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Abbreviations 

 

AFOLU – Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use 

CDM – Clean development mechanisms 

CER – Certified emission reduction 

CFT – Cool Farm Tool 

CPP – Crop Protection Products 

GAP – Good Agriculture Practices 

GCL – Global community Leakage 

GHG – Greenhouse Gases 

ICROA – International Carbon Reduction & Offset Alliance 

IRR – Internal Rate of Return 

ISO – International Organization for Standardization 

LUC – Land Use Change 

PDD – Project design document 

SOC – Soil Organic Carbon 

VCM – Voluntary Carbon Market 

VVB – Validation and Verification Body 

YPIPA – Yield projection of implemented project activities 

 

 

 

Definitions 

 

Accuracy: is achieved by avoiding or eliminating bias from sources within estimations, and through describing 

and improving precision and uncertainties.  

Additionality: is the concept that without the revenue from the carbon market, a project activity could not 

be implemented.  

Baseline scenarios: where the emissions of greenhouse gases that are being produced prior to the introduction 

of any strategies to reduce emissions.  
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Conservativeness: serves as a moderator to accuracy. When the baseline scenario and GHG 

emissions/removals quantification can only be done with highly uncertain parameters or data sources, as well 

as when the methods used are not very reliable, the principle of conservativeness must be applied. The choice 

of approach, assumptions, methodologies, parameters, data sources, etc., must be used so that a cautiously 

moderate or purposefully low option is chosen.  

Consistency: is achieved through using uniform procedures throughout the project such as: using equivalent 

units, for the same geographic area, at the same time scale, for the same surfaces, using same quantification 

methods, measuring through the same protocols, making assumptions in similar ways, etc. Any change in 

procedures/methodologies is allowed but shall be transparently documented and justified. 

Emission avoidance: corresponds to an effective carbon management strategy that allows to stabilize the 

current amount of atmospheric GHG emitted.  

Emission removal: corresponds to an effective carbon management strategy that directly reduces the amount 

of atmospheric GHG by a nature-based (afforestation, soil carbon sequestration, etc.) or engineering-based 

approach (Carbon capture and storage, enhanced weathering, biochar, etc.). 

Leakage: The risk of potential negative impact caused by the reduced total yield in the project area increasing 

the pressure on land elsewhere to compensate for the loss of production.  

Monitoring plan: strategy setting out detailed, complete and transparent documentation concerning the 

actions planned to ensure the good progress and success of the project.  

Project: individual or collaborative enterprise that is carefully planned to achieve a particular aim (GHG 

emissions avoidance/removal).  

Project activity: includes all the smallest identifiable and measurable pieces of work planned for completion 

throughout a project. 

Project developer: an individual that uses resources, knowledge and practices to design and implement a given 

project and meet its goals and objectives under specific requirements. This can include a farmer, an 

intermediary party in charge of the PDD, or a farm group manager registered under regenagri. 

regenagri credits: carbon credits issued through the regenagri Carbon Program. 

Relevance: is assessed against the influence of the decisions or conclusions made by the users and may be 

implemented by defining and justifying qualitative and/or quantitative criteria. 

Reversal: when the project activity becomes a source of emission as pollutants are reintroduced into the 

atmosphere. 

Transparency: is the degree to which information is reported in an open, clear, factual, neutral and coherent 

manner based on documentation. Transparency involves documenting the application of principles, the 

justification of selected criteria, assumptions, references, calculations and methodologies, any external factors 

to the project that may affect the decisions of intended users and referencing any background material. 
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Chapter 1: Scope and Methodology 
 

1.1   The regenagri Carbon Program 

The regenagri Carbon Program aims at giving the opportunity to the agricultural sector to get access to the 

voluntary carbon market and obtain fair, meaningful, and high-quality carbon credits that shall be able to 

finance a transition towards regenerative agriculture. Past, current, and future projects linked to regenerative 

agriculture, and any other practice that allows an increase in carbon sequestration in agricultural soils, or 

emissions avoidance within agricultural activities, can start the process now and begin planning their future 

investment opportunities with regenagri. To obtain these regenagri credits, the project developer shall go 

through the following methodology and comply with its main criteria: feasibility, risks assessment, and 

measured impact of a proposed project on its GHG balance. The pollutants taken into consideration in this 

methodology are CO2, CH4, and N2O. 

As this program is solely focussing on avoided or removed carbon activities in the agricultural sector, it is 

clear that the main protagonist responsible for the success of the regenagri carbon projects are the farmers. 

