbon credits, including custody and liability 
provisions; 

• accreditation and oversight of validation and verification bodies;  

• validation and verification requirements; completeness-check report 
prior issuance and 

• registry operations, including provisions for issuance, transfer, 
retirement, and cancellation of carbon credits. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall require public disclosure of all relevant 
project documentation.  

Full In addition to the requirements for the initial threshold, normative program 
documents addressing the following shall be publicly available on the carbon-
crediting program's website: 

a)  independent grievance mechanism; and 

b)  sustainable development net-positive impacts. 

 

Criterion 1.3: Procedures and requirements for normative program documents 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures and requirements for the development, 
approval, and regular updating of all normative program documents. These procedures shall 
ensure continuous improvement.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and evidence of its implementation. The requirements of Table 3 shall be fulfilled 
for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed CCP-eligible.  

Table 3 – Requirements for Criterion 1.3: Procedures and requirements for normative 
program documents 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have established and shall adhere to 
procedures and requirements for the development, approval and regular 
updating of all normative program documents based on the best available 
science, including provisions for expert input and incorporation of lessons 
learned from program operation. 
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Criterion 1.4: Addressing conflicts of interest  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have robust procedures to avoid, identify and resolve 
conflicts of interest in its operations. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion and associated requirements are assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting 
program's normative documents and internal documents provided by the program. The 
requirements in Table 4 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed 
CCP-eligible. 

Table 4 – Requirements for Criterion 1.4: Addressing conflicts of interest 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall undertake periodic disclosure of 
financial information, including its sources of funding. It shall not receive 
any form of funding which could imply undue influence of competing 
interests. This requirement excludes fees from registering mitigation 
activities and issuing carbon credits. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have established a conflict-of-interest 
policy or equivalent. It shall apply to employees, contractors and all non-
staff individuals, including members of the governing body, any boards, 
advisory groups or expert committees serving in a professional or personal 
capacity to support the program's administration. 

c)  The conflict-of-interest policy shall address the continuous avoidance, 
identification, minimisation and resolution of financial and non-financial 
conflicts of interest. The policy shall broadly define conflict of interest, 
considering both direct and indirect private interests. 

d)  The program shall demonstrate regular implementation of its conflict-of-
interest policy through periodic updates of declarations of conflict-of-interest 
by its employees, contractors and non-staff individuals serving in a 
professional or personal capacity to support the administration of the 
program. 

e)  The procedures for resolution of conflict-of-interest shall specify that an 
individual with an identified conflict of interest does not take part in 
decision-making on the subject matter for which they have a conflict of 
interest. 

f)  All conflict-of-interest policies and procedures for all groups shall be 
publicly available on the program’s website. 

g)  The carbon-crediting program shall make detailed declarations of financial 
interest relevant to potential conflicts of interest available to the Integrity 
Council upon request during the assessment under conditions of 
confidentiality. 



   

The Integrity Council – Assessment Framework  48 

Criterion 1.5: Transparency and information disclosure on decision-making 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have provisions requiring public disclosure of relevant 
information related to decision-making. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents. The requirements of Table 5 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to 
be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 5 – Requirements for Criterion 1.5: Transparency and information disclosure on 
decision-making 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have transparency requirements for 
decision-making on all aspects of the program. 

b)  Program decisions shall be publicly available, including their rationale and 
relevant information, subject to reasonable confidentiality constraints. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures to check the 
completeness of issuance requests;  

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall specify the decision-making information 
made available to different stakeholders. 

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall define the level at which mitigation 
activities are allowed under the program, meaning the scope, scale and 
applicable geographical area [see Table 2, requirement a)].  

f)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures for mitigation activity 
proponents to appeal decisions taken by the carbon-crediting program. 

g)  Minutes of governing body meetings shall be publicly available on the 
carbon-crediting program’s website. 

h)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures to ensure consistency 
and comparability of mitigation activity information publicly disclosed.  

Full i) The carbon-crediting program shall have guidelines on the management 
reporting and use of proceeds from issued carbon credits to facilitate the 
tracking of funds. 

 

Criterion 1.6: Public engagement  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall demonstrate and provide for public engagement in all 
key processes, including major program updates, methodology approval, mitigation activity 
approval, and issuance of credits. The carbon-crediting program shall also provide means 
for receiving and addressing concerns from the public. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the normative program documents of the carbon-
crediting program. The requirements of Table 6 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting 
program to be deemed CCP-eligible. 
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Table 6 – Requirements for Criterion 1.6: public engagement in decision-making 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  a) The carbon-crediting program shall require public consultation for material 
program updates (i.e., new or updated normative program documents). The 
process for and information gather from public consultation and 
engagement shall be defined in the program’s rules and made publicly 
available. 

b) The carbon-crediting program shall require public stakeholder consultation 
(in particular, where relevant, with IPLCs) on individual mitigation activities, 
based on key information, including mitigation activity design documents. 

c) The carbon-crediting program shall require that stakeholder comments from 
public consultations on material program updates and individual mitigation 
activities are formally answered, and answers are recorded and publicly 
available. 

d) The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures for receiving and 
addressing public complaints and comments on its normative program 
documents, administration and its mitigation activities on an ongoing basis.  

e) The carbon-crediting program shall have established procedures to ensure 
mitigation activities are designed and implemented through an informed 
consultation and participation process. 

f) The carbon-crediting program shall have established procedures to ensure 
free, prior and informed consent wherever relevant. 

g) The carbon-crediting program shall have a notification system for 
stakeholders and the public on launching public consultations. This system 
shall include the option to subscribe to notifications. 

Full h) The carbon-crediting program shall identify and prioritise key stakeholders 
for engagement in designing and improving its normative program 
documents. 

 

Criterion 1.7: Access to an independent grievance resolution mechanism 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have an accessible and independent operational 
grievance mechanism. 

“Independent” may consist of an external entity or individual convened by the carbon-
crediting program to which it provides logistical support, a third-party entity, or other similar 
configurations. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents. This criterion is not applicable under the initial threshold of the Integrity Council. 
The requirements in Table 7 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed 
CCP-eligible. 
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Table 7 – Requirements for Criterion 1.7: Access to an independent grievance resolution 
mechanism 

Threshold Requirements 

Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures for receiving, 
investigating and resolving grievances from stakeholders directly and 
adversely affected by a mitigation activity under the carbon-crediting 
program.  

b)  The grievant shall have the option for its identity to be protected in the 
mechanism. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall enable receipt of grievances relating to 
specific mitigation activities registered or seeking registration under the 
program and groups of mitigation activities or a mitigation activity type. 

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall enable the submission of grievances, 
and evaluating and addressing them, free of charge. 

e)  An independent committee shall receive and address information on the 
status of complaints, which shall be publicly available. When necessary, the 
committee may request a third-party opinion.  

f)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures to ensure that 
stakeholders are informed about the grievance resolution mechanism and 
the means for accessing the mechanism, including by mitigation activity 
proponents.  

g)  Procedures for handling stakeholder grievances shall have time-bound 
requirements, including responding.   

h)  The carbon-crediting program shall publicly disclose information on 
grievances received and processed. 

i)  The carbon-crediting program shall have established procedures to ensure 
the grievance resolution mechanism’s independence and effectiveness, 
including: 

1)  a mandate to recommend and monitor changes to solve problems at 
the program level;  

2)  a mandate to redress harms to affected stakeholders;  

3)  independent verification that the recommendations resulting from the 
grievance investigation has been attained;  

4)  effective dissemination of the availability, role of and access to the 
grievance mechanism;  

5)  sufficient resources (i.e., independent budget and competent staff); and  

6)  simple requirements for submitting claims. 

 

Criterion 1.8: Robust legal underpinnings of carbon credits  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have appropriate legal processes in place to ensure 
carbon credits are issued to the correct entity and follow a clear chain of custody thereafter. 
The program shall also have liability provisions in the event of erroneous issuance of credits 
and shall specify the party responsible for cancelling or compensating any over issuance. 
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Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative program 
documents. The requirements in Table 8 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to 
be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 8 – Requirements for Criterion 1.8 robust legal underpinnings of carbon credits 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial threshold a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have robust procedures to ensure that 
carbon credits are issued to the correct account for account opening 
including checks related to the identification and assignment of account 
representatives (e.g., know your customer checks).  

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures that assign liability for 
any erroneous over-issuance of carbon credits. 

c)  These procedures shall include the responsibility for cancelling or 
compensating with equivalent units any issued carbon credits that are 
found, after the fact, to have been issued erroneously. 

Full d) In addition to requirements under the initial threshold, the carbon-crediting 
program shall require issued carbon credits to include updated, transparent 
information on whether the credits have been authorised for international 
transfer for “other mitigation purposes” by the host country and display this 
in the registry. 

 

Criterion 1.9: Effective corporate governance  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have an effective corporate governance framework to 
improve the overall performance but also promote trust among stakeholders through high 
level of transparency, accountability, and board oversight. 

Means of assessment 

Where these are not established in the context of a robust legal regulatory framework this 
criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program’s normative program 
documents and other publicly available information, as well as internal documents provided 
by the program as part of its corporate governance framework. This criterion is not 
applicable under the initial threshold of the Integrity Council. The requirements in Table 9 
shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 9 – Requirements for Criterion 1.9: Effective corporate governance  

Threshold Requirements 

Full a)  The carbon-crediting program’s governing body shall undertake a formal 
and rigorous annual evaluation of its performance and that of any 
committees and individual directors. Performance-related criteria shall be 
transparent and rigorously applied.  

b)  The carbon-crediting program’s governing body shall establish formal and 
transparent arrangements for determining how to apply the corporate 
reporting, risk management and internal control principles and for 
maintaining an appropriate relationship with any financial auditors of the 
program (e.g., in the case of the audit of the program’s financial 
statements). 

c)  The carbon-crediting program's ownership information shall be registered 
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Table 9 – Requirements for Criterion 1.9: Effective corporate governance  

Threshold Requirements 

securely (with the appropriate authority or agency). 

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall periodically disclose material 
information on its commercial and non-commercial objectives, including 
policies and performance relating to business ethics, the environment, 
relevant social issues, human rights, and other public policy commitments. 

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall have disclosure standards for 
reasonably foreseeable material risks to the program’s ongoing operations 
and the procedures for managing such risks. 

f)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures for publishing, at least 
annually, an organisational governance report that, inter alia, describes 
how it has implemented organisational governance practices recommended 
in any governance code that applies to the program or any code that the 
program has voluntarily adopted. 

g)  The carbon-crediting program shall adhere to international standards or the 
equivalent for corporate social responsibility (e.g., ISO 26000, 
OSHAS 18001 OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises). The 
program shall implement procedures regarding sustainability and the 
environment and promoting a positive impact on social issues such as fair 
operating practices, labour practices, health and safety, gender balance 
and respecting basic human needs, including special circumstances of 
vulnerable groups6). 

h)  The carbon-crediting program shall adhere to international standards or 
equivalent for anti-bribery management systems (e.g., ISO 37001, OECD 
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises) and anti-money laundering (e.g., 
ISO 20022). 

 

                                                           
6)  Based on the decisions on Ar cle 6 of the Paris Agreement, vulnerable groups refer to “Indigenous Peoples, 
local communi es, migrants, children, persons with disabili es and people in vulnerable situa ons”. 
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2 Robust Quantification of Emission Reductions and Removals  

“The GHG emission reductions or removals from the 
mitigation activity shall be robustly quantified, based on 

conservative approaches, completeness and sound 
scientific methods.” 

The robustness of the VCM depends on the process and procedures instituted by carbon-
crediting programs. A crucial consideration is how programs address the level of uncertainty 
and the degree of overall conservativeness in quantifying emission reductions or removals. 
To ensure that emission reductions or removals are estimated conservatively, it is critical to 
understand the level of uncertainty associated with both the data and assumptions used in 
quantifying emission reductions. 

Robust quantification of emissions reductions or removals at the program level assesses 
three elements related to conservatives and uncertainty: the methodology approval process, 
requirements for quantification and ex-post determination of emission reductions and 
removals. 

For the robust quantification assessment at the credit level, please see Section 10. 

 

Criterion 2.1: Methodology approval process 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have a robust methodology approval process that 
includes public stakeholder consultations and reviews by independent experts.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative program 
documents. The requirements in Table 10 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program 
to be deemed CCP-eligible. If a carbon-crediting program allows quantification 
methodologies developed and approved under another carbon-crediting program, those 
programs shall also fulfil the requirements. 

Table 10 – Requirements for Criterion 2.1: Methodology approval process 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial 
threshold 

a) The carbon-crediting program shall have approved quantification 
methodologies available for use, and a process for developing new and 
updating existing quantification methodologies. 

b) Approved quantification methodologies (or general program provisions) shall 
address the following essential components: 

1) applicability or eligibility criteria; 

2) determination of the accounting boundary; 

3) determination of additionality; 

4) establishing the baseline scenario; 

5) quantification of emission reductions; and 

6) monitoring practices. 

c) The carbon-crediting program shall require that approval of new 
quantification methodologies and major revisions of quantification 
methodologies undergo review by a group of experts.  
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Threshold Requirements 

d) The carbon-crediting program shall require approval of new quantification 
methodologies and a public stakeholder consultation. 

Full e) Proposed new quantification methodologies shall be accompanied by 
documentation in which the proposed methodology is applied to an example 
project. 

f) The carbon-crediting program shall require all quantification methodologies 
to be reviewed and updated at least every five years to verify that they 
continue to ensure environmental integrity.  

g) The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures to suspend the use of 
quantification methodologies in cases where new information, such as new 
scientific studies, indicates that emission reductions or removals are being 
over-estimated or that additionality might not be ensured. 

 

Criterion 2.2: Requirements for quantifying emission reductions or removals 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have general program provisions for quantifying 
emissions reduction or removals, robust requirements and principles governing the 
quantification of emission reductions and removals. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative program 
documents. The requirements in Table 11 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program 
to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 11 – Requirements for Criterion 2.2: Quantifying emission reductions or 
removals 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial a) The carbon-crediting program shall clearly define a carbon credit unit as 
one metric ton of CO2 equivalent of GHG emission reductions or 
removals and identifies the underlying global warming potential (GWP) 
values used to calculate the CO2 equivalence (the source of the GWP 
value and the time horizon used). 

b) The carbon-crediting program shall define length of crediting periods 
and provide guidance on steps and requirements for renewal of the 
crediting periods. 

c) The first crediting period shall not start prior to the start of the operation 
of the mitigation activity. 

d) In the case of jurisdictional REDD+ activities, the baseline for second 
and subsequent crediting periods shall not be higher than the baseline 
for the previous crediting period. 

Full e) The carbon-crediting program shall require that the 100-year GWP 
values from the 5th IPCC assessment report be used to calculate the 
CO2 equivalence for emission reductions or removals that occur after 
31 December 2020.7) 

                                                           
7)  Please note that this provision will be updated every me that Par es to the UNFCCC adopt new GWP values 
for use in na onal GHG inventories and for accoun ng for NDCs. 
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Table 11 – Requirements for Criterion 2.2: Quantifying emission reductions or 
removals 

Threshold Requirements 

f) The carbon-crediting program shall require in its general program 
provisions that, before approving a quantification methodology, the 
typical overall level of uncertainty of emission reductions and removals 
are identified for the type of mitigation activity, or that a provision is 
included in the quantification methodology requiring each mitigation 
activity applying the quantification methodology to determine the level 
of uncertainty in quantifying the emission reductions or removals. The 
carbon-crediting program or each quantification methodology shall also 
specify explicitly: 

1) how the overall uncertainty is to be assessed (e.g., the steps and 
methodological approaches); and 

2) that assessment of uncertainty extends to assumptions (e.g., 
baseline scenario), models (e.g., first-order decay model estimate 
methane emissions from solid waste disposal sites), parameters 
(e.g., default values), and measurements (e.g., the accuracy of 
measurement methods).  

g) To ensure conservativeness, the carbon-crediting program's general 
program provisions shall require (rather than only in its specific 
quantification methodologies) that: 

1) emission reductions or removals be determined in a conservative 
manner (rather than striving to use the most accurate estimate) to 
ensure that emission reductions or removals are not overestimated; 

2) the degree of conservativeness in quantifying emission reductions 
or removals be based on the magnitude of uncertainty in the 
estimation of emission reductions and removals (i.e., applying a 
larger degree of conservativeness in case of higher uncertainties); 
and 

3) conservativeness applies to assumptions (e.g., baseline scenario), 
models (e.g., first-order decay model estimate methane emissions 
from solid waste disposal sites), parameters (e.g., default values), 
and measurements (e.g., accuracy of measurement methods) used 
in the determination of emission reductions and removals. 

h) The carbon-crediting program shall require in its general program 
provisions (rather than only in its specific quantification methodologies) 
that existing government policies and legal requirements that lower 
GHG emissions (e.g., feed-in tariffs for renewable energy, minimum 
product efficiency standards, air quality requirements, or carbon taxes) 
be included when determining the baseline emissions. 

i) In the case of avoided deforestation projects located within the 
accounting boundaries of a jurisdictional REDD+ activity seeking to 
generate carbon credits, the carbon-crediting program shall have 
appropriate provisions in place to ensure that project-based baselines 
are nested in the context of the jurisdictional REDD+ baseline.  

j) Option 1: 
The crediting of such projects should be limited to an appropriate 
allocation of jurisdictional-scale performance. 

      OR 
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Table 11 – Requirements for Criterion 2.2: Quantifying emission reductions or 
removals 

Threshold Requirements 

Option 2: 
No text (i.e., no option 1 requirement) 

k) For carbon credits authorised for Article 6 purposes, the carbon-
crediting program shall require that, from 2031 onwards, crediting 
periods are aligned with the common time frames for NDCs under the 
Paris Agreement (i.e., crediting periods shall end on 31 December 2035 
or 31 December 2040, etc.). In the case of forest degradation and 
restoration, project data on emissions reduced or removed will be 
consistent with that used by the jurisdiction as to facilitate NDC 
reporting.   

l) The carbon-crediting program shall require that any renewal of the 
crediting period includes a reassessment of the baseline scenario and 
the approaches used to calculate baseline emissions. In addition, the 
renewal includes a review of the conditions and barriers that were 
overcome using carbon credits revenues, identifying whether the 
barriers remain, and whether carbon credit revenues are still required to 
overcome them. This assessment takes into account the need for 
projects to recover upfront investment costs. Therefore, it does not 
focus exclusively on immediate vulnerability to discontinuation. Instead, 
it shall focus on verifying that ex-ante identified objectives, e.g., 
reaching a specific IRR threshold or investing in measures to counter 
deforestation drivers, cannot be achieved without the renewed issuance 
and sale of carbon credits. 

m) For each type of mitigation activity, the carbon-crediting program shall 
define key indicator(s) of mitigation activity performance that facilitates 
assessment of the integrity of its reported performance, where feasible 
(for example, tCO2 reduced per person per year for improved 
cookstoves, baseline forest loss rate in tCO2 per Ha per year for 
projects avoiding deforestation, etc.). The program shall require this 
indicator to be reported by mitigation activities in a prominent location in 
each monitoring report and may require the indicator to be reported in 
the registry to facilitate quick assessment of the integrity of 
quantification and performance of similar mitigation activities 

 

Criterion 2.3: Ex-post determination of emission reductions or removals 

Description 

The GHG emission reductions or removals shall be determined ex-post, meaning carbon 
credits shall not be issued for emission reductions or removals that are yet to occur. 

Means of assessment 

The criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting programs´ normative program 
documents. To be deemed CCP-eligible, carbon credits shall be issued ex-post. Some 
carbon-crediting programs issue different types of units, which might include units issued ex-
ante. In such instances, only carbon credits issued ex-post are CCP-eligible. 
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3 Robust Independent Third-Party Validation and 
Verification 

“The carbon-crediting program shall have program-level 
requirements for robust independent third-party 

validation and verification of mitigation activities.” 
Third-party auditing of the design and monitoring reports of mitigation activities is a critical 
step to ensuring conformity of the mitigation activity and its determination of emission 
reductions or removals to the requirements specified in the normative program documents. 
Third-party auditing requirements include rules that dictate when and how validation and 
verification of mitigation activities occur, guide VVBs, and stipulate how these entities are 
accredited. The requirements also determine how the carbon-crediting program oversees 
the work of the VVBs. 

 

Criterion 3.1: Independent, third-party validation and verification of mitigation 
activities  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall require that each mitigation activity undergoes a 
validation audit by an independent, third-party VVB to assess the conformity of the mitigation 
activity to all relevant program requirements. Validation shall be completed before the first 
issuance. The program shall also require verification by an independent, third-party VVB of 
the mitigation activity’s implementation and its GHG emission reductions or removals during 
the monitoring period to assess conformity to all relevant program requirements. Issuance 
shall proceed only after the successful conclusion of verification. 

Means of assessment  

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and supporting information available from the registry. The requirements in 
Table 12 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 12 – Requirements for Criterion 3.1: Independent, third-party validation and 
verification of mitigation activities 

Threshold Requirements 

First and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall require the validation report to address:  

1)  project description; 

2)  GHG project boundary; 

3)  project start date;  

4)  baseline determination;  

5)  additionality assessment;  

6)  means for robust quantification;  

7)  identification of mitigation activity proponents; 

8)  stakeholder consultation; 

9)  environmental and social safeguards; 

10) validation process, including provisions for site visit, resolution of 
findings and all sources consulted; and 



   

The Integrity Council – Assessment Framework  58 

Table 12 – Requirements for Criterion 3.1: Independent, third-party validation and 
verification of mitigation activities 

Threshold Requirements 

11) validation team competence. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall require the verification report to 
address: 

1)  project implementation description; 

2)  quantification of emission reduction or removals; 

3)  monitoring practices and results; 

4)  data quality and uncertainty; 

5)  the verification process, including provisions for site visit, resolution of 
findings and all sources consulted; 

6)  verification team competence; and 

7)  any other requirements per the program’s rules. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that the validation report 
includes a positive validation opinion from the VVB, and that the verification 
report includes a positive verification opinion from the VVB. 

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that the final validation report 
and validation declaration be complete and public prior to issuing any 
carbon credits from the mitigation activity. 

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that the final verification report 
for the monitoring period be complete and public before issuing the 
corresponding carbon credits. 

f)  As part of verification and issuance, the carbon-crediting program shall 
have procedures for the case where a mitigation activity is inactive with the 
program beyond 12 months prior to an issuance request, including an 
evaluation of the justification for the delay and decision on approval of 
issuance or not. 

g)  The carbon-crediting program shall require the VVB to hold suitable 
accreditation at the time a final validation report or final verification report is 
completed. 

 

 

Criterion 3.2: Robust accreditation of validation and verification bodies  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall require GHG validation and verification processes to be 
undertaken by VVBs with a valid accreditation issued by an International Accreditation 
Forum or by an accreditation system under the UNFCCC.  

Means of assessment 

The requirements of Table 13 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 
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Table 13 – Requirements for Criterion 3.2: Robust accreditation of validation and 
verification bodies 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have accreditation requirements for 
VVBs by an International Accreditation Forum member body according to 
the current edition of ISO 14065 and ISO 14066, by the UNFCCC CDM 
Executive Board according to the CDM Accreditation Standard for 
Designated Operational Entities, or by a new relevant accreditation system 
under the UNFCCC. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that VVBs hold a current 
accreditation both at the time of undertaking validation and/or verification 
and when submitting the corresponding report. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall require a cross-check of program 
records of submitted validation and verification reports and accreditation 
body records to confirm that the VVBs hold the necessary accreditation at 
the appropriate time. 

d)  The accreditation and eligibility requirements of VVBs shall be available on 
the carbon-crediting program’s website. 

