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Introduction 
 

The “Feasibility study jatropha carbon projects for fair-trade certified small producers” 

aims at evaluating the viability of a wide range of greenhouse gas (GHG) emission 

reduction (ER) projects, related to the life-cycle of the jatropha curcas plant 

intercropped by Fairtrade-certified Small Producer Organizations (SPOs) globally. As 

specified in the “Local Energy Utilization from jatropha curcas: best practices”, there 

are at least 10 different theoretically viable project types1, including:  

 

1. Carbon sequestration from the intercropping of jatropha curcas 

2. Plant oil as fuel for transport, replacing imported diesel 

3. Biodiesel as fuel for transport, replacing imported diesel 

4. Plant oil for power and/or heat generation, replacing imported diesel 

5. Biodiesel for power and/or heat generation, replacing imported diesel 

6. Plant oil for cooking, replacing fuelwood, charcoal or kerosene 

7. Seedcake pressed into briquettes, charcoal or pellets for cooking 

8. Seedcake, shells and husks composted as fertilizer 

9. Seedcake, shells and husks digested to biogas for cooking  

10. Seedcake, shells and husks digested to biogas for power generation 

 

The current report provides an overview of the applicable voluntary carbon market 

standards and identification of the ones most suitable for the above-mentioned 

project types. The overview includes a short description of the procedural and relevant 

methodological approaches, as well as of the market and sales conditions of the 

identified applicable standards. The mission of Fairtrade and ICCO (poverty alleviation, 

sustainable development and empowerment of SPOs) serves as a general guidance in 

selecting the most suitable standards. Bridge Builders’ project design study for the FFB 

Jatropha project in Burkina Faso2 and documentation provided by ICCO form the basis 

of the analysis. The carbon standards assessed are however a sub-set of those 

discussed in the Burkina Faso study, determined according to their relevance to the 

Fairtrade context and the generic project types identified in ICCO’s first screening. 

                                                           
1
 It is assumed that seedcake, shells and husks are used together. The options in the actual study are 

slightly different, due to the different discrimination of biomass types and purposes  
2
 Bridge Builders 2011, “FFB Jatropha Biodiesel Project, Burkina Faso. Final Carbon Project Design Report” 
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Finally, the document issues a recommendation of standards that deserve further 

consideration in the Fairtrade Jatropha setting.  

 

The report is accompanied by project fact-sheets that aim at a general overview of 

the eligibility criteria, as well as by templates for the rough estimation of credit 

generation potential and viability of carbon credit development of specific projects. 
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Terms and definitions 
 

Additionality: Carbon credits are only issued for projects that could not be implemented 

without the additional revenues obtained from selling carbon credits. Such projects are 

called “additional”. There are standardized procedures to demonstrate additionality under 

different standards.  

A/R: Afforestation or reforestation activities under the CDM; refers to the conversion of 

non-forested lands into forests. 

Buffer: The permanence of carbon savings achieved by forestry projects cannot be 

assured 100% since e.g. forest fires may theoretically destroy the carbon pools at any time 

and release the saved carbon back to the atmosphere. Several standards address this 

problem by issuing carbon credits only for a part of the achieved carbon sequestration 

and keep the rest as a buffer – serving as insurance for projects where carbon pools are 

destroyed. 

Carbon sequestration baseline: The baseline consists in existing carbon stocks on the 

area to be reforested that have to be deducted from the carbon sequestered by trees 

planted. It is therefore important to have exact information about the state of an area 

before tree planting. On areas covered by dense shrubs or grassland, less carbon credits 

can be generated. 

Carbon versus CO2: Carbon generally refers to the pure element “C”; which is often 

confused with CO2. One ton of carbon stored in biomass will lead to emissions of 3.67 

tons of CO2 if released to the atmosphere. 

CDM: Clean Development Mechanism. The Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) is one 

of the three flexible mechanisms contained in the Kyoto Protocol. It allows entities from 

Annex I (developed) Parties to develop emission-reducing projects in non-Annex I 

(developing) countries, and generate tradeable credits corresponding to the volume of 

emission reductions achieved by that project. 

CERs: Certified Emission Reductions, i.e. carbon credits originating from projects registered 

under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) of the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol.  

Degraded land: Under the CDM, there is a tool to identify degraded land. No clear 

definition is given. Land classifies as degraded if official sources (e.g. national maps) exist 

where it is identified as degraded or if certain criteria such as soil erosion apply. 
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DOE: See ‘External Auditor’ 

Eligibility: All standard define criteria to decide which projects can apply or carbon 

crediting, i.e., which kinds of projects are eligible to apply for carbon crediting. 

Ex-ante crediting: Under some standards, carbon credits are issued before GHG 

reductions have been verified. This allows the project owner to directly use carbon funding 

for the implementation of his project which is particularly important for community based 

projects with restricted access to debt funding. 

Ex-post crediting: Normally, carbon credits are only issued after GHG reductions have 

been verified. 

External auditor: Under most carbon standards, project proponents are required to hire 

third- party auditors, which are approved by the standard. These external auditors, called 

“DOE” (designated operating entity) under the CDM, evaluate projects during validation 

and verification and submit their opinion to the management of the carbon standard who 

will take the final decision. Several non-CDM standards rely on auditors approved by the 

CDM. 

External auditor validation and verification fee: The fees for external auditors, either for 

validation or verification, depend on various parameters such as complexity of project and 

methodology, liabilities towards the certifying organization, size and experience of the 

auditing firm.  

Forest: “Forest” is generally defined by the UNFCCC definition, which defines a forest as a 

minimum area of land of 0.05-1.0 hectares with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking 

level) of more than 10-30 per cent with trees with the potential to reach a minimum 

height of 2-5 meters at maturity in situ. (Decision 19/CP.9 adopted at Milan, UNFCCC, 

2004). With exception of the PlanVivo Standard, all base standards for forestry projects 

make reference to this definition. CDM even requires the host country to specify exact 

values in the given range as national forest definition as a precondition for hosting CDM 

A/R projects.  

GS: The Gold Standard 

GS CERs: Gold Standard Certified Emission Reductions (CERs), i.e. carbon credits 

originating from a project registered both under the CDM and the Gold Standard 
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GS VERS: Gold Standard Voluntary Emission Reductions (VERs), i.e. carbon credits 

originating from a project registered under the Gold Standard only. 

ICROA: The International Carbon Reduction and Offset Alliance (ICROA) is a not-for-profit 

alliance of leading carbon reduction and offset providers. It provides leadership and a 

unified voice advocating for rigorous industry standards. ICROA members support a 

reduce-and- offset approach to carbon management, and they all comply with the ICROA 

Code of Best Practice. 

Leakage: Leakage refers to emissions caused by the displacement of land use activities 

from the reforested area. If agricultural activities are displaced, it is generally necessary to 

assume that somewhere else vegetation (read: carbon stocks) is removed to relocate the 

displaced agricultural activities; the resulting carbon emissions must then be deducted 

from the carbon sequestration achieved by tree planting. 

Monitoring: Carbon savings achieved by a carbon project must be monitored by the 

project owner according to procedures laid down in the applicable methodologies. The 

monitoring report will be checked during the verification process and represents the basis 

for the issuance of carbon credits. 

PDD: Project Design Document, the form with which a carbon project applies for 

registration. PDDs could vary across standards, project types, project scale, registration 

scheme, etc. 

Project emissions: Project emissions are emissions of greenhouse gases that are caused 

by the project itself. Generally, the most important source of project emissions consists in 

the decay of nitrogen in fertilizers that reacts to N2O, an extremely potent greenhouse 

gas, when deployed on the plantations. Project emissions are generally calculated by 

applying standardized formulas provided in the different methodologies. 

Standard procedure: The process resembles the CDM process. For project registration, 

this means that the project documentation (generally called PDD, Project Design 

Document) is validated by an independent, approved entity (called DOE, Designated 

Operating Entity under the CDM) and subsequently, the board of the institution that 

manages a standard decides on project registration. For issuance of carbon credits, it 

means that a monitoring document prepared by the project participants is verified by an 

independent entity and subsequently, the board of the institution that manages a 

standard decides on the issuance of carbon credits. 
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tCERs and lCERs: Under the CDM, the risk of permanence in carbon sequestration (see 

“buffer”) is solved by issuing carbon credits of temporal validity, so-called tCERs and lCERs. 

tCERs expire after the end of the commitment period subsequent to the one in which they 

are issued and lCERs expire after the crediting period of a project. After expiring, tCERs 

and lCERs must be replaced by other temporary or conventional CERs. To date, no tCERs 

or lCERs have been issued; therefore, it is not known how carbon markets will handle 

them. 

Validation: the auditing of the project before it has been registered. Terms vary, could 

also be referred to as ‘initial certification’ 

Verification: The (periodic) auditing of the project after it has been registered. There are 

different types of verification and terms employed, e.g. first, monitoring, management unit 

certification, etc. 

VCS: Verified Carbon Standard 

VCUs: Verified Carbon Units, i.e. carbon credits originating from a project registered under 

VCS.  
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Framework of analysis and assumptions 
 

The analysis of eligible project types and the carbon standards that can be utilized by 

Fairtrade-certified SPOs in the context of Jatropha intercropping is demarcated by several 

main factors: 

Jatropha lifecycle and the aspect of time 

As with any tree species, jatropha curcas plants have a growth curve for intake of carbon, 

sequestering carbon as they grow, and stabilizing at a certain level after a period of time. 

They only start producing seeds after a few years of growth. This growth curve is therefore 

the basis for assessment of not only sequestration, but all Jatropha-related projects.  

In this sense a Jatropha-related biodiesel or other energy-related carbon project cannot be 

expected to actually reduce carbon emissions in the first years after the planting of the tree.  

Carbon Project Cycle 

The carbon project cycle usually includes the elaboration of the project documentation, 

validation by a third-party auditor, registration, monitoring, and third-party verification before 

the first credits can be issued and sold. Although the exact timeframe varies between 

standards, project types and specific project contexts, the CDM reference time is currently 

about 3 years between the start of the carbon project development (PDD writing) and first 

issuance3. Further time may lapse until the actual revenues from the issued credits are 

transferred to the project owner. 

Small Producer Organizations 

The type of investment made into emission reduction and carbon sequestration projects by 

large companies cannot be expected in the context of Small Producer Organizations. 

Therefore it is assumed that carbon finance is to be utilized for the implementation of the 

projects, rather than commercial loans or conventional investments. 

Quality certification  

There is a variety of carbon standards on the market, some focusing on the quantification of 

emission reductions, others on the added value of the projects for the local communities and 

their environment. Given the mission of Fairtrade and ICCO of poverty alleviation and 

sustainable development, it is assumed that the desired standards are on the quality end of 

the spectrum. 

