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Call for feedback: Draft elements for an EU
certification methodology on carbon removals
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farming under the CRCF

Call for feedback: draft elements for an EU certification methodology

Dear Expert Group member,

On October 11th 2024, documents were uploaded to Basecamp containing 'Draft elements for a EU
certification methodology on carbon removals and soil emission reductions through carbon farming under
the CRCF Regulation', for the following types of activity:
(1) soil carbon on mineral soils and agroforestry,
(2) planting of trees on unused and severely degraded land,
(3) peatlands restoration through rewetting.

The contents of the documents are structured along the four QU.A.L.ITY criteria, preceded by a section on
the scope of the respective paper.
For more information on the background and process, please refer to the message on the message board on Basecamp in project 1: Expert

Group Meetings, named ‘Additional draft technical reports and final agenda’.

With this EU Survey we provide the opportunity to give written feedback on these documents per
paragraph. It is possible to give feedback on all three documents by filling out the form several times. At the
beginning of section B, specify on which type of activity you'd like to provide feedback on.

The feedback collected through this survey will feed into the further development of the certification
methodologies and inform the upcoming workshops. Please be concise and constructive, providing clear
arguments for your suggestion or feedback.

We look forward to receiving your comments. Thank you in advance for your contribution.

This survey will remain open until the 15th of November 2024 at 23:59 (CEST).

Best regards,
DG CLIMA and CRETA

A. Information about the respondent

1. E-mail address:
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louis@bellona.org

2. Organisation:

Bellona

3. Name (last name, first name)

Hennequin, Louis

4. Country (in case your organisation is active in more than one country, please indicate 'EU' or 
'International'):

EU

B. Type of activity

1. Please specify which type of activity your feedback refers to:
Soil carbon in mineral soils and agro-forestry
Planting of trees on unused and severely degraded land
Peatland restoration through rewetting

2. Feedback on: Definitions
2000 character(s) maximum

We note that “temporary carbon removal” is used to describe the activities (see p.3). We suggest that 
“temporary carbon sequestration” or “temporary carbon storage” may be more appropriate terms as 
removals within the Carbon Farming scope of activities only provide temporary storage of carbon and 
therefore does not fit the definition of carbon removal. 

3. Feedback on: Introduction
2000 character(s) maximum
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We note in the Introduction (p. 5) that “Without healthy soils, our land will neither be able to continue 
producing nutritious and healthy food nor will it be able to supply the diverse materials that we will need to 
replace fossil-based materials in construction or the chemical industry.” However, Bellona sees that there will 
be strong constraints on land-area available to produce bio-based feedstocks in the quantities that the 
chemical industry would demand.

4. Feedback on: 1. Scope: 1.1 Eligible activities
2000 character(s) maximum

Biochar application as an organic soil improver/amendment is mentioned as an example of agricultural 
practices that would fall under the scope of this methodology. Provisions are needed to ensure there is no 
risk of double counting of removals where biochar is applied as a soil amendment to enhance soil carbon, 
and projects where biochar carbon removal in agricultural soils is done. Exclusion of areas where biochar 
has been applied for carbon removal may be necessary. 

5. Feedback on: 1. Scope: 1.2 Activity period and monitoring period
2000 character(s) maximum

Activity and monitoring periods for agroforestry should be aligned with those for forestry projects, as these 
also contain shrubs within the certification scope. 

6. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.1 Relevant carbon removal sinks and GHG emission sources
2000 character(s) maximum
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No comment.

7. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.2 Standardised baseline
2000 character(s) maximum

In the case of agroforestry  , there should be a difference between two cases:
-        In the instance of certifying less than 5 years trees planted, the baseline can be set to zero as the 
carbon cycle of the trees might have balance previous land use change and indirect emissions;
-        in   the case of certifying new planted trees from the start of the activity, the initial carbon stock should 
be taken into account. In the instance of land use change, the point at which this carbon debt will be paid 
back from the tree’s growth will depend on several factors and will not be zero (nature of the existing and 
replacing feedstocks, indirect and direct land use emissions, and whether the pre-existing wood would be 
used for bioenergy).

The point at which this carbon debt will be paid back, called the carbon payback period or carbon break even 
time, can vary from 1-2 years (marginal land, dedicated crops) to hundreds of years for mature forests.