 

 

Criterion 3.3: Procedures and requirements to ensure impartiality and avoid 
conflicts of interest 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures and requirements to ensure impartiality 
and avoid conflicts of interest of VVBs in carrying out their duties. The provisions shall 
include the rotation of VVBs in carrying out validations and verifications.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative program 
documents and supporting information from the program registry and accreditation bodies. 
The requirements of Table 14 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 14 – Requirements for Criterion 3.3: Ensuring impartiality and avoiding conflicts of 
interest 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall require VVBs to be an independent 
third party from the entity subject to validation and verification. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures and requirements to 
ensure impartiality and avoid conflicts of interest of VVBs in carrying out 
their duties. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall have provisions for the rotation of VVBs 
in carrying out validations and verifications. Justified exceptions may exist. 
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Criterion 3.4: Normative program documents for VVBs on the requirements to 
which VVBs are to conform in performing their auditing functions 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have clearly articulated principles and requirements (i.e., 
general, structural, legal, resources and management systems) for validation and 
verification. In addition, the carbon-crediting program shall have guidance and normative 
program documents about the process and information requirements to which VVBs are to 
conform in performing their functions.  

Means of assessment 

The requirements of Table 15 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 15 – Requirements for Criterion 3.4: Normative program documents with which 
VVBs are to conform in performing their auditing functions 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have program provisions for the 
requirements to which VVBs are to conform. Alternatively, the carbon-
crediting program shall refer to a recognised international standard in 
defining these requirements. The requirements shall include: 

1)  general requirements related to contract management, impartiality 
procedures, liability management; 

2)  personnel and competency management and adequate resources to 
undertake the audits; and 

3)  management systems covering internal management systems of VVB 
for checks and balances on audits, internal audits, management 
reviews, etc.  

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have program provisions defining the 
process for undertaking audits and what is to be assessed in the audit and 
addressed in the audit opinion. These shall include:  

1)  process steps such as pre-engagement, engagement, execution, 
review and issuance of opinions, management of records, etc.; 

2)  program provisions to be assessed;  

3)  requirements to consider conservativeness, uncertainty, and materiality; 
and 

4)  guidance to promote consistency across audits. 

 

Criterion 3.5: Robust oversight of the VVBs in performing their auditing 
functions under the carbon-crediting program, including a system for 
sanctioning nonconformity 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have oversight procedures for VVBs in performing their 
validation and verification functions under the carbon-crediting program. Procedures shall 
include the review of individual mitigation activity validation and verification reports and 
systematic monitoring of the VVB’s job performance. The procedures for oversight shall 
include a system for sanctioning nonconformity.  

This criterion is applied under the full threshold of the Integrity Council. 
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Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents. The requirements of Table 16 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program 
to be deemed CCP-eligible. The oversight of the VVB may be performed directly by the 
carbon-crediting program or, inter alia, a third-party or entity, as long as the oversight 
conforms to these means of assessment. 

Table 16 – Requirements for Criterion 3.5: Robust oversight of the VVBs in performing 
their auditing functions 

Threshold Requirements 

Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a performance management 
procedure for VVBs that includes periodic review of performance of 
validation and verification activities conducted under the program and a 
systematic review of individual mitigation activity validation and verification 
reports.  

b)  The performance management system shall include provisions to suspend 
or revoke the participation in the carbon-crediting program of a VVB that 
shows serious performance problems. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall be capable of providing evidence of the 
ongoing implementation of its performance management procedure. 
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4 No Double-Counting  

“The GHG emission reductions or removals from the 
mitigation activity shall not be double-counted, i.e., they 
shall only be counted once towards achieving mitigation 
targets or goals. Double counting covers double issuance, 

double claiming, and double use.” 
This section introduces several requirements; some apply under the initial threshold, 
whereas others apply under the full threshold. These requirements are intended to 
encourage carbon-crediting programs to establish a coordinated approach to sharing 
required information, thereby providing certainty in the market of the appropriate issuance, 
transfer, and use of carbon credits. This approach could extend to developing a joint registry 
and database infrastructure that can anticipate, identify, and avoid, to the extent possible, 
some forms of double counting. 

4.1 Double Counting 
The GHG emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity shall be subject to the 
following criteria:  

a)  No double issuance: Double issuance can occur when uncancelled carbon credits 
coexist at the same time for the same emission reductions or removals, either under one 
carbon-crediting program or under more than one carbon-crediting programs. 

b)  No double use: Double use can occur  when a single carbon credit is claimed twice 
towards achieving mitigation targets or goals (e.g., by two entities or twice by one entity). 

c)  No double claiming with mandatory domestic mitigation schemes: Double claiming 
can occur if a carbon-crediting program issues a carbon credit in respect of emission 
reductions or removals covered by a domestic compulsory mitigation scheme. 

 

Criterion 4.1: No double issuance (double registration) 

Description 

Carbon credits shall be issued by carbon-crediting programs that have effective procedures 
in place for avoiding double issuance due to double registration. 

Means of assessment 

The requirements in Table 17 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 17 – Requirements for Criterion 4.1: No double issuance (double registration) 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and 
Full 

The carbon-crediting program shall:  

a)  prohibit the active registration of mitigation activities that are, or have been, 
registered under other programs; or if double registration occurs, ensure that 
credits are not issued for carbon credits issued in respect of reductions or 
removals under another program, unless the other program first cancels 
those credits expressly to avoid double issuance;  

b)  before issuing carbon credits, require checks with other programs to verify 
that a mitigation activity is not actively registered by any other program and 
has not been issued carbon credits for the same emission reductions or 



   

The Integrity Council – Assessment Framework  63 

Table 17 – Requirements for Criterion 4.1: No double issuance (double registration) 

Threshold Requirements 

removals (unless credits that were already issued by the other program have 
been cancelled for the purpose of reissuance under the current program); 
and 

c)  have procedures and requirements in place to ensure that no more than one 
credit is issued for one tonne of CO2-equivalent of mitigation. 

 

 

Criterion 4.2: No double issuance (overlapping claims) 
Eligible credits shall only be issued for emission reductions or removals from sources and 
sinks that are not included within the accounting boundaries of any other mitigation activities. 
A credit shall not be issued for an emission reduction or removal where credits have been or 
are anticipated to be issued to another mitigation activity. This provision is irrespective of 
where the other mitigation activity is registered and regardless of carbon-crediting program 
requirements where the credit has been issued. 

Means of assessment 

The requirements in Table 18 shall be fulfilled for carbon credits to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 18 – Requirements for Criterion 4.2: Double-issuance (overlapping claims) 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  The carbon-crediting program shall have robust provisions that identify potential 
overlaps between projects registered under each program and avoid such 
overlaps by: 

a) disallowing registration of projects whose accounting boundaries overlap 
with the accounting boundaries of other projects registered under the same 
or other carbon-crediting programs; and/or 

b) not issuing credits for emission reductions or removals that occur at sources 
or sinks within the accounting boundaries of another actively registered 
project, under the same or other programs; and/or  

c) issuing credits to a mitigation activity only if the program has provisions in 
place to ensure that, where overlapping accounting boundaries exist, no 
more than one credit is issued – under the same or other programs – for 
each tonne of CO2-equivalent emission reductions or removals occurring 
within the activity’s accounting boundary. 

Full In addition to the initial threshold requirements, the carbon-crediting program 
shall extend the provisions to checks with other crediting programs. If credits 
previously issued are found to have been overlapping in scope, the more 
recently issued credits are to be cancelled. 
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Criterion 4.3: No double use 

Description 

The same carbon credit shall not be used (i.e., retired) more than once to achieve one or 
multiple climate target(s) or goal(s). 

Means of assessment 

The requirements in Table 19 shall be fulfilled for carbon credits to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 19 – Requirements for Criterion 4.2: Double use 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and full  The carbon-crediting program shall have registry provisions that prevent the 
further transfer, retirement or cancellation of a carbon credit once it is cancelled 
or retired.  

 

Criterion 4.4: No double claiming with mandatory domestic mitigation 
schemes 
If a carbon-crediting program issues a carbon credit that reduces emissions or enhances 
removals covered by a mandatory domestic mitigation scheme, it would potentially duplicate 
the benefit provided to the claimant. The claimant would recover that benefit in the credited 
reduction under the carbon-crediting program and receive an equivalent benefit from the 
decreased liability (i.e., save on emission allowances under an emission trading system) 
under the domestic mitigation scheme.  

Double claiming can occur even if the mitigation activity itself is not covered by a mandatory 
domestic mitigation scheme when the benefit can be captured under an emissions trading 
system. For example, an energy efficiency project in an industrial facility is issued a carbon 
credit, and an emissions trading system covers the facility where the project is located. The 
emission reductions from the project will be credited but will also reduce the need for 
allowances to cover emissions under the emission trading system; this is a double benefit.  

Means of assessment 

The requirements in Table 20 shall be fulfilled by reference to the programs’ normative 
documents.  

Table 20 – Requirements for Criterion 4.4: No double claiming with mandatory domestic 
mitigation schemes 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and 
Full 

The carbon-crediting program shall have program provisions to ensure either: 

a)  mitigation activities which overlap with mandatory domestic mitigation 
schemes are not registered and carbon credits are not issued;  

OR 

b)  when carbon credits are associated with activities or emission 
reductions/removals covered by mandatory domestic mitigation schemes, 
the mandatory scheme has measures in place to ensure that the mitigation 
activity impacts (e.g., the emission reductions achieved or the kilowatt-hours 
of renewable electricity produced) are not counted towards the achievement 
of targets or obligations under the schemes (e.g., by cancelling ETS 
allowances before issuing carbon credits), to the extent that the mitigation 
activity impacts the achievements from the mandatory domestic mitigation 
scheme (e.g. the mitigation activity reduces emissions from sources and 
gases covered by the ETS).  
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Criterion 4.5: No double claiming of mitigation outcomes in relation to other 
environmental credit or attribute-tagging schemes  

Description 

Carbon credits shall not be issued for mitigation activities directly or indirectly claimed in 
conjunction with other funding sources, including trading units issued under other 
environmental market mechanisms. 

In scenarios where there are multiple sources of funding for a given mitigation activity, clear 
documentation regarding the ownership of the emission reductions achieved shall be 
provided. Carbon-crediting programs shall have provisions in place that require project 
proponents to clearly disclose the sources and types of financing used for a project and to 
attest that no other ownership claims exist to the underlying emission reductions delivered 
by the project activity.  

Means of assessment 

The requirements in Table 21 shall be fulfilled for carbon credits to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 21 – Requirements for Criterion 4.5: No double claiming 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full The carbon-crediting program shall provide clear documentation regarding the 
ownership of the emission reductions achieved and shall have provisions in 
place to ensure that:  

a)  Carbon credits are not issued in respect of mitigation activities that receive 
other funding with an explicit claim to emission mitigation, or that generate 
or receive tradable units under other environmental market mechanisms  

OR 

b)  Mitigation activity proponents provide a legal attestation confirming they 
have free, uncontested, and exclusive claim to credited emission reductions 
or removals 
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5 Registry  

“The carbon-crediting program shall operate or make use 
of a registry to uniquely identify, record and track 

mitigation activities and carbon credits issued to ensure 
credits can be identified securely and unambiguously.” 

A registry is an information technology system used by carbon-crediting programs to record 
and track mitigation activities and carbon credits issued. Registries perform essential 
functions related to the integrity of carbon credits. Registries increase transparency on all 
transactions and perform checks that operationalize many of the CCPs. 

 

Criterion 5.1: Unique identification of carbon credits 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall uniquely identify each carbon credit, the related 
mitigation activity and any other attributes tagged to the carbon credit. 

Means of assessment  

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents.  

Table 22 – Requirements for Criterion 5.1: Unique identification of carbon credits 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full The carbon-crediting program shall identify each credit with a unique serial 
number. 

 

 

Criterion 5.2: Mitigation activity information 

Description 

Through the registry, the carbon-crediting program shall make available information on the 
underlying mitigation activity and any other associated attributes. 

Means of assessment  

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents.  

Table 23 – Requirements for Criterion 5.2: Mitigation activity information in the registry 
Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full The carbon-crediting program shall:  

a) have information that allows it to trace a credit back to the mitigation activity 
to which it is associated within the registry;   

b) identify the country in which the emission reduction or removal occurred;  

c) track the credit; 

d) require identification of the entity by whom and/or on whose behalf the 
credit was retired;  

e) require the identification of the purpose of retirement.  
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Criterion 5.3: Mechanisms to prevent double issuance and double use of 
credits 

Description 

The registry shall be equipped to prevent multiple credits from being issued for a single 
tonne of reductions or removals and enable sufficient tracking to ensure that a given credit is 
not used for multiple purposes. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents.  

Table 24 – Requirements for Criterion 5.3: Mechanisms to prevent double issuance and 
double use of credits 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full The carbon-crediting program registry shall:  

a) prevent further transactions for carbon credits that have been retired or 
cancelled; 

b) prevent the issuance of more than one carbon credit for each tonne of 
CO2eq in a given issuance request; 

c) require any Article 6 authorisation to be clearly identifiable; and identify 
whether or not a corresponding adjustment has been applied by the host 
country. 
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6 Mitigation Activity Information 

“The carbon-crediting program shall provide 
comprehensive and transparent information on all 

credited mitigation activities. The information shall be 
publicly available in electronic format, and scrutiny of 

mitigation activities shall be accessible to non-specialised 
audiences.” 

Criterion 6.1: Minimum information requirements  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall make all relevant mitigation activity documentation 
publicly available for mitigation activities that have been registered/listed or requested 
registration/listing. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program’s normative 
documents and registry.  

Table 25 – Requirements for Criterion 6.1: Minimum information 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  a) The carbon-crediting program shall make the following information publicly 
available in electronic format: 

1) detailed information on the mitigation activity, including: 

i. the location of the mitigation activity,  

ii. a description of the technology or practices applied,  

iii. the demonstration of additionality and quantification of emission 
reductions or removals,  

iv. environmental and social impacts, and  

v. the mitigation activity proponents (e.g., a design document); 

2) all validation reports relating to the mitigation activities; 

3) all verification reports relating to the mitigation activities; 

4) information on the mitigation activity proponents; 

5) all necessary information to enable third parties to replicate the 
emission reduction calculations (including baseline quantification) and 
assess the social and environmental impacts of the activity; 

6) a search function to allow for easy searches across parameters;  

7) information on stakeholder consultations, including how stakeholders 
were identified and invited (ensuring that this includes, where relevant, 
IPLC), the means of conducting the consultations, the issues raised 
during the stakeholder consultations, and how issues raised were 
considered and resolved, such as through free, prior and informed 
consent; 

8) where the mitigation activity is IPLC, information on benefit sharing 
agreement(s) with local communities;  

9) a non-technical summary document guiding external stakeholders to 
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Table 25 – Requirements for Criterion 6.1: Minimum information 

Threshold Requirements 

check the mitigation activity’s performance including, but not limited to, 
mitigation activity, geographical location (GPS coordinates), mitigation 
activity owner/coordinator, mitigation activity outcome, emission 
reductions/removals calculations, local impacts, and benefit sharing 
with communities; 

10) environmental and social impacts and associated risks assessments;   

11) information on susceptibility to reversal; 

12) information on benefit sharing arrangements, where applicable;  

13) reports of public consultation, grievance notifications (where relevant);   

14) reports from VVBs; and  

15) information and calculations pertaining to determination of the baseline 
scenario, additionality, and the quantification of emission reductions or 
removals. 

b) The carbon-crediting program shall define what information would qualify 
as “confidential”. However, the following information cannot be considered 
confidential, and the relevant part of the information or documentation shall 
be disclosed: 

1) identification and management of environmental and social impacts and 
associated risks benefit-sharing arrangements;  

2) informed public endorsement, where applicable;  

3) resolution of grievances, where applicable; and   

4) determination of the baseline scenario, additionality, and the 
quantification of emission reductions or removals. 

Full c) In addition to the requirements from the initial threshold: 

1) The carbon-crediting program shall require disclosure of the 
spreadsheets used for calculations of emission reductions and 
assessment of additionality.  

2) The carbon-crediting program shall have guidelines and requirements 
for responding to queries about missing mitigation activity 
documentation.  

3) The carbon-crediting program shall require disclosure of information to 
avoid double counting.   

4) The carbon-crediting program shall require disclosure of information to 
assess the compatibility of the mitigation activity with achieving net-zero 
emissions by mid-century. 

Option 1a 

The carbon-crediting program requires periodic reporting by the 
mitigation activity proponents on the credit volume sold and average 
and median price. This information shall be aggregated, anonymized 
and reported by the carbon-crediting program (or an entity it 
designates) grouped by mitigation activity, geographical location, and 
vintage. 

OR  
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Table 25 – Requirements for Criterion 6.1: Minimum information 

Threshold Requirements 

Option 1b  

no text (i.e., no option 1a, 2a or 2b requirement) 

Option 2a 

Where a mitigation activity has a Benefit Sharing Plan, the program 
requires, as part of the mitigation activity's Benefit Sharing Plan, 
reporting on total carbon revenues and the allocation of those revenues, 
in line with the benefit sharing arrangements agreed with partners, in 
particular IPLCs directly affected by the activity. 

OR 

Option 2b 

The program requires public reporting on total carbon revenues and the 
allocation of those revenues by mitigation activities. 
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7 Sustainable Development Impacts and Safeguards  

“The carbon-crediting program shall have clear guidance, 
tools and compliance procedures to ensure mitigation 

activities conform with or go beyond widely established 
industry best practices on social and environmental 

safeguards while delivering on net positive sustainable 
development impacts.” 

The climate crisis is inextricably linked to every aspect of modern production and 
consumption, making it a development issue rather than just an environmental issue. 
Addressing the climate crisis means that GHG emissions need to be reduced to net-zero. It 
should be done inclusively and firmly grounded in respect of human rights, particularly the 
most vulnerable populations, while promoting sustainable development. Sustainable 
development should occur while protecting biodiversity and other ecosystem services of 
local, regional, and international importance for supporting livelihoods, clean air and drinking 
water, and working with the most vulnerable communities to increase resilience to climate 
change.  

This section assesses normative documents of carbon-crediting programs in the areas of (1) 
environmental and social safeguards and (2) sustainable development impacts. 

7.1 Robust environmental and social safeguards 
Robust environmental and social safeguards strengthen the sustainability and accountability 
of mitigation activities by effectively and efficiently addressing environmental and social 
impacts throughout the life of mitigation activities. 

Many carbon-crediting programs have established environmental and social safeguards to 
ensure a do-no-harm approach to social and development impacts, particularly by enabling 
local and affected stakeholders to voice concerns and demand fair treatment and, when 
appropriate, seek redress or compensation. The rigour and comprehensiveness of these 
requirements, however, vary among programs. This criterion, therefore, aims to evaluate the 
carbon-crediting program's requirements for environmental and social safeguards. 

This section builds on the work of best-in-class standards that have undergone public 
consultation and are widely applied. These include the International Finance Corporation's 
(IFC) Social and Environmental Performance Standards8), the UNDP Social and 
Environmental Standards9), the UNEP Environmental, Social and Sustainability 
Framework10), the Cancun Safeguards for REDD+11), and the International Labour 
Organization Fundamental Conventions (ILO), among others.  

Unless indicated otherwise under specific criteria, the IFC performance standards are 
considered the minimum requirement necessary for CCP eligibility from the outset. 

                                                           
8)  This standard also serves as the interim standard for the Green Climate Fund. 
9)  See www.undp.org/accountability/social-and-environmental-responsibility/social-and-environmental-
standards 
10)  See www.unep.org/resources/report/un-environments-environmental-social-and-economic-sustainability-
framework 
11)  See h ps://redd.unfccc.int/fact-sheets/safeguards.html 
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Criterion 7.1: Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks 
and Impacts 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have in place guidance and procedures to ensure 
mitigation activities correctly identify, assess, and manage environmental and social risks 
and impacts. 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and supporting information from the program registry and accreditation bodies. 
The requirements of Table 26 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 26 – Requirements for Criterion 7.1: Assessment and management of 
environmental and social risks and impacts 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full The carbon-crediting program has procedures in place which require mitigation 
activity proponents to: 

a) identify, assess and manage potential negative environmental and social 
impacts, including any likely risks to local and affected stakeholder 
wellbeing during the implementation and operation of the mitigation activity;  

b) assess environmental and social impacts by mitigation type, and how to 
publicly disclose this information; and  

c) implement safeguards that explain the requirements, including reference 
materials, methodologies and good practices. 

 

Criterion 7.2: Labour Rights and Working Conditions  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have guidance and procedures that enable mitigation 
activity proponents to effectively assess, manage and monitor labour-related impacts and 
risks and ensure labour rights and working conditions.12) 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program’s normative 
documents and supporting information from the program registry and accreditation bodies. 
The requirements of Table 27 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 27 – Requirements for Criterion 7.2: Labour rights and working conditions 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have comprehensive and written 
guidance to help mitigation activity proponents understand and implement 
measures to ensure labour and working conditions are in line with IFC 
Standard 2, including host country labour rights and regulations, at a 
minimum. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure requiring mitigation 
activity proponents to conform to national and, where applicable 

                                                           
12)  For guidance, see IFC Performance Standard 2 “Labor and Working Condi ons” informa on and tools. Also, 
see ILO publica on on Rules of the Game: an introduc on to standards-related work of the ILO. 
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Table 27 – Requirements for Criterion 7.2: Labour rights and working conditions 

Threshold Requirements 

international laws on labour and working conditions, particularly the terms 
of employment, workers’ organisation, non-discrimination, equal 
opportunity, child labour, and forced labour of direct, contracted, and third-
party workers, including the provision of documentary evidence. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure requiring mitigation 
activity proponents to provide safe and healthy working conditions with 
particular attention given to disadvantaged and marginalised groups, 
including the provision of documentary evidence. 

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure requiring mitigation 
activity proponents to treat all workers fairly, avoid discrimination, and 
provide equal opportunities, including providing documentary evidence. 

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure requiring mitigation 
activity proponents to allow workers to join or form workers’ organisations 
or participate in collective bargaining and to avoid retaliation against 
workers who organize, including provision of documentary evidence. 

f)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure requiring mitigation 
activity proponents to provide evidentiary documentation that children (any 
person under the age of 18) are not employed in any manner that is 
economically exploitative or harmful to children’s health, education, or 
social development. 

g)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure that bans mitigation 
activity proponents from the use of forced labour or trafficked persons, 
including providing documentary evidence. 

h)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure requiring mitigation 
activity proponents to make appropriate efforts to ensure that contracted 
workers employed by third parties are protected, including provision of 
documentary evidence. 

i)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure requiring mitigation 
activity proponents to monitor supply chains to identify and reduce the risks 
of child and forced labour or significant safety concerns, including violence 
against women workers, and requires provision of documentary evidence. 

 

 Criterion 7.3: Resource Efficiency and Pollution Prevention 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have guidance and procedures to ensure that mitigation 
activities avoid or minimise adverse impacts on human health, local livelihoods, and the 
environment by avoiding or minimising pollution from mitigation activities and promote more 
sustainable use of resources, including energy and water.13) 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and supporting information from the program registry and accreditation bodies. 
The requirements of Table 28 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 
                                                           
13)  For guidance, see IFC Performance Standard 3 “Resource Efficiency and Pollu on Preven on” informa on 
and tools. 
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Table 28 – Requirements for Criterion 7.3: Resource efficiency and pollution prevention 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall require mitigation activities to avoid or 
minimise pollutant emissions to air, discharges to water, noise and 
vibration; and the generation of waste by abiding to local laws and 
regulations or IFC performance standard #3 (whichever the higher). 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have legal and regulatory procedures 
requiring that mitigation activities promote more sustainable use of 
resources, including energy and water by abiding to local laws and 
regulations or IFC performance standard #3 (whichever the higher). 