 

                                                           
3
 Based on own estimates and data from “IGES CDM Project Database” 
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Considering the above factors, the analysis of standards is based on the following 

cornerstones: 

 Identify standards that offer ex-ante crediting 

 Identify schemes within standards that promote small-scale, developing country, small-

producer or community-based projects 

 Identify ways of combining various “local energy uses” into the same project 

 Identify ways of grouping projects to reduce costs. 
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Carbon standards and markets 

 

Carbon Markets 

The major carbon market is the compliance market for emission reduction certificates 

established by the Kyoto-Protocol globally and the EU Emission Trading System (EU ETS) 

in Europe. Projects in developing countries can obtain CERs and enter the EU ETS through 

registering under the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). Emission reduction 

certificates in the compliance market have become a homogenous and transparent 

commodity, traded on various exchanges and over-the-counter (OTC). There are only a 

few certificate types in the compliance market, namely AAUs, EUAs, CERs and ERUs, that 

are mostly comparable in the scope of their use and thus maintain a rather stable price 

distance amongst each other according to usability, risks and convertibility. Thus, prices 

and traded volumes of compliance certificates are well known, highly volatile, and depend 

on other commodities, such as oil, gas, coal, as well as on weather forecasts, political 

decisions within and beyond the European Commission, and the performance of the 

UNFCCC. Within the range of relevant projects, only biomass residue projects could be 

developed for the compliance market, and considering the EU ETS restrictions on eligible 

CDM projects, this would only be possible, from today’s perspective, for projects based in 

Least Developed Countries (see the CDM fact sheet below)  

Alongside the compliance market, one finds a wide range of voluntary transactions that 

make up a voluntary market not driven by an emissions cap. Because this market is not 

part of a cap-and-trade system, where emission allowances can be traded, almost all 

carbon offsets purchased in this voluntary market originate from project-based 

transactions. Hence, this market can be referred to as the voluntary offsets market. 

Because it does not operate via a formal exchange, it can also be referred to as the 

voluntary Over-the-Counter market. Credits in this market are generally referred to as 

Verified (or Voluntary, depending on the source) Emissions Reductions (VERs), or simply as 

carbon offsets4. While the compliance market is concentrated mainly in Europe, most 

voluntary market transactions are made in the USA with credits from US projects5. 

Therefore, statistics on market shares and prices from the perspective of Fairtrade-certified 

SPOs should be considered with precaution.  

                                                           
4
 Ecosystem Marketplace “Marketwatch”, available at: 

http://www.ecosystemmarketplace.com/pages/dynamic/web.page.php?section=carbon_market&page_na
me=otc_market , last visited: 27.09.2011 
5
 ibid 

http://www.ecosystemmarketplace.com/pages/dynamic/web.page.php?section=carbon_market&page_name=otc_market
http://www.ecosystemmarketplace.com/pages/dynamic/web.page.php?section=carbon_market&page_name=otc_market
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Contrary to the compliance market where buyers of ER certificates are motivated by the 

ultimate goal to cover up for legally binding emission reduction targets, buyers in the 

voluntary market do not have such obligations to purchase CO2-offsets. Their reasons to 

engage in offsetting of emissions are rather indirect: corporate social responsibility (CSR) 

and public relations (PR) but also pre-compliance in the case of US voluntary markets. Not 

surprisingly, with 130 MtCO2e traded in 2010, the voluntary market accounts for barely 

0.1% of the total global carbon market today. Also, unlike the compliance market, the 

voluntary carbon market is not at all transparent and extremely fragmented with respect 

to certification standards, traded volumes and prices. 

In general, CDM projects obtain higher prices and are much easier to sell than basic 

voluntary projects, due to the good reputation of the CDM and the sheer size of the 

market. On the CDM exchanges, however, CERs are a commodity and the additional 

benefits of emission reduction projects are not valued at all. High-quality CERs do exist, 

but they are rather marketed to specific customers with certain minimum criteria for the 

underlying projects. In general, and in line with the EU-ETS developments, preferred 

projects involve renewable energy in least developed countries. The voluntary market has 

an overwhelming variety of standards. Some of them have a regional scope; others are 

notorious for the certification of basic carbon credits without explicit benefits for 

communities. The real target market for high-quality emission reduction projects with 

inherent social, environmental, and development benefits is therefore the high-end 

voluntary market. Despite of its small size and high fragmentation, this market segment 

thrives on the very motivations of buyers (CSR, PR) that reward quality of emission 

reductions. The high-end market is represented mainly by GS CERs, GS VERs, and 

Socialcarbon or CCB-certified VCUs, as well as the ‘boutique’ forestry standards Carbonfix 

and Plan Vivo for forestry projects. Projects registered under VCS without a quality 

standard have a rather low range of prices. Therefore, small-scale projects under VCS 

alone are often not economically viable as they lack the economies of scale to counter the 

substantial costs of carbon credit development.  

Prices of voluntary market transactions reported for 2010 ranged from 0.1 to 136.3 

EUR/tCO2e. This shows that even amidst an economic recession that dominated the 

voluntary market in 2010 sales prices above the prices paid for CERs in the compliance 

market can be achieved, but only if the right audience is identified and addressed and if 

the extraordinary quality of the offsets is substantiated properly by applying the right 

certification standard. 



 

14 

 

 

The figures below, taken from the latest State of the Voluntary Carbon Markets 2011 

study6, provide an overview of the prices achieved by the different standards in 2010 and 

the popularity of the standards among project developers. Although based mainly on US-

based respondents to the SVCM survey, and having in mind that outlier prices can skew 

the results in favour of one or the other standard, the graphs largely confirm our selection 

of relevant carbon standards. The selected standards are among the most popular with 

carbon credit suppliers, and the prices achieved in 2010 are generally competitive.  

 

 

 

                                                           
6
 Peters-Stanley et al. State of the Voluntary Carbon Markets 2011, (SVCM) Available at: http://www.forest-

trends.org/documents/files/doc_2828.pdf Last visited: 22.09.2011 
 

http://www.forest-trends.org/documents/files/doc_2828.pdf
http://www.forest-trends.org/documents/files/doc_2828.pdf
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Credit types 

While carbon credits are mostly differentiated on the basis of the carbon standard they 

are issued by, there are several other categories of interest: 

 Vintage – the year in which the emission reductions were “realized” or carbon 

was sequestered 

 Ex-post or ex-ante, pre-registration: 

o Ex-post credits are those issued for emission reductions already 

realized, or respectively carbon already sequestered. These are based 

on monitored and verified data and calculations according to a 

monitoring methodology. 

o Ex-ante credits are granted by some forestry standards for estimated 

future carbon sequestration. Given that trees take a long time to grow 

and sequester significant amounts of carbon, CarbonFix and Plan Vivo 

offer the possibility for projects to obtain and sell ex-ante credits on 

the basis of scientific studies and methodologies to estimate the 

sequestration potential of their projects. The credits are then sold early-

on in the project, which allows for the scaling-up of activities and the 

financing of maintenance of the planted plots. 

o Pre-registration credits, not to be confused with ex-ante credits, are 

credits issued for emission reductions realized (or carbon sequestered) 

before the registration of the project under the respective standard. 

While the CDM does not allow for such credits and given the long time 

required for registering a carbon project (usually some 2 years), some 

standards allow projects to recover credits ‘earned’ before registration. 

This is a major function especially of the VCS. 

 Temporary credits – Afforestation and Reforestation activities (A/R) registered 

under the CDM are granted so-called temporary credits (tCERs). These are 

meant to address the uncertainty related to permanence of the trees planted 

and thus of the carbon sequestered in A/R projects. There is currently no 

market for such credits, as they have a limited validity and need to be 

substituted after they expire, either with credits of the same type or with 

permanent CERs. The voluntary market addresses the issue of permanence 

through the establishment of buffers: only a part of the estimated quantity of 

carbon sequestered is issued, and if the project fails to ensure the number and 
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size of trees, the difference in carbon sequestered is covered by the credits in 

the buffer. Thus, credits issued under these standards are considered 

permanent. 

Carbon Standards 

There is no one carbon standard that can be recommended for all types of projects. 

Each carbon standard has specific eligibility criteria which determine the type of 

projects that can be certified under the standard. Although there are comprehensive 

standards, such as CDM or VCS, they have some disadvantages:  

 They do not fulfil the additional criterion of being a ´quality´ carbon 

standard, rewarding community-based sustainable projects 

 Both rely on the CDM methodologies and procedures that are not entirely 

suitable to Jatropha intercropping projects 

 They do not offer ex-ante crediting  

In general, standards can be divided into forestry standards (focusing on carbon 

sequestration activities) and emission reduction standards (focusing on generating 

fewer emissions). Furthermore, standards are also differentiated into base standards, 

such as CDM, VCS, focusing mainly on the quantification of emission reductions, and 

quality standards, such as Gold Standard and Social Carbon, that certify the social, 

economic and environmental impact of carbon projects and offer the possibility of 

achieving premium prices for carbon credits issued according to a base standard.  

 

Selection of standards 

 

Sequestration projects:  

As there is currently little evidence of a real market for temporary credits, and given that it 

does not offer ex-ante crediting for forestry projects, CDM has been excluded from the set 

of standards considered for sequestration projects.  VCS also registers forestry projects, 

but currently does not offer ex-ante crediting. CCBS is also a very reputed premium 

standard for forestry projects. However, it can only be used in combination with a base 

standard, such as VCS or CDM. Given the ex-post crediting issue with these standards, and 

the specific focus of CCB on biodiversity, we exclude it from the selected standards and 

recommend the use of CarbonFix and Plan Vivo instead for the sequestration component 

of the Jatropha projects. 
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Emission reduction projects:  

The most recommended standard for emission reduction projects is the Gold Standard, 

due to its focus on community-based projects and projects with proven sustainability. 

Unfortunately the Gold Standard does not certify forestry projects. It is a strategic decision 

whether to use it on its own (for GS VERs) or as a premium standard for CDM (for GS 

CERs). There is no clear data on the price difference between the project types, but GS 

CERs offer a wider pool of buyers due to the compliance value of CERs in general. 

Therefore we recommend the combination of Gold Standard and CDM for emission 

reduction projects.  

 

The regional standards (The Reserve, J-VER, The Panda Standard, etc.) do not meet the 

global scope of the current project, and are thus not considered applicable.  

Several standards, such as VER+, ACR, CCX are in the base standard category, in which 

they compete with VCS and CDM, the clear market leaders. They are excluded from the 

analysis, as they add nothing of relevance to the CDM approach.   

 

Composting:  

In the composting category the options are therefore limited to CDM and 

VCS+Socialcarbon, as methane avoidance is not eligible under the Gold Standard. It is not 

clear which option is more favourable. On the one hand, CDM has no focus on the co-

benefits of the project, which Socialcarbon provides. On the other, it is better regarded 

than VCS as a base standard. We therefore include both options, although we would 

rather recommend the use of CDM. 

 

The table below lists all the standards considered and the reason for their inclusion or 

exclusion from the selection. 
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Table 1: List of analyzed standards 

Standard Sequestration 

or 

Mitigation? 

Co-

benefits? 

