Credible Conservation Offsets
for Natural Areas

Land Trust Alllance of BC

D. Brinkman, R. Hebda, B. Penn,
S. Harrington
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Climate Change Challenge

Reduce CO2
Prepare for changes
Put house In working order




THE OFFSET RESPONSE

Cannot avoid all emissions and ecological
Impacts

Offset or replace them by equivalent or
better

No net loss of wetlands for example

Investors In offsets:

— compliance = required to do so
— voluntary =want to do so







LTABC ASKS

e Can offset mechanisms be a source of
support for conservation programs?

e |f sO how?

« Offsets for carbon emissions developing
widely, potential for major source of funds




Offsets and Land

o Offsets linked to two major land issues

— Conversion (=loss) of natural areas through
development

— Degradation of natural areas through consumptive
(=unsustainable) use

— Both lead to increased CO2 emissions and loss of
capacity to remove CO2

— Both lead to loss of adaptation capacity

— Both required to avoid +2C (threshold warming)
IPCC







International/Global Context

International forums/initiatives on sustainable
development

International initiative to curb global warming

UNFCCC (UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change) REDD accepted as a tool

Offset markets/ business need broadly agreed to
rules

Initiatives at a range of geographic scales
— International, national, regional, provincial local




Carbon Offsets

e Simple? NO!!

— Keeping track of carbon is hard, the science Is
evolving, some of it is complicated (solls)

— The business of accounting and trading Is
really hard, very different than science.







Offset Opportunities

e Voluntary informal

— No valuation or standards, investor trusts the
agency offering the offset

e Voluntary formal

— Formal policy-based offset that comply with
International/national standards protocols and
valuation.




Offset Opportunities

 Compliance general standards
— Simple valuation and standards

 Compliance high standards

— International standards such as the those
required by UNFCC.

— Strict regional or other standards such as
California Forest project protocols




Voluntary and Compliance
standards are converging




High standards matter

Ensure that offsets are really being
orovided

_ess CO2 In atmosphere

Real ecosystems services provided
Higher $ return

We have to get it right!!




BC excellent potential for offsets

Ecosystem services including carbon
Biodiversity

High carbon content (hundreds of tonnes
per hectare)

Ecological and conservation experience
Socio/political stability

Skills and capacity

Strong interest




Principles and Language

* Project = area or areas with fixed boundaries
— Described in Project Design Documents

— >1000 hectares, large enough to pay for development
and registration

e Baseline = CO2 emissions trajectory if no project

o Additionality = net reduction in emission or
Increase In sequestration compared to baseline




Principles and Language

Leakage = CO2 emissions as a by product of
project:

— displaced logging, shift in grazing

Permanence = 100 years, no reversals

Conservativism = use lower offset amount than
optimum

Standards = methods used in measuring,
calculations and reporting

Default values = proxy values where no
measured data

— usually less than measured on Conservation lands




Strategies Forest Carbon

« REDD: reduced emissions from
deforestation and degradation
(=conservation)

 |IFM: improved forest management
(=sustainable forest management)

 ARR: Afforestation, reforestation,
restoration = putting trees back




Challenges

Carbon measurements are technical (soil)
Many standards have strict requirements
Cost money

Ecosystem service valuation evolving rapidly,
few standards

Assigning monetary value difficult
No BC compliance projects yet
Expensive for small projects

?Risk off-setting, partial or full failure







Case Study

Name: Trees In Trust, Maritimes--Voluntary
Seller: Land trusts

Buyer: Public

Standards: none

Activity: conservation (REDD)

Additionality: avoided loss

Cost: inexpensive (on-line)

Comment: small areas, small amount raised







Case Study

Name: Lompico Forest, California --Voluntary
Seller: Sempervirens land conservancy
Buyer: Pacific Gas utility

Standards: Calif. Climate Action Registry

Activity: Reduced Emissions Deforestation and
Degradation (REDD) =conservation

Additionality: avoided logging
Cost: privately funded, ?expensive

Comment: small, formally registered using high
CCAR standards







Case Study

Name: Creekside, Saltspring Is. BC -- Voluntary
Seller: LTABC, SSI Conservancy

Buyer: Public

Standards: None/ Private Woodland Planner
Activity: REDD = conservation

Additionality: avoided logging and development
Cost: Low, volunteers

Comment: conventional conservation project
with carbon value added as a selling point







Case Study

Name: Pack Forest U. Washington --Voluntary
Seller: Univ. of Washington

Buyer: Various, via auction of scenarios
Standards: none yet

Activity: various including some conservation

Additionality: improved management, reduced
logging,

Cost: relatively inexpensive (used ECOSEL
Model)

Comment: moderately large, in process, non-
carbon ecosystem services involved







Case Study

Name: Darkwoods SE BC -- voluntary
Seller: Nature Conservancy Canada
Buyer: public, exploring various markets

Standards: CCAR (California), Chicago Carbon
exchange

Activity: REDD and others
Additionality: avoided logging and subdivision
Cost: In development, expensive

Comment: huge, many ecosystem services, carbon sink
and sequestration value part of selling point; Stage 1
used simple timber—based carbon value, Stage 2 formal
calculations to be made




Case Study

Name: Garcia River, California — “compliance”
Seller: The Conservation Fund

Buyer: Traditional supporters and Climate Smart
Program

Standards: CCAR

Activity: REDD, IFM ARR

Additionality: Conservation plus reduced logging
Cost: very expensive, but serves as model

Comment: carbon and ecosystem services, first
validated conservation project under CCAR,
template on-line







Recommendations

e Get informed: learn the Language,
Systems and Players

« Aim for highest standards and credibllity
— Maintain high reputation
— Greatest return

o Strive for maximum natural sink and
seqguestration values

— Consistent with high ecosystem services
especially biodiversity




Recommendations

Offsets a major funding opportunity
$Billion$ and growing

Wort

Sma
simp

N getting involved
| areas and amounts, voluntary and

e

— Carbon iIs an added value

Large areas and amounts, compliance and
complex

— Worth getting involved , especially in BC




Recommendations

e Encourage Province of BC to include
conservation (REDD) as a carbon strategy

— California has

 Work together:
— share costs, share expertise, share experiences

e Funding:
— LTABC lead analysis of project types and strategies

— Quantify carbon value for select projects
— Partnership with BC Hydro, has an offset policy




Recommendations

Learn from the NCC Darkwoods project

Support research on valuation methods for
carbon and ecosystem services

Develop pilot project, particularly on the
pusiness side

Promote BC Land trust projects as high
guality offsets




Let’s learn by doing

Thanks!!