 

 Criterion 7.4: Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have guidance and procedures on minimising adverse 
social and economic impacts from land acquisition or restrictions on land use, including 
avoiding or, when avoidance is not possible, minimising displacement by exploring 
alternative mitigation activity project designs. The carbon-crediting program guidance and 
procedures shall ensure that mitigation activity designs do not result in a forced eviction.14) 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and supporting information from the program registry and accreditation bodies. 
The requirements of Table 29 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 29 – Requirements for Criterion 7.4: Land acquisition and involuntary resettlement 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall specifically require that mitigation 
activities avoid physical and economic displacement and that, in 
exceptional circumstances and where avoidance is not possible, 
displacement is to occur only with the consent of affected parties, with full 
justification provided as well as appropriate forms of legal protection and 
compensation support.  

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall require mitigation activity proponents to 
ensure a meaningful and informed participation of affected individuals and 
communities in the planning, implementation and monitoring of 
resettlement activities. 

 

 

                                                           
14)  For further guidance, please see IFC Performance Standard 5 “Land Acquisi on and Involuntary 
Rese lement” informa on and tools. 
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Criterion 7.5: Biodiversity conservation and sustainable management of living 
natural resources  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have guidance and procedures related to protecting and 
conserving biodiversity, preserving the benefits from ecosystem services, and promoting the 
sustainable management of ecosystems and living natural resources.15) 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and supporting information from the program registry and accreditation bodies. 
The requirements in Table 30 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 30 – Requirements for Criterion 7.5: Biodiversity conservation and sustainable 
management of living natural resources 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that mitigation actions avoid 
and, if this is not possible, minimise, impacts on biodiversity and ecosystem 
services including the production of living natural resources. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that mitigation actions avoid the 
introduction of invasive alien species of flora and fauna16) affecting 
biodiversity. 

c)  For mitigation activities that involve restoration, the carbon-crediting 
program shall require that the species mix is dominated by native species 
that are fit for the ecosystem under a changing climate. 

 

Criterion 7.6: Indigenous People, Local Communities and Cultural Heritage 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have guidance and procedures on respect for the human 
rights, dignity, aspirations, culture and livelihoods of IPLCs. Guidance and procedures shall 
ensure that in designing and implementing mitigation activities, proponents can anticipate 
and avoid adverse impacts on IPLCs, or when avoidance is not possible, obtain the consent 
of affected parties and fully compensate for such impacts taking into account that sometimes 
mitigation activities are also developed and managed by IPLCs.  

The guidance and procedures shall ensure that adverse impacts on IPLCs can be 
anticipated, avoided, or otherwise managed through consent and compensation processes. 
The carbon-crediting program shall have in place guidance on mechanisms to ensure that 
relationships with IPLCs are based on informed consultation and participation (ICP) and 
when relevant to circumstances, ensure the application of free, prior and informed consent 
(FPIC). 

                                                           
15)  For guidance, please see IFC Performance Standard 6 “Biodiversity Conserva on and Sustainable 
Management of Living Natural Resources” informa on and tools. For further guidance, see the UNEP 
Environmental, Social and Sustainability Framework (Safeguard Standard 1), and/or UNDP's Social and 
Environmental Standards (Standard #1). 
16)  Non-na ve species refers to flora and fauna where they are not normally found as they can be a significant 
threat to biodiversity. 
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Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and supporting information from the program registry and accreditation bodies. 
The requirements in Table 31 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 31 – Requirements for Criterion 7.6: Indigenous People, Local Communities and 
Cultural Heritage 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures requiring mitigation 
activities to implement FPIC on matters that may affect the rights, interests 
and traditional livelihoods of IPLCs.  

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure to ensure IPLC 
consultations are inclusive, culturally appropriate and effective before the 
mitigation activity is implemented, including documental evidence of 
conformity. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall require mitigation activities to avoid 
negative impacts to the use of land, territories and resources claimed by 
IPLCs.  

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall require mitigation activity proponents to 
obtain FPIC for the utilisation and/or commercial development of natural 
resources on land and territories claimed by IPLCs. 

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that mitigation activities avoid 
negative effects on the development priorities, decision-making 
mechanisms and forms of self-government of IPLCs as defined by them in 
alignment with the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
People and ILO Convention 169 on Indigenous and Tribal People. 

f)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that mitigation activities avoid 
implementation of actions where uncontacted or isolated IPLCs inhabit, or it 
is believed they might inhabit. 

g)  The carbon-crediting program shall ban forced eviction or the whole or 
partial physical or economic displacement of IPLCs, including through 
access restrictions to lands, territories, and resources 

h)  The carbon-crediting program shall have specific provisions in place to 
ensure that Cultural Heritage is preserved, protected and promoted in 
mitigation activities in a manner consistent with UNESCO Cultural Heritage 
conventions or any other national or international legal instruments that 
might have a bearing on the use of Cultural Heritage17). 

i)  The carbon-crediting program shall explicitly recognise that IPLC 
communities are not homogenous communities and require mitigation 
activity proponents to identify and include diverse inputs, particularly from 
vulnerable and more marginalised groups. 

 

                                                           
17)  The term Cultural Heritage is understood to include tradi onal knowledge and customary prac ces of IPLCs. 
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Criterion 7.7: Respect for Human Rights, Stakeholder Engagement and 
Grievance 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have guidance and procedures that ensure mitigation 
activity proponents can effectively assess, manage and monitor human rights obligations as 
defined in international law and conventions, paying particular attention to ensuring respect 
for rights related to health, IPLC, migrants, children, persons with disabilities and people in 
vulnerable situations, the right to development, and gender and intergenerational equity.18) 19) 

Means of assessment20) 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the normative program documents of the carbon-
crediting program and supporting information available from the program registry and 
accreditation bodies. The requirements of Table 32 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting 
program to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 32 – Requirements for Criterion 7.7: Respect for human rights, stakeholder 
engagement and grievance 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure in place to ensure 
that mitigation activities avoid discrimination including documental evidence 
and reports. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure in place that requires 
mitigation activity proponents to conform to the International Bill of Rights, 
core human rights and universal instruments ratified by the host country, 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure in place to ensure 
local stakeholder consultations are inclusive, culturally appropriate, 
respectful of indigenous and local knowledge, and effective for local 
communities before the mitigation activity is implemented, including 
documental evidence of conformity.  

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall require mitigation activity proponents to 
prioritise and utilise indigenous and local knowledge in their design, 
including documentary evidence of compliance. 

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure to ensure that 
mitigation activity proponents seek out and satisfactorily respond to local 
stakeholders’ views, including women and vulnerable groups, throughout 
the implementation of the mitigation activity, including documentary 
evidence of conformity.  

f)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure that requires 
mitigation activity proponents to have an effective grievance resolution 
mechanism that is culturally appropriate and accessible to all local 
stakeholders to provide anonymous feedback during the development and 
lifetime of the project. The procedure shall require that feedback is duly 

                                                           
18)  As expressed in Ar cle 6.4 of the Paris Agreement []. 
19)  For guidance on respect of human rights see the OHCHR Fact sheet on Frequently Asked Ques ons on 
human rights and climate change []. For guidance on par cipa on and stakeholder engagement, see the Green 
Climate Fund Sustainability guidance note on designing and ensuring meaningful stakeholder engagement []. 
Also, see UNDP Framework on quality of stakeholder engagement in implementa on and follow-up of the 2030 
Agenda [] and UNEP's Protec on for Environmental Defenders Policy []. 
20)  Where the term empowerment is used in this document it refers to meaningful investment in par cipa on 
and realiza on of rights of marginalised and vulnerable individuals and groups. 
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Table 32 – Requirements for Criterion 7.7: Respect for human rights, stakeholder 
engagement and grievance 

Threshold Requirements 

considered by the mitigation activity and addressed within reasonable 
response times.21) 

g)  The carbon-crediting program’s procedures shall require documentary 
evidence of conformity. 

 

Criterion 7.8: Gender Equality  

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall have gender equality embedded into its governance 
structures, policies and procedures. The carbon-crediting program shall provide guidance 
and procedures that enable proponents of mitigation activities to assess, manage and 
monitor gender differentiated impacts and risks. This could include gender-based 
discrimination and inequalities, access to effective mitigation and compensation measures 
for those affected by gender-based discrimination, and equal access to benefits and 
opportunities generated regardless of gender. The guidance shall include methods for 
assessing, managing and monitoring the equal participation of women, men, non-binary or 
gender non-conforming people throughout the project cycle of a mitigation activity.22) 

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the normative program documents of the carbon-
crediting program and supporting information available from the program registry and 
accreditation bodies. The requirements of Table 33 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting 
program to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 33 – Requirements for Criterion 7.8: Gender equality  

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a dedicated gender policy, 
strategy or action plan that integrates gender considerations and women’s 
empowerment into its own governance and operations, including the 
standards and requirements it expects from mitigation activities to adopt.23) 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall have specific guidance to support and 
require mitigation activity to comprehensively address gender 
considerations, including evidence that this guidance draws on 
internationally recognised standards and best practice on gender equality, 
prevention of gender-based violence, and promotion of women’s 
empowerment (e.g., UNDP, EIB, GCF) and avoids gender-based 
discrimination and adverse impacts.  

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure that requires 
mitigation activities to have tailored and targeted mechanisms to ensure 
that equal opportunities are available to women, men, non-binary and 
gender nonconforming people to voice their opinions and participate in 
decision-making during mitigation activity design, implementation and 

                                                           
21)  For guidance on grievance redress, see IFC informa on on addressing grievances from project-affected 
communi es. 
22)  For guidance, see the EIB Environmental and Social Standards (Standard 7). For further guidance, see the 
Green Climate Fund Gender Policy, the UN-REDD methodological brief on gender, and the UNDP Gender 
Equality and Women Empowerment tools and guidance. 
23)  Using interna onally established standards such as 2X. 
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Table 33 – Requirements for Criterion 7.8: Gender equality  

Threshold Requirements 

mitigation and/or compensation measures. This shall include documentary 
evidence. 

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure that explicitly requires 
mitigation activities proponents to perform a comprehensive gender 
assessment undertaken by a suitably qualified individual when potential 
gender impacts have been identified during the initial Environmental and 
Social Impact Assessment (ESIA).  

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure that requires the 
collection data on mitigation activities, disaggregated by gender, and 
provide documentary evidence of using these data to monitor, assess and 
report on gender impacts. 

f)  The carbon-crediting program shall have a procedure that requires 
mitigation activities proponents to align with national gender policy 
frameworks. 

 

Criterion 7.9: Conformity to the Cancun Safeguards 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall require that jurisdictional REDD+ activities conform to 
Cancun Safeguards; noting that safeguards related to Indigenous People, Local 
Communities and Cultural Heritage; Respect for Human Rights, Stakeholder Engagement 
and Grievance and Gender Equality; Biodiversity conservation and sustainable management 
of living natural resources; and Non-permanence and Leakage are being addressed in other 
sections of this assessment framework.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program's normative 
documents and supporting information available from the program registry and accreditation 
bodies. The requirements in Table 34 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 34 – Requirements for Criterion 7.9: Conformity with to Cancun Safeguards 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full a)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that jurisdictional REDD+ 
activities are consistent with the objectives of national forest programs and 
their relevant international conventions and agreements. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that jurisdictional REDD+ 
activities operate under transparent and effective forest governance 
structures including procedures for providing access to information and 
justice, respect for land tenure rights, and prevention of corruption. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that jurisdictional REDD+ 
activities operate safeguards information systems aligned with national-
level systems, including summaries of safeguard information that national 
authorities have submitted or may submit to the UNFCCC and Safeguards 
Information System in operation by the country or jurisdiction.  

d)  For project-based REDD+, the carbon-crediting program shall have 
procedures to ensure safeguard systems are coordinated and aligned with 
national-level ones and fulfil their requirements, when present. 
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7.2 SD net positive impact  
This section specifies provisions by carbon-crediting programs to promote net positive 
impacts related to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) based on the following criteria: 

a)  net positive SDG impacts of mitigation activities;  

b)  evidence-driven procedures to ensure that a mitigation activity is consistent with the 
SDG objectives of a host party and, where possible, uses national/local tools and 
frameworks;  

c)  guidance on use of standardised tools and methods to assess SDG impacts; and 

d)  procedures to make information publicly available. 

Criterion 7.10: Ensuring net positive SDG impacts 

Description 

The carbon-crediting program shall incorporate guidance and provisions on using 
standardised tools and methods to assess the SDG impacts of mitigation actions and ensure 
a net positive SDG impact.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program normative program 
documents of the and supporting information available from the program registry and 
accreditation bodies. The requirements in Table 35 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting 
program to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 35 – Requirements for Criterion 7.10: Ensuring net positive SDG impacts 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  a)  The carbon-crediting program shall require mitigation activity proponents to 
qualitatively assess the positive and negative SDG impacts of mitigation 
activities through the use of a publicly available, standardised tool or 
methodology such as project level SDG tools by the Gold Standard and the 
ADB, SD Vista by Verra, the SDI good practice guidance, the UN Statistics 
SDG Global Database, WRI NDC-SDG interlinkages mapping, the ICAT 
Sustainable Development Methodology and the SEI Synergies Tool.  

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that mitigation actions prove 
that they deliver a net positive SDG impact, as demonstrated by the results 
of the assessment of the positive and negative SDG impacts of mitigation 
actions, or that because of specific, documented conditions it is not 
possible to implement the mitigation activity in a way that delivers net-
positive SDG impacts beyond GHG mitigation. For instance, CCS in remote 
locations where other SDG impacts cannot be delivered. 

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall provide clear guidance on the use of 
standardised tools and methods to assess the SDG impacts of mitigation 
activities. 

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall provide modalities to ensure 
information is made publicly available on how a mitigation activity is 
consistent with the SDG objectives of the host parties. 

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall have provisions for monitoring, 
reporting and verification in accordance with these criteria that enables 
SDG impact tracking for no less than three no longer needed issuance 
periods. 
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Table 35 – Requirements for Criterion 7.10: Ensuring net positive SDG impacts 

Threshold Requirements 

Full f) The carbon-crediting program shall incorporate evidence-driven procedures 
to ensure that a mitigation activity is consistent with the SDG objectives of 
the participating parties and where possible use national/local tools and 
frameworks. 

g) The carbon-crediting program shall provide clear guidance and robust tools 
for actively promoting the implementation of net positive SDG impact 
actions. 

h) The carbon-crediting program shall assess and disseminate how types of 
mitigation activities contribute to SDGs based on publicly available data 
from mitigation activities. 

 

Criterion 7.11: Access and benefit-sharing 

Description  

The carbon-crediting program shall have procedures to ensure equitable and fair benefit-
sharing arrangements.  

Means of assessment  

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program normative documents. 
The criterion is applicable in the initial and full thresholds of the Integrity Council. The 
requirements in Table 36 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed 
CCP-eligible. 

Table 36 – Requirements for Criterion 7.11: Access and benefit sharing 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and 
second 
Threshold 

a)  The carbon-crediting program shall define the responsibility of mitigation 
activity proponents for developing and implementing benefit-sharing 
arrangements and plans in an inclusive, consultative, transparent, and 
participatory manner appropriate to the context of the respective activity. 
For land use initiatives that distribute revenues from carbon credits sale, it 
is especially important to have effective participation and consent from 
IPLCs.  

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall outline robust requirements in 
normative documents for the content of benefit sharing plans including 
benefit sharing arrangements, and other elements to be developed 
according to the unique context and scale of the proposed mitigation 
activity in line with national legal frameworks and other social safeguards 
detailed in this Assessment Framework.   

c)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that the Benefit Sharing Plan is 
implemented in accordance with the terms specified.  

d)  The carbon-crediting program shall include a detailed description of the 
Benefit Sharing Arrangements in the mitigation activity documentation and 
be made public.   

e)  The carbon-crediting program shall, at a minimum, make an advanced draft 
Benefit Sharing Plan publicly available in a form, manner, and language 
understandable to the affected stakeholders and disseminated in a targeted 
and tailored way to specific affected communities for the mitigation activity 
prior to mitigation activity validation.   
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Table 36 – Requirements for Criterion 7.11: Access and benefit sharing 

Threshold Requirements 

f)  The carbon-crediting program shall make the final Benefit Sharing Plan 
publicly available in English prior to credit issuance and disclosed in a form, 
manner and language understandable to the affected stakeholders for the 
mitigation activity.   

g)  The carbon-crediting program shall define the minimum acceptable content 
for the advanced draft and the final benefit sharing plan including, inter alia, 
the following:   

1)  the consultation and design process, including the agreements and 
outcomes of consultations;   

2)  reporting on total carbon revenues and the allocation of those revenues 
between project management, in line with the benefit sharing 
arrangements agreed with partners, in particular IPLCs directly affected 
by the activity;  

3)  compliance with relevant laws;   

4)  categories of beneficiaries, including rationale, eligibility criteria, and 
demographic considerations;   

5)  the types and scale of monetary and non-monetary benefits and 
rationale by partner group including upfront or interim advance 
payments as well as efforts to build capacity to ensure IPLCs have 
access to/can directly manage funds;   

6)  distribution of monetary and non-monetary benefits by beneficiary 
group, including rationale, calculations of performance, and proportions;   

7)  the benefit distribution mechanism(s), including institutional 
arrangements, funding flows, and current status; and 

8)  processes for how potential complaints arising from the implementation 
of the benefit sharing plan would be addressed. The process for 
agreeing/obtaining any arrangements with the beneficiaries and how 
such arrangements will be documented are also expected to be 
explained in the advance draft benefit sharing plan.   

h)  The carbon-crediting program shall set out a process for how benefit 
sharing would be managed relative to revenue from post-issuance of 
credits and subsequent transactions in the secondary market.  

i)  The carbon-crediting program shall define a performance system to monitor 
the effective implementation of access and benefit sharing including third-
party verification. 
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II. REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO TYPES OF CARBON 
CREDITS 

8 Additionality  

“The greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions or 
removals from the mitigation activity shall be additional, 
i.e., they would not have occurred in the absence of the 

incentive created by carbon credit revenues.” 
This section contains two additionality assessments. Sections 8.1 to 8.3 contain the 
assessment of additionality for project-level mitigation activities. Section 8.4 contains the 
assessment for jurisdictional REDD+ mitigation activities.  

Additionality for project-level mitigation activities 
Additionality for project-level mitigation activities is assessed using two steps. The first step 
assesses the overall likelihood of additionality for the type of carbon credit based on the 
typical financial viability, barriers for implementation, and market penetration rates for the 
respective type of mitigation activity. This step does not assess approaches used in the 
relevant methodologies or other carbon-crediting program rules. It does, however, inform the 
assessment in the second step.  

The second step assesses the rigor and thoroughness of the carbon-crediting program’s 
approach to assess additionality. The assessment entails an evaluation of the carbon-
crediting program's normative program documents, including its quantification 
methodologies. The depth of the assessment depends on the outcome on the overall 
likelihood of additionality under the first step. See Figure 3 for an overview of steps to assess 
additionality.  

Sections 8.1 and 8.2 identify and define the criteria under each step. Section 8.3 explains 
how conclusions are drawn on whether the type of carbon credit is CCP-eligible based on 
the analysis under sections 8.1 and 8.2. It also shows how the assessment outcomes are 
combined to arrive at an overall conclusion on whether the relevant type of carbon credit is 
CCP-eligible. 

• Very high likelihood: Where the results of Step 2 conclude a very high likelihood of 
additionality for the respective type of mitigation activity, a simplified approach is used. 
The type of mitigation activity is considered to meet the additionality CCP if the criteria 
8.4 and 8.5 are fulfilled. 

• Medium likelihood: Where the results of Step 2 conclude a medium likelihood of 
additionality, all relevant provisions of the carbon-crediting program regarding 
additionality are evaluated. 

• Insufficient likelihood: Where the results of Step 2 conclude an insufficient likelihood of 
additionality, the type of mitigation activity is not CCP-eligible, irrespective of the 
approaches used by the relevant carbon-crediting program for evaluating additionality. 
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Figure 3 – Overview of criteria to assess additionality 

 

8.1 Step 1: Assessment of the overall likelihood of additionality of 
the type of mitigation activity 
In this step, the Expert Panel evaluates the overall likelihood of additionality of the type of 
mitigation activity. This step does not entail an assessment of the approaches used in the 
relevant methodologies or other rules of the carbon-crediting program but informs the 
assessment in the second step.  

The assessment will be based on the typical characteristics and circumstances of the type of 
mitigation activity, noting the variability in characteristics and circumstances for a given type 
of mitigation activity across contexts (e.g., countries and within jurisdictions). The 
assessment in this section does not address whether the mitigation activities are 
implemented due to legal requirements or whether the generation of carbon credits was 
considered prior to the start date of the mitigation activity, as these aspects are assessed 
under Step 2 in section 8.2. 

The overall likelihood of additionality of the type of mitigation activity is determined by an 
expert judgement24) of the Expert Panel based Criteria 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3. The likelihood of 
additionality is assigned as being “Very high”, “Medium”, or “Insufficient” (see section 8.1.1).  

                                                           
24)  The expert judgment should be substan ated through robust scien fic evidence and, to the extent that this 
prac cal and feasible, follow Annex 2.A.1, Volume 1, Chapter 2 in the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for Na onal 
Greenhouse Gas Inventories. 
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Criterion 8.1: Financial attractiveness 
The financial attractiveness of mitigation activities is a key factor for the likelihood of 
additionality. Under the Assessment Framework, three indicators are important for assessing 
the likelihood of additionality. 

a)  Financial attractiveness without carbon credit revenues: The likelihood of 
additionality depends on the financial attractiveness of a mitigation activity without 
carbon credit revenues. An activity that financially is highly attractive is more likely to be 
implemented without carbon credits (except where other barriers prevent its 
implementation). In contrast, mitigation activities with very poor financial performance will 
be unlikely to be implemented without carbon credit revenues. The most commonly 
applied indicator for assessing the financial attractiveness of a mitigation activity is its 
internal rate of return (IRR) in relation to a required benchmark for investments. The 
higher a mitigation activity’s IRR, the more desirable it is for an investor to undertake. 
When investors face a choice between investing in different mitigation activities, they are 
likely to undertake the one with the highest IRR first. Therefore, mitigation activities with 
typically high IRRs (without carbon credit revenues) have a lower likelihood of delivering 
additional emission reductions than mitigation activities with negative or low IRRs (with 
carbon credit revenues). For these reasons, the IRR of the type of mitigation activity, 
without carbon credits, in relation to the required benchmark (I1), is used as the first 
indicator to assess financial attractiveness (see further guidance below).  

b)  Change in financial attractiveness due to carbon credit revenues: If the expected 
proceeds from carbon credits have a significant impact on the financial attractiveness of 
a mitigation activity, the carbon credit revenues are likely to make the type of activity 
financially viable. In contrast, for some activities, carbon credit revenues have little 
influence on their financial viability. In these instances, the revenues will be less likely to 
be decisive in making the activity financially viable. For this reason, a second indicator to 
assess financial attractiveness is the typical change in the IRR of the mitigation activity, 
due to carbon credit revenues, in relation to the required benchmark (I2) (see further 
guidance below). 

c)  Financial attractiveness with carbon credit revenues: The likelihood of additionality 
depends on the enhanced financial attractiveness of a mitigation activity with carbon 
credits revenues. It depends on the extent to which the IRR with carbon credit revenues 
exceeds the required benchmark in the relevant sector and country. Therefore, a third 
indicator is the typical IRR of the type of mitigation activity with carbon credit revenues in 
relation to the required benchmark (I3) (see further guidance below). 