Included? Reason for inclusion / exclusion 

CarbonFix S Yes Yes Quality forestry standard 

Plan Vivo S Yes Yes Quality forestry standard 

CDM M No Yes Compliance and reference standard 

VCS M+S No Yes In combination with Socialcarbon 

GS M7 Yes Yes Quality standard alone or with CDM 

SocialCarbon M+S Yes Yes Quality standard for VCS 

CCBS S Yes No No ex-ante credits of the base 

standards (VCS and CDM), focus on 

biodiversity 

CDM A/R S No No No real market for credits yet 

ACR M+S No No Declining role in the market* 

CCX M+S No No Declining role in the market * 

VER+ M+S No No Activities limited to 31.12.20128 

BMV M+S Yes No Brasil only9 

Climate Action 

Reserve 

M+S No No USA, Canada and Mexico only* 

EPA Climate 

Leaders Offset 

Guidance 

 No No USA only* 

ISO 14064/ 65 

Standards 

 No No Mainly Canada* 

J-VER  No No Japan only* 

The Panda 

Stanadard 

 Yes No China only* 

*  Source: SVCM 

 

  

                                                           
7
 Restrictions apply to projects in each type 

8
 VER+ Carbon Standard, Available at: http://www.tuev-

sued.de/uploads/images/1179142340972697520616/Standard_VER_e.pdf Last visited: 22.09.2011 
9
 http://www.brasilmataviva.com.br Last visited: 22.09.2011 

http://www.tuev-sued.de/uploads/images/1179142340972697520616/Standard_VER_e.pdf
http://www.tuev-sued.de/uploads/images/1179142340972697520616/Standard_VER_e.pdf
http://www.brasilmataviva.com.br/
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Selected Carbon Standards 
 

Based on the above discussion and careful consideration of the project framework, the 

carbon standards considered interesting for Fairtrade-certified Jatropha projects are:  

 

1. Forestry: 

a. CarbonFix 

b. Plan Vivo 

2. Biogas/Biomass: 

a. CDM+Gold Standard 

b. Gold Standard (VERs) 

c. VCS + Socialcarbon 

3. Composting 

a. CDM 

b. VCS + Socialcarbon 

4. Plant oil:  

a. CDM+Gold Standard 

b. Gold Standard (VERs) 

c. VCS + Socialcarbon 

5. Biodiesel: 

a. Gold Standard 

b. VCS+Socialcarbon 

 
The table below and the following information sheets aim at summarizing basic information 
about the different standards, their position in the market, the project types eligible, general 
procedures and costs, and other relevant information. 
 

 

Table 2: Pipeline developments in different carbon standards10 

  Total projects registered Total credits issued (MtCO2e) 

  up to 2009 

up to 

2010 to date 

up to 

2009 

up to 

2010 to date 

CarbonFix 1 5 5 0.23 0.65 0.65 

Plan Vivo 4 5 7 0.75 0.98 1.03 

                                                           
10

 Own research, as of September 19
th

, 2011 
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CDM 2013 2942 3449 366 576 736 

VCS 386 583 671 30.1 54 66 

GS CER 14 38 44 0.83 0.95 0.95 

GS VER 30 85 105 4.9 7.1 7.35 

Socialcarbo

n 33 34 34 - - - 
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CarbonFix www.carbonfix.info  

Standard description 

The CarbonFix Standard was developed in 2007 by 

CarbonFix, an independent non-profit organization. 

The CarbonFix Standard applies to projects related to 

afforestation, reforestation, natural regeneration and 

agro-forestry which have a demonstrated 

commitment to socio-economic and ecological 

responsibility. Project developers using the standard 

manage their certification processes over the 

ClimateProjects platform, which also allows them to 

issue their carbon credits in Markit – CarbonFix’s 

official credit registry. In January 2011, the 

International Carbon Reduction and Offsets Alliance 

(ICROA) recognized CarbonFix Standard as suitable 

for use under its Code of Best Practice. 

 

Eligible project types 

“Climate forestation projects”, including 

intercropping, as long as they fulfill the eligibility 

criteria 

 

Current Market 

CarbonFix is a boutique forestry standard and 

together with Plan Vivo populates the niche of high-

quality (socially and environmentally sustainable) 

forestry standards. CarbonFix is approved by ICROA. 

The CarbonFix organization is rooted in Germany and 

buyers of CarbonFix offsets are also typically active in 

the European voluntary market. CarbonFix projects 

are located around the globe. 

Market outlook 

The market share of CarbonFix is still very low and 

the standard has not registered a new project or 

issued credits for a while now. Nevertheless, a growth 

from 1 to 5 projects from 2009 to 2010, the current 

validation pipeline of 7 projects, its generally positive 

appraisal as a high-quality forestry standard, the 

straightforward methodology and the possibility of 

ex-ante crediting point to a further increase of its 

share in the niche of high quality forestry standards. 

Given the few competitors in this niche (Plan Vivo, 

CDM, VCS+CCBS or Socialcarbon) CarbonFix has the 

potential to set the mark for very sustainable forestry 

credits. 

Procedures 

- Project documentation 

- Pre-validation (CFS) 

- Third-party certification 

- Ex-ante credit issuance 

- 30% issuance buffer 

- Third-party monitoring certifications (every 5 years) 

- Management Unit certifications to add new areas 

to the project, followed by issuance of ex-ante 

Costs 

Registration: 

- Pre-validation: €1 500 

- external auditor validation fee 

Issuance: 

- external auditor verification fee 

- EUR 0.5 per assigned (transferred) tCO2 

http://www.carbonfix.info/
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credits for those areas 

- Crediting period of 30-50 years 

- No Host Country approval necessary, but the 

project depends on the country’s forestry definition 
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CarbonFix www.carbonfix.info  

Eligibility criteria 

- A/R, not forested for > 10 years, creation of a “forest” according to the national/FAO definition. 

- Projects are either planted on degraded land or leakage is to be considered 

- No reduction in supply of food / other products for the planted areas. 

- 10% conservation area assigned and protected for the lifetime of the project. 

- Litter (leaves and small branches) remains on the plot 

Other issues 

As identified in the Burkina Faso study, there are several potential issues with Jatropha intercropping projects 

registered as carbon sequestration projects. Although CarbonFix was identified as the least problematic and 

most suitable standard, some issues still require attention and are addressed in this section. 

1. Forest definition: CarbonFix is above all meant for promoting the planting of forests, and thus a 

project needs to comply with at least one forest definition between: 

 The definition of the host country Designated National Authority (DNA) 

 The Food and Agriculture Organization definition 

 The national forest definition 

Forest is defined in FAO’s Global Forest Resources Assessment as land spanning more than 0.5 hectares with 

trees higher than 5 meters and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these 

thresholds in situ. It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use. This is 

problematic in a sense that the intercropping of Jatropha usually implies that the plant is pruned to the 

height of a shrub, which simplifies seed collection and reduces the shadow over the other crops. The use of 

agricultural land complicates the issue further.  

Some national definitions, such as that of Burkina Faso, do favour intercropping projects more than the FAO 

definition. Given the transnational scope of the current endeavour, it cannot be guaranteed that this will be 

the case in all countries. It remains to be seen how CarbonFix will deal with the already listed Jatropha 

plantation project in Togo11 and with the Burkina Faso project of Fondation Fasobiocarburant (FFB), supported 

by ICCO. It is expected that these two projects could open a door for the registration of further Jatropha 

projects under CarbonFix. 

2. Nature Conservation Area:  

Each project registered under CarbonFix is to include a nature conservation area of at least 10% of the total 

project area. For each project, the SPO and its partners would need to:  

 Identify what the natural ecosystem of the project region is. 

 Identify areas in the vicinity of project areas that fit to the natural ecosystem definition. 

 Develop a standard approach how such areas could be identified for individual plots that will be 

added to the project in the future. 

 Develop an approach to the kind of management needed to ensure that the identified areas are 

protected. 

3. Non-degraded land and leakage:  

CFS is designed for plantations set up on degraded land. As that is not the case in intercropping, leakage 

                                                           
11

 http://www.carbonfix.info/Project.html, last visited 22.09.2011 

http://www.carbonfix.info/
http://www.carbonfix.info/Project.html
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would have to be accounted for, assuming the replacement of the original vegetation by replaced crops. 

Leakage emissions could reduce significantly the amount of credits generated and thus the financial viability 

of the projects. 
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Plan Vivo www.planvivo.org  

Standard description 

Plan Vivo is a program designed for community-

based forest management and agroforestry payments 

for ecosystem services projects. The system was 

created over a decade ago by the Edinburgh Center 

for Carbon Management and is now developed and 

overseen by a Scottish charity, the Plan Vivo 

Foundation. There are currently five fully operational 

Plan Vivo projects in Mexico, Uganda, Mozambique, 

Tanzania and Nicaragua and several upcoming 

projects in developing countries including Malawi, 

Cameroon, Ethiopia, and Nepal. Plan Vivo maintains a 

listing of projects on its website and lists credits (Plan 

Vivo Certificates) on the Markit Environmental 

Registry. 

 

Eligible project types 

- Afforestation / reforestation 

- Agroforestry 

- Forest restoration 

- Avoided deforestation  

Projects are eligible when:  

- They operate in developing countries to 

promote sustainable rural livelihoods; 

- They work with or plan to work with small-

scale producers to deliver ecosystem services, 

specifically long-term carbon sequestration 

and/or emission reduction benefits; 

- They wish to promote the protection and/or 

planting of native or naturalised tree species. 

Current Market 

Just as CarbonFix Plan Vivo is a boutique forestry 

standard filling the niche for forestry offsets with 

high contribution to social and environmental 

sustainability. Unlike CarbonFix Plan Vivo is (not yet) 

approved by ICROA. Buyers of Plan Vivo offsets are 

until now mostly located in the US. Currently 

registered Plan Vivo projects stem from Latin America 

(3) and Africa (4). Projects in validation are mostly 

from Africa, with two projects from Asia and one 

from Mexico added to the pipeline recently. 

Market outlook 

The outlook for Plan Vivo is mixed. On the one hand 

it provides a unique methodology and is the strictest 

standard in terms of community benefits and revenue 

sharing, which gives it an outstanding credibility and 

should be extremely attractive for quality buyers. On 

the other hand it is not yet recognized by ICROA and 

the Plan Vivo foundation does not seem to be as 

successful or ambitious to further promote the 

standard as its direct competitor CarbonFix. This is 

reflected in the very slow increase in projects and 

issuance, albeit the validation pipeline of 7 new 

projects shows that the standard is alive and 

prospering. 

 

Procedures 

- Project Idea Note approved by the Plan Vivo 

Foundation (PVF) 

- Methodology developed and approved by PVF, 

incl. buffer allocation percentage 

- Start of drafting Plan Vivos with farmers 

- Submission and approval of PDD 

- Carbon agreements signed with producers 

Costs 

- Pre-validation: $750 

- Methodology review: $200 per methodology 

- PDD review and approval: $500 

- Validation: $8000 - $10 000 

 - Review of validation report: $500 

 - Certificate issuance: $0.35/VER 

 - External auditor verification fee 

http://www.planvivo.org/


 

27 

 

Plan Vivo www.planvivo.org  

(including milestones for tree planting and growth 

and related payments from carbon revenues) 

- Implementation of the pilot project 

- Validation 

- Registration 

- Certificate issuance for planted areas 

- Scaling-up of activities 

- Monitoring and extensive annual reports submitted 

to PVF 

- Verification every 5 years 

- Develop extra activities for sustainability 

  

http://www.planvivo.org/
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Plan Vivo www.planvivo.org  

Eligibility criteria 

Projects must involve the planting and/or promote the restoration or protection of native or naturalised tree species. The 

use of naturalised (i.e. non-invasive) species is acceptable only where such species can be shown to have compelling 

livelihood benefits and: 

- Communities have clearly expressed a wish to use such species; 

- The areas involved are not in immediate proximity to conservation areas or likely to have any significant negative effect 

on biodiversity; 

- The activity is still additional; 

- The activity will have no harmful effects on the water-table. 