In the case of soils, the carbon stocks should be taken into consideration, as the SOC contents and soil 
behaviours and chemical compositions can change drastically between locations and climates (Portugal VS 
Nordics for example). The methodology for quantification should not only look cat carbon flows during the 
activity period but also at carbon stocks (how much you start with and what is the specificity of the soil in 
question).

8. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.3 Activity-specific baseline
2000 character(s) maximum

Soil sampling depth probing of 30 cm is more economically feasible for operators and farmers (does not 
require equipment nor machinery), compared to 100 cm depth measurements (more ecologically relevant 
but puts on extra burden). However, the temporal variability of sampling should be addressed as 
measurements will have seasonal and climate fluctuations over one year. A clear sampling protocol with 
time intervals should have enough statistical power to be representative of the soil conditions over a given 
period.

No activity-specific baseline is proposed or discussed for below and above ground biomass in the current 
methodology. This should be addressed during the next methodology iteration. 

9. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.4 Total carbon removals and/or soil emission reductions from 
the activity
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2000 character(s) maximum

It would be best to make a choice of the most appropriate approach here. The model-based approach relies 
on some uncertainties (size and protocol of resampling). The selection criteria of the model seem too weak, i.
e. ‘should have been published in peer-reviewed literature and should have been validated for that region or 
comparable pedo-climatic conditions.

10. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.5 GHG associated emissions
2000 character(s) maximum

Use of fertilisers must be appropriately included in the LCA. 

Natural (organic) materials and other suitable wases shall not be burned without energy recovery +/- capture 
of the carbon.

Materiality rule of 2% of emissions from individual sources could be substantial if these minor sources are 
summed up. Instead, there should be a maximum threshold of 2% for all minor emissions, above which the 
materiality test fails. As the data is likely to be collected or measured anyway to determine materiality, it 
seems strange not to simply include the collected data. 

‘Quantifying emissions associated to indirect land use change (ILUC) at the operator level is too complex’ (p.
14). ILUC emissions should be quantified for they could be substantial if the land previously used for 
bioenergy production is converted to agroforestry, major landscape change, project emissions (transport, 
machinery). Could the methodology from the BioCCS / RED III be used? Common methodologies could be 
used across different modules of technologies.

11. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.6 Updates of the standardised baseline (2.7 for peatlands)
2000 character(s) maximum

No comment.

12. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.6 Monitoring of soil emission reductions (peatlands only) 
2000 character(s) maximum
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N/A

13. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.7 Addressing uncertainties in a conservative manner (N.A. for 
peatlands)

2000 character(s) maximum

The implementation of the IPCC methodology seems too weak as the IPCC already encompasses different 
approaches of measuring uncertainties. Bellona supports a conservative approach to estimating 
uncertainties, as opposed to the grouping of uncertainties by operators.

14. Feedback on: 3. Additionality: 3.1 Regulatory test
2000 character(s) maximum

No comment.

15. Feedback on: 3. Additionality: 3.2 Financial test
2000 character(s) maximum
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It is unclear how funding from the CAP subsidies for changing agricultural practices would enable farmers to 
satisfy the financial additionality tests. It may help to build a better business case, but it is unclear if the 
income from certificates generated would be the sole reason for these activities to start or continue. This 
may have undesirable consequences for the prices of CRCF-certificates.

How does this comply with financial additionality tests? “This allows farmers to build a better business case 
for establishing agroforestry systems, for instance using subsidies from the CAP in the first years to cover for 
the upfront costs, and then be rewarded for carbon removals once the trees or woody elements start 
removing carbon.”

16. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.1 Monitoring rules and mitigation of any risk 
of release of the stored carbon

2000 character(s) maximum

This section of the methodology is not addressed and relies on the operator to provide information related to 
their activity.

17. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.2 Liability mechanisms (N.A. for peatlands)
2000 character(s) maximum

Use of buffer pools as a liability mechanism is likely insufficient due to undercapitalisation. If this is used as 
the liability mechanism, there should be stringent criteria on the minimum buffer pool size regardless of the 
risk assessment. 

18. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.3 Rules for operationalising the requirement 
referred to in article 6(3) (N.A. for peatlands)

2000 character(s) maximum
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No comment.

19. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.1 Minimum sustainability requirements
2000 character(s) maximum

Some aspects of sustainability are unclear or misleading regarding the use of fertilisers and water resources 
and should be specified / strengthened by appropriate indicators.

20. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.2 Monitoring and reporting of the mandatory co-benefits for the 
protection and restoration of biodiversity and ecosystems, including soil health and the avoidance 
of land degradation

2000 character(s) maximum

There is a circular argument regarding the minimum sustainability requirements as one of the co-benefits 
listed is to enhance the organic carbon stock in soils. This would mean that the main activity (enhancing soil 
organic carbon) is also considered a co-benefit. Instead, a selection of other voluntary co-benefits should be 
considered.
Biodiversity co-benefits should be mandatory. The methodology should include proper practice indicators for 
biodiversity with specific examples required 

21. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.3 Monitoring and reporting of other voluntary co-benefits
2000 character(s) maximum
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The question of accurately measuring soil biodiversity and to which extent (soil organisms, ecosystems, flora 
and fauna) is still being researched, but we imagine it will be a point of interest for operators for this type of 
carbon farming. Currently the minimum tier monitoring requirements for soil only monitor for soil respiration 
and activity as proxies but not directly biodiversity. A link could be made to the Soil Monitoring legislation but 
require the highest tier monitoring of biodiversity. 

22. Feedback on: 6 Annex 1: Options to calculate the standardised baseline for mineral soils (soil 
carbon on mineral soils only)

2000 character(s) maximum

No comment.

23. : What would be in your view the best approach to ensure that the Optional question on validation
emission factors, sampling protocols, and/or models used to quantify carbon removals are validated? 
Which validation criteria would you recommend, and what should be the role of operators, certification 
schemes, academia, other public or private entities, and/or the European Commission in the validation 
process?

2000 character(s) maximum

24. Optional: general comments
2000 character(s) maximum
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Considering there are still many crucial details missing (e.g. activity specific and standardised baselines for
agricultural soils), the anticipated time frame for developing the draft delegated act might be ambitious for
the next year.

Thank you for your contributions!

Contact
Contact Form

https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/contactform/adbfed0f-596d-c87c-bdb5-243b2ef88907
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Call for feedback: Draft elements for an EU 
certification methodology on carbon removals 
and emission reductions through carbon 
farming under the CRCF

Call for feedback: draft elements for an EU certification methodology

Dear Expert Group member, 

On October 11th 2024, documents were uploaded to Basecamp containing 'Draft elements for a EU 
certification methodology on carbon removals and soil emission reductions through carbon farming under 
the CRCF Regulation', for the following types of activity:
(1) soil carbon on mineral soils and agroforestry, 
(2) planting of trees on unused and severely degraded land, 
(3) peatlands restoration through rewetting.

The contents of the documents are structured along the four QU.A.L.ITY criteria, preceded by a section on 
the scope of the respective paper.
For more information on the background and process, please refer to the message on the message board on Basecamp in project 1: Expert 

Group Meetings, named ‘Additional draft technical reports and final agenda’.

With this EU Survey we provide the opportunity to give written feedback on these documents per 
paragraph. It is possible to give feedback on all three documents by filling out the form several times. At the 
beginning of section B, specify on which type of activity you'd like to provide feedback on.

The feedback collected through this survey will feed into the further development of the certification 
methodologies and inform the upcoming workshops. Please be concise and constructive, providing clear 
arguments for your suggestion or feedback.

We look forward to receiving your comments. Thank you in advance for your contribution.

This survey will remain open until the 15th of November 2024 at 23:59 (CEST).

Best regards,
DG CLIMA and CRETA

A. Information about the respondent

1. E-mail address:
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louis@bellona.org

2. Organisation:

Bellona

3. Name (last name, first name)

Hennequin, Louis

4. Country (in case your organisation is active in more than one country, please indicate 'EU' or 
'International'):

EU

B. Type of activity

1. Please specify which type of activity your feedback refers to:
Soil carbon in mineral soils and agro-forestry
Planting of trees on unused and severely degraded land
Peatland restoration through rewetting

2. Feedback on: Definitions
2000 character(s) maximum

We are concerned that the definition of project lifetime (min. of 30 years) is too short. 