Indicators a) to c) may be assessed for a given type of mitigation activity through different 
means, depending on the available data and information.  

1) Sample data: Data from a sample of existing mitigation activities may be used. To the 
extent possible, the sample should represent different investment conditions and 
locations within the geographical scope. One potential data source is investment 
analyses of mitigation activities registered under carbon-crediting programs (noting that 
these data might include a bias as they do not include economically feasible activities 
without carbon credits and thus never proceeded with registration).  

2) Literature: Literature may be evaluated to assess typical economic performances of the 
type of mitigation activities. 

3) Expert judgment: Where sample data and literature are not available, qualified experts 
may be consulted by the Expert Panel to provide information on the typical economic 
attractiveness of the type of mitigation activity. 

Where applicable, the following factors shall be considered in the analysis. 

i) Type of IRR: The IRR may be determined for the overall cash flow of a mitigation activity 
(often referred to as “project IRR”) or the cash flow in equity (often referred to as “equity 
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IRR”). In principle, either of the two may be applied, if the required benchmark IRR are 
determined consistently (i.e., a “project benchmark” should be used if a “project IRR” is 
determined and an “equity benchmark” should be used if an “equity IRR” is determined”). 

ii) Benchmark: The level of benchmark IRR is necessary for investors to proceed with a 
mitigation activity depending on a variety of factors, including, inter alia, the individual 
risk of the mitigation activity and the proponent’s access to and cost of capital. The 
benchmark IRR often varies between countries, sectors, and the type of investment. 
Where sample data or data from specific mitigation activities are used, the benchmark 
level should reflect these circumstances to the extent possible. Some institutions publish 
benchmark values for different types of investments, sectors and countries. Similarly, 
benchmarks for different countries and types of mitigation activities are available in the 
CDM methodological tool for investment analysis. 

iii) Carbon credit price: The price of carbon credits is an important factor in the analysis. 
The carbon credit price shall reflect the expected prices over time for the relevant type of 
carbon credit (e.g., determined through the type of mitigation activity and possibly further 
attributes such as whether the carbon credit is authorized for Article 6 purposes). This 
may be sourced from relevant carbon market transaction data, studies, and/or interviews 
with experts. The transaction costs for the relevant type of carbon credit shall be 
deducted. Information on the transaction costs may be sourced from the same sources 
or relevant literature. 

iv) Variability among mitigation activities: For all three indicators, the variability of 
outcomes across instances of a given type of mitigation activity shall be assessed. 

v) Assumptions: Assumptions on parameters, such as future fuel prices or maintenance 
costs, shall be realistic and based on reliable data sources where available. 

 

Criterion 8.2: Barriers to implementation 
Some mitigation activities can appear financially viable, but implementation is prevented by 
other obstacles, such as information deficits, capacity constraints or other implementation 
challenges. For example, the expectation of future carbon credit revenues by mitigation 
activity proponents can justify investments in the free distribution of a technology (e.g., clean 
cookstoves) where households would otherwise not acquire them due to upfront costs even 
though using the technology would provide economic benefits to households. 

In conducting the assessment of barriers, the following questions shall be evaluated.  

a)  Does the type of mitigation activity face considerable non-financial barriers that can be 
identified in an objective and verifiable manner and do these barriers convincingly 
prohibit the implementation of the mitigation activity? 

b)  Is it possible to obtain objective and verifiable evidence that the identified barriers do not 
prevent the implementation of the assumed baseline scenario? 

c)  Are there other programs or incentives that could be incentivizing the activity in addition 
to carbon credit revenues, such as grant financing?  

d)  Is it very likely that the incentives created by the carbon credits is decisive in overcoming 
the identified barriers? Is the magnitude of this incentive sufficient to take the necessary 
action to overcome the barriers? In assessing this magnitude, a carbon price as 
described under Criterion 8.1 iii) shall be used. 

Based on these considerations, the Expert Panel shall arrive at an expert judgment with 
regard to the probability that the answer to all of these questions is affirmative. An outcome 
of “Very high” shall be denoted if the probability is equal to or greater than 90%, “Medium” if 
the probability is larger than 67%, and “Low” if the probability is less than 67%. 
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Criterion 8.3: Market penetration 
Data on market penetration of the type of mitigation activity may be used as a 
complementary means for assessing the overall likelihood of additionality of a type of 
mitigation activity. Market penetration is defined as the recent share in newly pursued 
mitigation activities (e.g., newly installed capacity of solar power plants) in relation to all 
types of activities that provide the same type of product or service (e.g., total capacity of 
power plants added in the same time horizon). As appropriate, market penetration shall be 
assessed relative to the total technical potential of the activity type within a country or other 
geographical region(s).  

8.1.1 Conclusion of Step 1 Assessment 
Table 37 specifies how the Integrity Council uses the analysis under criteria 8.1 to 8.3 to 
arrive at an overall conclusion on the likelihood that the type of mitigation activity is 
additional. Note that a classification of “Very High” is based on financial attractiveness only, 
whereas classification of “Medium” may be based on barriers and market penetration. 

Table 37 – Assessment of overall likelihood of additionality of the type of mitigation 
activity 

Assigned 
likelihood 

Assessment outcome 

Very high a)  The type of mitigation activity typically has no income, cost savings or 
benefits other than carbon credit revenues; 

OR 

b)  The type of mitigation activity typically has very poor financial attractiveness 
without carbon credit revenues (I1 < 0) AND carbon credit revenues 
significantly impact financial feasibility (I2 ≥ 1.0) AND financial attractiveness 
is achieved with carbon credit revenues (I3 ≥ 1.0).  

In addition, the variability across mitigation activities and uncertainty across all 
three parameters (I1, I2 and I3) for a given type of mitigation activity is deemed to 
be reasonably small (e.g., the conditions in a) OR b) above apply to at least 
90% of potential cases). 

Medium a)  The type of mitigation activity typically has relatively poor financial 
attractiveness without carbon credit revenues (I1 < 0.7) AND carbon credit 
revenues significantly impact financial feasibility (I2 ≥ 0.3) AND financial 
attractiveness is achieved with carbon credit revenues  
(I3 ≥ 1.0); 

OR 

b)  There is a “medium” or “high” probability that all the following three 
conditions apply to the type of mitigation activity: (i) any identified barriers 
prevent the implementation of the type of mitigation activity; (ii) the barriers 
do not prevent the assumed baseline scenario; and (iii) the incentive created 
by the carbon credits is decisive for overcoming the identified barriers. 

In addition: the market penetration of the mitigation activity is relatively low 
(<[X%][10%]). 

OR 

Conditions a) or b) in the "Very high” row apply but the requirement relating to 
variability across mitigation activities and the uncertainty in parameters I1, I2 and 
I3 is not satisfied for the given type of mitigation activity. 

Insufficient The criteria above for “Very high” or “Medium” are not met. 
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8.2 Step 2: Assessment of the rigour and thoroughness of carbon-
crediting program approaches to assessing additionality 
This step assesses the rigour and thoroughness of the carbon-crediting program’s 
approaches to assess additionality. There are three criteria under this step: 

a) consideration of legal requirements; 

b) evidence showing an expectation of carbon credit revenues; and 

c) approaches to assess the viability of the mitigation activity. 

 

Criterion 8.4: Consideration of legal requirements 

Description 

The mitigation activity shall not be implemented due to applicable legal requirements. 

Rationale 

Mitigation activities will not result in additional emission reductions or removals if, in the 
absence of the incentives created by carbon credit revenues, it would be implemented due 
to legal requirements. Furthermore, emission reductions or removals will no longer be 
additional if, during the crediting periods, the mitigation activity would be implemented due to 
legal requirements.  

Carbon-crediting programs should have provisions in place to assess whether a mitigation 
activity is implemented due to legal requirements. To ensure additionality is maintained, 
provisions should be in place to assess the existence of legal requirements both at validation 
of mitigation activities and regularly thereafter. 

In developing countries, legal requirements might not always be effectively enforced. This 
situation might be due to governments´ time, resources and capacity limitations in 
establishing systems to monitor and enforce legal requirements. The history of implementing 
legal requirements for environmental issues is relatively recent in some developing countries 
compared with most developed countries, where capacities have been built to enforce such 
requirements over the years. If legal requirements are not enforced, a mitigation activity 
required by legal requirements can still be additional. However, the provisions should take 
into account that legal requirements could be enforced in the future. For that reason, the 
carbon-crediting program should limit the period that legal requirements are considered to be 
non-enforced.  

Means of assessment 

The method for assessing this criterion will differ by threshold level. During the initial 
threshold of the Integrity Council, the carbon-crediting program should, at a minimum, 
require that enforced legal requirements are taken into account as part of the assessment at 
the renewal of crediting periods, in addition to the initial check at validation and registration. 
Under the full threshold, the initial requirements are replaced by best practice which is to 
check for enforced legal requirements prior to each issuance. 

The requirements in Table 38 shall be fulfilled for carbon credit types to be deemed CCP-
eligible. 

Table 38 – Requirements for Criterion 8.4: Consideration of legal requirements 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  a) It is very unlikely that legal requirements exist and are enforced that require 
the type of mitigation activity to be implemented (e.g., efficient cookstoves 
implemented in Least Developed Countries). 

OR 
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Table 38 – Requirements for Criterion 8.4: Consideration of legal requirements 

Threshold Requirements 

b) The carbon-crediting program shall specify in its normative program 
documents that: 

1) the mitigation activity shall only be registered if it would not be 
implemented due to enforced legal requirements; 

2) an assessment shall be conducted prior to registration and prior to the 
renewal of the crediting period to confirm that no enforced legal 
requirements exist that might require the partial or full implementation of 
the mitigation activity; 

3) the validation and verification entity shall review and confirm that these 
program requirements are met by the mitigation activity; AND 

4) regarding the enforcement of legal requirements: 

i. for high-income countries (as classified by the World Bank) all legal 
requirements shall be deemed to be enforced; and 

ii. for countries other than high-income countries, legal requirements 
shall only be deemed to be not enforced if credible and recent 
evidence is provided that non-enforcement is widespread. 

Full a) The carbon-crediting program shall specify in its normative program 
documents that: 

1) the mitigation activity shall only be registered if it would not be 
implemented due to enforced legal requirements; 

2) carbon credits shall only be issued if it is confirmed at each verification 
that no newly enforced legal requirements exist that would require the 
(full or partial) implementation of the mitigation activity during the 
monitoring period; 

3) the validation and verification entity shall review and confirm that these 
program requirements are met by the mitigation activity; and 

4) regarding the enforcement of legal requirements: 

i. for high-income countries (as classified by the World Bank) all legal 
requirements shall be deemed to be enforced; and 

ii. for countries other than high-income countries, legal requirements 
shall only be deemed to be not enforced if credible and recent 
evidence can be provided that: 

i) non-enforcement is widespread; and 

ii) except for LDCs or in cases where enforcement would 
negatively impact the livelihoods of vulnerable people(s) or 
communities, the crediting program has in place requirements 
that limit the length of time in which legal requirements may be 
deemed unenforceable after legal requirements are adopted. 

 

Criterion 8.5: Evidence showing expectation of carbon credits 

Description 

Publicly accessible evidence shall demonstrate that the generation of carbon credits by the 
carbon-crediting program under which the mitigation activity is seeking to register, was 
considered prior to the start date of the mitigation activity. 
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Rationale 

Requiring evidence that carbon credits were considered prior to the implementation of the 
mitigation activity adds confidence in the additionality of the mitigation activity. The start date 
for a mitigation activity is when the proponent committed to implementing the mitigation 
activity (e.g., the date when contracts for the purchase or installation of equipment required 
for the mitigation activity were executed or the date when the first expenditures are incurred). 
Where a mitigation activity does not involve expenditure, it refers to the date when the first 
physical actions were taken to implement the mitigation activity (e.g., the discontinuation of 
the cultivation of land so that natural revegetation or succession may occur). The criterion 
also deters mitigation activity proponents from registering existing activities that were not 
dependent on carbon revenue for implementation. 

Means of assessment 

At present, most carbon-crediting programs do not have such a requirement. Instead, these 
programs have requirements that allow time to lapse between, for example, the start date (or 
crediting start) and validation or registration. In many instances, carbon-crediting programs 
provide AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use) mitigation activities a longer time 
horizon than technology-based mitigation activities. For this reason, in the initial threshold, 
the Assessment Framework allows individual mitigation activities to demonstrate that carbon 
credits were considered when proceeding with the activity. 

The requirements in Table 39 shall be fulfilled for carbon credits to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 39 – Requirements for Criterion 8.5: Evidence showing expectation of carbon 
credits  

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  The carbon-crediting program shall satisfy the requirements for the full 
threshold. 

OR 

The mitigation activity’s proponents shall provide documented evidence that 
they considered carbon credits prior to the start date of the mitigation activity. 
This evidence shall be either publicly available prior to the start of the 
mitigation activity or supported by a credible third-party attestation. 

Full The carbon-crediting program shall require clear, documented evidence that 
the mitigation activity's proponents considered carbon credits prior to the start 
date of the mitigation activity. This evidence may include: 

a)  listing the mitigation activity on the website or registry of the carbon-
crediting program prior to the start date of the mitigation activity; 

b)  requiring mitigation activity proponents to provide formal document of intent 
(e.g., notification, investment document, etc.) to the carbon-crediting 
program prior to the start date of the mitigation activity; or 

c)  requiring mitigation activity owners to conduct and document a stakeholder 
consultation on proposed registration prior to the start date of the mitigation 
activity. 

AND 

The carbon-crediting program shall require that a period of not more than 
[1/2/3/x] years may pass between the date of proof of prior consideration of 
carbon credits and the registration of the mitigation activity, unless delays 
occur on the side of the program, which are duly justified.  

The date of proof of prior consideration of carbon credit shall be no later than: 

a)  the date on which an activity is listed on the website or registry of the 
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Table 39 – Requirements for Criterion 8.5: Evidence showing expectation of carbon 
credits  

Threshold Requirements 

carbon-crediting program as per item a) above; or 

b)  the date on which the document referred to in item b) above is provided to 
the carbon-crediting program; or 

c)  the date on which the conclusions of the stakeholder consultation referred 
to in item c) above are published. 

 

Criterion 8.6: Approaches to assess the viability of mitigation activities 
Carbon-crediting programs use a variety of approaches to assess the viability of individual 
mitigation activities, including investment analysis, barrier analysis, market penetration 
assessments and positive lists. 

The conditions under which the application of approaches under this criterion is deemed 
CCP-eligible are specified under criterion 8.6a)- 8.6d). Moreover, the carbon credits are only 
CCP-eligible if the approaches are combined in the following ways: 

a) investment analysis, as described under criterion 8.6a), may be used as a stand-alone 
test or be complemented with other tests; 

b) barrier analysis, as described under criterion 8.6b), may only be used if it is 
supplemented with a market penetration assessment and/or an investment analysis; 

c) market penetration assessment, as described under criterion 8.6c), may only be used if 
it is supplemented with a barrier analysis and/or an investment analysis; and 

d) positive lists, as described under criterion 8.6d, may be used as a stand-alone test. 

Where a carbon-crediting program uses other approaches, the Integrity Council will assess 
these, ensuring a similar level of stringency as for the above approaches.  

 

Criterion 8.6a) Investment analysis 
Investment analysis can be used to demonstrate that a mitigation activity is economically not 
attractive without carbon credit revenues and that the expectation of these revenues shifts 
the activity to being economically attractive. The main approaches are:  

a)  benchmark analysis: comparison of the economic performance of the mitigation activity 
(e.g., its IRR) with a financial benchmark (e.g., the hurdle rate for the IRR); and 

b)  investment comparison analysis: comparison of the economic performance of the 
mitigation activity with other potential investment alternatives. 

When demonstrating additionality through investment analysis the carbon-crediting program 
shall require and ensure the approaches are applied as follows.  

c) A suitable financial indicator, such as the net present value (NPV) or internal rate of 
return (IRR), shall be used in the calculation. 

d) The calculation of the financial indicator shall include all relevant costs (CAPEX, OPEX) 
and all revenues, including subsidies or official development aid, where applicable. 

e) The assumptions, data and conclusions in the investment analysis shall be: 

1) transparently documented in the documentation submitted for registration; 

2) appropriately justified and substantiated by evidence; and 
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3) consistent with the information presented to the company’s board of directors (or 
other decision-making bodies) and to any banks or equity holders financing the 
mitigation activity or company. 

f) All parameters and assumptions used in the analysis shall be internally consistent (i.e., 
cash flows shall be expressed in either real or nominal terms consistently, and the 
calculation shall be consistent with the benchmark used, such as project IRR or equity 
IRR). 

g) The financial benchmark used in the investment analysis shall be consistent with the 
weighted average cost of capital (or the cost of equity, as applicable) that is commonly 
applicable to the country, sector, and type of mitigation activity. 

h) The period of assessment shall reflect the period of expected operation of the 
underlying mitigation activity. This is the technical lifetime of the mitigation activity or, if a 
shorter period than the technical lifetime is chosen, the investment analysis is conducted 
for at least 10 years and includes the fair value of the assets at the end of the 
assessment period and any decommissioning costs. 

i) In case of the investment comparison analysis, the alternative scenarios considered 
shall be mutually exclusive and provide the same type of products or service levels as 
the mitigation activity, where applicable. 

j) The mitigation activity shall only be registered if the analysis shows that the activity 
would not meet the required financial benchmark without carbon credit revenues and 
that carbon credit revenues can raise the economic performance above the required 
financial benchmark. 

k) A sensitivity analysis shall be conducted to show whether the conclusion regarding the 
financial attractiveness is robust to reasonable variation in the critical assumptions. 

l) The investment analysis, and adherence to the provisions above, shall be assessed as 
part of the validation by a VVB and be cross-checked by the carbon-crediting program. 

 

Criterion 8.6b) Barrier analysis 
Barrier analysis may be used in place of investment analysis to demonstrate that a mitigation 
activity faces barriers not faced by alternatives to the mitigation activity and that the 
expectation of carbon credit revenues is decisive for overcoming these barriers. 

The use of barrier analysis to demonstrate additionality shall be deemed CCP-eligible only if 
the carbon-crediting program requires and ensures that this approach is applied as follows.  

a)  The types of barriers considered shall only include: 

1)  financial barriers (e.g., loans are not accessible for the type of mitigation activity and 
country due to the risks);  

2)  institutional barriers (e.g., the investor not being the beneficiary of cost savings 
associated with the investment); 

3)  information barriers (e.g., lack of awareness of households of the lifecycle costs of 
energy efficient appliances); or  

4)  other barriers if they are specific to the mitigation activity and/or region where the 
mitigation activity is implemented and are identified and elaborated in the underlying 
quantification methodology. 

b)  Clear, objective and verifiable evidence shall be provided to demonstrate the existence 
of each identified barrier and that the carbon credit revenues are the decisive element in 
overcoming each identified barrier and their effects on opportunity costs. The barriers 
shall be specific and, where possible, quantified. 
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c)  It shall be demonstrable that the identified barriers commonly apply to similar mitigation 
activities in the sector and jurisdiction and not only to the specific mitigation activity under 
consideration. 

d)  The evidence used shall be applied conservatively. In case of uncertainty in the level of 
the identified barrier, the evidence or the value shall be interpreted to assure there is a 
very low likelihood that the effect of the barrier is overestimated. Such evidence may 
include independent studies, publicly available surveys, relevant market data, or data 
from national or international statistics. 

e)  It shall be demonstrable that at least one other alternative to the mitigation activity does 
not face any significant barriers, including the barriers faced by the mitigation activity. 

f)  Barrier analysis, and adherence to the provisions above, shall be assessed as part of the 
validation by a VVB and cross-checked by the carbon-crediting program. 

Criterion 8.6c) Market penetration assessments 
Market penetration assessments, sometimes referred to as common practice analyses, 
evaluate the extent to which a type of mitigation activity or technology is already 
implemented in the relevant geographical area (i.e., host country, province, jurisdiction, etc.). 

The use of market penetration assessments shall be deemed CCP-eligible only if the 
carbon-crediting program requires and ensures that this approach is applied as follows.  

a)  Market penetration shall be appropriately defined in terms of recent uptake or stock 
installations in relation to a realistic maximum market size, taking into account any 
constraints for the uptake of the relevant technology, service, or practice. 

b)  The geographical boundary for assessing market penetration shall be deemed 
appropriate for the type of product or service, taking into account product trade patterns.  

c)  The mitigation activity shall not be deemed additional if the market penetration surpasses 
a threshold higher than [5%][X%]. 

Criterion 8.6d) Positive lists 
Some carbon-crediting programs deem specific technologies, activities or practices 
automatically additional if certain conditions are met. These conditions might include 
eligibility criteria that specify a sub-group of mitigation activities or performance tests. Within 
the Assessment Framework this is referred to as “positive lists”. 

The use of positive lists to demonstrate additionality shall be deemed CCP-eligible only if the 
carbon-crediting program requires and ensures that this approach is applied as follows. 

a)  The positive list, including any eligibility criteria or performance benchmarks, shall be 
defined at an appropriate level of aggregation of technologies/activities and stringency to 
ensure that only mitigation activities with a Very High likelihood of additionality qualify. 
The level of stringency shall be comparable to criteria 8.6a) and, as appropriate, 8.6b) 
and 8.6c). In some cases, this could mean specifying a specific geographic area and/or 
jurisdiction where a type of mitigation activity is very likely to be additional, including 
because it is not legally required, or barriers exist. 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall elaborate a clear process for developing positive 
lists, including objective justification and expert review. 

c)  The methodological approaches and data used to derive the positive list shall be made 
publicly available, together with a detailed and satisfactory explanation by the carbon-
crediting program justifying its assessment of the likelihood of additionality. 

d)  The positive lists shall be updated at least every three years to ensure that any changing 
circumstances are appropriately reflected (e.g., reduced costs for the relevant 
technology). 
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8.3 Grading approach 
Table 40 specifies how the Integrity Council uses the analysis in Sections 8.1 and 8.2 to 
arrive at an overall conclusion on the sufficiency of additionality to meet CCP eligibility. The 
requirements in Table 40 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be deemed 
CCP-eligible. The assessment outcome, however, may specify further conditions for which 
types of carbon credits are CCP-eligible. 

Table 40 – Requirements for Criterion 8.6: Assessment of sufficiency for CCP eligibility 
with regards to additionality 

Assessment Requirements 

Sufficient a)  The outcome from Step 1 (Assessment of overall likelihood of additionality 
of the type of mitigation activity) is “very likely” 

AND 

b)  Criterion 8.4 (Consideration of legal requirements) is fulfilled 

AND 

c)  Criterion 8.5 (Evidence showing expectation of carbon credits) is fulfilled 

Sufficient a)  The outcome from Step 1 (Assessment of overall likelihood of additionality 
of the type of mitigation activity) is “medium”  

AND  

b)  The outcome from Criterion 8.6 (Approaches to assess the viability of the 
mitigation activity) is decisive, i.e., the carbon-crediting program’s 
approaches for assessing additionality are deemed CCP-eligible 

AND 

c)  Criterion 8.4 (Consideration of legal requirements) is fulfilled 

AND 

d)  Criterion 8.5 (Evidence showing expectation of carbon credits) is fulfilled 

Insufficient All other cases 

8.4 Additionality for jurisdictional REDD+ activities 
This section sets out the approach for assessing additionality of jurisdictional REDD+ 
because some of the criteria used for other types of mitigation activities are not appropriate 
or applicable in the same way to jurisdictional REDD+ activities. Jurisdictional REDD+ 
activities shall be additional if criteria 8.7 and 8.8 are fulfilled.   