Projects must be based on practical  capabilities ‘on the ground’, not on high level targets imposed from above (‘plant x 

no. of trees in y years’) 

Further eligibility criteria apply:  

- http://planvivo.org.34spreview.com/wp-content/uploads/Plan-Vivo_basic-project-eligibility-checklist1.pdf 

 

Other issues 

One issue that has come up in discussions about Jatropha intercropping projects under Plan Vivo has been 

whether Jatropha meets their definition of ‘naturalized species’. Scientific references will most certainly have 

to be provided for the eligibility of Jatropha under Plan Vivo for each country/location where programmes are 

to be registered.  

 

Plan vivo is also peculiar in its inherent grass-roots structuring of programs. The carbon project development 

of most other standards is almost always outsourced to specialized carbon consultants who help overcome 

the jargon, complex and constantly changing regulations, etc. This allows the project owners concentrate on 

their normal business. Plan Vivo’s concept is different, as it envisages a coordinating entity highly involved in 

all details of the carbon cycle, especially monitoring and annual reporting and marketing of the carbon 

credits. This leads to specific eligibility requirements for the implementation entity. Project coordinators12: 

 Must have a strong in-country presence and the respect and experience required to work effectively 

with local communities and partners 

 Must be focused and have the organisational capability and an ability to mobilise the  necessary 

resources to develop the project 

 Must have the capability to negotiate and deal with government, local organisations & institutions, 

and buyers of ecosystem services 

 Must have the ability to mobilise and train participants, implement and monitor project activities, 

carry out technical functions 

 Must recognise that the decision of producers to participate in project activities is  entirely voluntary 

 Must recognise that producers own the carbon benefits of the project activities they choose to 

undertake (although the project coordinator could keep a share of the credits to finance its 

                                                           
12

 Plan Vivo “Basic eligibility checklist for an envisaged Plan Vivo project”, available at 
http://planvivo.org.34spreview.com/wp-content/uploads/Plan-Vivo_basic-project-eligibility-checklist1.pdf 
Last visited: 27.09.2011 

http://www.planvivo.org/
http://planvivo.org.34spreview.com/wp-content/uploads/Plan-Vivo_basic-project-eligibility-checklist1.pdf
http://planvivo.org.34spreview.com/wp-content/uploads/Plan-Vivo_basic-project-eligibility-checklist1.pdf
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Plan Vivo www.planvivo.org  

operation)  

 Must ensure that the producers receive are fair and equitable and that payments are made in a 

transparent and traceable manner 

 

In general, the Plan Vivo standard is very much aligned with the objectives and procedures of the Fairtrade 

standards and most Fairtrade-certified SPOs probably already fulfil the criteria above. However, the Plan Vivo 

standard remains more restrictive than others and this might create difficulties in attracting external finance 

for the implementation of the projects. Many times, the implementation and management of the project is 

financed through a loan linked to an ERPA (emission reduction purchase agreement), which means that the 

credit revenues received at least in the initial stages of the project would go almost exclusively towards the 

repayment of the loan and would not be available for distribution in the communities as prescribed by the 

Plan Vivo standard. It is thus necessary to assess the financing options of each SPO and project in particular 

before concluding whether a Plan Vivo programme can be undertaken. 

 

 
  

http://www.planvivo.org/
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Clean Development Mechanism cdm.unfccc.int   

Standard description 

The CDM is the fundamental carbon standard. It is 

one of the Kyoto-Protocol’s flexible mechanisms that 

started its formal operation upon the protocol’s 

ratification in 2005. It is governed by the Executive 

Board (EB) of the CDM that is supported by the 

UNFCCC secretariat in Bonn with respect to the 

development of methodologies and procedures. Until 

today 77 large scale, 71 small scale, 11 large scale 

A/R and 7 small scale A/R methodologies have been 

approved by the EB for use under the CDM. This 

wealth of methodologies is continuously being 

revised by the EB and the secretariat and represents 

the methodological point of reference in the carbon-

crediting world. Almost all other base standards 

accept projects being developed according to CDM 

methodologies. Emission reductions verified and 

certified under the CDM are called Certified Emission 

Reductions (CERs). Despite of the uncertainty with 

regard to a successor treaty to the Kyoto protocol 

and the compliance market for CERs the CDM 

institutions will prevail and continue to register 

projects and issue CERs, although the focus is 

somewhat shifting towards LDCs. 

Eligible project types 

15 scopes of projects are eligible, as long as they 

comply with the requirements of an approved 

methodology: 

  

1. Energy industries (renewable - / non-renewable 

sources) 

2. Energy distribution 

3. Energy demand 

4. Manufacturing industries 

5. Chemical industry 

6. Construction 

7. Transport 

8. Mining/Mineral production 

9. Metal production 

10. Fugitive emissions from fuels (solid, oil and gas) 

11. Fugitive emissions from production and 

consumption of halocarbons and sulphur 

hexafluoride 

12. Solvents use 

13. Waste handling and disposal 

14. Afforestation and reforestation 

15. Agriculture 

Current Market 

The UN-backed CDM is the single most mature 

carbon standard and so is its market. The CDM 

market comprises the traditional compliance markets 

(mostly EU ETS) and a voluntary market. Buyers 

clearly prefer the CDM over any other standard as 

CDM-certified emission reductions are regarded as 

most credible with respect to conservativeness and 

“realness”. In the voluntary market CDM CERs are 

typically combined with the GS as a quality standard 

and in this combination achieve higher prices. The 

CDM is of course ICROA approved and CDM projects 

are located all over the world. 

Market outlook 

In spite of generally declining numbers of new 

projects entering the CDM pipeline that are due to 

the uncertainty of the Kyoto-compliance market after 

2012 we expect the CDM to play a stronger role in 

the voluntary market in the coming years. The simple 

reason is that most CDM projects (those located in 

non-LDCs) that register after December 31, 2012 will 

most probably not be eligible under the EU ETS 

anymore. Also a number of registered large CDM 

projects that reduce industrial gases will be excluded 

from the EU ETS. All these projects will try to sell 

their offsets to the voluntary market, providing an 

abundant supply of very credible, solidly verified 

http://cdm.unfccc.int/
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offsets. Since these credits do not necessarily imply 

special contributions to sustainable development, 

they are not likely to compete in the quality segment 

of the voluntary market but rather in the base 

segment, putting pressure on the VCS. 

Procedures 

- Project documentation 

- Host country letter of approval 

- Third-party validation 

- Registration 

- Monitoring 

- Third-party verification 

- Issuance 

- Crediting period (non-forestry):  10yrs or 3x7yrs  

Costs 

Registration: 

- external auditor validation fee 

- registration fee (waived for LDCs) -  

$0.1 for 1st 15,000 tCO2 of expected annual ERs, 

$0.2 for all tCO2 beyond 

Issuance: 

- external auditor verification fee 

- issuance fee: 

$0.1 for 1st 15,000 tCO2,  

$0.2 for all tCO2 beyond 

- 2% of CERs share of proceeds for adaptation 

Clean Development Mechanism cdm.unfccc.int   

Eligibility criteria 

Although forestry projects are being registered under the CDM, there is no real market for the credits issued. 

CDM is therefore interesting mainly for emission reduction projects, with a wide range of options relevant to 

SPOs: renewable energy, energy efficiency, methane avoidance, methane capture, biofuels, water purification, 

dry rice planting, etc. 

Eligibility criteria are defined mainly in the methodologies applicable to each project type. More information 

for specific projects is provided in the project sheets. 

Other issues 

The main market for CERs is currently the EU ETS, which is governed by the European Commission on a 

highly political basis. The current EU ETS regulations stipulate that CERs will only be eligible under the next 

commitment period if the projects are  

 In least developed countries or 

 Registered before December 31st, 2012. 

Given that it takes on average two years to register a CDM project, it is not feasible to think that the SPO-

based Jatropha-related projects under consideration in this study could be registered on time as to 

participate further in the EU-ETS. Therefore, the largest (currently) carbon market is an option only for 

projects from LDCs, listed in the table below. It is also not expected that the US market would take up the 

use of CERs for offsetting. Gold Standard-certified CERs, however, are generally sold in the voluntary market 

and thus CDM could still have a role for certifying quantitative emission reductions, while GS is added for 

quality certification. 

http://cdm.unfccc.int/
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Table 3: List of Least Developed Countries13 

Africa (33) 

1 Angola 18 Madagascar 

2 Benin 19 Malawi # 

3 Burkina Faso # 20 Mali # 

4 Burundi # 21 Mauritania 

5 Central African Republic # 22 Mozambique 

6 Chad # 23 Niger # 

7 Comoros * 24 Rwanda # 

8 Democratic Republic of the Congo 25 São Tomé and Príncipe * 

9 Djibouti 26 Senegal 

10 Equatorial Guinea 27 Sierra Leone 

11 Eritrea 28 Somalia 

12 Ethiopia # 29 Sudan 

13 Gambia 30 Togo 

14 Guinea 31 Uganda # 

15 Guinea-Bissau * 32 United Republic of Tanzania 

16 Lesotho # 33 Zambia # 

17 Liberia     

 Asia (14) 

1 Afghanistan # 8 Nepal # 

2 Bangladesh 9 Samoa * 

3 Bhutan # 10 Solomon Islands * 

4 Cambodia 11 Timor-Leste * 

5 Kiribati * 12 Tuvalu * 

6 Lao People’s Democratic Republic # 13 Vanuatu * 

7 Myanmar 14 Yemen 

 Latin America and the Caribbean (1) 

1 Haiti *      

 * Also a Small Island Developing State 

# Also a Landlocked Developing Country 

 
 

The Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) www.v-c-s.org  

Standard description 

The VCS was first launched as the Voluntary Carbon 

Standard in November 2007 by The Climate Group, 

Eligible project types 

VCS uses the same sectoral scopes as CDM, but 

accepts additional methodologies, mainly for 

                                                           
13

 http://www.unohrlls.org/en/ldc/25/ Last visited: 22.09.2011 

http://www.v-c-s.org/
http://www.unohrlls.org/en/ldc/25/
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the International Emissions Trading Association, the 

World Economic Forum and the WBCSD to bring 

standardization to the voluntary offset market. The 

current version of the standard is VCS Version 3, 

released in March of 2011. VCS projects can use 

methodologies approved under the CDM and the 

Carbon Action Reserve, as well as VCS methodologies 

approved through the VCS methodology approval 

process. The VCS infrastructure includes a Project 

Database that provides public access to information 

on validated projects and Verified Carbon Units 

(VCUs) and three approved VCS registries: Markit, 

Caisse des Dépôts and NYSE Blue. 

 

Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and 

Degradation (REDD) and Ozone Depleting Substances 

(ODS)  

  

 

Current Market 

The VCS is the market leader of voluntary carbon 

crediting standards. It is approved by ICROA and is 

the most fungible of the voluntary standards, being 

used for US pre-compliance as well as by offset 

retailers and direct buyers all over the world (US and 

EU but also in emerging markets). VCS projects are 

found worldwide as well. 