This program aims at allowing farmers to get access to the carbon market, with a setup as lean as possible. It 

is recognised that not many farmers shall have the time to do the full administration process around a carbon 

project themselves. To make carbon projects in the agricultural sector scalable, regenagri encourages those 

who take the role as project developer to make grouped projects, and act as a farm group manager. By doing 

so, the burden of the administration processes for farmers is lessen and it gives the possibility to focus on 

making a higher impact. Project developers for farm groups shall however manage the participation of the 

farmers, implement the rules for the farm-group policy addressed in section 1.1.3: regenagri farm-group 

requirements, as well as assess and manage the specific risks addressed in section 4.2: risk identification. 

 

1.1.1   Project’s eligibility 

The eligibility of a proposed project to the regenagri Carbon Program depends on the purpose of the project, 

which must implement at least one new change to the current agricultural management in place aiming at: 

- Reducing the use of fertilizers  

- Reducing the use of synthetic crop protection products 

- Transitioning to agricultural system integrating: 
o Arable and perennials (agroforestry, on-farm tree plantations, hedgerows) 
o Arable and livestock (temporary grasslands within the crop rotation, increased use of manure 

as fertilizer) 
o Livestock and perennials (silvo-pasture, permanent grasslands) 

- Adopting cover crops and complexification of the crop rotation or inter cropping 

- Reducing tillage 

- Improving the water management, the irrigation system, the landscape water cycle 

- Improving residue management 

- Improving grazing practices (rotational grazing, grazing period, grazing capacity, etc.) 
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To qualify for a change:  

• a new practice (that was not applied before) must be adopted,  

• one of the current practices (detrimental to the environment) need to be stopped, or 

• a pre-existing practice intending to avoid/remove GHG emissions must be adjusted. 

In the latter scenario, the quantitative adjustment (decrease of fertiliser use for example) must be higher than 

5% of the pre-existing value to be considered. Besides, the regenagri carbon program is not including the 

projects that can reasonably be assumed to have increased their GHG for the purpose of their ensuing 

avoidance or removal enhancement. 

 

1.1.2   regenagri Carbon Program’s principles 

In order to ensure the high-quality of these credits, the projects must adhere to the following principles that 

have been defined by the ICROA. As summarized in figure 1, the project must be: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

➢ Real – the project must be taking place and the emission avoidance/removal can be authenticated 
➢ Unique – only 1 regenagri credit can be assigned to that 1 ton of CO2e removed from the atmosphere 

it has been allocated to, so that the credits are not accounted for twice 
➢ Additional – without the revenue from the regenagri credit system, the project could not be 

implemented; plus, the project needs to be a meaningful and an impactful addition to the current 

practices in place 
➢ Permanent – the emissions removal projects must do so for at least 100 years. A risk assessment and 

a monitoring strategy shall ensure this 
➢ Measurable – it is important to be able to quantify the baseline emissions at the start of the project as 

well as the impact of the proposed project activities to these emissions (taking into account 

uncertainties and leakage) 
➢ Independently verifiable – these emission avoidance/removals can be verified through a publicly 

available methodology, and any third-party must be able to obtain the same results 

These principles shall be rigorously demonstrated throughout the procedure detailed in this document. 

 

Figure 1: Principles required for a project  
to be eligible for carbon credits. 
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This carbon standard document provides a series of steps and methods aiming at determining the validity of 

the aforementioned principles assembled in the PDD. Once the authenticity and uniqueness of the proposed 

project have been verified by the VVB, Chapter 2 and 4 will respectively detail the steps needed for the 

project developer to demonstrate the additionality and the permanence of the project, depending on how 

risky the project is. Chapter 3 explains the concept of leakage and indicates what is needed to calculate it. 

Finally, with a thorough calculation, an estimation of the emission avoidance and/or removal resulting from 

the adoption of the project on the agricultural land management is made in Chapter 5. The result of this 

calculation will allow the VVB to determine the quantity of regenagri credits allocated to the proposed 

project. Finally, chapter 6 refers to the monitoring and reporting of the project. The methodology must be 

publicly available; thus, the process can easily be verifiable by any third-party.  