Criterion 8.7: Demonstration of new or enhanced mitigation actions 

Description 

The jurisdictional REDD+ activity shall implement new or enhanced mitigation actions that 
result in additional emission reductions or removals. 

Rationale 

Jurisdictional REDD+ are programs that seek to incentivize jurisdictions with forests to 
undertake mitigation actions that deliver emission reductions and removals at scale in the 
forest and land-use sector. To ensure such reductions and removals would not have 
happened anyway, mitigation activity proponents need to demonstrate that they undertook 
new or enhanced mitigation actions designed to achieve such reductions and removals 
against a credible baseline. It should be noted, however, that it is sometimes difficult to 
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attribute observed changes in emission to the mitigation actions due to interannual variability 
and factors outside of the mitigation activity, which can influence emissions.  

Means of assessment 

The requirements in Table 41 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 41 – Requirements for Criterion 8.7: Demonstration of new or enhanced mitigation 
actions 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  a)  The carbon-crediting program shall satisfy the requirements for the full 
threshold. 

OR 

b)  The mitigation activity proponent (i.e., the relevant jurisdiction) shall provide 
documented evidence that the requirements applicable to the full threshold 
are satisfied for its jurisdictional REDD+ activity. This evidence shall be 
publicly available. 

Full a) The carbon-crediting program shall have established the following 
provisions in its normative program documents. 

1) The jurisdictional REDD+ activity includes the adoption and 
implementation of new mitigation activities, or the enhanced 
implementation of ongoing mitigation activities, that are explicitly 
designed and reasonably expected to sufficiently address key drivers of 
deforestation and degradation at scale, in order to reduce emissions 
(and, for some programs, enhance removals); and 

2) The jurisdictional REDD+ activity shall include, inter alia, policies, laws, 
technical assistance programs, enforcement measures, regulations, 
legal rights frameworks, and/or incentive mechanisms that have been 
identified in a jurisdictional REDD+ implementation plan, strategy or 
program document, action plan, or scoping plan; and  

Option 1 

a)  Jurisdictional REDD+ activity proponents shall provide evidence 
demonstrating that expected revenues received per tonne of credited 
CO2-equivalent mitigation (or per tonne paid for through results-based 
finance) are sufficient to cover or exceed the expected costs per tonne of 
CO2-equivalent mitigation achieved. Expected cost per tonne shall be 
estimated as the ratio of: 

i. the jurisdictional REDD+ activity proponent’s estimate of the total 
jurisdictional budget needed to undertake the REDD+ implementation 
plan defined in part (b), above, amortised over the jurisdictional REDD+ 
activity’s initial crediting period; and 

ii. the jurisdictional REDD+ activity proponent’s estimate of the total 
emission reductions and removals it expects to achieve by undertaking 
the REDD+ implementation plan, amortised over the jurisdictional 
REDD+ activity’s initial crediting period.] 

OR 

Option 2:  

Option 1 is not necessary, as the provisions in sub-paragraphs a) and b) above 
are sufficient. 
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Criterion 8.8: Evidence showing expectation of carbon credits 

Description 

Publicly accessible evidence shall be available that demonstrates that the generation of 
carbon credits or results-based payments was considered prior to the start of the first 
crediting period of the jurisdictional REDD+ activity. 

Rationale 

Requiring evidence that carbon credits or results-based payments were considered prior to 
the start of the first crediting period adds confidence in the additionality of the mitigation 
activity, while also deterring mitigation activity proponents from registering existing activities 
that were not dependent on carbon revenue for implementation. 

Means of assessment 

At present, most carbon-crediting programs do not require evidence that carbon credits or 
result-based payments were considered prior to the start of the first crediting period. Rather, 
common practice is to allow time to lapse between, for example, the start of the crediting 
period and listing, and validation or registration. For this reason, in the initial threshold, the 
Assessment Framework allows individual jurisdictional REDD+ activities to demonstrate that 
carbon credits or results-based payments were considered when proceeding with the 
activity. 

The requirements in Table 42 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 42 – Requirements for Criterion 8.8: Evidence showing expectation of carbon 
credits  

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  a)  The carbon-crediting program shall satisfy the requirements for the full 
threshold. 

OR 

b)  The jurisdictional REDD+ activity proponent shall provide clearly 
documented evidence that the generation of carbon credits or results-
based payments was considered prior to the start of the first crediting 
period. This may include the application or other formal documentation 
submitted to any jurisdictional REDD+ carbon crediting or results-based 
payments program, an official document shared with stakeholders with 
clear intent to apply to a carbon crediting or results-based payments 
program, or a recorded stakeholder meeting where such an application to a 
carbon crediting or results-based payments program was discussed. 

Full NOTE These provisions are under further consideration to address, inter alia, consideration of 
whether results-based payments should be considered and grandfathering from the initial 
threshold. 

a)  The carbon-crediting program shall require clear, documented evidence 
that the jurisdictional REDD+ activity proponents considered carbon credits 
or results-based payments prior to the start date of the mitigation activity. 
This evidence may include: 

1)  listing the jurisdictional REDD+ activity on the website or registry of the 
carbon-crediting program prior to the start of the first crediting period; or 

2)  requiring the jurisdictional REDD+ activity proponents to provide some 
formal document of intent (e.g., notification, investment document, etc.) 
to the carbon-crediting program or results-based payments prior to the 
start of the first crediting period if initiated during the Full; or 
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Table 42 – Requirements for Criterion 8.8: Evidence showing expectation of carbon 
credits  

Threshold Requirements 

3)  requiring the jurisdictional REDD+ activity proponents to conduct and 
document a stakeholder consultation on the proposed registration prior 
to the start of the first crediting period. 

AND 

b)  The carbon-crediting program shall require that a period of not more than 
[1/2/3/x] years may pass between the date of the most recent proof of prior 
consideration of carbon credits or results-based payments and the 
registration of the jurisdictional REDD+ activity, unless delays occur on the 
side of the program, which are duly justified. In some cases, jurisdictions 
may have engaged in “readiness” programs many years ago. This of 
course does not disqualify a jurisdiction, but neither does it make it 
automatically eligible. The determining factor is to demonstrate recent 
engagement in such a program and/or recent development of a specific 
mitigation activity for registration under such a program. The date of proof 
of prior consideration of carbon credit is: 

1)  the date on which the jurisdictional REDD+ activity is listed on the 
website or registry of the carbon-crediting program as per item a) 
above; or 

2)  the date on which the document referred to in item b) above is provided 
to the carbon-crediting program; or 

3)  the date on which the conclusions of the stakeholder consultation 
referred to in item c) above are published. 
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9 Permanence  

“The GHG emission reductions or removals from the 
mitigation activity shall be permanent, or if they have a 

risk of reversal, any reversals shall be fully compensated.” 
Permanent mitigation of CO2 is essential for maintaining net anthropogenic emissions in line 
with the long-term temperature goals of the Paris Agreement). However, many activities that 
enhance or preserve carbon stored in geologic or land-based reservoirs experience some 
degree of reversal risk. These risks can be human- or nature-induced (e.g., an afforestation 
project that burns down due to a wildfire). Different activities have varying degrees of 
reversal risk. When the carbon stored in a reservoir, as a result of mitigation activity, is 
released to the atmosphere, it can no longer be considered an offset to GHG emissions.   

Temporary carbon storage, even over long periods cannot substitute for permanent emission 
reductions. However, reversible mitigation can still have an important role to play in global 
efforts to limit global warming. It is, therefore, a policy choice rather than a purely scientific 
one to reflect this value in the context of carbon markets. High-integrity approaches can 
reflect this value by requiring crediting reversible mitigation on a temporary basis (i.e., 
obligating buyers to replace credits periodically) or applying methods to monitor and 
compensate for reversals over the most extended time horizon feasible and providing 
incentives to maintain carbon stocks in permanence.  

To address reversal risk, two approaches should be used: monitoring and compensation 
with appropriate buffer reserves, or temporary crediting, as illustrated in Figure 4. 
Approaches to addressing non-permanence that do not require replacement of credits or 
compensation for reversals are not CCP-eligible. Such mechanisms may include, for 
example, various forms of tonne-year accounting under which there are no minimum 
requirements for the duration of carbon storage.   

Figure 4 – Pathways for meeting CCP-eligibility permanence  

 

 

There are practical, technical and political considerations involved in ensuring permanence. 
It is unrealistic, for example, to expect compensation mechanisms to be maintained in 
perpetuity. In practice, such commitments have an explicit or implied time limit. There are 
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two ways in which compensation commitments can occur within carbon markets. The first is 
to “price in” the carrying cost of maintaining carbon storage by establishing an ongoing 
required rental payment, such as through temporary crediting. Another way is to internalise 
the carrying cost upfront through long-term maintenance obligations and insurance 
mechanisms. Weak guarantees, or obligations imposed for too short a period, can make the 
cost of carbon storage appear artificially low, leading to an inefficient allocation of mitigation 
investments. Because of this:  

 all approaches need to be assessed with respect to institutional strength and duration 
(i.e., the likelihood that a carbon-crediting program will be able to guarantee 
compensation for reversals over the long run); and 

 for monitoring and compensation approaches, the duration of any compensation 
guarantee needs to exceed a minimum threshold. 

To assess whether carbon credits meet these conditions, the following criteria are applied: 

a) Criterion 9.1: Degree of reversal risk  

b) Criterion 9.2: Monitoring and compensation for reversals approaches: 

1) Criterion 9.2a): Length of commitment to monitor and compensate for reversals  

2) Criterion 9.2b): Sufficiency of compensation mechanism 

c) Criterion 9.3: Temporary crediting approaches  

d) Criterion 9.4: Institutional sustainability  

Criterion 9.2 and Criterion 9.3 are alternative approaches; only one of the two criteria needs 
to be satisfied. Jurisdictional REDD+ activities require the same safeguards concerning 
permanence as other mitigation activities, and therefore similar provisions should apply, 
though it is acknowledged that there is an inherent difference in the nature of these 
approaches because of the necessary partnership with government.   

Criterion 9.1: Degree of reversal risk 

Description 

The degree of reversal risk for a mitigation activity shall be assessed regardless of the 
approach taken to address the potential risk of reversals. Measures to address reversal risk 
shall be tailored to the perceived risk of the mitigation activity. Types of mitigation activities 
that do not have a risk of reversal (inherently leading to permanent reductions and removals) 
and do not require any measures to address reversals. These shall automatically satisfy the 
core carbon principle for addressing non-permanence.  

Rationale 

Not all mitigation activities are subject to a non-permanence risk. For example, the effect 
cannot be reversed when non-CO2 gases (like methane) are destroyed.  

Reversals are possible, however, whenever a mitigation activity enhances (relative to a 
baseline) the amount of carbon stored in a reservoir. Such activities include those that 
remove carbon from the atmosphere and reduce or avoid emissions by preventing the 
release of carbon stored in a reservoir. A reversal occurs if, after carbon storage is 
increased, subsequent emissions from the reservoir reduce the amount of enhanced storage 
relative to baseline levels.  

Means of assessment 

Screening for non-permanence risk starts with a simple question: does the mitigation activity 
involve storage of CO2 equivalent (CO2e) in a GHG reservoir? If the activity does include 
storage, then additional steps need to be taken to determine the degree of risk that the 
reservoir might release stored emissions back into the atmosphere. Potential reversals can 
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include both endogenous reversals (the mitigation activity proponent has a high level of 
influence or control over whether a reversal occurs) or exogenous reversals (outside the 
influence or control of the proponent, such as natural disturbances) (see Table 43). For 
those activities with material risk, more stringent requirements are needed to provide 
sufficient assurance related to carbon credit integrity.   

Table 43 – Degrees of non-permanence risk based on screening process under 
Criterion 9.1 

Degree of risk Description Mitigation activities 
(Examples) 

Material GHG reservoirs might be subject to 
significant reversal risks if: risks of reversal 
are exogenous and/or unavoidable (e.g., 
extreme weather events, invasive pest 
outbreaks, and wildfires); the GHG 
reservoir is subject to natural disturbance 
and natural fluxes in carbon inventories; 
reversal events may or can be expected to 
occur over a specified time horizon (100 
years); a mitigation activity proponent 
could have economic interests in 
intentionally causing a reversal (for 
example cutting down a forest for timber or 
changing land use to agriculture).  

Improved forest management, 
afforestation/reforestation, 
enhanced soil organic carbon 
sequestration, Avoided 
deforestation, sequestration 
via harvested wood products 
(for example buildings) 

Low GHG reservoirs might be subject to low 
risk of reversal if the characteristics of 
storage reservoirs (e.g., the geological 
formation in which carbon is to be stored, 
in the case of carbon capture and storage) 
and monitoring requirements virtually 
eliminate risk.  

Carbon capture and storage in 
geological formations, direct 
air capture and storage 

Zero GHG reservoirs are subject to zero risk if 
the form of carbon storage is such that 
stored CO2e cannot conceivably be 
released into the atmosphere. This also 
includes activity types with no storage, and 
thus no risk of reversal. 

Enhanced weathering of 
minerals, mineralisation, 
renewable energy, other 
activities leading to lower 
demand for fossil fuel 

 

Criterion 9.2: Monitoring and compensation approaches 

Criterion 9.2.a: Length of commitment to monitor and compensate for 
reversals 

Description 

Where the carbon-crediting program uses monitoring and compensation to manage reversal 
risk, it shall have sufficiently long monitoring periods for reversals.  

Rationale 

Monitoring and compensation approaches are premised on guaranteeing carbon storage for 
a finite period. An implicit drawback of these approaches is that they create an open-ended 
liability with respect to reversals that can occur after this time, leaving the management of 
this liability to future decision-makers. The longevity of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere 
could span several centuries. Any assurance of permanence from a crediting activity will at 
best convey a high likelihood of permanence over a much shorter time horizon, such as a 
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few decades or a century. However, long-term guarantees alone or in combination with 
significant compensation mechanisms can nevertheless approximate the cost of indefinite 
carbon storage, leading to efficient pricing of carbon credits and mitigation investments that 
reflect a balancing of cost and climate risks. Thus, to fulfil this criterion, carbon-crediting 
programs need to provide guarantees of sufficient length and/or provide incentives (i.e., 
through significant compensation mechanisms) for long-term carbon storage, and need a 
robust mechanism in place to monitor and compensate for reversals when they occur.  

At the same time, it is possible to construct a carbon-crediting program with shorter 
commitment periods. A range of incentives built into the program will allow a sufficient level 
of confidence in the underlying commitment, for instance through crediting only a portion of 
the sequestered carbon and ensuring that additional sequestration gets credited as a reward 
for performance in the longer run (referred to as “partial crediting” in the Assessment 
Framework). 

Carbon-crediting programs may fall short on the length of the commitment period 
requirements, in particular for jurisdictional approaches with constraints related to 
government partners, or due to legal constraints in host countries, etc. The options below 
are included to invite views on the robustness of addressing permanence risks through a 
combination of a relatively shorter commitment period and relatively larger compensations 
mechanisms. The Integrity Council acknowledges the difficulty, and related contractual 
complexity, of changing fundamental methodological requirements at short notice.  

Means of assessment 

The requirements in Table 44 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to be 
deemed CCP-eligible. 

NOTE: The Integrity Council seeks views on all options in Table 44, including alternative approaches that lead to 
the same level of assurance. 

Table 44 – Requirements for Criterion 9.2a: Length of commitment period to monitor and 
compensate for reversals 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  Option 1 

Credits (by vintage) with a commitment to monitor and compensate for a 
minimum of 50 years 

OR 

Option 2 

e.g., “25+ commitment period paired with sufficient incentives (consistent with 
a 100-year commitment, such as providing 1% emission reductions/removals 
per year committed) for mitigation activity proponents to extend the 
commitment (e.g., through crediting only part of the emission reductions or 
removals achieved, with a path to full crediting if the commitment is extended 
to 100 years or any alternative approach reaching a similar level of assurance 
of compensation for reversals). 

OR  

Option 3 

Alternative approaches to the length of commitment period that, in 
combination with stringent requirements on sufficiency of compensation 
mechanisms and institutional stability, to reach a similar level of assurance of 
compensation for reversals. 

Full  Starting from the latest date of vintage emission reductions or removals for 
the mitigation activity: 



   

The Integrity Council – Assessment Framework  102 

Table 44 – Requirements for Criterion 9.2a: Length of commitment period to monitor and 
compensate for reversals 

Threshold Requirements 

Option1 

100+ year commitment to monitor and compensate for carbon-crediting 
programs that provide immediate full issuance of credits. 

Option 2 

50+ year commitment, with sufficient incentives (consistent with a 100-year 
commitment, such as providing 1% emission reductions/removals per year 
committed) for mitigation activity proponents to extend the commitment (e.g., 
through crediting only part of the emission reductions or removals achieved, 
with a path to full crediting if the commitment is extended to 100 years or any 
alternative approach reaching a similar level of assurance of compensation 
for reversals). 

Option 3 

Alternative approaches to the length of commitment period that, in 
combination with stringent requirements on sufficiency of compensation 
mechanisms and institutional stability, to reach a similar level of assurance of 
compensation for reversals. 

 

 

Criterion 9.2.b: Sufficiency of the compensation mechanism  

Description 

If the carbon-crediting program uses monitoring and compensation to manage reversal risk, 
it shall have in place appropriately robust measures to compensate for any reversals that 
occur. 

Rationale 

In conjunction with monitor for potential reversals commitment, the carbon-crediting program 
should define requirements for addressing both avoidable reversals (i.e., intentional, within 
the control of the mitigation activity proponents or the program) and unavoidable (i.e., 
outside of the control of the mitigation activity proponents or the program such as natural 
disturbances). 

Reversals are compensated, either by mitigation activity proponents (if reversals were 
avoidable) or through buffer pools (unavoidable reversals). In the first instance, the 
mitigation activity proponent is made liable by programs for avoidable reversals.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the normative program documents of the carbon-
crediting program. The requirements in Table 45 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting 
program to be deemed CCP-eligible. 
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Table 45 – Requirements for Criterion 9.2b: Sufficiency of the compensation 
mechanism 

Threshold Requirements   

 Treatment of 
unavoidable 
reversals  

Treatment of avoidable 
reversals  

Sufficiency of buffer reserve 
/ level of discounting  

Initial The carbon-crediting 
program requires 
mitigation activity 
proponents to 
contribute to a 
pooled buffer 
reserve, and buffer 
reserve credits are 
retired to 
compensate for 
unavoidable 
reversals.  

Full threshold 
requirements 

OR 

Following an avoidable 
reversal, the carbon-
crediting program shall 
cease the issuance of 
carbon credits to the 
project until the mitigation 
activity proponents have 
fully compensated the 
reversals. 

a)  The crediting standard’s 
buffer reserve shall be 
insured (e.g., through a 
“reinsurance” policy); 
insurance would only 
cover avoidable reversals 
if the mitigation activity 
proponent is unable to 
compensate the reversals. 

Contributions to the buffer 
reserve should always be 
based on a robust 
assessment of non-
permanence risk, and 
there should be clear 
scientific evidence to 
support the % 
contributions that are 
decided. 

AND 

b)  The reserve shall be 
drawn down in cases 
where mitigation activity 
proponents cannot fulfil a 
legal obligation to 
compensate the reversals. 
The sufficiency of the 
buffer reserve shall 
account for the mitigation 
activity proponent’s 
potential inability to 
compensate for 
avoidable/voluntary 
reversals. 

Full The carbon-crediting 
program requires 
mitigation activity 
proponents to 
contribute to a 
pooled buffer 
reserve, and buffer 
reserve credits are 
retired to 
compensate for 
unavoidable 
reversals.   

a)  The carbon-crediting 
program shall require 
mitigation activity 
proponents to sign 
legal agreements 
obligating them to 
monitor, report and 
compensate for 
avoidable reversals for 
the full commitment 
period. 

AND 

As above for the initial 
threshold. 

In addition, the buffer reserve 
is sufficiently capitalized for a 
50-to-100-year period 
(depending on whether 
discounting is used as an 
incentive, per Table 44) with 
CCP-eligible credits to cover 
reversal risks of CCP-issued 
credits. 
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Table 45 – Requirements for Criterion 9.2b: Sufficiency of the compensation 
mechanism 

Threshold Requirements   

 Treatment of 
unavoidable 
reversals  

Treatment of avoidable 
reversals  

Sufficiency of buffer reserve 
/ level of discounting  

b)  Following an avoidable 
reversal during a 
mitigation activity 
crediting period, the 
carbon-crediting 
program shall cease 
the issuance of carbon 
credits to the project 
until the project 
mitigation activity 
proponents have fully 
compensated for the 
reversals. 

NOTE Treatment of avoidable reversals only applies to mitigation activity types with material risks of reversal 
(i.e., not to those with low risk). For the full threshold, the buffer reserve needs to be sufficiently capitalized with 
CCP-eligible credits to cover reversal risks of CCP-issued credits. 

 

Criterion 9.3: Temporary crediting approaches 

Description 

Temporary carbon-crediting programs issue temporarily valid credits in relation to verified 
ex-post emission reductions or removals. When a credit expires at the end of its validity 
period, it shall be replaced by a permanent credit.  

Where the carbon-crediting program uses temporary crediting to manage reversals, it shall 
establish a reasonable duration of validity for temporary carbon credits. It shall also establish 
transparent and robust mechanisms for cancelling carbon credits upon expiry and hold users 
of those credits liable for replacing them.  

Rationale 

Temporary crediting is premised on providing a stream of payments to mitigation activities 
over time, rewarding activity proponents for maintaining carbon storage. Under this 
approach, credits remain valid for use only for a fixed period. Once a credit expires, and has 
been retired by a buyer, the buyer is obligated to replace it. It can either be replaced by 
paying the original activity proponent for a newly issued credit (if the activity proponent can 
demonstrate that the carbon associated with the credit remains stored) or by purchasing and 
retiring a carbon credit from another mitigation activity. In principle, this approach can 
guarantee compensation for reversals indefinitely, because buyers need to cover their 
obligations once a carbon credit expires. The soundness of this approach depends on 
having a reasonably short-term length before credits expire, robust mechanisms to 
transparently communicate to both buyers and the public when credits expire, and strong 
enforcement provisions to ensure that users replace expiring credits.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the normative program documents of the carbon-
crediting program. The requirements in Table 46 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting 
program to be deemed CCP-eligible. 

NOTE The provisions in Table 46 remain under review by the Expert Panel.  
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Table 46 – Requirements for Criterion 9.3: Duration of validity of credit 

‒ Length of term  Implementation  Enforcement  

Sufficient 5-10 years 

 

10-30 years with 
requirement to monitor 
for reversals and 
replace credits when 
reversals occur  

Credits shall be cancelled – 
including from retirement accounts 
– and cancellation shall be publicly 
announced in annual reports 
indicating unique serial numbers of 
cancelled credits. For cancellations 
of retired credits, credit users shall 
be publicly identified in annual 
cancellation reports, along with the 
specific credit serial numbers that 
were cancelled.  