Market outlook 

The success of the VCS is going to continue. It not 

only is the main base standard of the voluntary 

market, widely used in the US and in Europe, but also 

the mere rate of increase in projects registered and 

issued credits show a clear tendency. Furthermore, 

two direct competitors of the VCS in the US market 

are likely to decrease their share – ACR and CCX. On 

the other hand we assume that the VCS will not be 

able to play an important role either in the high 

quality RE and EE market, where it competes with the 

strong GS, or in the traditional forestry market. The 

latter is derived from the VCS’s dependency on CDM 

methodologies that are cumbersome and 

complicated in the case of forestry projects. Project 

developers may rather opt for more straightforward 

standards like CarbonFix or Plan Vivo. Additionally, in 

terms of own methodologies under development, the 

VCS is clearly focusing on REDD (reducing emissions 

from deforestation and degradation) projects. 

Procedures 

Same as CDM, except: 

- Pre-registration crediting possible (in case the 

project has commenced before its registration) 

- No Host Country Letter of Approval 

 

Costs 

Registration: 

- external auditor validation fee 

Issuance: 

- external auditor verification fee 

- issuance fee - $0.1/tCO2 
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Eligibility criteria 

No significant eligibility criteria additional to the CDM rules, methodologies and procedures apply for VCS. 

 

Other issues 

VCS is generally considered a standard for basic-quality carbon credits. It is also used to generate pre-

registration credits for CDM projects, which is not possible under the Kyoto protocol.  
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The Gold Standard  www.cdmgoldstandard.org  

Standard description 

The Gold Standard is a certification standard 

managed by a non-profit foundation based in 

Geneva that certifies renewable energy and energy 

efficiency carbon offset projects in both the 

compliance and voluntary markets. All projects must 

demonstrate real and permanent GHG reductions 

and sustainable development benefits that are 

measured, reported and verified. The Gold Standard 

was conceived in 2001 and established in 2003 by 

WWF and other non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs). The Gold Standard is now supported and 

endorsed by 70 NGOs worldwide. As a quality 

voluntary standard it can be used either on its own 

(generating GS VERs) or as a premium standard for 

CDM (GS CERs).  

Eligible project types 

Gold Standard only accepts Renewable Energy Supply 

and End-use Energy Efficiency Improvement projects. 

Biogas projects are eligible only if they are designed 

to utilize at least 65% of the biogas for energy 

generation. 

 

Current Market 

Under the high quality standards that stress on social 

and environmental sustainability the GS (both VER 

and CDM) is the de facto market leader. GS offsets 

are mostly traded in the European voluntary market. 

It is approved by ICROA and is the preferred 

voluntary offsetting standard of Governments and 

international institutions. GS projects are located 

around the globe. 

Market outlook 

Although the relative market share of the Gold 

Standard is decreasing, this is mainly due to the fact 

that the voluntary market is US-dominated and the 

2010 volumes are filled with ex-ante emission 

reductions from forestry. In fact a record 6.4MtCO2e 

of GS credits were transacted in 2010. It is the top of 

the high-quality standards and the sharp increase in 

registered projects suggests that it is solidifying this 

role for the years to come, although credit issuance 

has lagged behind in the last months. Also the broad 

support of Governments (Germany is co-funding the 

GS foundation) and international institutions on the 

buyer side will increase its popularity further, which is 

likely to coincide with generally increasing prices. 

Gold Standard is set to play an ever more important 

role in developing countries, especially in Africa, 

through its insistence on facilitating micro-scale 

project development and promoting suppressed 

demand methodologies. However, the resistance to 

engage in sequestration projects limits the overall 

importance of Gold Standard in the voluntary market. 

Procedures for GS CERs Costs for GS CERs 

http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/


 

36 

 

The Gold Standard  www.cdmgoldstandard.org  

Procedure in parallel to CDM cycle. It includes: 

- (possible) pre-feasibility assessment 

- Extensive Stakeholder Consultation process.  

- Sustainability assessment 

- External auditors (same as CDM). 

  

CER Registration: 

- (Possible) pre-feasibility assessment fee - $0.1/tCO2  

- external auditor additional validation fee 

CER Issuance: 

- external auditor additional verification fee 

- share of proceeds –  

1.5% of issued GS CERs 

Procedures for GS VERs 

Same as CDM, except: 

- (possible) pre-feasibility assessment 

- Pre-registration crediting possible (up to 2 

years before registration) 

- Extensive Stakeholder Consultation process.  

- Sustainability assessment 

- No letter of approval. 

Procedures for GS VERs  

VER Registration:  

- (Possible) pre-feasibility assessment fee - $0.1/tCO2  

- external auditor validation fee 

VER Issuance 

- external auditor additional verification fee 

- share of proceeds – 2% of issued VERs 

- registry fee: $0.05/tCO2 

Micro scale VER projects are eligible for lower 

validation and verification fees through special GS 

funds. 

Eligibility criteria 

- Projects cannot have announced publicly that they will be implemented without carbon credits.  

- Only CO2, CH4, and N2O  

- No harm to the local community and the environment (all negative effects are identified, mitigated, 

monitored) 

- Positive impact on a choice of 12 indicators (monitored and verified): 

1.  Air quality 

2.  Water quality and quantity 

3.  Soil condition 

4. Other pollutants 

5. Biodiversity 

6. Quality of employment 

7. Livelihood of the poor 

8. Access to affordable and clean energy services 

9. Human and institutional capacity 

10. Quantitative employment and income generation 

11. Balance of payments and investment 

12. Technology transfer and technological self-reliance 

- Further eligibility criteria apply depending on the project type: 

 The use of non-renewable fuel in biomass heat and/or electricity generation plants is authorised for 

up to a limit of 5% of the annual electricity and/or heat delivered annually (for cogeneration units, 

http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/
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The Gold Standard  www.cdmgoldstandard.org  

5% of the electricity delivered annually), in order to avoid disruption of the operation due to 

temporary feedstock shortage,  maintenance, etc. 

 Project activities planning to make use of biomass resources already in use (e.g. food, heating, etc.) 

shall NOT be eligible for Gold Standard registration unless convincing evidence is provided that the 

current users are in agreement with the new use envisioned. In the absence of such an agreement, 

the project applicants shall demonstrate that the project activities makes use of surplus biomass, and 

shall include this in the Sustainability Monitoring Plan. 

 Project activities making use of land currently in use for growing food crops to grow dedicated 

energy crops shall NOT be eligible for Gold Standard registration unless convincing evidence is 

provided showing that the energy crop is part of a traditional rotational cropping. The project 

applicant shall therefore demonstrate that the project activities make use of otherwise set aside or 

marginal land, and shall include this in the Sustainability Monitoring Plan. 

 Methane recovery project activities shall be eligible for emission reductions from both methane 

avoidance (including from the flared biogas fraction) and non-renewable fuel substitution if at the 

time of validation, project proponents shall demonstrate that the system is designed in a way to 

maximise the utilisation ratio of the biogas for the delivery of energy services (e.g. electricity, heat). 

The rated biogas consumption of the generator(s) should at least correspond to 65% of the expected 

volume of methane captured (minimum utilisation ratio). 

Other issues 

Only two categories of project activities are eligible for Gold Standard registration: Renewable Energy Supply 

and End-use Energy Efficiency Improvement project activities. Therefore neither intercropping nor possible 

methane avoidance from composting projects can be registered under GS14. The methane avoidance can only 

be accounted for if it is related to utilization of biogas to substitute non-renewable fuels delivering energy 

services (for cooking, heat or power generation)15. 

In general, even if a project combines eligible and non-eligible activities, it is still entitled to certification of its 

emission reductions from the eligible activities.  

  

                                                           
14

 Gold Standard Requirements v. 2.1, p.29. Available at: 
http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/fileadmin/editors/files/6_GS_technical_docs/GSv2.1/GSv2.1_Requirem
ents.pdf Last visited: 12.09.2011. 
 

http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/
http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/fileadmin/editors/files/6_GS_technical_docs/GSv2.1/GSv2.1_Requirements.pdf
http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/fileadmin/editors/files/6_GS_technical_docs/GSv2.1/GSv2.1_Requirements.pdf
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SOCIALCARBON www.socialcarbon.org  

Standard description 

The Socialcarbon Standard is a certification program 

created and owned by the Brazilian Ecológica 

Institute. The Standard is based on the sustainable 

livelihoods approach and project developers must 

apply the Standard’s indicators that point to degrees 

of sustainability and correlate with six aspects of the 

project: social, human, financial, natural, biodiversity 

and carbon. Socialcarbon is a “stacking” standard, 

accounting for the stakeholder co-benefits of projects 

that are also verified through a voluntary carbon-

accounting standard.  

Eligible project types 

All project types, including renewable energy, 

methane avoidance/capture, forestry 

 

Current Market 

Until now the Socialcarbon quality standard is 

typically linked to the VCS. all registered Socialcarbon 

projects are VCS projects and the market for 

Socialcarbon projects mostly coincides with the 

premium segment of the VCS market. 

VCS+Socialcarbon offsets are typically sought by 

private buyers with a preference for projects with a 

positive social and environmental impact, similar to 

the GS. Although Socialcarbon projects are almost 

exclusively located in Brazil, in 2010, the Standard 

validated its first projects outside of Brazil –

hydropower projects in China, Turkey and Indonesia – 

and listed its first credits on the Carbon Trade 

Exchange (CTX). 

 

Market outlook 

The prospects for Socialcarbon seem to be mixed. 

There is no recognizable increase in the number of 

registered projects or in issuance (although issuance 

depends on the base standard, usually VCS). It is 

battling in two arenas with a strong competitor in 

each of them, the GS in the field of renewable 

energy and energy efficiency and the CCBS in the 

field of forestry. Especially, for RE and EE projects it 

will likely decrease its share against the GS since the 

Socialcarbon standard needs to stack on the VCS 

whilst the GS combines base and quality standard in 

one package, reducing transaction costs compared to 

the Socialcarbon+VCS combination. The same may 

occur in the field of forestry if the CarbonFix 

standard that also already integrates social and 

environmental sustainability evaluation increases its 

market share further. 

Procedures 

1. Pre-assessment of the project idea by 

Socialcarbon 

2. Development of Socialcarbon indicators. These 

are project-specific, but can be adapted from 

similar projects, i.e. the same indicator can be 

used by all SPOs for a single type of project. 

None of the approved indicators are relevant to 

Fairtrade-certified SPOs. 

Costs 

Registration: 

- external auditor validation fee 

Issuance: 

- external auditor verification fee 

- registry fee: $0.02/tCO2 

 

http://www.socialcarbon.org/
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3. Elaboration of the project report, consisting of 

the rating of the project on those indicators. 

4. Validation in parallel to validation of the chosen 

base standard. External auditors are required, 

approved also by the base standard. 

5. Monitoring report for each monitoring period 

(of the base standard) is prepared, rating the 

project on the different indicators.  