 

Additionally, for each step of this methodology, all the information delivered and gathered in the PDD must 

comply with the principles of the ISO Standard 14064-2 such that it is:  

- Relevant – appropriate GHG sources, sinks, data, and methodologies are used  

- Complete – all relevant information on GHG emissions and removals must be included 

- Consistent – for the GHG-related information to be comparable  

- Accurate – to reduce bias and uncertainties  

- Transparent – to increase the confidence of a third-party regarding the information gathered and 

methods used 

- Conservative – to ensure no over-estimation is done 

 

1.1.3 regenagri farm-group requirements   

Creating a farm-group project 

The regenagri Carbon Program recognizes farmers who form a group to share the costs and the administrative 

burden of applying to the program through a farm group manager. To ensure that the group formed get the 

opportunity to obtain the maximum carbon credits, it is important that the group is homogeneous at the start 

of the project, considering the following criteria: 

• Size of the farm (to the extent that it has a similar baseline and can implement the same project 

activities) 

• Applicability of similar project activities within the group 

• Proximity (farms are part of the same region) 

• Soil type and climate conditions 

• Similar landforms (to account for risks of erosion and run-off) 

• Similar activities/crops, amounts of crops in rotation at the start 

• The baseline of every farm shall be: 

o Calculated individually so that the impact can be measured individually (when possible) 

o Assessed and compared at the start, to confirm boundaries on homogeneousness of the group, 

in order to be able to implement similar project activities 

• Farmers’ risk assessment shall have a similar score (as per the risk assessment criteria in Section 4.2) 

• Current fertiliser and pesticide use shall be similar for similar crops, where principles of GAP (good 

agriculture practices) are not applied yet (according to deficiency proofs or thresholds of damage), 

this shall become a project activity 
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The choice remains to the project developer, here the farm-group manager, to consider and justify which 

farms should be included in the group, taking into consideration every farmer’s best interest and overall 

carbon benefits. In other words, the farms should be similar enough to share a similar baseline, meaning they 

can achieve similar improvements for the same project activities. It is up to the project developer to accept 

the range of deviations, but it is also in its responsibility to address these and ensure farmers are fairly 

compensated for it (further description in Section 1.1.4). Generally, the criteria of homogeneousness shall 

prevent large discrepancies between the farms with farms compensating for others. The risk assessment that 

was initially executed for the original group (Section 4.2) shall be repeated for the new farm(s) and result in 

the same overall risk category. 

The setup of the group, the calculation of its baseline, including a review of any variances among the group 

is subject to validation by the VVB.  

 

Implementing changes to an existing group 

If a project developer wants to add additional farms after the validation, the newly added farms will have to 

comply to the same requirements on the above criteria and specifically those set on homogeneousness, in line 

with the existing group. It is the responsibility of the project developer to assess if a new farm would fit the 

above-described criteria of homogeneousness within the group, and that its baseline data are not significantly 

affecting the overall baseline of the group. A significant change in the overall baseline is not allowed as it 

makes the further project administration and the VVB assessment process too complex. In such event, the 

farm shall not be considered in the group and should be subject to a separate project (potential with other 

farmers).  

Besides, the VVB needs to be informed directly after adding a farm and shall execute another assessment 

within 12 months. This assessment could result in changes to the initial validation report, and theoretically 

also lead to readjustments of the baseline for the whole group. The project developer shall see if it is worth 

the effort of going through that exercise, and if the benefits of increasing the group size is justifiable against 

the costs. The additional assessment from the VVB for the additional farm could well be combined with a 

verification assessment on the whole group.  

The above process can also apply for removing farms of a project. In the same way any effects on the overall 

baseline will need to be made. Where possible, project developers shall mitigate the risk of dropouts, as this 

is a clear risk indicator that may affect the risk score of the whole group, resulting in a higher contribution 

to the buffer pool (Section 1.4). 

Adding farms throughout the project period might be beneficial for the project, but the farms added later 

will benefit from a shorter project and crediting period. For example, if a farm is added 2 years after the start 

of the grouped project, it will have only 8 years (or 13 years, see Section 1.4.1) to show improvement of 

GHG avoidance/removal and therefore might obtain less revenue from the carbon credits. Especially if the 

addition of multiple farms is considered, the project developer may consider if it is more beneficial to set up 

a separate project for the new farms, with a new starting date, and a full crediting period. In short, the 

following shall be considered when adding new farms to an existing project: 

• Changes in the farm group, additions or removing of farms to the overall group must be reported 

to the VVB  

• Changes shall be implemented in the risk assessment 

• Newly added farmers shall meet the same criteria on homogeneousness as the existing farmers 

• The VVB shall execute an assessment within 12 months to confirm the change is according to the 

requirements of this section 
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1.1.4 regenagri Carbon Credits ownership 

The ownership of the regenagri credits and the potential revenue can be shared by multiple owners. The 

VVB shall first assess if the project developer owns or has the rights to claim emission avoidance/removals as 

defined in the PDD, but also if there has been a change of ownership for the project area. 