It is unclear what the definition of the “growing stock” is based on, however seems to be very generous 
definition by including minimum diameter of 5cm (FAO definition appears to be 10cm). The measurement 
requirement at “breast height” also seems somewhat subjective. A more concrete definition of measurement 
requirements is needed.  

The inclusion of shrubs should be made more explicit to understand how these vegetation types may 
enhance the resilience and sustainability in planting for the forestry projects (source: https://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2351989424002087).

3. Feedback on: Introduction
2000 character(s) maximum



3

No comment.

4. Feedback on: 1. Scope: 1.1 Eligible activities
2000 character(s) maximum

Currently the scope of this methodology is only planned to cover a small subset of activities, to test out the 
methodology, enable learning by users for a relatively straightforward system, and not induce additional 
pressure on land use. This seems a sensible approach to take. 

Depending on the necessary planting density and approach taken, soil disturbance of less than 10% may be 
difficult to achieve. 

While this certification scheme has the focus on carbon, it should ensure that ecosystem stability and 
restoration are achieved through the replanting efforts. The eligibility criteria should also clearly define what 
are maximum planting densities, necessary genetic and species diversity of planting to maximise the forest 
resilience to climate change, disease and other disturbances. There is a risk that monoculture plantations 
could otherwise be supported which would be detrimental to overall ecosystem health and resilience. These 
types of projects should be explicitly excluded from the eligible criteria. 

We are also concerned that clear cuts in a single event must not exceed 0.2 ha, yet the minimum activity 
area is 0.5 ha. This should rather be formulated as a certain maximum % over the whole area otherwise 
there is a risk that substantial and cumulative clear cuts could be permitted in small projects, as these 
projects should be encouraging restoration rather than commercial forestry use. 

5. Feedback on: 1. Scope: 1.2 Activity period and monitoring period
2000 character(s) maximum

The project length should reflect the growth and carbon cycle of the forestry species. The minimum activity 
period of 30 years is quite short considering forest lifetime of trees in European forests (100 years or more) 
and the size of land use change required. It may be necessary to secure a permanent change in land use to 
cover this activity period and this provision could be provided in this section.  

From a climate perspective, it is certainly beneficial to have longer monitoring to ensure the retention of 
carbon stored in the forest biomass beyond the activity period. 

6. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.1 Relevant carbon removal sinks and GHG emission sources
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2000 character(s) maximum

As there are similarities between the quantification of carbon pools in agroforestry projects and in forestry 
planting projects, it would be useful to align these modules between the methodologies, or even develop one 
module to address both. 

Currently only N2O and CO2 emissions are considered as GHG emission sources. It isn’t clear why other 
GHGs like CH4 are not considered, although these can be considerable GHGs emitted from forests: 
https://acp.copernicus.org/preprints/acpd-2007-0386/ 

7. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.2 Standardised baseline
2000 character(s) maximum

Setting the baseline to zero risks that the land used in the project under certification is looked at in isolation, 
rather than in the context of activities on surrounding parcels of land that may have already been replanted. 
Woody biomass may be present on the land used in these project types that should be accounted for. This is 
particularly risky considering the small minimum project size of 0.5 ha and that passive restoration appears 
to be included within the scope of eligible activities (“… activities that enable or facilitate natural 
regeneration, like herbivory exclosures”, p. 9). Consequently, the additionality of the project may be difficult 
to accurately determine. 

8. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.3 Activity-specific baseline
2000 character(s) maximum

We view an activity-specific baseline as the best approach, and this should be further developed in the 
development of this methodology. A zero baseline is inappropriate.

9. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.4 Total carbon removals and/or soil emission reductions from 
the activity

2000 character(s) maximum
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Clarification is needed on what is considered “an appropriate combination of … ground measurements, 
remote sensing, and modelling”. All methods have their limitations: remote sensing data is often based on 
physiological models and requires calibration with ground data. Models also do not account for real 
disturbances that occur. To this note, the calibration of remote sensing data should explicitly refer to the 
ground measurements required and not rely upon modelling for calibration.  