6. Verification by an external auditor, in parallel or 

separate from the base standard 

7. Issuance 
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SOCIALCARBON www.socialcarbon.org  

Eligibility criteria 

Although there are no eligibility criteria as such, Socialcarbon is meant to rate projects on 6 sets of criteria 

and help them set goals and improve along the project lifetime. The criteria are defined as follows, although 

each project type (e.g. home biogas, improved cookstoves, biofuels for transport) defines its own indicators 

under the criteria: 

1. Social Resource: The working networks, the social duties, social relations, relationships of trust, 

affiliations, and associations. 

2. Human Resource: The skills, knowledge, capacities for work and good health that people have. Taken 

together, these become fundamental for the successful pursuit of different strategies. 

3. Financial Resource: The basic capital in the form of cash, credit/debt and other economic goods 

which are available or potential. 

4. Natural Resource: The stock of natural resources (soil, water, air, etc.) and environmental services (soil 

protection, maintenance of hydrological cycles, pollution sinks, pest control, pollination, among others), 

from which resources for livelihoods are derived. 

5. Technology Resource: evaluates the conditions of access to new technologies, as well as its 

contribution to the economic development and diminished impacts to the environment. 

6. Biodiversity Resource: the combination of species, ecosystems and genes which form the biological 

diversity. Relevant aspects of this component are: the integrity of natural communities, the way people 

use and interact with biodiversity, the degree of conservation, pressures and threats imposed on native 

species and the existence of high priority areas for conservation 

 

After the first commercialization of carbon credits, project proponents: 

 Must demonstrate goals for improvement and provide evidence that they are being achieved. 

 Will not be allowed to present a decrease in the same aspect for two consecutive monitoring 

periods. 

Other issues 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.socialcarbon.org/
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Methodologies 

 

Sequestration 
 

CarbonFix, in line with CDM and other forestry standards, uses allometric equations in its 

standardized methodology for the ex-ante estimation, monitoring and ex-post calculation of 

carbon sequestration in all types of forestry projects. These equations, however, are not 

applicable to Jatropha, given that it usually does not reach the required height. Moreover, 

there are no scientifically backed allometric equations, growth models, or standard root-to-

shoot ratios available for Jatropha, especially under commercial production scenarios. As with 

the issue of the forest definition, the experience of the Togo and Burkina Faso projects would 

be crucial for assessing the viability of the projects under consideration here. 

 

Under Plan Vivo a project needs to develop its own methodology (technical specification) for 

ex-ante estimation and monitoring of carbon sequestration. The CO2Fix model is 

recommended on the Plan Vivo homepage, but is mainly based on external yield tables for 

commercial tree species, none of which apply to Jatropha. A new methodology therefore has 

to be developed. A methodology developed for CarbonFix would in general also be 

applicable for Plan Vivo projects. 

 

Biofuels 

 

The most widely-used methodologies for biofuels are the CDM methodologies. They 

differentiate between plant oil production and biodiesel production, and also between small-

scale and large-scale projects. While biofuels can be seen as a form of biomass and thus 

biofuels use should also be eligible for carbon credits, the purpose of the production focus of 

the methodologies in the case of biofuels is to keep track of the energy crop plantations and 

their effects on the environment and emissions. Therefore, besides the monitoring of project 

emissions (emissions from fertilizers, transport, etc. related to the project) and leakage 

(possible displacement of agricultural activities, etc.), the emission reductions are calculated as 

for any other renewable energy project. The baseline emissions are basically the amount of 

biofuels consumed times a net calorific value times the emission factor of the displaced fossil 

fuel. This means, in turn, that the users of the biofuels have to be included in the project 

boundary and monitored throughout the entire crediting period.  
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Important eligibility criteria exist especially for biodiesel projects with regard to the location of 

the plantations:  

 The project activity does not lead to a shift of pre-project activities outside the project 

boundary i.e. the land under the proposed project activity can continue to provide at 

least the same amount of goods and services as in the absence of the project; 

 The plantations are established on a land: 

o Which was at the start of the project implementation, classified as degraded or 

degrading as per the “Tool for the identification of degraded or degrading 

lands for consideration in implementing CDM A/R project activities”; or 

o Area that is included in the project boundary of one or several registered A/R 

CDM project activities. 

 Plantations established on the peatlands are not eligible.  

To meet these criteria for the biodiesel carbon projects, and given the use of agricultural land 

for the plantations, the underlying sequestration projects would have to be registered as A/R 

CDM. As discussed previously, this standard does not allow for ex-ante credits and issues 

credits that are currently not usable on the market. It is therefore recommended to use either 

VCS+Socialcarbon or Gold Standard VER for potential biodiesel projects.  

The current position of VCS on the use of this methodology is that if the underlying 

plantation is not registered CDM A/R, then the methodology would have to be revised, 

undergoing the double approval required for this under VCS.  

Gold Standard is in contrast open to registering projects with plantations certified under other 

standards (CarbonFix or Plan Vivo). 

 

For plant oil projects, these requirements are less strict:  

 In accordance with the approved “General guidance on leakage in biomass project 

activities” for small-scale projects, the project participants should demonstrate that the 

area where the biomass is grown is not a forest (as per DNA forest definition) and has 

not been deforested, according to the forest definition by the national DNA, during 

the last 10 years prior to the implementation of the project activity. In the absence of 

forest definition from the DNA, definitions provided by relevant international 

organizations (e.g. FAO) shall be used.  

 The crop cultivation plantations shall not be established on peatlands; 
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It is therefore conceivable that projects restricted to plant oil production apply for CDM 

registration.  

 

Additionally, according to the Plant oil-specific methodologies, plant oil must comply with 

national quality regulations or in absence of the latter with the quality standards 

stipulated in Table III.T.1 (AMS-III.T. version 2): 

 

 
 

Important note: it cannot be guaranteed that the methodologies will stay the same by the 

time biofuel production is rolled out. CDM methodologies change very often, sometimes up 

to several times per year. All other standards are currently based on CDM methodologies, and 

even if new methodologies are accepted by VCS or Gold Standard, these will most certainly 

undergo changes in the future. Therefore any consideration of methodologies is only meant 

as a description of the current state of the standards and not to inform a decision on the type 

of carbon project to be undertaken based on the production of plant oil or biodiesel.  

 

A summary of the currently applicable methodologies is presented in the following table: 

 

 
Table 4: List of current methodologies for biofuels-based carbon projects 

Jatropha product 

 

Types of projects CDM methodology 

Plant oil  Transport (captive fleet) 

 

AMS III.T. Plant oil production 

and use for transport 

application 
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Biodiesel  Transport (captive fleet only) 

 

AMS III.AK. Biodiesel 

production and use for 

transport application 

 

Large scale: ACM 0017 

 

Plant oil  Stationary applications 

(power, mechanical or thermal 

energy  generation to be used for 

jatropha/ coffee processing, local 

grid village communities)  

 

AMS I.G.: Plant oil production 

and use for energy generation 

in stationary applications  

 

 

Biodiesel  Stationary applications 

(power generation for processing, 

local grid) 

 

AMS I.H.: Biodiesel production 

and use for energy generation 

in stationary applications 

 

Large scale: ACM 0017 

Plant oil / biodiesel  Cooking, replacing non-renewable 

biomass (fuel wood) 

AMS I.E.: Switch from non-

renewable biomass for thermal 

applications by the user 

 

Gold Standard VER: 

thermal energy from plant oil 

for cooking stoves 
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Energy and composting projects based on Jatropha and other biomass residues 

 

As already discussed, Jatropha residues will only be available for energy production or 

composting once there is significant production of seeds and the oil pressing is underway. On 

the other hand, all energy and composting projects that can be implemented with Jatropha 

residues can benefit from other residue streams already available on the farms or at the 

processing facilities of the SPOs. We consider that the most viable carbon projects based on 

biomass residues in the context of Fairtrade-certified SPOs are those based on already 

available biomass residues that simply add Jatropha husks, shells and/or press cake to their 

operation once these become available. Jatropha residues can be added to existing biomass 

residue projects, as long as the initial PDDs are written in a manner that allows for that. In 

exceptional circumstances the project PDDs can be revised even after registration, although 

this should be avoided in view of the costs involved. Although the operation of such projects 

is not always simple, there is already plenty of experience around the world and a great 

variety of technologies and methods tested and proven.  

 

The most important variables to analyze the carbon potential of such projects are summarized 

in the following list: 

1. Residues:  

o the types of biomass residues available: 

a. Stalks, leaves, husks, seeds 

b. Waste water (coffee washing, processing, etc) 

c. Animal wastes 

d. Slaughterhouse wastes, etc. 

o Quantity 

o Quality (humidity, heating value, etc.) of biomass residues (these might be 

difficult to obtain) 

o the seasonal distribution of the residue flow 

o where the residues are available (at farm, village, or SPO-level) 

2. Inventory of energy use in terms of quantity and type of fuels used and location (at 

SPO, Village or Household level): 

a. Electricity (national grid, local grid, own generation, none) 

b. Process heat  

c. Gasoline/diesel for transport 
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d. Hot water  

e. Cooking  

3. Is sale of electricity to the national grid possible? 

 

Another type of projects that can be done with Jatropha and other biomass residues is 

methane avoidance projects, which include the treatment of biomass that would usually rot in 

piles. This can be done either through composting, through combusting or gasifying the 

biomass directly in energy projects (the previous category) or through capturing the methane 

in digesters or lagoons (i.e. production of biogas, usually also used as an energy source).  

 

A selection of possible methodologies is presented in the following table (a few very sector-

specific methodologies are excluded). 
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Table 5: Selected CDM small-scale methodologies that can be employed for SPO-based carbon projects 

Resources used Type of projects included Methodology 

Renewable energy generation 

Biomass residues + 

Jatropha residues 

(seedcake, shells, 

husks, briquettes), 

used directly or in 

the form of biogas  

 

Power generation for grid, processing facilities and 

local grid for  village communities  

AMS I.F. Electricity generation for captive use and 

mini-grid 

Thermal energy (heat) that replaces existing fossil fuel 

use (such as kerosene) 

AMS I.C. Thermal energy production with or without 

electricity. 

Power generation national grid   AMS I.D Grid connected renewable electricity 

generation. 

Cooking / small farm level drying, replacing fossil 

fuels 

AMS I.E Switch from non-renewable biomass for 

thermal applications by user 

Cooking / small farm level drying (for 

households/small users), replacing non-renewable 

biomass (fuelwood) 

AMS I.I. Biogas/ biomass thermal applications for 

households/ small users 

Methane avoidance, methane capture and utilization 

Biomass residues + 

Jatropha residues 

(seedcake, shells, 

husks, briquettes) 

Avoidance of methane emissions through 

composting 

AMS III.F.: Avoidance of methane emissions through 

composting  

Animal manure + 

Jatropha seedcake  

Biogas production / methane avoidance AMS-III.D.: Methane recovery in animal manure 

management systems  
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Wastewater + 

Jatropha seedcake 

Biogas production / methane avoidance AMS-III.H.: Methane recovery in wastewater 

treatment  

Charcoal 

production from 

biomass residues 

Methane avoidance AMS-III.K.: Avoidance of methane release from 

charcoal production by shifting from traditional 

open-ended methods to mechanized charcoaling 

process 

Biomass residues + 

Jatropha residues 

Biogas production / methane avoidance at a 

household/small farm level 

AMS-III.R.:  Methane recovery in agricultural activities 

at household/small farm level 

Wastewater Biogas production /methane avoidance AMS-III.Y.: Methane avoidance through separation of 

solids from wastewater or manure treatment systems  

Other project types (not related to Jatropha) 

Rice paddies Methane avoidance AMS-III.AU.: Methane emission reduction by adjusted 

water management practice in rice  

Water filters Fuel use reduction through switching water filters AMS-III.AV.: Low greenhouse gas emitting water 

purification systems  

Sunlight Solar lighting AMS-I.A.: Electricity generation by the user 

Improved stoves, 

ovens, dryers 

Dissemination of energy-efficient fuelwood-fired cook 

stoves, dryers, ovens 

AMS-II.G.: Energy efficiency measures in thermal 

applications of non-renewable biomass 
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Project scale 
 

Large-scale versus Small-scale 
 

This distinction does not apply to sequestration projects.  