Entities retiring 
credits shall have 
an enforceable and 
transferrable legal 
obligation to 
replace 
credits once they 
expire. 

 

Criterion 9.4: Institutional sustainability 

Description 

Regardless of the monitoring and compensations approaches applied, the carbon-crediting 
program shall demonstrate it has sufficient institutional strength and stability to stand behind 
reversal compensation guarantees over the long term and/or demonstrate a clear means of 
transferring enforcement obligations to another entity if it ceases operation. 

Rationale 

The strength of any compensation guarantee, achieved through either monitoring and 
compensation requirements or temporary crediting, depends on having a strong institutional 
and legal foundation.  

Means of assessment 

This criterion is assessed by evaluating the carbon-crediting program normative program 
documents. Requirements in Table 47 shall be fulfilled for the carbon-crediting program to 
be deemed CCP-eligible. 

Table 47 – Requirements for Criterion 9.4: Institutional sustainability  

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  a)  The carbon-crediting program shall have the following provisions in its 
normative program documents: 

1)  a plan for long-term administration of multi-decade program elements; 
and  

2)  a plan for possible responses to the dissolution of the program. 

b)  In addition, the carbon-crediting programs shall have been continuously 
governed and operated for two years, as demonstrated by normative 
program documentation. 

Full  c)  The carbon-crediting program shall meet the initial threshold requirements 
AND have legal provisions in place to transfer/assign enforcement 
obligations in the case of the standard’s dissolution. 
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10 Robust quantification 

“The GHG emission reductions or removals from the 
mitigation activity shall be robustly quantified, based on 

conservative approaches, completeness and sound 
scientific methods.” 

This section provides the framework to assess the credit-level CCP on robust quantification 
of emission reductions or removals. The assessment evaluates the normative program 
documents of the relevant carbon-crediting program, in particular quantification 
methodologies, relevant literature and other relevant documents (e.g., stakeholder inputs to 
the methodology development process). These documents are often referred to by carbon-
crediting programs as baseline and monitoring methodologies, tools, protocols or 
methodological guidelines. Application of quantification methodologies by mitigation activities 
may be assessed, where necessary. 

The assessment is conducted in two steps. The first step is a systematic assessment of the 
quantification approaches. All key elements of the quantification of emission reductions and 
removals shall be systematically assessed for robustness and conservativeness. The 
second step is an overall assessment of the robustness and conservativeness of the 
quantification of emission reductions or removals. 

Sections 10.1 and 10.2 set out how these steps are conducted. Further program-level 
requirements for the quantification of emission reductions and removals are addressed in 
section 2. 

Section 10 provides the criteria for assessing the Robust Quantification CCP at the type of 
carbon credit level.  

10.1 Step 1: Systematic assessment of the quantification 
approaches 
In this step, the quantification approaches used to determine emission reductions or 
removals shall be systematically assessed for the type of carbon credit. This systematic 
assessment shall cover the following aspects: 

a)  boundary of the mitigation activity; 

b)  determination of the baseline scenario and quantification of baseline emissions; 

c)  quantification of emissions from the mitigation activity; 

d)  quantification of leakage emissions; 

e)  measurability; 

f)  total duration of all crediting periods; and 

g)  monitoring approaches. 

To evaluate these aspects, relevant normative program documents, particularly 
quantification methodologies, shall be assessed. All key elements of emission reduction and 
removal quantification shall be systematically assessed for uncertainty, robustness and 
conservativeness, including assumptions, models, parameters and measurements 
approaches. The aspects listed above [a)-g)] shall be assessed to identify elements that are 
likely to: 

1) contribute to an overestimation of emission reductions or removals; 

2) contribute to an underestimation of emission reductions or removals; or 
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3) create significant uncertainty on the overall emission reductions or removals, but the 
direction of the impact (overestimation or underestimation) is uncertain. 

For each element, the Expert Panel shall identify the following information, where possible.  

i) Fraction of mitigation activities affected by this element: This parameter refers to 
the portion of mitigation activities applying the same quantification methodology that are 
affected by this element, considering the potential portfolio of mitigation activities. The 
following assessment outcomes shall be used: “Low” indicates that the element is 
estimated to be relevant for less than one-third of the mitigation activities, “Medium” for 
one- to two-thirds of the mitigation activities, “High” for more than two-thirds of the 
mitigation activities, and “All” for all the mitigation activities. “Unknown” indicates that no 
information on the likely fraction of mitigation activities affected is available. 

ii) Average degree of over- or underestimation where an element materialises: This 
parameter refers to the likely average degree/magnitude to which the identified element 
contributes to an over- or underestimation of the total emission reductions or removals 
for those mitigation activities where element materialises (i.e., the assessment shall not 
refer to average over- or underestimation resulting from all mitigation activities). The 
following assessment outcomes shall be used: “Low” indicates an estimated deviation of 
the calculated emission reductions or removals by less than 10% from the actual 
(unknown) emission reductions or removals, “Medium” refers to an estimated deviation 
of 10% to 30%, and “High” refers to an estimated deviation larger than 30%. “Unknown” 
indicates that it is likely that the element contributes to an over- or underestimation (e.g., 
overestimation of emission reductions in case of an omitted project emission source) but 
that no information is available on the degree/magnitude of over- or underestimation. 
Where relevant information is available, the degree of over- or underestimation resulting 
from the element may be expressed through a percentage range. 

iii) Variability among mitigation activities where an element materializes: This refers to 
the variability with respect to the element among those mitigation activities for which the 
element materialises. The following assessment outcomes shall be used: “Low” means 
that the variability of the relevant element among the mitigation activities is at most ±10% 
based on a 95% confidence interval. For example, an emission factor might be estimated 
to vary between values from 18 to 22 among mitigation activities, with 20 being the mean 
value. “Medium” refers to a variability of at most ±30%, and “High” of more than ±30%. 

The assessment outcome shall be summarized using Table 48. 

Table 48 – Summary of evaluation findings on robust quantification 
 I) Fraction of 

projects affected by 
this element 

II) Average degree of 
under- or over-
estimation where 
element materializes 

III) Variability among 
projects where 
element materializes 

1)  Elements likely to contribute to overestimating emission reductions or removals 

Description of 
element #1 

Low / Medium / High / 
All / Unknown 

Low / Medium / High / 
Unknown 

Low / Medium / High / 
Unknown  

Description of 
element #2 

Low / Medium / High / 
All / Unknown 

Low / Medium / High / 
Unknown 

Low / Medium / High / 
Unknown  

2)  Elements likely to contribute to underestimating emission reductions or removals 

Description of 
element #3 

Low / Medium / High / 
All / Unknown 

Low / Medium / High / 
Unknown 

Low / Medium / High / 
Unknown  

Description of 
element #4 

Low / Medium / High / 
All / Unknown 

Low / Medium / High / 
Unknown 

Low / Medium / High / 
Unknown  

3)  Elements that introduce significant uncertainty but with unknown impact 
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Table 48 – Summary of evaluation findings on robust quantification 
 I) Fraction of 

projects affected by 
this element 

II) Average degree of 
under- or over-
estimation where 
element materializes 

III) Variability among 
projects where 
element materializes 

Description of 
element #5 

Low / Medium / High / 
All / Unknown 

Unknown Unknown 

Description of 
element #6 

Low / Medium / High / 
All / Unknown 

Unknown Unknown 

Some quantification methodologies include both ex-ante and ex-post methods to determine 
emission reductions or removals. In these instances, only the ex-post methods (i.e., those 
used to issue carbon credits) shall be part of the evaluation. 

If the quantification methodologies provide mitigation activity proponents with different 
options to determine the emission reductions or removals, the evaluation shall assess the 
different options. Where information is available that one option is predominant (and likely to 
continue to be used in the future), the evaluation shall be based on this predominant 
approach. If no such information is available or no approach is predominant, then the least 
conservative option (or combination of options) shall be used in the assessment. 

Quantification methodologies may also be applied in different local or project-specific 
contexts. If information is available that a specific context is likely to be predominant (among 
existing and potential future projects), then an evaluation shall be conducted for this 
predominant context. If no such information is available or if one context is not predominant, 
the evaluation shall, as a conservative approach, be based on the context that leads to less 
robust quantification of the emission reductions or removals. Alternatively, the assessment 
outcome might differentiate between local or mitigation activity specific contexts. 

The following criteria provide further guidance on how the assessment of different aspects of 
quantification of emission reductions or removals. 

Criterion 10.1 Boundary of the mitigation activity 
In quantifying the emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity, the 
assessment shall include whether all significant and direct emission sources or sinks 
affected by the mitigation activities were included, unless their omission leads to a more 
conservative quantification of emission reductions or removals. The assessment shall also 
include whether the physical boundary of the mitigation activity and the location of relevant 
emissions are delineated. 

Criterion 10.2 Determination of the baseline scenario and quantification of 
baseline emissions or removals 
The assessment shall include two steps:  

a) Step a: uncertainty inherent in assessing the likely baseline scenario and likely baseline 
emissions or removals shall be assessed.  

b) Step b:  the following aspects shall be assessed: 

1) the degree of conservativeness of the selected baseline scenario, in light of 
uncertainties in choosing between different potential scenarios; 

2) whether the baseline scenario represents best available technology (BAT) in the 
country/region of the mitigation activity; 

3) whether existing government policies and legal requirements are considered in 
determining the baseline; 
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4) the degree of conservativeness of the calculation of baseline emissions or removals 
in light of uncertainties and taking into account the choice of assumptions, models, 
parameters, data sources, measurements methods, and other factors (e.g., whether 
sound science is applied); 

5) whether any potential perverse incentives for the mitigation activity proponent to 
inflate baseline emissions or removals are taken into account, where applicable; 
and 

6) the frequency at which the baseline scenario and determination of baseline 
emissions or removals is updated or reviewed to incorporate changing 
circumstances. These circumstances could include changes in government policies 
and legal requirements, and whether the approach towards updating and reviewing 
the baseline ensures integrity and increases the ambition of the baseline over time.  

In the second phase of the Integrity Council, the following aspects shall also be assessed for 
carbon credits authorised for Article 6 purposes: 

1) whether, to the extent that specific targets and actions in the nationally determined 
contribution (NDC) and any long-term low emissions development strategy (LEDS) of the 
host country are explicit and quantifiable and where this is feasible, all relevant mitigation 
targets and actions in the NDC and any LEDS of the host country are reflected in the 
baseline scenario and baseline emission or removal calculations (e.g., whether the 
determination of an electricity grid emission factor considers any renewable electricity 
targets communicated in the NDC); and 

2) whether the baseline scenario and determination of baseline emissions and removals is 
aligned with achieving the Paris Agreement goals, taking into account the circumstances 
of the host country. For example, a baseline which assumes power generation from coal 
plants in a high-income country in 2040 would not be deemed CCP-eligible as this would 
not be compatible with achieving the Paris Agreement goals.  

Criterion 10.3 Quantification of emissions from the mitigation activity 
The assessment shall cover the uncertainty, robustness and conservativeness of the 
estimates of any emissions caused by the mitigation activity. The assessment shall cover an 
evaluation of the level of uncertainty and the degree of conservativeness of the estimation in 
light of the uncertainties, taking into account the choice of assumptions, models, parameters, 
data sources, measurements methods and other factors (e.g., whether sound science is 
applied). Another element considered, where applicable, shall be the consistency of the 
quantification of emissions from the mitigation activity with the quantification approaches 
used to determine baseline emissions. 

Criterion 10.4 Quantification of leakage emissions 
The quantification of leakage shall include all potential sources of leakage and shall not be 
limited to a particular boundary (e.g., it shall not be limited only to domestic leakage). The 
assessment shall include two steps.  

a) Step a: assessing the inherent leakage risks associated with the type of mitigation 
activity. Any potential material sources of leakage shall be identified. In doing so, the 
following potential sources of leakage shall be assessed: 

1) Upstream/downstream emissions: a mitigation activity can directly impact 
emissions or removals that occur downstream or upstream. An example is the 
emissions associated with the production of a fuel or feedstock used under the 
mitigation activity (e.g., methane emissions from natural gas production). 
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2) Activity-shifting: mitigation activities can shift emissions to locations not targeted, or 
emissions not monitored, by the activity. An example is the displacement of 
agricultural activities from land that is afforested. 

3) Market leakage: mitigation activities can have an impact on the supply or demand of 
an emissions-intensive product or service, thereby increasing or decreasing 
emissions elsewhere. An example is rebound effects that might occur when 
introducing energy efficient appliances. 

4) Ecological leakage: mitigation activity can affect emissions indirectly in areas that 
are hydrologically connected. An example is carbon dioxide emissions from soils in a 
wetland if the water level is lowered due to the implementation of the mitigation 
activity. 

b) Step b: the following shall be assessed: 

1) whether any identified potential leakage emissions are minimised through 
requirements in the respective quantification methodologies (e.g., through 
requirements that avoid that leakage occurs); 

2) whether any residual leakage emissions are estimated and deducted in the 
calculation of emission reductions or removals; and  

3) whether the estimation of residual leakage emissions is robust and conservative in 
the light of the uncertainties, taking into account the choice of assumptions, models, 
parameters, data sources, measurements methods, and other factors (e.g., whether 
sound science is applied). 

10.1.2 Measurability 
The assessment shall cover an evaluation of whether the calculated emissions reduction or 
removals unambiguously result from the implementation of the mitigation activity, and not 
from changes in exogenous factors that are not related to the mitigation activity.  

10.1.3 Total duration of all crediting periods 
The assessment shall cover whether the total duration of all crediting periods has been set 
to ensure that: 

a)  the mitigation activity is only credited for as long as it continues to generate emission 
reductions or removals compared to a realistic and plausible baseline; 

b)  the crediting of emission reductions is not excessively long, to support a progressive 
increase of ambition over time; and 

c)  the total duration of crediting periods is appropriate to the type of mitigation activity, 
based on, inter alia, the rate of technological change, lifetime of equipment used in the 
baseline scenario, or change in the regulatory environment. 

10.1.4 Monitoring approaches 
The assessment of robust monitoring shall cover: 

a)  whether the carbon-crediting program requires the establishment of an operational and 
management plan for monitoring, including the assignment of responsibilities of various 
parties, and the operational process of monitoring. 

b)  whether the monitoring approach is specified for all parameters needed for the 
calculation of the emission reductions or removals; 

c)  whether the approaches related to use of measurements, sampling, data from third 
parties (e.g., studies, statistics, satellite data) or default values are robust, scientifically 
sound and statistically representative, where applicable; 
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d)  whether the choice of the approaches, data, measurement methods or default values 
appropriately addresses uncertainty and leads to a conservative estimate of the emission 
reductions or removals; 

e)  whether appropriate quality assurance and quality control measures are in place, such 
as cross-checking the monitoring results with other sources of data; and 

f)  whether a plan or procedure is in place for conservative treatment and deduction of 
emission reductions or removals in case of unexpected interruption or error of monitoring 
activities. 

Alternative monitoring approaches may be used when the mitigation activity is in conflict 
zones or is inaccessible, or during periods of a pandemic.  

10.2 Step 2: Overall assessment 
The outcome from section 10.1 shall be used by the Expert Panel to form an expert 
judgment on the overall robustness and conservativeness of the estimation of emission 
reductions or removals for the type of carbon credit. This expert judgment shall be based on 
the likelihood that the emission reductions or removals are not over-estimated. The degree 
of conservativeness shall reflect the degree of uncertainty of the emission reductions and 
removals. Conservativeness shall apply to both assumptions and data used in the 
quantification.  

Table 49 specifies how the analysis in section 10.1 is used to arrive at an overall 
assessment with regard to the likelihood that the quantification of emission reductions or 
removals is robust and conservative. The requirements in Table 49 shall be fulfilled for the 
type of carbon credit to be deemed CCP-eligible. In addition, the overall assessment may 
specify further conditions under which the type of carbon credit is deemed CCP-eligible.  

Table 49 – Requirements for robustness of quantification of emission reductions or 
removals 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial  a)  For mitigation activities that claim emission reductions or removals of less 
than [X] MtCO2e per year, the following shall apply: 

1) It is likely (i.e., a probability of more than 66%) that the credited 
emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity are not 
overestimated, taking into account the uncertainty in quantifying the 
emission reductions or removals; 

     OR 

2) The credited emission reductions or removals from the mitigation 
activity are  likely to be estimated accurately (i.e., there is about the 
same probability that they are underestimated or overestimated) and 
uncertainty in the estimates of the emission reductions or removals is 
low (i.e., up to ±10%). 

b) For other mitigation activities, the following shall apply: 

1) It is very likely (i.e., a probability of more than [90%]) that the emission 
reductions or removals from the mitigation activity are not 
overestimated, taking into account the uncertainty in quantifying the 
emission reductions or removals. 

Full a)  For mitigation activities that claim emission reductions or removals of less 
than [X] MtCO2e per year, the following shall apply: 

1)  It is very likely (i.e., a probability of more than 90%) that the credited 
emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity are not 
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Table 49 – Requirements for robustness of quantification of emission reductions or 
removals 

Threshold Requirements 

overestimated, taking into account the uncertainty in quantifying the 
emission reductions or removal. 

b)  For other mitigation activities, the following shall apply: 

1) It is almost certain (i.e., a probability of more than [Y%]) that the 
credited emission reductions or removals from the mitigation activity are 
not overestimated, taking into account the uncertainty in quantifying the 
emission reductions or removal. 
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11 Transition towards net-zero emissions  

“The mitigation activity shall avoid locking in levels of 
emissions, technologies or carbon-intensive practices that 

are incompatible with achieving net zero emissions by 
mid-century.” 

Section 11 provides the criteria for assessing the Transition towards net-zero emissions 
CCP. Table 50 covers the Means of Assessment for this CCP. 

Criterion 11.1 Transition towards net-zero emissions 

Description 

The assessment shall focus on the degree to which the mitigation activity employs a 
technology or practice that is consistent with a zero- or low-emissions carbon economy and 
avoids carbon lock-in. It shall also assess whether the mitigation activity uses a technology 
type or practice that is transformational and consistent with a net-zero emissions goal by 
mid-century. It shall evaluate the extent to which the mitigation activity supports or enables 
innovation and/or the application of the best-available technologies or processes that 
underpin them, demonstrating progression from common practice. 

Means of assessment 

Assessing whether a mitigation activity type is compatible with achieving net-zero emissions 
by mid-century requires expert judgement by the Expert Panel that shall be guided by the 
elements described below.  

The assessment shall focus on the degree to which the mitigation activity employs a 
technology or practice that is consistent with a zero or low emissions carbon economy and 
avoids carbon lock-in. It shall also assess whether the mitigation activity uses a technology 
type or practice that is transformational and consistent with a net-zero emissions goal by 
mid-century. It shall evaluate the extent to which the mitigation activity supports or enables 
innovation and/or the application of the best-available technologies or processes that 
underpin them, demonstrating progression from common practice. 

In many cases, reaching net-zero by mid-century requires abandoning certain technologies 
much earlier than 2050.  

Assessing whether a mitigation activity type is compatible with achieving net-zero emissions 
by mid-century requires expert judgement by the Expert Panel that shall be guided by the 
elements contained in Table 50.  

Table 50 – Requirements for Criterion 11.1: Transition towards net zero emissions 

Threshold Requirements 

Initial and Full The mitigation activity shall:  

a)  not involve continued reliance, beyond what would otherwise be 
reasonably expected, on a technology or practice that is incompatible with 
achieving net-zero emissions by mid-century; and 

b)  not involve a technology or practice that constitutes an inefficient use of a 
resource, such as biomass, that might be important for climate mitigation; 
and 

c)  rely on the best available technology in the relevant region; and  

d)  not provide a financial incentive for the continuation of a technology or 
practice that is incompatible with achieving net-zero emissions by mid-
century. 
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III REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO ATTRIBUTES 

12 Attributes 
This section sets out the conditions under which additional attributes can be assigned to 
CCP-approved carbon credits. 

Type of mitigation outcome 
The Integrity Council is seeking views whether to establish an attribute to differentiate credits 
according to the type of underlying mitigation activity, and if so, at what level to differentiate 
(e.g., reductions vs removals, tech-based vs nature-based). 

Attribute  
This attribute refers to whether the mitigation outcome constitutes a net reduction in 
anthropogenic emissions by sources (hereinafter referred to as “emission reduction”) or a 
net enhancement of anthropogenic removals by sinks (hereinafter referred to as “removal”) 
and what type of removal process is employed. Each carbon credit shall be tagged with one 
of the following attributes:  

a)  Emission reduction, referring to a net reduction in anthropogenic emissions by sources; 
or 

b)  Removal, referring to a net enhancement of anthropogenic removals by sinks, 
differentiating between:  

1)  [Nature-based] [Biological removal], whereby the carbon is captured and stored 
through biological processes, such as afforestation activities; and  

2)  Technological removal, whereby the carbon is captured and stored through non-
biological processes, such as direct air-capture and storage of carbon in geological 
formations (DACCS) or advanced weatherisation.  

Rationale  

Some carbon crediting buyers are keen to purchase specific types of mitigation outcomes. 
This attribute facilitates identifying these different mitigation outcomes.  

Requirement for carbon-crediting programs  

The carbon-crediting program shall have established procedures to distinguish the types of 
mitigation outcomes and assign respective attributes.  

12.1 Attribute 1: Host country authorization for the purpose of 
Article 6 of the Paris Agreement  
Description  

This attribute shall be assigned if the carbon credit is authorized by the host country for 
“other purposes” under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement.  

Rationale 

Some potential buyers may wish to purchase carbon credits that are backed by a host 
country authorization for Article 6 purposes; this attribute facilitates identifying such credits. 

Requirements for carbon-crediting programs  

The carbon-crediting program shall have the necessary procedures and standards in place 
to identify whether Article 6 authorizations for “other purposes” have been provided.  
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Requirements for obtaining the attribute  

To obtain the attribute, the mitigation activity proponents shall have obtained an Article 6 
authorisation for “other purposes” from the host country consistent with relevant decisions 
under the Paris Agreement. 

12.2 Attribute 2: Quantified SDG impacts 
Description 

This attribute may be assigned if the carbon credit’s associated mitigation activity quantifies 
its claimed substantive net positive significant contribution to Sustainable Development 
beyond mitigation. 

Rationale 

The VCM can be a promoter of substantial sustainable development benefits beyond those 
related to carbon mitigation (SDG13). Therefore, it is worthwhile to recognize the 
contribution of mitigation activities to other SDG through a specific attribute.  

Article 6 requires host countries to ensure a contribution towards sustainable development in 
all cooperative approaches. The rulebook, adopted at COP26 in Glasgow, specifies that 
Parties report how activities are consistent with national Sustainable Development (SD) 
objectives and demonstrate their SD contribution during implementation. Participating host 
countries, buyers of ITMOs, mitigation activity developers and other participants will need to 
analyse the consistency with and assess the contribution of their Article 6 activities to the SD 
objectives of the host party.  

Having ensured a do-no-harm approach and an overall net positive benefit on sustainable 
development, as defined by the host country through its national SD objectives, mitigation 
activity proponents may want to quantify their net positive contribution to SD of their 
mitigation activity as a relevant decision-making element for potential buyers. 

The Integrity Council will co-develop and approve SDG+ tags/labels for CCP-approved 
mitigation activities in collaboration with providers of internationally recognized tools or 
methods for quantitative SDG impact assessment. 