In addition, indicators such as size/age structure may take time before changes are detectable in young 
forestry biomass, and due to high soil respiration rates the net carbon balance may not be negative for the 
first few years (https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168192322004762). Hence, instead an 
activity-based incentive may be more appropriate to finance nature restoration projects like reforestation on 
degraded/unused land than one based on quantifying the carbon. 

10. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.5 GHG associated emissions
2000 character(s) maximum

While there is no accepted methodology available for quantifying indirect land use emissions, this should not 
first be determined during a review process. Rather this is an element that needs to be already established 
when this methodology is published and available to be implemented. 

11. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.6 Updates of the standardised baseline (2.7 for peatlands)
2000 character(s) maximum

No comment.

12. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.6 Monitoring of soil emission reductions (peatlands only) 
2000 character(s) maximum
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N.A.

13. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.7 Addressing uncertainties in a conservative manner (N.A. for 
peatlands)

2000 character(s) maximum

Bellona supports the quantification of uncertainties in a conservative manner. Alignment with the 
requirements with IPCC guidelines links well with the quantification of the carbon sinks in these project types 
feeding into the national GHG inventories. 

14. Feedback on: 3. Additionality: 3.1 Regulatory test
2000 character(s) maximum

Overall, the additionality requirements are non-existent and are based upon the use of a standardised 
baseline. Bellona does not support the use of a standardised baseline as this is clearly not representative of 
the project impact and determining how much additional carbon is sequestered from a specific project.

15. Feedback on: 3. Additionality: 3.2 Financial test
2000 character(s) maximum
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Overall, the additionality requirements are non-existent and are based upon the use of a standardised 
baseline. Bellona does not support the use of a standardised baseline as this is clearly not representative of 
the project impact and determining how much additional carbon is sequestered from a specific project.

16. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.1 Monitoring rules and mitigation of any risk 
of release of the stored carbon

2000 character(s) maximum

The necessary long-term nature of reforestation projects means that permanent land use change is likely 
required, but it isn’t clear how this could be achieved. 

17. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.2 Liability mechanisms (N.A. for peatlands)
2000 character(s) maximum

Liability mechanisms are important to consider but see the risks that the suggested buffer pools may be 
insufficiently capitalised to deal with the risk of reversal from forestry projects. A risk assessment should be 
an essential part of the project certification to ensure appropriate assessment local projects and the natural 
and socioeconomic factors that may pose a risk to sequestration certified in the project. 

18. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.3 Rules for operationalising the requirement 
referred to in article 6(3) (N.A. for peatlands)

2000 character(s) maximum
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No comment.

19. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.1 Minimum sustainability requirements
2000 character(s) maximum

It is not clear how the “Volume of tree felling shall be lower than the increment in the activity area” is 
consistent with the max. 0.2 ha clear cutting given under activity eligibility requirements. While some forestry 
management practices may require some trees to be felled, this should be related to a minimum tree density 
and appropriately accounted for as an emission from the project site and not count towards the quantification 
of removals. We note that direct emissions from biomass harvest do not seem to be accounted for in the 
current methodology. 

The sustainability requirements are currently very vague. We recommend that clear minimum standards are 
defined for biodiversity enhancement in these projects, that could be linked more directly to the Nature 
Restoration Law. 

20. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.2 Monitoring and reporting of the mandatory co-benefits for the 
protection and restoration of biodiversity and ecosystems, including soil health and the avoidance 
of land degradation

2000 character(s) maximum

It is not clear how positive effects on biodiversity will be measured in practice. Relying solely on physical 
diversity in vegetation is insufficient to ascertain overall biodiversity impacts. Biodiversity is multidimensional 
and can include plant, animal, insect, microbial biodiversity. 

Likewise, it seems that some criteria would be automatically fulfilled in such projects. Clarification on how 
many criteria, and which criteria would not be considered additional co-benefits (e.g. “(e) enhance forest 
diversity by restoring mosaics of non-forest habitats such as open patches of grassland or heathland, ponds 
or rocky areas; “). These could provide guidance on how projects should be implemented e.g. “(g) improve 
connectivity across habitats to enable the development of populations of species, and to allow for sufficient 
individual or genetic exchange as well as for species’ migration and adaptation to climate change; “.

There is currently no mention of the monitoring requirements for these mandatory co-benefits, and no 
requirements on the frequency of monitoring of these co-benefits. We recommend that monitoring should 
make use of the mix of remote-sensing, modelling and direct observations utilised to quantify carbon pools 
and should be measured on at least a 5-year basis to monitor project success. 

21. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.3 Monitoring and reporting of other voluntary co-benefits
2000 character(s) maximum
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Co-benefits considered “voluntary” seem to be mostly related to the use of forestry residues and other 
products arising from the replanting project. A more appropriate description of this could be “co-products” or  
“sustainable use of forestry residues and other products”.    

22. Feedback on: 6 Annex 1: Options to calculate the standardised baseline for mineral soils (soil 
carbon on mineral soils only)

2000 character(s) maximum

N.A.

23. : What would be in your view the best approach to ensure that the Optional question on validation
emission factors, sampling protocols, and/or models used to quantify carbon removals are validated? 
Which validation criteria would you recommend, and what should be the role of operators, certification 
schemes, academia, other public or private entities, and/or the European Commission in the validation 
process?

2000 character(s) maximum

24. Optional: general comments
2000 character(s) maximum
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This draft element document for forestry still has many aspects that need to be clarified. While EU-wide rules 
that can be operationalised across all Members States is needed to facilitate uptake, it seems like the 
current time plan of creating a fully fleshed and robust methodology for planting trees on unused or 
degraded land, even as the simplest type of project, is very ambitious. 

Thank you for your contributions!

Contact
Contact Form

https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/contactform/adbfed0f-596d-c87c-bdb5-243b2ef88907
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Call for feedback: Draft elements for an EU 
certification methodology on carbon removals 
and emission reductions through carbon 
farming under the CRCF

Call for feedback: draft elements for an EU certification methodology

Dear Expert Group member, 

On October 11th 2024, documents were uploaded to Basecamp containing 'Draft elements for a EU 
certification methodology on carbon removals and soil emission reductions through carbon farming under 
the CRCF Regulation', for the following types of activity:
(1) soil carbon on mineral soils and agroforestry, 
(2) planting of trees on unused and severely degraded land, 
(3) peatlands restoration through rewetting.

The contents of the documents are structured along the four QU.A.L.ITY criteria, preceded by a section on 
the scope of the respective paper.
For more information on the background and process, please refer to the message on the message board on Basecamp in project 1: Expert 

Group Meetings, named ‘Additional draft technical reports and final agenda’.

With this EU Survey we provide the opportunity to give written feedback on these documents per 
paragraph. It is possible to give feedback on all three documents by filling out the form several times. At the 
beginning of section B, specify on which type of activity you'd like to provide feedback on.

The feedback collected through this survey will feed into the further development of the certification 
methodologies and inform the upcoming workshops. Please be concise and constructive, providing clear 
arguments for your suggestion or feedback.

We look forward to receiving your comments. Thank you in advance for your contribution.

This survey will remain open until the 15th of November 2024 at 23:59 (CEST).

Best regards,
DG CLIMA and CRETA

A. Information about the respondent

1. E-mail address:
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louis@bellona.org

2. Organisation:

Bellona

3. Name (last name, first name)

Hennequin, Louis

4. Country (in case your organisation is active in more than one country, please indicate 'EU' or 
'International'):

EU

B. Type of activity

1. Please specify which type of activity your feedback refers to:
Soil carbon in mineral soils and agro-forestry
Planting of trees on unused and severely degraded land
Peatland restoration through rewetting

2. Feedback on: Definitions
2000 character(s) maximum

There is no definition of potential leakage from the list. Risks and leakage buffers should be addressed in the 
methodology. Because peatland restoration projects can carry a risk of reversibility and potential leakage, 
such safeguards should be in place to minimise that risk. A buffer can be used to cover unforeseeable 
losses that may occur from the project over time as a result of restoration reversal. They are used in case 
predicted emission savings are not realised and in the event that a project can suffer losses. 

3. Feedback on: Introduction
2000 character(s) maximum
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No comment.

4. Feedback on: 1. Scope: 1.1 Eligible activities
2000 character(s) maximum

The definition of a peatland in this methodology is an important aspect that needs further deliberation.

We agree that restoration of peatlands should be primarily seen as an emissions reduction activity as it is not 
yet clear when and how a peatland becomes a net carbon removal. In the short term, peatland restoration 
does not sequester CO2 but inherently prevents CO2 from being emitted. 