Although this would have to be assessed on a project-by-project basis, it is generally 

assumed that SPO-based projects will fit into the Small Scale methodology limits:  

 15MW electricity generation capacity, or 

 45MW thermal generation capacity, or 

 60,000 KWh yearly energy savings, or 

 60,000 tCO2e emission reductions from methane avoidance, etc. 

A major reason for this assumption is the huge investment required for any larger project. 

Secondly, enough biomass resources for a larger-scale project would only be available at 

some SPOs if production facilities are centralized and the residues reach these production 

facilities and are not left behind at farm or village level. 

In any case, large-scale methodologies are not very different in concept and content. 

However, they could imply higher costs for project development, validation, verification, 

and monitoring. For example, in 2010 the verification cost of a large-scale biomass co-

generation CDM project was about 40% higher than that of a small-scale project of the 

same type.16  

 

Micro-scale 
 

On the other end of the spectrum are the so-called micro-scale projects, defined as 

follows: 

 

Standard Renewable energy Energy efficiency 

CDM <= 5MW installed capacity <= 20GWh energy savings per year 

Gold 

Standard 

<= 5,000tCO2 per year <= 5,000tCO2 per year 

 

Under CDM, micro-scale projects falling under specific categories (off-grid, LDC-based, 

distributed electricity generation, etc.) have advantages for proving additionality, which 

                                                           
16

 Own experience, cannot be generalized  
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have already been used by at least 30 projects, 7 of which in LDCs17. There is a general 

strife both from the UNFCCC and from project developers to get new methodologies that 

would further simplify the registration and monitoring of micro-scale projects approved. 

Gold Standard, on the other hand, has developed a specific scheme for community-

focused micro-scale projects. The objective of this new scheme is to allow for streamlined 

procedures and lowered transaction costs for pro-poor community-focused micro-scale 

project activities, in particular for those located in Least Developed Countries (LDCs), 

Landlocked Developing Countries (LLDCs) and Small Island Developing States (SIDS) as 

well as for ‘poor communities’ in other countries18. 

The scheme grants automatic additionality to eligible projects and simplified rules for 

sustainability assessment. The exact details of the scheme are to be updated shortly (end 

of September, although as of September 27th no updates are available yet).  

Gold Standard furthermore offers financial incentives for micro-scale VER projects. This is 

expressed in validation and verification funds: instead of validating the project with a 

third-party auditor as usual, micro-projects pay the Gold Standard $10,000. Most projects 

are then validated internally by the GS Technical Advisory Committee, and only a sample 

is validated by an external DOE. The same applies to verification, where the annual fee is 

$2500, while verifications are done only once the project activity has accumulated 

emission reductions of at least 10,000tCO2e (i.e. at most every two years). The annual fee 

is significantly lower than market-based third party verification fees, which could be up to 

10 times this amount. 

Currently, with funding from the German Environmental Ministry (BMU), the Gold Standard 

is considering the introduction of two new methodologies specifically for micro-scale 

projects based on default values, in order to further simplify carbon credit development 

and monitoring. 

Micro-scale projects can be bundled (submitted together), but not submitted under a 

Programme of Activities. 

 

                                                           
17

 IGES, 2011 “How has the new approach to demonstration of additionality been applied to the  
development of microscale CDM project activities?” available at: 
http://enviroscope.iges.or.jp/modules/envirolib/upload/3341/attach/dna_forum_torii.pdf , last visited: 
27.09.2011, data as of 01.08.2011  
18

 The Gold Standard Foundation, 2010 “Community-focused Micro Scale Scheme”, available at:  
http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/fileadmin/editors/files/6_GS_technical_docs/comm_based_micro-
scale/Community_Focused_Micro-scale_Scheme_Final.pdf , Last visited: 27.09.2011 

http://enviroscope.iges.or.jp/modules/envirolib/upload/3341/attach/dna_forum_torii.pdf
http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/fileadmin/editors/files/6_GS_technical_docs/comm_based_micro-scale/Community_Focused_Micro-scale_Scheme_Final.pdf
http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/fileadmin/editors/files/6_GS_technical_docs/comm_based_micro-scale/Community_Focused_Micro-scale_Scheme_Final.pdf
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It is worth mentioning that composting projects are eligible for neither of the micro 

schemes. 
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Programmes of Activities 
 

Most standards offer the opportunity to reduce carbon project development costs by 

grouping projects into Programmes of Activities (PoAs). These were conceived as an 

instrument for scaling-up viable project types and are especially effective in making very 

small projects viable when they would not have justified the carbon development costs as 

single projects. 

 

PoAs under CDM  

In the context of CDM, a PoA is:  

 The implementation of a policy, measure or stated goal, (e.g. scaling-up of the 

biogas production  and use from agricultural residues at Fairtrade-certified small-

scale coffee producers in Tanzania) 

 Coordinated by a public or private entity (e.g. an SPO) 

 Resulting in emission reductions or removals that are additional (the additionality 

can be argued in a variety of ways within the same PoA, but all CPAs need to be 

additional) 

 via an unlimited number of CDM programme activities (CPAs) (e.g. biogas plants) 

 

Although PoAs use the same methodologies and tools for calculating emission reductions 

as single projects, there are some procedural and regulatory differences that apply: 

 A PoA is registered together with a first CPA 

 It identifies ‘eligibility criteria’ for further CPAs to be added later (these usually 

include the technology used, capacity limits if small-scale, geographic area, etc.) 

 The PoA has a crediting period of maximum 28 years with max. 21 (once 10 years 

or 3 times 7 years) for a particular CPA 

 Once a PoA is registered, further CPAs can be ‘included’ throughout the crediting 

period by the validator, without the necessity for further registration by the EB, 

reducing the costs compared to registering all CPAs as single projects. This also 

allows programes to start before every particular project is identified and to bring 

more projects into the programme at a later stage. 

 All CPAs are verified at the same time, which: 

o reduces the costs compared to verifying each CPA separately 
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o Implies that if one CPA has an issue with its verification, the issuance of all 

CPAs is delayed until the issue is solved 

 In case there is a large number of CPAs, a verification of a statistically-sound 

sample is also possible.  

 PoAs can be registered to encompass any geographical scope, from local to 

national level and even include more than one country. Additional countries can 

also be added to a PoA after its registration. 

 Stakeholder consultations and environmental impact assessments can be done 

either on a PoA level or a CPA level, depending on the type of projects. 

 

In this sense, PoAs have a clear cost advantage over a set of single projects. It would be 

tempting to reduce costs further by registering a cross-national PoA encompassing all 

potential Fairtrade-certified SPOs willing to engage in, e.g. biogas production and 

utilization. It is paramount, however, to structure PoAs in an effective and manageable 

way. The management entity should be in close relationship with all particular project 

owners, as it would be involved in the inclusion of each CPA, would have to enforce 

quality monitoring, and manage the verification of the Programme. Furthermore, the 

higher the number of CPAs grouped under a PoA, the higher the risk and monetary 

implications if one CPA’s implementation or monitoring issues delay the verification of the 

entire PoA. 

PoAs and the  EU ETS 

If a PoA is registered under the CDM in a non-LDC country before 31.12.2012, CPAs 

added to it after that date are still eligible to sell their credits for compliance in the EU 

ETS, as if they were registered together with the PoA. 

PoAs in VCS + Socialcarbon 

VCS also registers projects under PoAs, although these are termed ‘grouped projects’. 

These can also be certified Socialcarbon, with scores assigned to each activity (or a sample 

if there are too many small activities like cookstoves), as well as a general score for the 

group/program. 

PoAs in Gold Standard 

Micro-scale projects cannot apply for registration as part a PoA under the Gold Standard.  

If a PoA is registered under CDM but the managing entity does not wish to coordinate 

Gold Standard certification, a single CPA can still apply for GS certification.  
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PoAs in CarbonFix and Plan Vivo 

Both CarbonFix and Plan Vivo are structured in a way that allows for the inclusion of 

further planting areas under the same project and managing entity, which is in a sense a 

PoA scheme inherent in the standards. Under CarbonFix, this is achieved through 

Management Unit Certifications, generally cheaper than Initial Certifications19. For Plan 

Vivo, the addition of new areas is done through the registration of further Plan Vivos with 

the same methodology and under the same project coordinator. While in CarbonFix the 

verification is done through sampling, Plan Vivo requires the monitoring and reporting of 

each producer and plot.  

  

                                                           
19

 Preliminary discussions with TÜV SÜD 
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Double Counting, Baseline and Additionality 

 

Fairtrade Standard Requirements 

Greenhouse Gas emission reductions, in order to be certified under any standard, need to 

be additional to the project-specific baseline. This means that for each project it has to be 

determined what would have happened with e.g. the energy use, the biomass residues, 

etc. had the opportunity of gaining carbon credits not existed. If there is evidence that the 

project would have been implemented anyways, then it is not eligible to obtain carbon 

credits. This could create a peculiar “conflict” with the new Fairtrade Standard 

requirements, as energy efficiency, renewable energy utilization, and GHG emission 

reductions are already included. 

 

The Generic Fairtrade Standard for Small Producer Organizations defines two types of 

requirements based on which an SPO is audited:  

 Core requirements (CR) which reflect Fairtrade principles and must be complied 

with. 

 Development requirements (DR) which refer to the continuous improvements that 

certified organizations must make on average against a scoring system (also 

defining the minimum average thresholds) defined by the certification body.  

Thus, an SPO need not necessarily comply with all development requirements. Further, 

many of the DRs have a grace period during which the SPOs need not comply with them.  

 

The requirements identified as relevant to carbon projects are the following20:  

 

Energy and GHG, p. 20 

 Year 3: In central processing facilities where non-renewable energy is used you 

must keep records of energy consumption, take measures to use energy more 

efficiently and replace non-renewable sources by renewable ones as far as 

possible.  

                                                           
20

 GFSPO p. 17 &20. Available at: 
http://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/2011-08-
09_SPO_EN_FINAL_EB.pdf Last visited: 13.09.2011. 
 

http://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/2011-08-09_SPO_EN_FINAL_EB.pdf
http://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/2011-08-09_SPO_EN_FINAL_EB.pdf
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 Year 6: You must report on practices that you or the members of your 

organization carry out to reduce GHG emissions and increase carbon 

sequestration.  