Requirements for carbon-crediting programs 

The carbon-crediting program shall identify the SDG number related to the substantive net 
positive contribution. The SDG+ attributes are not mutually exclusive, i.e., one or several 
SDG contributions may be tagged to a carbon credit in a staggered manner. The carbon-
crediting program shall require that quantified net positive impacts are monitored, reported, 
and validated by a VVB.  

Requirements for mitigation activity proponents to obtain the attribute  

To qualify for this attribute, CCP-eligible credits shall demonstrate the following:  

a)  quantified evidence of a substantive net positive contribution to SDGs in addition to 
SDG-13;  

b)  use of a publicly available and internationally recognised tool or methodology to assess 
the relevant sustainable development impacts of the mitigation activity;   

c)  assessment of the impacts claimed for sustainable development net positive contribution 
are quantified, certified and/or verified by an independent third party; and 

d)  information about the quantification, assessment and verification/certification being 
publicly available. 



   

The Integrity Council – Assessment Framework  116 

12.3 Attribute 3: Adaptation co-benefits 
Description 

This attribute may be assigned if the proponent of the carbon credit’s associated mitigation 
activity wishes to provide information on contributions to adaptation consistent with host 
country’s priorities, in line with the spirit of the provisions under Article 7.1 of the Paris 
Agreement. 

Rationale 

Under Article 7.1 of the Paris Agreement, Parties established a global goal on adaptation of 
enhancing adaptive capacity, strengthening resilience and reducing vulnerability to climate 
change, with a view to contributing to sustainable development. Mitigation activity 
proponents could voluntarily provide information on co-benefits towards “enhancing adaptive 
capacity, strengthening resilience and reducing vulnerability to climate change, with a view 
to contributing to sustainable development”.   

Alignment with host country development priorities is critical to ensuring long-term viability 
and scalability of mitigation activities in general, and of carbon credits.   

As noted in the IPCC’s AR6-WGIII report on mitigation of climate change, there are strong 
linkages between climate change mitigation, adaptation and development policy so that 
“coordinated policies, equitable partnerships and integration of adaptation and mitigation 
within and across sectors can maximize synergies and minimize trade-offs and thereby 
enhance the support for climate action”.   

In addition to ensuring a do-no-harm approach and an overall net positive SD benefit, 
mitigation activity proponents may want to inform the positive adaptation co-benefits of their 
mitigation activity as a relevant decision-making element for potential buyers. 

This information shall include reference to alignment with the host country’s Adaptation 
Communication under the Paris Agreement or other published adaptation plans or 
strategies. 

Requirements for carbon-crediting programs  

To tag carbon credits with this attribute, the carbon-crediting program shall:  

a)  have procedures for mitigation activity proponents to provide evidence that the mitigation 
activity delivers a substantial contribution to “enhancing adaptive capacity, strengthening 
resilience and reducing vulnerability to climate change, with a view to contributing to 
sustainable development” in alignment with the host country’s Adaptation 
Communication under the Paris Agreement or other published adaptation plans or 
strategies, as demonstrated by the results of the adaptation impact quantification;    

b)  validate that evidence of co-benefits from mitigation activities is aligned with the host 
country’s Adaptation Communication under the Paris Agreement or other published 
adaptation plans or strategies; and  

c)  make publicly available information on the quantification, assessment and 
verification/certification.  

Requirements for mitigation activity proponents to obtain the attribute  

To qualify for this attribute, CCP-eligible credits shall demonstrate the following:  

a)  use of a publicly available, standardized methodology to provide information on co-
benefits to adaption that constitutes international best practice and that its application is 
certified/verified by an independent third party to quantify adaptation impacts; and    

b)  delivery by a mitigation activity of a substantial contribution to “enhancing adaptive 
capacity, strengthening resilience and reducing vulnerability to climate change, with a 
view to contributing to sustainable development”, in alignment with the host country’s 
Adaptation Communication under the Paris Agreement or other published adaptation 
plans or strategies, as demonstrated by the results of the adaptation impact 
quantification. 
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IV ISSUES RELATED TO PARIS AGREEMENT 
ALIGNMENT 

13 Alignment with Paris Agreement 
Criterion 13.1: Share of proceeds for adaptation finance   

OPTION 1 
From [date] onwards, the carbon crediting program shall levy a share of proceeds of [X%] at 
issuance, for the benefit of the Adaptation Fund, to assist developing countries meet the cost 
of adaptation.   

OPTION 2 
No provisions on this matter. 

 

Criterion 13.2: Overall mitigation of global emissions (OMGE) 

OPTION 1 
The carbon crediting program shall have established procedures to implement an overall 
mitigation of global emissions (OMGE), consistent with relevant decisions by the CMA.  

OPTION 2 
No provisions on this matter. 

 

Criterion 13.3: Addressing double claiming of mitigation outcomes with host 
country NDCs 

OPTION 1 
From XX onward, carbon credits must be authorised by the host country for “other mitigation 
purposes” under Article 6, and subject to a corresponding adjustment.  

OPTION 2 
No provisions on this matter.  
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Part 5: 

Terms & Definitions 
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The following definitions are applicable to the Core Carbon Principles and the Assessment 
Framework. 

1  BASELINE SCENARIO 
A description of the situation and the outcome that is predicted or assumed to occur in 
the absence of the incentives created by the carbon credits and their associated 
mitigation activities, while holding all other factors constant. 

2  BENEFIT DISTRIBUTION MECHANISM(S)  
The system(s) or channel(s) through which Monetary and/or Non-Monetary Benefits are 
distributed.  

3  BENEFIT SHARING  
The sharing of Monetary and Non-Monetary Benefits with mitigation activity’s Partners. 

4  BENEFIT SHARING ARRANGEMENT(S) 
The arrangement(s) that describe Partners, Monetary and Non-Monetary Benefits, and 
the Benefit Distribution Mechanism(s). Benefit Sharing Arrangements describe the 
processes for the distribution of Monetary and Non-Monetary Benefits to Beneficiaries, 
including the types and proportions of benefits to be shared and the Mechanism by 
which such benefits will be distributed. Benefit Sharing Arrangements are included in a 
part of mitigation activity documentation and form the basis of the development of the 
Benefit Sharing Plan.  

5  CARBON CREDIT 
A tradable financial instrument that is issued by a carbon-crediting program. A carbon 
credit represents a greenhouse gas emission reduction to, or removal from, the 
atmosphere equivalent to one metric tonne of carbon dioxide equivalent, calculated as 
the difference in emissions from a baseline scenario to a project scenario. Carbon 
credits are uniquely serialized, issued, tracked and retired or administratively cancelled 
by means of an electronic registry operated by an administrative body, such as a 
carbon-crediting program. 

6  CARBON-CREDITING PROGRAM 
A standard setting program that registers mitigation activities and issues carbon credits. 

7  CONSERVATIVE APPROACHES 
A conservative approach errs on the side of caution to ensure emission reductions or 
removals are unlikely to be overestimated. 

8  CREDITING PERIOD 
The period in which verified emission reductions or removals attributable to a mitigation 
activity can result in the issuance of carbon credits. 

9  DOUBLE CLAIMING 
A type of double counting in which the same emission reduction or removal is claimed 
by two different entities towards achieving mitigation targets or goals: once by a country, 
jurisdiction or other entity that reports lower emissions or higher removals for the 
purpose of demonstrating achievement of a mitigation target or goal, and once by the 
entity retiring the carbon credit for the purpose of making an emission offsetting claim. 
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10  DOUBLE COUNTING 
A situation in which a single emission reduction or removal is counted more than once 
towards achieving mitigation targets or goals. Double counting can occur through double 
issuance, double use, and double claiming. 

11  DOUBLE ISSUANCE 
A type of double counting in which more than one carbon credit is issued for the same 
emission reduction or removal. Double issuance leads to double counting if more than 
one of these carbon credits is claimed towards achieving mitigation targets or goals. 

12  DOUBLE USE 
A type of double counting in which a single carbon credit is claimed twice towards 
achieving mitigation targets or goals (e.g., by two entities or twice by one entity). 

13  EMISSION REDUCTION 
A net reduction in anthropogenic emissions by sources. 

14  GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION MECHANISM 
An independent mechanism for addressing complaints, concerns or disputes related to 
the mitigation activities in a fair, effective and transparent way.  

15  JURISDICTIONAL REDD+ ACTIVITIES 
Mitigation activities undertaken at national or sub-national scale by jurisdictions in 
developing countries to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, as 
well as the sustainable management of forests and the conservation and enhancement 
of forest carbon stocks. 

16  MITIGATION ACTIVITY 
An activity that reduces anthropogenic emissions of a greenhouse gas or enhances 
removals by sinks relative to emissions in the activity’s baseline scenario and seeks 
registration and issuance of carbon credits under a carbon-crediting program. The term 
refers to activities that may be implemented at different scales, including projects, 
programmatic approaches, policies or jurisdictional REDD+ activities. They may also be 
implemented at one or more sites. 

17  MITIGATION ACTIVITY PROPONENT 
The legal entity requesting the registration of a mitigation activity and issuance of carbon 
credits under a carbon-crediting program. The mitigation activity proponent may be a 
public or private entity. 

18  NON-MONETARY BENEFITS  
Goods, services or other benefits funded from carbon credit revenues, or directly related 
to the implementation and operation of the mitigation activity, that provide a direct 
incentive to Partners to help implement the activity and can be monitored in an objective 
manner (e.g., technical assistance, capacity building, and in-kind inputs or investments 
such as seedlings, equipment, buildings). These benefits, if any, are included in the 
Benefit Sharing Plan. 

19  NON-PERMANENCE 
A situation in which mitigation is subject to reversal. 
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20  NORMATIVE PROGRAM DOCUMENTS 
The documents adopted under a carbon-crediting program that specify requirements, 
procedures, and administrative and operational aspects of the program. These 
documents include, but are not limited to, general program standards, quantification 
methodologies, procedures, provisions, manuals, guidance and forms. 

21  OFFSETTING (OFFSET) 
The compensation for an entity’s greenhouse gas emissions within its scope by 
achieving an equivalent amount of emission reductions or removals outside the 
boundary or value chain of that entity. 

22  PARTNERS  
A subset or group of a mitigation activity’s stakeholders (IPLCs involved in or affected by 
mitigation activity implementation) identified in the activity documentation to receive 
Monetary and/or Non-Monetary Benefits resulting from the sale of carbon credits or 
result-based payments of emissions reductions. 

23  PROJECT SCENARIO 
A description of the situation and the outcome that is predicted or assumed to occur in 
the presence of the mitigation activity to be credited, while holding all other factors 
constant. 

24  REMOVAL 
A net enhancement of anthropogenic removals by sinks. 

25  RETIREMENT 
The transfer of a carbon credit to a registry account that permanently removes the 
carbon credit from circulation. The term retirement applies to the use of the carbon 
credit by an entity to meet voluntary commitments or compliance obligations. The term 
is distinct from administrative cancellations. 

26  VALIDATION AND VERIFICATION BODY (VVB) 
An independent third-party entity that is accredited for performing validation and/or 
verification audits. Verification and validation bodies are often also referred to as 
auditors. 

27 VALIDATION 
The process of independent, third-party evaluation of a mitigation activity requesting 
registration under a carbon-crediting program by an accredited Validation and 
Verification Body (VVB) against the program provisions of the applicable carbon-
crediting program. 

28  VERIFICATION 
The process of periodic independent, third-party ex-post evaluation by a VVB of 
requests by a registered mitigation activity to issue carbon credits against the program 
provisions of the applicable carbon-crediting program. 

29  VINTAGE  
The year in which the carbon emission reduction took place. Because the verification 
process can take two to three years from project/program inception, projects/programs 
may generate credits for already-reduced emissions
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Part 6: 

Assessment Procedure 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of this document 
The Integrity Council for the Voluntary Carbon Market (Integrity Council) is an 
independent governance body for the voluntary carbon market (VCM). Its purpose is to 
ensure the VCM accelerates a just transition to 1.5 °C.  

It does this by setting a new, definitive global threshold standard for what constitutes 
high integrity carbon credits, drawing on the best science and expertise available, so 
carbon credits can contribute to the channelling of finance towards additional, durable 
and robustly quantified greenhouse gas emission reductions and removals, and 
contribute to sustainable development. 

The Integrity Council has a mandate to develop Core Carbon Principles (CCPs) 
supported by a detailed Assessment Framework, and apply them to identify high-quality 
carbon credits and to assess carbon-crediting programs. The CCPs and Assessment 
Framework are living documents. These will further evolve in the light of experience. 

This document sets out the procedure for obtaining the Integrity Council’s designation of 
carbon credits as CCP-eligible.  

Broadly speaking, the Integrity Council assesses carbon-crediting programs (such as 
Gold Standard) and their methodologies (such as for efficient cookstoves) against the 
CCPs. If Gold Standard is assessed as meeting the program-level elements of the 
CCPs and a specific version of its cookstove methodology is assessed as meeting the 
relevant elements of the CCPs, credits of that “credit type” (i.e., credits issued by Gold 
Standard under that methodology version) are CCP-eligible, and will be tagged as such 
in Gold Standard’s registry. 

1.2 Key components of the Integrity Council’s governance 
Figure 5 

 

 

The key components of the Integrity Council’s governance that are relevant to this 
Assessment Procedure are shown in the above diagram.  

 The Governing Board has overall responsibility for the Integrity Council’s decisions 
and work. It appoints the leadership of both the Expert Panel and the Executive 
Secretariat. A Standards Oversight Committee comprising independent members of 
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the Governing Board oversees the Expert Panel’s work and makes recommendations 
to the full Board. 

• The Expert Panel recommends texts and decisions to the Governing Board in setting 
and enforcing the CCPs. These are subject to review by the Governing Board.  

• The Executive Secretariat provides operational support to the Expert Panel and 
Board. 

1.3 Definition of Credit Type for the purpose of Assessment 
The assessment applies to carbon-crediting programs and their credit types rather than 
to methodologies. Credit types tend to correspond with methodologies but not one-to-
one; e.g., in some cases several types of activity are assessed under one methodology 
(such as renewable energy from different sources), or other distinctions are needed, 
e.g., for renewable energy, a distinction might be needed between projects in more and 
less developed countries. Therefore, for the purposes of this document, the following 
definition is used:  

A credit type is the intersection of a type of mitigation activity  
quantified using relevant methodologies by a carbon-crediting 

program, together with any other distinctions necessary.  

 

1.4 Overview of process for awarding CCP-eligibility to carbon 
credits 

Figure 6 

 

 

The Integrity Council will award the designation of CCP eligibility in three main steps: 

1) Assessment of carbon-crediting programs: The Integrity Council assesses 
whether carbon-crediting programs satisfy the relevant principles in the CCPs using 
the program-level criteria in the Assessment Framework. Carbon credits will only be 
deemed as CCP-eligible if they are issued by a carbon-crediting program that has 
been assessed by the Integrity Council to fulfil these principles and criteria. 

2) Assessment of types of carbon credits: The Integrity Council assesses whether 
a type of carbon credit (as defined in section 1.3) meets the relevant principles in 
the CCPs using the criteria applicable to credit types in the Assessment 
Framework. Carbon credits will only be deemed CCP-eligible if they belong to a 
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credit type that has been assessed by the Integrity Council to fulfil these principles 
and criteria. 

3) Identification of CCP-eligible carbon credits: Following the completion of the 
previous two steps in respect of a program and a credit type, the issuing program 
will identify which specific carbon credits are CCP-eligible and tag them as such in 
its registry together with any relevant attributes. The identification and tagging by 
carbon-crediting programs will be overseen by the Integrity Council. 

Assessment of a program will tend to precede assessment of its credit types, but the 
Integrity Council may at times choose to assess certain credit types before the issuing 
program has been assessed as fulfilling the CCPs, in which case the CCP-eligibility of 
those credit types will remain pending until completion of the program-level assessment. 

The programs will investigate issues and any complaints and run a grievance 
mechanism, sharing details with the Integrity Council. The Integrity Council in its 
Ombudsman role reserves the right to investigate and assess the effectiveness of 
resolution by a program. 

The Integrity Council will handle any complaints or appeals about its own process as set 
out in section 6 below. 

1.5 Phased Approach 
The Integrity Council is adopting a phased approach to implementation of the CCPs 
whereby it sets the following: 

• an initial threshold for carbon credits with consistent and comparable atmospheric, 
environmental and social integrity in line with current good practice; and  

• a clear transparent pathway for carbon-crediting programs and credit types to level 
up to the full stringency requirements as set out. 

The Assessment Framework sets out the initial and full stringency requirements for each 
CCP. 

1.6 Definitions 
The definitions set out in the draft Assessment Framework apply to this draft procedure. 
This procedure should be read in conjunction with the draft Core Carbon Principles 
(CCPs) and the draft Assessment Framework of the Integrity Council. 

1.7 General principles applicable to this procedure 
While the Integrity Council assesses carbon-crediting programs and carbon credit types 
against the principles and criteria set out in the draft CCPs and the draft Assessment 
Framework, it will not only consider these provisions but also respond to how they are 
implemented and the extent to which they are enforced in practice. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

The Integrity Council – Terms and Definitions   126 
 

 

2 Assessment of carbon-crediting programs 
This section describes how the Integrity Council assesses carbon-crediting programs 
against the CCPs and the requirements in part I of the draft Assessment Framework. 

Question: 

Should the Integrity Council reserve the right by exception to assess programs 
unsolicited, at its own discretion, based on publicly available information? 

2.1 Application by a carbon-crediting program to the Integrity 
Council 

2.1.1 Who can apply 
Any carbon-crediting program can apply to the Integrity Council for assessment of its 
program. Approval of the program is necessary but not sufficient for awarding CCP-
eligibility to carbon credits issued by that program. 

2.1.2 What information needs to be submitted 
The program will be invited to complete and submit a self-assessment using the Integrity 
Council’s self-assessment questionnaire, supported by appropriate evidence and 
documentation. 

2.1.3 Where the information is to be submitted 
Programs should submit the self-assessment and any supporting evidence and 
documentation via the [Secure Upload Portal]. 

2.1.4 When the information may be submitted 
Any program that wishes to be assessed should first notify the Integrity Council of its 
intention to apply by emailing [application@icvcm.org]. The Integrity Council secretariat 
will provide the program with login instructions for the secure upload portal no later than 
[5] working days following the notification. The secretariat will also endeavour to provide 
an estimate of potential timescale to perform the assessment once the application is 
completed, based on current workload. 

2.1.5 Confidentiality 
All the information received will solely be used for the intended purpose of assessing the 
programs against the Assessment Framework.  

The submission will be made public, subject to any redactions agreed between the 
Integrity Council and the program where there is a compelling rationale for 
confidentiality, and stakeholder comments will be invited in line with the market’s public 
purpose – see section 2.2.3 below. 

The Integrity Council’s draft assessment will be treated as confidential during the course 
of the assessment. Once a decision has been reached, the Integrity Council will publish 
its rationale.  
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2.2 Processing of applications  

2.2.1 Indicative timeline from receipt of application until final decision 
The Integrity Council will aim to issue its decision within [X] [four] months of receipt of 
the completed application, although this could take longer during busier periods. The 
applicant program will be informed if the assessment is expected to take longer due to a 
high workload or due to other delays such as provision of feedback or further evidence 
by the applicant program.  

2.2.2 Completeness check 
On receipt of an application, the Integrity Council will perform an initial completeness 
review of documentation submitted, and raise any gaps with the program, or confirm 
that the application is complete and proceed to the assessment stage. 

The Integrity Council will process complete applications in the order in which they are 
confirmed as complete. It may initiate an assessment at its own discretion at any time. 

2.2.3 Publication of the submission and soliciting comments from 
stakeholders 

In line with its Governing Principles of Inclusivity and Transparency, the Integrity Council 
will publish the submission by the carbon-crediting program on its website, after the 
application has been confirmed as complete.  

The Integrity Council will open a window for a duration of six weeks for stakeholders to 
provide input on the program to be assessed. During this window, any stakeholder may 
submit comments to the Integrity Council on whether the applicant program conforms to 
the relevant principles and criteria set out in the draft CCPs and draft Assessment 
Framework. 

Comments submitted by stakeholders during this window will be considered by the 
Integrity Council during its assessment alongside the documentation submitted by the 
program and gathered by the Integrity Council.  

2.2.4 Assessment of submission 
The Executive Secretariat will prepare a draft assessment report and submit this to the 
Expert Panel for its consideration. The draft assessment will be based on any self-
assessment submitted by the carbon-crediting program and an assessment of the 
normative program documents of the carbon-crediting program and, where applicable, 
other relevant documentation, The Expert Panel will consider and, as necessary, revise 
or amend the draft assessment prepared by the Executive Secretariat.  

2.2.5 Interactive process to clarify issues and any further actions 
The draft assessment report will then be made available to the applicant program to 
seek feedback from the program.  

The Executive Secretariat and members of the Expert Panel will engage in dialogue with 
the program to present issues identified from the draft assessment and seek any further 
input. Programs may submit additional evidence and rationale and may propose 
remedial actions for consideration by the Expert Panel.  

Records of any meetings (including meeting minutes) will be documented accordingly in 
line with the Integrity Council’s internal governance procedures.  
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2.2.6 Decision-making within the Integrity Council 
Based on the outcome of 2.2.4 and 2.2.5, the Expert Panel will finalise its assessment 
report.  

Records of meetings (including meeting minutes) will be documented in line with the 
Integrity Council’s internal governance procedures. 

The assessment by the Expert Panel will include a recommendation on whether to (a) 
approve the program for CCP eligibility, (b) approve the program for CCP eligibility 
subject to conditions, such as the implementation of remedial measures by the program, 
or (c) reject the program for CCP eligibility. Conditional approval will only be granted by 
the Integrity Council in the event that the only gap(s) identified are considered by the 
Integrity Council to be minor (such as a limited procedural change required to 
governance) and that a robust remediation plan, supported by an acceptable timeline 
and resourcing plan, is in place. 

Question: 

The Integrity Council is considering the use of conditional approval to expedite initial 
threshold uptake, where a program can commit within a precise timeframe to fully 
implement initial threshold requirements. During such timeframe, carbon-crediting 
programs will be granted CCP-approved status. When and how should pledges or 
commitments be presented, monitored and what sanctions should apply in case of 
non-fulfilment? 

 

The final assessment report and recommendation by the Expert Panel shall be 
submitted to the Governing Board for approval. 

2.2.7 Notification and publication 
The Integrity Council will publish the final decision on the application, including the final 
assessment report and any agreed remediation actions and the program’s timeline for 
these. 

2.2.8 Duration of program approval, or any conditions attached 
The draft Assessment Framework sets out initial and more stringent requirements as 
described in section 1.5 above.  

Approval against initial requirements will be dependent on a commitment by the 
applicant program to take all reasonable steps to meet the more stringent requirements 
in a timely manner. 

Approval of the program against initial requirements is valid until any of the relevant 
initial requirements are phased out. By that time, the program would need to have been 
assessed by the Integrity Council as satisfying the corresponding more stringent 
requirements.  

Approval of the program against more stringent requirements is valid for five years. 

During the 12 months preceding expiry of the current approval, the program will be 
invited to submit an updated application for assessment.  

In addition, in the event of a material change, the Integrity Council will consider whether 
an interim review will need to be conducted. See section 2.3.1 for further detail.  
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2.3 Post-approval activities  

2.3.1 Material changes at a program  
An approved program should notify the Integrity Council if it anticipates, or has 
implemented, a material change in its governance, normative program documents or 
practice (such as a merger or transfer of decision-making powers). The program should 
notify the Integrity Council no later than 2 weeks after the adoption of any material 
change. 