5. Feedback on: 1. Scope: 1.2 Activity period and monitoring period
2000 character(s) maximum

Data regarding the restoration of peatlands to reduce GHG emissions under specific contexts remains 
limited; as the time period for achieving reductions will depend on the extent of degradation and the previous 
land use. 
It is unclear when a transition from annual to monitoring every 5 years would be considered appropriate, 
given the slow changes that occur after peatland restoration. We recommend these should be based on 
direct measurements and a threshold of change between measurement time periods to inform this shift from 
annual to longer monitoring periods. This would provide assurance that the ecosystem is equilibrating to a 
new state.
The monitoring period should be longer than the activity period to ensure the benefits of the activity are 
maintained. Based on initial peatland condition and form, the initial verification period of GHG reductions 
should be 1 year, which consists of a validation of the project. While the changes in emissions may be 
difficult to quantify with appropriate uncertainty on an annual basis due to incremental changes, we 
recommend that regular initial monitoring occurs which can decrease in frequency once the fluctuations in 
the restored peatland emissions reduce. Only then, should the recertification period be extended to 5 years.
Peatland restoration should be seen as a long-term, ideally permanent shift in land use as these ecosystems 
make sizable contributions to emissions, despite small land area, and restoration can lead to initial GHG 
emissions. The methodology suggests that the activity period should be a min of 25 years and can be 
shortened. Bellona does not see the justification for a potential shortening of the activity period. As this 
methodology is for emissions reductions, it makes sense that there is a maximum project length based on 
the peat depth and peat depletion rate. A temperature dependant peat depletion rate should be considered 
as microbial decomposition processes are temperature dependant.



4

6. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.1 Relevant carbon removal sinks and GHG emission sources
2000 character(s) maximum

Soil and vegetation surveys should be conducted to assess the baseline and carbon stock quantification. 
Inclusion of N2O emissions is optional and is considered to decrease almost to zero, according to Table 1 
(p. 12), but this will likely depend on fertiliser use and run-off (nitrate inputs). Under sustainability 
requirements, reduced or no fertiliser use is encouraged but this does not seem to be a very strong 
requirement. Additional information on the drawback’s fertiliser use may have on the effectiveness of the 
emission reduction activity is needed, in particular where run-off may impact the project site. 

7. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.2 Standardised baseline
2000 character(s) maximum

Each peatland restoration project is specific (climate, land use, state of the vegetation, degradation, 
contamination) and there is currently little data to support development of a standardised baseline. Bellona 
therefore fully supports the recommendation in the methodology that an activity-specific baseline should be 
implemented to determine project impact. 

8. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.3 Activity-specific baseline
2000 character(s) maximum

Direct measurements for determining the emissions factor specify a 3-year time frame for the baseline 
measurements. However, there is insufficient details on the frequency of measurements required to 
sufficiently cover seasonal variability and avoid sampling bias in the data. 
Sampling and use GHG accounting models specifically adapted for peatland conditions, e.g. IPCC Wetland 
Supplement can be used to establish a baseline carbon stock, e.g. http://mires-and-peat.net/media/map17
/map_17_04.pdf

9. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.4 Total carbon removals and/or soil emission reductions from 
the activity

2000 character(s) maximum
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No comment.

10. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.5 GHG associated emissions
2000 character(s) maximum

The 2% materiality rule seems generous considering the additive nature of these for multiple emissions 
sources.

11. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.6 Updates of the standardised baseline (2.7 for peatlands)
2000 character(s) maximum

No comment.

12. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.6 Monitoring of soil emission reductions (peatlands only) 
2000 character(s) maximum
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As suggested for forestry projects, a mixture of direct measurements, remote sensing and modelling could 
be a useful common approach across all carbon farming methodologies. Earth Observations alone may be 
insufficient to accurately measure key variables such as water table depth for peatlands. 

Peatland restoration projects are inherently unpredictable in terms of stabilisation times, fluctuation of 
emissions, net emission reductions, biodiversity benefits, seasonal and climate change. New bodies of 
knowledge are needed for validating the science and research into peatland restoration. The UK is a leading 
example of research into this topic and each peatland project validation is activity-based.