Waste handling, p.17  

 You must raise awareness among your members about re-using organic waste 

through the implementation of practices that allow nutrients to be recycled. You and 

your members may only burn organic waste if it is required by applicable legislation 

for sanitary purposes, or it is clearly a more sustainable practice.  

Guidance: Examples of good practices are composting, mulching and using green 

manures.  

Feeding animals with organic waste contaminated with pesticides and burning organic 

waste are not sustainable practices. If burning organic waste for sanitary reasons is 

undertaken, it should be done in a strictly controlled manner to minimize risk of 

wildfires and smoke production.  

Using organic waste as fuel could be considered a more sustainable practice. 

Relationship with carbon standards 

The question arises of whether the Development Requirements can constitute a baseline 

for the utilization of organic waste, (renewable biomass, biomass residues), in energy 

generation and composting projects.  

 

In our opinion, it would be possible to prove that the abovementioned DRs do not 

constitute the baseline for the use of biomass residues. In order to do that, during the 

validation and registration of emission reduction project activities, SPOs may be required 

to demonstrate that they would obtain the Fairtrade certification even without fulfilling 

the abovementioned DRs, (i.e. on the basis of fulfilling other requirements) and that the 

measures undertaken are not economically or otherwise viable without the consideration 

of carbon credits. This may be especially difficult for composting activities that do not 

necessarily require large capital or infrastructure for their implementation.  

 

Secondly, our interpretation of the Waste DR is that the use of organic waste for energy 

generation (biomass or biogas) is in compliance with the Fair Trade standard, even though 
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any slurry or ash generated should be returned to the fields to allow for the nutrients to 

be recycled.  

 

Another issue related to the Fairtrade certification of Jatropha and the respective biofuels 

is that this is generally done to promote the export of the biofuels in ‘developed’ 

countries. This is, however, not compatible with the idea of carbon offsets. As explained in 

the methodology section above, the emission reductions from biofuels accrue from the 

use of biofuels. If this is based in Europe or the USA, then carbon credits could, in theory, 

be claimed there directly. Claiming emission reduction by the producer too would result in 

(potential) double-counting of emission reductions and is therefore not allowed. This 

means that biofuel projects can only claim credits for the biofuels sold in a monitored 

manner within the host country. 
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Conclusions 

 

The present study aimed at analyzing the possible standards, procedures, and schemes 

available to Fairtrade-certified SPOs globally to tap into carbon finance opportunities. 

 

Instruments 

Considering the requirements of the Fairtrade movement, ICCO and the SPOs, the study 

identified the following instruments for lowering costs and bringing in revenue early-on in 

the project: 

 “Boutique” forestry standards, such as CarbonFix and Plan Vivo allow for the 

generation of ex-ante credits, based on the expected amount of carbon to be 

sequestered by the Jatropha plants. Currently there is no emission reduction standard 

that issues such ex-ante credits.  

 Adding Jatropha residues to existing carbon projects. Given that the Fairtrade 

Jatropha projects will be implemented in SPOs where most likely other organic 

residues are abundant, it would be possible to start the carbon projects based on the 

other residues and start adding Jatropha residues as they become available.  

 Registering micro-scale projects and programmes of activities (PoAs) 

 Up-front payment of the expected carbon credits negotiated with the buyer. Some 

projects manage to obtain a loan before the implementation of the project, which is 

to be repaid with the carbon credits as they get issued. 

 

Standards 

There are several standards that can be used for the proposed range of projects. However, 

there is no one standard that can be recommended for all types of projects. Usually there 

is a choice of at least two standards per project type. The exact standard to be used is to 

be selected on the basis of the exact conditions of each specific project or group of 

projects.  

The proposed set of standards is the following: 

 

1. Sequestration: 
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a. CarbonFix 

b. Plan Vivo 

2. Biogas/Biomass: 

a. CDM+Gold Standard 

b. Gold Standard (VERs) 

c. VCS + Social Carbon 

3. Composting 

a. CDM 

b. VCS + Social Carbon 

4. Plant Oil:  

a. CDM +Gold Standard 

b. Gold Standard (VERs) 

c. VCS + Social Carbon 

5. Biodiesel: 

a. Gold Standard (VERs) 

b. VCS + Social Carbon 

 

Project types 

The analysis of the specific project types eligible for carbon credit generation, revealed the 

following: 

 

Biofuels projects 

Jatropha-based biofuel carbon projects face several challenges:  

 Due to the time lag between planting of trees and the production of significant 

amount of seeds, the information in this study about biofuels carbon projects can only 

be understood in indicative terms from today’s perspective. The highly political nature 

of the carbon markets and the constant changes in regulatory requirements, demand 

and supply, available standards, etc. would probably lead to game-changing 

modifications of the methodologies, prices, and eligibility conditions for biofuels 

projects in the future. 

 (Currently,) Carbon credits can be gained from biofuels only for those quantities used 

within the host country and monitored by the project. Therefore, carbon credits 
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cannot be accrued on the Fairtade-certified and exported biofuels. This drastically 

reduces the carbon generation potential of the related carbon projects.  

 The Burkia Faso study and the attached biofuels Cost/Benefit template show that 

biofuels carbon projects are economically viable only under very favourable climatic 

conditions and carbon prices. 

It is therefore absolutely impossible to guarantee that biofuels projects will be able to tap 

into carbon finance of any kind by the time Jatropha trees planted today bear fruit. We 

thus suggest that the viability of a Jatropha intercropping project does not take into 

account carbon credits from biofuels production. 

Biomass and biogas projects 

The issue of time also applies to the local energy use of Jatropha residues (seedcake, 

shells, and husks). It is recommended to implement biogas/biomass energy projects using 

existing residue streams and integrating the Jatropha residues into those at a later stage.  

Composting projects 

Composting projects face several challenges:  

 If a biofuels project is registered, the composting of Jatropha residues cannot accrue 

carbon credits. Rather, if Jatropha residues are not composted or used in another way, 

the biofuels project would have higher project emissions due to methane generation 

in biomass stockpiles. 

 At least 3 years of data is required on the baseline of Jatropha residues before the 

implementation of the project activity. 

 It may be difficult to prove additionality due to: 

o Low investment costs and few other barriers to their implementation (poor 

arguments for additionality) 

o Requirement of the Fairtrade certification to raise awareness and practice 

composting 

 Composting projects are not eligible under the micro schemes:  

o Gold Standard in general does not register methane avoidance projects 

o The CDM micro-scheme is only for renewable energy and energy efficiency 

projects 

 

Sequestration projects 
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Sequestration projects, especially intercropping with Jatropha, are more difficult to register 

than other types of projects and there is significantly less experience with them to rely on. 

This should be clear to all parties from the beginning. It is especially important that the 

participating SPOs don not get discouraged to participate in carbon projects in general by 

the first experience with sequestration. Therefore it is even more highly recommended to 

start the implementation of other carbon projects before the planting of Jatropha or in 

parallel.  

Data requirements for the projects 

A major requirement for the registration of Jatropha sequestration projects on agricultural 

land would be to prove that the yields of existing crops are indeed maintained even when 

their area is reduced through the introduction of jatropha curcas. The underlying baseline 

studies might take years to complete and the results may be restricted to a specific agro-

climatic zone. The yields issue cannot be seen as just a carbon project requirement and will 

certainly be part of the Fairtrade Jatropha standard. What would be important to extract 

from such pilots and baseline studies are exact parameters for the tree growth model that 

sequestration estimates are based on. The biodiesel production planning as well as the 

carbon credit components of biofuels and biomass residue projects would also benefit 

from projected seed yield per tree/hectar. 
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Recommended combination of projects 

Based on the analysis in this study, we recommend the following scheme for Jatropha-

related carbon projects. It includes the relevant general cost and benefit streams, and 

sequence of implementation of the projects. The exact numbers, the viability of each 

project separately and of the entire scheme depend of course on the specificity of each 

SPO and the price per carbon credit obtained.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The first projects to be implemented and registered as carbon projects by the SPOs could 

be the sequestration projects based on the intercropping of Jatropha. These carry costs 

both for the implementation and for the carbon component, but the ex-ante credits to be 

Planting Tree growth Seed production 

Legend 

 Carbon revenues 

 Other revenues /savings 

 Costs 

 Projects  

 Jatropha trees 

Figure 1: Cost-Benefit stream of the proposed combination of 
Jatropha-based carbon projects for SPOs. 
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issued early on should allow the SPOs to recover some of them. In parallel, SPOs could 

start the implementation and development of local energy and composting projects based 

on already existing biomass residue streams. These projects start generating revenues 

along their operation, and during the period when the Jatropha trees are still growing and 

do not yield significant amounts of fruit. Operation and maintenance costs also accrue 

during this period for both energy projects and the plantations. Once the seed production 

is underway, biofuels are produced and could potentially be registered as carbon projects 

as well. These could also accrue ex-post credits, i.e.  based on realized emission reductions 

along the operation of the project. The residues from the Jatropha seeds can be added to 

the existing biomass/biogas/composting facilities. In addition to carbon credit revenues, 

the SPOs accrue savings or revenues from the energy generated, biofuels and compost 

produced. Any sludge or ash from biomass and biogas projects is, if possible, returned to 

the fields to allow nutrients to be recycled and comply with the requirements of the 

Fairtrade certification.  

 

Cost-benefit templates 
 
Five cost-benefit analysis templates were prepared as an annex to this report with the purpose of 
providing a tool for the financial analysis of some of the above-mentioned carbon projects. These 
include: 

1. Sequestration (Jatropha planting) 

2. Biodiesel for stationary energy generation 

3. Plant oil for stationary energy generation 

4. Jatropha residues (seedcake, husk and/or shell) for power generation 

5. Jatropha residues and other biomass residues for power generation 

 
The templates are meant to be general, flexible and modular, in order to be able to assess both 
centralized and decentralized project designs. The cash-flows resulting can be added to the 
underlying economic feasibility studies of the projects one or several at a time or.  
 
The templates also contain a general project description, including the recommended standards 
and methodologies, short project description, eligibility criteria and applicability of the carbon 
credit instruments discussed in the report (PoA, micro-scale, ex-ante crediting). 

 

Conclusions considering the cost-benefit analyses undertaken 
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The cost-benefit analyses based on the templates attached to this report reveal that the most 
lucrative projects from a carbon perspective would be the ones based on Jatropha residues, 
especially if combined with other biomass residues. Biodiesel projects have a particularly low 
return, if at all positive, under most scenarios. Plant oil projects have the potential to generate 
more carbon credits than biodiesel projects due to the fact that project emissions from the 
production of biodiesel are not accrued. Sequestration projects could be profitable over all, but 
have a very particular cash-flow, in which all revenue is obtained in the first years (in parallel with 
planting), while payments for operation, monitoring and verifications have to be made for a total 
of at least 30 years. Composting projects using Jatropha residues were not analysed due to 
difficulties with their eligibility as described in the report already.  
 
Therefore, from a carbon project perspective, it is recommended to concentrate either on 
biomass residue projects only (Jatropha with or without other residues), or on a combination of 
biomass residue and sequestration projects. 

 