2.3.2 Performance monitoring by the Integrity Council secretariat 
It is the program’s responsibility to continue to implement its governance and normative 
program documents that have formed the basis for approval of CCP eligibility. The 
Integrity Council may monitor the performance of the program through review of data, 
market intelligence and reviewing issues and themes that arise through the program’s 
own oversight and grievance mechanisms and any operated by the Integrity Council 
(see section 5 below). 

2.3.3 Interim review triggers and process 
The Integrity Council may initiate an interim review at its discretion if it becomes aware 
of a material change or if it has cause to suspect material failings.  

In these cases, the Executive Secretariat will analyse the subject matter and provide an 
assessment to the Expert Panel, including a recommendation on whether a review is 
required and if so the terms of the review. The Expert Panel will consider the matter and 
provide a recommendation to the Governing Board of the Integrity Council for decision-
making on this matter, including the proposed scope and modalities of the interim 
review, for example reperforming a section of the Assessment Procedure. 

2.3.4 Suspension of CCP eligibility of a program 
The Integrity Council reserves the right to suspend the CCP eligibility of a program to 
ensure integrity is maintained in the market. Such a decision would be made by the 
Governing Board based on a recommendation of the Expert Panel supported by 
analysis by the Executive Secretariat. 

While the CCP-eligibility of a program is suspended, the program is not permitted to 
award CCP-eligibility to new projects until the suspension is revoked. 

Circumstances under which CCP-eligible designation may be suspended include but are 
not limited to the following: 

• non-disclosure by the program under 2.3.1 above of a material change; 

• reasonable grounds for the Integrity Council to believe the program is failing to 
apply its approved process and governance in a way that would potentially lead to 
material breach of the draft Assessment Framework criteria; 

• material failure to cooperate with the Integrity Council’s investigations and 
reasonable requests in pursuit of its mandate and in line with its published 
processes; 

• in cases where a conditional approval was granted, failure to implement any 
remedial measures within the specified timeframe; 

• failure to rectify material errors or ensure that reversals are compensated (e.g., 
through retirement of credits from a buffer); and 

• poor conduct, e.g., obstruction, discrimination, non-disclosure of material facts, 
publishing or allowing to be released misleading information. 
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In the event that the Integrity Council Governing Board determines that suspension is 
appropriate, this will be notified to the program together with the grounds for the 
suspension and the condition to be satisfied for the suspension to be lifted. Within [two] 
working days of the notification to the program, the suspension will be published on the 
Integrity Council’s website. 

As and when the relevant condition(s) are fulfilled, the program may apply to the 
Integrity Council to have the suspension lifted, presenting appropriate evidence to the 
Secretariat. When the Governing Board is satisfied that the conditions are fulfilled, it will 
notify the program and publish the lifting of the suspension on the Integrity Council’s 
website. 

2.3.5 Termination of CCP eligibility of a program 
Circumstances under which CCP-eligible designation may be terminated include but are 
not limited to the most severe examples of the suspension circumstances listed in which 
put in doubt the program’s competence, conduct and/or commitment to high integrity in 
the VCM, in the opinion of the Governing Board of the Integrity Council. 

The Integrity Council reserves the right to terminate the CCP eligibility of a program to 
ensure integrity is maintained in the market. Such a decision would be made by the 
Governing Board based on a recommendation of the Expert Panel supported by 
analysis by the Executive Secretariat. 

The termination of CCP-eligible designation means that no further credits from new 
activities or from existing activities that have issued CCP-eligible credits will be 
designated as CCP-eligible. 

As a last resort under the most exceptional circumstances, for example in case of 
material fraud, the Integrity Council reserves the right to apply the termination 
retroactively. This could include removal of CCP-eligible status from credits already 
issued but not yet retired or cancelled, as part of ex-post enforcement and resolution. 
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3 Assessment of carbon credit types 

3.1 Selection of carbon credit types for assessment 
Assessment of credit types will be performed in parallel streams organised by broad 
category (e.g., renewables or forestry). The Standards Oversight Committee will select 
credit types to assess in turn within each category.  

The selection will be based on a recommendation from the Executive Secretariat 
applying the prioritisation criteria in section 3.2 and informed by advice from the Expert 
Panel. It will prioritise credit types issued by programs that have applied for 
accreditation.  

The Integrity Council may at their absolute discretion also assess credit types issued by 
programs that have not yet applied, in the interests of efficiency and/or benchmarking.  

3.2 Prioritisation criteria for assessing credit types by the Integrity 
Council  

The prioritisation criteria for the purposes of assessing credit types are: 

a)  market share informed by: 

• current mix, e.g., based on last 2 years’ issuance; and  

• forward-looking mix, based on recent registrations and investments; 

b)  pace of execution - balancing activity types with a likely swifter decision with more 
complex types; and 

c)  net zero transition – potential to accelerate transition to global net zero emissions. 

The prioritisation criteria will also seek to achieve a balanced coverage of credit types 
over time in line with the key components of the Integrity Council’s stated mission: 

• accelerating innovation and uptake of emerging breakthrough technology; 

• protecting and promoting nature and biodiversity; and 

• delivering sustainable development co-benefits. 

The Integrity Council will be transparent on prioritisation, publishing its rolling decisions 
on which carbon credit types it has prioritised and plans next to assess. 

Priority will be given to credit types where the assessment is due for renewal (see 
section 3.3.8 below), as soon as this is applicable. 

3.3 Process of assessing carbon credit types  

3.3.1 Additional Asset-Type Guidance 
The draft Assessment Framework is intended to be sufficient to act as a basis for 
reaching a decision on most credit types (as defined in section 1.3). In the case of some 
credit types, the Integrity Council may decide whether to develop additional specific 
guidance before it can reach a decision. 
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3.3.2 What information will be used 
The credit type will be assessed based on the most current version of the normative 
information of the program and on current methodology version(s) applied by the 
program to the credit type at the time of the Integrity Council performing its assessment. 

3.3.3 Assessment by the Expert Panel  
The eligibility of the selected carbon credit types will be assessed against section A of 
the draft CCPs and Part II of the draft Assessment Framework. These assessments will 
be undertaken by the Expert Panel, leading to recommendations by the Expert Panel to 
the Governing Board in relation to the acceptability of types of carbon credits as issued 
by certain carbon-crediting programs.  

The Expert Panel may recommend that the CCP eligibility of types of carbon credits is 
subject to further conditions that would need to be assessed for each mitigation activity. 
Such conditions may, for example, relate to characteristics of the mitigation activity or 
process requirements (e.g., only mitigation activities that have undergone a local 
stakeholder consultation prior to their implementation).  

3.3.4 Soliciting comments from stakeholders 
Ahead of or during the initial stages of assessment of a credit type, the Integrity Council 
will notify stakeholders of which credit types it will next assess, based on the process 
described in 3.2 above. 

The Integrity Council will open a window for a duration of six weeks for stakeholder input 
on the credit type to be assessed. During this window, any stakeholder may submit 
comments to the Integrity Council on whether the selected credit type conforms with the 
relevant principles and criteria set out in the Core Carbon Principles and Assessment 
Framework.  

Comments submitted by stakeholders during this window will be considered by the 
Integrity Council during its assessment alongside the documentation gathered by the 
Integrity Council. 

3.3.5 Interactive process with carbon-crediting programs 
The draft assessment report will be made available to the issuing program to seek 
feedback from the program.  

The Executive Secretariat and members of the Expert Panel will engage in dialogue with 
the issuing program around issues identified from the draft assessment and seek any 
further input. The issuing program may submit additional evidence and rationale and 
may propose remedial actions for consideration. 

3.3.6 Confidentiality 
All the information received will solely be used for the intended purpose of assessing the 
programs against the assessment framework.  

The Integrity Council’s draft assessment will be treated as confidential during the course 
of the assessment. Once a decision has been reached, the Integrity Council will publish 
its rationale.  

3.3.7 Final decision-making process 
Based on the outcome of steps 3.3.3 to 3.3.5, the Expert Panel will finalize its 
assessment report.  
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Records of meetings (including meeting minutes) will be documented in line with the 
Integrity Council’s internal governance procedures. 

The final assessment report and recommendation by the Expert Panel, including any 
conditions, will be submitted to the Governing Board for approval. 

The Integrity Council will publish decisions on CCP eligibility of credit types. Where 
there is a significant volume of existing credits to be tagged as a result of the decisions, 
to reduce scope for speculative trading, the Integrity Council may keep the decision 
confidential for a short period while the credits are tagged, and coordinate with the 
program to publish the decision at the same time as the tagging of the relevant credits is 
to go live in the registry. 

3.3.8 Duration of CCP-eligibility of a credit-type, or any conditions 
attached 

The draft Assessment Framework sets out initial and more stringent requirements as 
described in section 1.5 above.  

Approval of a credit type as CCP-eligible against initial requirements will be dependent 
on a commitment by the issuing program to take all reasonable steps to meet the more 
stringent requirements in a timely manner. 

Approval of the credit type against initial requirements is valid for new projects until any 
of the relevant initial requirements are phased out. Such projects may continue to issue 
CCP-eligible credits until the end of their crediting period. After phase-out of initial 
requirements, the credit-type is only valid for new projects once it has been assessed by 
the Integrity Council as satisfying the corresponding more stringent requirements.  

Approval of a credit type against the more stringent requirements will be valid for five 
years.  

In the event of a material change or material issues arising (see 2.3.2 above), the 
Integrity Council will consider whether an interim review will need to be conducted.  

During the 12 months preceding expiry of the current approval, the Integrity Council will 
aim to perform an updated assessment of the relevant credit-type.  

In addition, in the event of a material change, the Integrity Council will consider whether 
an interim review is necessary. See section 3.4.1 for further detail.  

3.4 Post-approval activities  

3.4.1 Material changes to a credit type  
An approved program should notify the Integrity Council if it anticipates, or has 
implemented, a material change in its requirements, methodologies or practice in 
respect of a credit type assessed by the Integrity Council as CCP-eligible. A material 
change is one that could reasonably be expected to affect the Integrity Council’s 
assessment decision. The program should notify the Integrity Council no later than 2 
weeks after the adoption of any material change. 

3.4.2 Performance monitoring by the Integrity Council secretariat 
It is the program’s responsibility to continue to implement its methodologies and practice 
that have formed the basis for approval of certain credit types as CCP-eligible. The 
Integrity Council reserves the right selectively to monitor the performance of credit 
types. Monitoring will be risk-based and may carried out through review of data, market 
intelligence and reviewing issues and themes that arise through the program’s own 
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oversight and grievance mechanisms and any operated by the Integrity Council (see 
section 5 below). 

3.4.3 Interim review triggers and process 
The Integrity Council may initiate an interim review of a credit type at its discretion if it 
becomes aware of a material change or if it has cause to suspect material failings based 
on performance monitoring or on a significant market event.  

The Expert Panel will consider the matter and provide a recommendation to the 
Governing Board of the Integrity Council for decision-making, including the proposed 
scope and modalities of the interim review. 

3.4.4 Suspension of CCP eligibility of a credit-type 
The Integrity Council reserves the right to suspend the CCP eligibility of a credit-type to 
ensure integrity is maintained in the market in line with its stated mission. Such a 
decision would be made by the Governing Board based on a recommendation of the 
Expert Panel supported by analysis by the Executive Secretariat. 

In the event of a suspension of the CCP-eligibility of a credit-type (as defined in section 
1.2 above), no new activities may have credits awarded CCP-eligibility under that credit-
type until the suspension is revoked. 

Circumstances under which CCP-eligible designation may be suspended include but are 
not limited to the following: 

• non-disclosure by the program under 2.3.1 above of a material and potentially 
adverse change in respect of that credit-type; 

• reasonable grounds for the Integrity Council to believe the program is failing to 
apply its requirements, methodologies or practice in respect of that credit type in a 
way that would potentially lead to material breach of the Assessment Framework 
criteria; 

• material failure to cooperate with the Integrity Council’s investigations and 
reasonable requests in pursuit of its mandate and in line with its published 
processes; 

• in cases where a conditional approval was granted, failure to implement any 
remedial measures within the relevant timeframe; and 

• failure to rectify material errors or ensure that reversals are compensated within the 
relevant timeframe. 

In the event that the Integrity Council Governing Board determines that suspension of a 
credit-type is appropriate, this will be notified to the issuing program together with the 
grounds for the suspension and the condition to be satisfied for the suspension to be 
lifted. Within [two] working days of the notification to the program, the suspension will be 
published on the Integrity Council’s website. 

As and when the relevant condition(s) are fulfilled, the program may apply to the 
Integrity Council to have the suspension lifted in respect of that credit type, presenting 
appropriate evidence to the Secretariat. When the Governing Board is satisfied that the 
conditions are fulfilled, it will notify the issuing program and publish the lifting of the 
suspension on the Integrity Council’s website. 

3.4.5 Termination of CCP eligibility of a credit-type 
The Integrity Council reserves the right to terminate CCP eligibility of a credit type to 
ensure integrity is maintained in the market in line with its stated mission. Such a 
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decision would be made by the Governing Board on the recommendation of the Expert 
Panel. 

The termination of CCP-eligible designation means that no further credits from new 
activities or from existing activities of that credit-type that have issued CCP-eligible 
credits will be designated as CCP-eligible. 

Circumstances under which CCP-eligible designation may be terminated include but are 
not limited to more severe examples of the suspension circumstances listed in 2.3.4 and 
3.3.4 above. 

Under the most exceptional circumstances, for example in case of material fraud, the 
Integrity Council reserves the right as a last resort retroactively to remove the CCP-
eligible status of credits already issued but not yet retired or cancelled, as part of ex-
post enforcement and resolution. 

3.4.6 Consequences of suspension or termination of CCP eligibility of a 
credit-type 

Provisions in this section will be elaborated at a later stage. 

[In the event of a suspension of CCP-eligible designation of a credit-type, no new 
activities may have credits awarded CCP-eligibility under that credit-type until the 
suspension is revoked.] 

[The termination of CCP-eligible designation means that no further credits from new 
activities or from existing activities of that credit-type that have previously issued CCP-
eligible credits will be designated as CCP-eligible.] 

Under the most exceptional circumstances, for example in case of gross violation of 
safeguards, the Integrity Council reserves the right as a last resort retroactively to 
remove CCP-eligible status of credits already issued but not yet retired or cancelled, as 
part of ex-post enforcement and resolution. 
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4 Applying Assessment Decisions 

4.1 Designation of specific carbon credits as CCP-eligible  
Specific carbon credits issued by a program will be designated as CCP-eligible where 
the following conditions are met:  

• the issuing carbon-crediting program has been determined by the Integrity Council 
as CCP-eligible;  

• the specific carbon credit belongs to a credit type that has been determined by the 
Integrity Council as CCP-eligible; and 

• any further conditions for the eligibility of the carbon credit type, as determined by 
the Integrity Council in its decision on eligibility of the credit type, are satisfied for 
the specific carbon credits in question.  

Carbon credits shall be designated as meeting the initial requirements or the more 
stringent requirements set out in the Assessment Framework (see section 1.5 above). 

4.2 Identification and tagging of carbon credits 

4.2.1 Summary of process 
Each program will work with its registry to identify the relevant credits to be tagged as 
CCP-eligible, including relevant attributes under the CCPs. 

Where there are existing credits that qualify as CCP-eligible, the decision and tagging 
will be published in coordination with the registry in order to minimize the risk of 
disorderly market trading. 

4.2.2 Identification of CCP-eligible carbon credits  
Once the Integrity Council has determined which types of carbon credits under which 
conditions meet the CCP-eligible status, the program will be able to identify which 
credits are CCP-eligible in accordance with the decision as well as which attributes 
apply to those credits.  

[In many cases, the relevant information will already be available. Where this is not the 
case, the program may need to perform an audit to inform accurate identification.] 

The program shall capture a documentation trail of the identification process, including 
how it was performed and the information used. 

4.2.3 Provisional tagging of CCP-eligible carbon credits  
The carbon-crediting program shall be responsible for accurate tagging of CCP-eligible 
status in the registries.  

The program shall instruct the relevant registry to prepare tagging of the relevant credits 
as CCP-eligible and tagging of the appropriate attributes for those credits. 

4.2.4 Integrity Council Assurance over Accuracy of Provisional Tagging 
The Secretariat of the Integrity Council will be responsible for designing and carrying out 
assurance over the tagging of CCP-eligibility and attributes is accurate. This assurance 
may also involve members of the Expert Panel.  
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In designing the assurance, the Integrity Council will seek to achieve high confidence 
that credits are tagged accurately. The Integrity Council may place reliance on 
information in the relevant registry concerning the credits.  

Assurance may include the following steps:  

• walk-through with the program of the identification process undertaken; 

• scrutiny of the audit trail of the identification process and information used; 

• positive confirmation: selection of a sample of tagged credits for review. These 
credits will be reviewed to confirm that they match the type and conditions specified 
in the decision. They will also be reviewed for accuracy of attributes. The sampling 
methodology may include:  

• random selection from groups that are representative of different characteristics 
or features that are significant for the set of relevant credits and their tagging; 
and  

• Inclusion of any outliers identified through data analysis of the set of relevant 
credits.  

• negative confirmation: a selection of tests may be performed through data analysis 
of the set of tagged credits to ensure that credits that do not match the credit type 
and conditions specified in the decision in various respects are not included. 

In the event that any incorrect tagging is identified, the Integrity Council will seek 
confirmation that the issue has been corrected for all relevant credits and may extend its 
sample and/or perform follow-up assurance as it deems appropriate.  

The secretariat will prepare an assurance report for approval by the co-chairs of the 
Expert Panel.  

4.3 Publication of Decision and Tagging 
Where there are existing credits that qualify as CCP-eligible, the registry will coordinate 
with the secretariat to publish the decision and the tagging of the credits at an agreed 
time.  

4.4 Subsequent Correction of Tagging 
If any incorrect tagging is identified, the issuing program is responsible for notifying its 
registry and ensuring the errors are rectified as soon as possible and in no longer than 
[5] working days. The registry is responsible for notifying the owner of the affected 
credits. The Integrity Council should be notified once these rectification steps are 
completed. 
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5 Ongoing Assurance and Enforcement 

5.1 Investigations 
The Integrity Council seeks to promote transparency which encourages greater scrutiny 
of activities and programs and allows issues to come to light.  

Programs are responsible for identifying and investigating issues as they arise, such as 
reports of non-performance of an activity, or of reversals, or a pattern of evidence 
implying weakness in a verification process. The Integrity Council will oversee this 
process and look to share learnings and foster continual improvement.  

The framework is set out below. 

• CCP-eligible programs shall be open with the Integrity Council on issues and 
resolution 

• In most cases, any investigation will be led by the program; however, the Integrity 
Council reserves the right to investigate. The Integrity Council may raise issues or 
request or perform spot-checks, on a risk-based approach informed by market 
intelligence, thematic analysis and grievances raised 

• The Integrity Council will consider adequacy and effectiveness of resolution and 
improvement actions arising from investigations. 

5.2 Sharing Lessons and Continual Improvement 
The Secretariat will maintain a log of issues arising that it identifies or that are notified to 
it.  

Periodically it will review the log and compile lessons learned that could be useful to 
share across the market. These will be subject to review by Expert Panel and Board for 
dissemination across the market.  

The Secretariat will also review the log for potential common themes or trends, and 
consider with the Expert Panel and Board whether any follow-up analysis or market 
communication is appropriate in order to drive continual improvement, or update of the 
CCPs, Assessment Framework or other documents and processes in order to address 
the thematic issue.  

5.3 Grievance Mechanisms 
Programs will operate an independent grievance mechanism for those affected by a 
carbon activity, as set out in the Governance section of the draft Assessment 
Framework. 

The Integrity Council will act as Ombudsman, to which a stakeholder can appeal when 
they have exhausted the grievance mechanism of the program. The Integrity Council will 
seek to ensure that the program has operated its grievance mechanism in line with the 
draft CCPs and draft Assessment Framework.  

In the case of an appeal concerning alleged shortfalls or reversals of climate mitigation 
that has not been resolved by the program, the Integrity Council will engage with the 
program to understand how this has been investigated and ensure that where 
appropriate any actual or likely shortfall is compensated (e.g., through retirements of 
buffer credits). 
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The Integrity Council’s enforcement powers will include the prerogative to publish 
findings and required improvements and to suspend or withdraw accreditation of a 
program (see 2.3.4 above). 

 

6 Complaints and Appeals 

6.1 Principles 
In line with its Governing Principles of Inclusion, Transparency and Continual 
Improvement, the Integrity Council encourages feedback from any stakeholders.  

The Integrity Council is committed to maintaining high integrity in its processes, and 
receiving feedback or complaints that enables it to improve. 

6.2 Feedback 
Feedback on the Integrity Council’s work is welcome at any time and may be submitted 
to info@integritycouncil.org, including the word “feedback” in the subject line of the 
email.  

Feedback will be acknowledged within 5 working days. Unless it is identified as urgent 
on receipt, feedback will be reviewed monthly. 

6.3 Complaints 

6.3.1 Submission of a Complaint 
Complaints about the Integrity Council’s execution of its mandate and associated 
governance and processes may be submitted to info@integritycouncil.org, including the 
word “complaint” in the subject line of the email. All information received will be treated 
as confidential. 

Complaints should be made as soon as possible, as it might be harder to resolve 
complaints fairly or satisfactorily after a significant delay. 

6.3.2 Responding to a Complaint 
The secretariat will aim to acknowledge the complaint within 5 working days and to 
investigate and respond within 20 working days. If it will require a more complex review 
or investigation with a longer time-frame, including cases involving third parties, the 
secretariat will inform the complainant of this. 

6.4 Appeals of Integrity Council decisions 

6.4.1 Submission of an Appeal 
The assessment process is interactive between the Integrity Council and the issuing 
program, as set out in sections 2 and 3. Therefore, it is expected that in many cases 
differences of fact or judgement will be understood and accepted or resolved as 
appropriate. 
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If a stakeholder has a material concern that the Integrity Council failed to follow its 
procedure or draft Assessment Framework in reaching an assessment decision on a 
program or credit type, an appeal may be made to the Governing Board.  

Appeals may be submitted to info@integritycouncil.org, including the word “appeal” in 
the subject line of the email, specifying the perceived material lapse. All information 
received will be treated as confidential during consideration of the appeal. 

6.4.2 Responding to an Appeal 
The Secretariat will aim to acknowledge the appeal within 1 working day and to notify 
the appellant within 5 working days of the process.  

The Secretariat will provide notification of the appeal promptly to the Governing Board.  

The Secretariat will perform an initial assessment of the appeal and its grounds, seeking 
input from the Expert Panel as appropriate, for submission to the Governing Board. The 
Governing Board will determine what steps to take including any further investigation. 

If the appeal will take longer than [one calendar month] to resolve, the Secretariat will 
keep the appellant/s informed of progress. 

The Governing Board of the Integrity Council will decide whether to revise its previous 
decision or reject the appeal. This decision is final. If the decision is to change the 
outcome or the rationale for an assessment, the revision will be published together with 
the reasons for it, including the fact of the appeal. 

6.5 Post-Complaints Monitoring and Learning 
All formal and informal complaints and appeals will be centrally logged and monitored. A 
periodic summary of complaints, identifying trends, patterns, learning opportunities and 
any improvement made or required in the quality of the Integrity Council’s processes 
and outcomes will be prepared for the Governing Board, so that the Integrity Council 
can learn continually from what it does, how it does it and what works and what does not 
work. This information will not necessarily be available to the public. 
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