Remote sensing of peatland condition could be put into place to determine surface dynamics, measure 
change and conditions, monitoring habitat change, wetness and peat depth but should be validated by local 
in situ measurements. 

The justification for a recertification audits five years after the activity period starts seems appropriate given 
that the initial fluctuations in the emissions balance in the years immediately after restoration. 

13. Feedback on: 2. Quantification: 2.7 Addressing uncertainties in a conservative manner (N.A. for 
peatlands)

2000 character(s) maximum

N.A.

14. Feedback on: 3. Additionality: 3.1 Regulatory test
2000 character(s) maximum

No comment.

15. Feedback on: 3. Additionality: 3.2 Financial test
2000 character(s) maximum
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No comment.

16. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.1 Monitoring rules and mitigation of any risk 
of release of the stored carbon

2000 character(s) maximum

Although peatland restoration is an emission reduction and not removal, there are still risks of release of the 
stored carbon. Peatlands are still subject to climate change (rainfall, temperatures, fires), and therefore the 
risk and liability for the release of the stored carbon that lead to reduced emissions should not be discarded, 
especially if stabilised peatland are theoretically meant to be included in the voluntary carbon market.

17. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.2 Liability mechanisms (N.A. for peatlands)
2000 character(s) maximum

N.A.

18. Feedback on: 4. Storage, monitoring and liability: 4.3 Rules for operationalising the requirement 
referred to in article 6(3) (N.A. for peatlands)

2000 character(s) maximum
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N.A.

19. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.1 Minimum sustainability requirements
2000 character(s) maximum

A timeline should be given in the context of DNSH taxonomy as peatlands restoration needs time to stabilise 
and usually start with increased methane emissions.

There is a need for monitoring the impacts of peatland restoration on both peatland biodiversity and function: 
understanding peatland habitat and their changes induced via rewetting. What are the sustainability 
requirements for rewetting? What would be the nutrient input from the water used for rewetting? This could 
be problematic if N2O monitoring is optional.

We encourage further consultation of stakeholders and experts to assess and understand further European 
peatlands and the implications of rewetting these areas. 
Based on initial assessment and to avoid loss of ecosystems / biodiversity, some sites should be able to 
quality for legal protection: Natura 2000 sites protected under the EU Habitats and Birds Directives.

20. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.2 Monitoring and reporting of the mandatory co-benefits for the 
protection and restoration of biodiversity and ecosystems, including soil health and the avoidance 
of land degradation

2000 character(s) maximum

N.A.

21. Feedback on: 5. Sustainability: 5.3 Monitoring and reporting of other voluntary co-benefits
2000 character(s) maximum
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N.A.

22. Feedback on: 6 Annex 1: Options to calculate the standardised baseline for mineral soils (soil 
carbon on mineral soils only)

2000 character(s) maximum

N.A.

23. : What would be in your view the best approach to ensure that the Optional question on validation
emission factors, sampling protocols, and/or models used to quantify carbon removals are validated? 
Which validation criteria would you recommend, and what should be the role of operators, certification 
schemes, academia, other public or private entities, and/or the European Commission in the validation 
process?

2000 character(s) maximum

24. Optional: general comments
2000 character(s) maximum
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Bellona suggests looking at the methodologies and regulations developed in the UK for peatland restoration: 
The Peatland Code, a voluntary certification standard for UK peatland projects wishing to market the climate 
benefits of peatland restoration developed by the IUCN. More data is needed to assess the potential of EU’s 
peatlands restoration within carbon farming approaches. No certification should be issued for such peatland 
restoration projects in the EU but framed into emission reductions.

There is no protocol provided for the rewetting: hydrological targets (setting water tables at the soil surface), 
rewetting techniques such as drainage ditches, raising water levels or construction water retention 
structures. 
Appropriate selection of vegetation should also be taken into consideration to introduce native wetland 
vegetation (e.g. sphagnum mosses) that thrive in waterlogged conditions and contribute to peat 
accumulation.

As for many of these certificates, it is unclear how these certificates could be used in a credible manner. 
Clarity is needed on what these emissions reductions certificates could be used for.

Thank you for your contributions!

Contact
Contact Form

https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/contactform/adbfed0f-596d-c87c-bdb5-243b2ef88907