Furthermore, every project needs to provide a transparent revenue share method of the credits that can be 

justified by the investments made by those involved (e.g., in case a project developer not only develop the 

administration of the project but also is involved in the investment of the project activities, this would justify 

a higher percentage of credits issued to the project developer). In short, all actors involved in the project shall 

receive a fair share of the total amount of credits obtained. This means that the number of credits issued to 

each farm shall be divided respectively by the impact the farmer made compared to its baseline, for the 

number of hectares the farm contributes to the grouped project. Indeed, it must be clear and independently 

verifiable that those who are investing are getting their investment back so that additionality as well as the 

ISO standards 14064 are fulfilled. 

 

1.2   Verification of the project authenticity and singularity 

To determine the authenticity of the projects, the VVB shall send its auditors to the project area in order to 

verify the veracity of the ownership or leasing of the land, the land contract, and most importantly the PDD 

(see PDD template on the regenagri website) which serves as proof of the project’s existence and the details 

of its implementation plan. Only once the auditors have confirmed the real existence of the project, the 

following procedures can begin. 

Besides, a project is considered unique as it shall be registered by the VVB in the regenagri registry. Therefore, 

the PDD, the project’s conditions, as well as the estimated GHG avoidance/removal shall receive an 

identification number that is linked to the regenagri credits allocated. Thereby, the corresponding amount of 

GHG avoided or removed from the atmosphere thanks to the project will not be doubled-up and the integrity 

of the carbon credit system remains. Furthermore, each project can only be submitted to one institution for 

the estimated outcome, and to avoid false declaration, the project developer must claim to their legal entity 

that no other institution has been engaged for that particular project (referred to in this document as ‘statement 

of singularity’). 

 

1.3   Retroactive validation 

Projects adhering to the regenagri standard may be eligible for a retroactive validation. The maximum extent 

to which such historical data is accepted is two years. 

In order to allow virtuous project developers which have been investing in regenerative agriculture for longer 

time and that were not able to gain extra incomes from CERs, due to the absence of the regenagri Carbon 

Program in the market, a few temporary exceptions shall be made during the first years of the project’s 

implementation.  

As summarized in Table 1 below, the Project developers which have their PDD validated in 2022, 2023, and 

2024 shall be eligible for respectively 5 years, 4 years, and 3 years retroactive crediting period. However, 

starting from 2025, the retroactive crediting period is of maximum 2 years with no exception. 
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Table 1: : Retroactive crediting period allowed, depending on the Project Design Document (PDD) validation’s year of obtention. 

Year of validated PDD Retroactive crediting period 

2022 5 years 

2023 4 years 

2024 3 years 

2025+ 2 years 

 

For a project to be eligible for verification of emission reductions for one or multiple years prior to registration 

with the regenagri Carbon Program, the project developer must demonstrate that at the start of the project, 

the need for the extra financial incomes coming from the sale of regenagri credits have been identified. In 

other words, the longer retroactive crediting period does not waive the obligation of project developers to comply 

to the additionality clause, which is further described in chapter 2. 

The project developers shall provide evidence to support such statement, preferably with evidence that is 

accessible and available to third parties during the implementation of the project activity. If the evidence is 

not accessible, thorough, and reliable, justifications must be included. Then, the VVB shall examine the 

documentation and ensure its integrity, accuracy, and additionality. 

 

1.4   Time frame – Credit and issuance periods 

This section covers the time frames and procedures associated with the crediting period and issuance of the 

credits. A project owner shall pay close attention to these periods when designing their PDD as it will affect 

the timeline during which the return of investment is spread. 

Crediting and issuing periods are defined here:  

➢ Crediting period – refers to the period of time from which the actions outlined in the PDD are enacted: 

from the start until the end of the proposed project. In case of retroactive credits using the historical 

data, the crediting period refers to a start date in the past that has been agreed upon with the VVB. 

➢ Issuance period – refers to the period of time after a validation or verification has been performed and 

credits have been issued. These credits are for the project developer to use, but for GHG removal 

projects, a part of it is assigned to the regenagri buffer pool (see Chapter 4: Permanence – risk analysis). 

 

1.4.1   Crediting period 

As outlined in the definition, this is the period of time where measures are being implemented to reduce 

emissions and/or sequester carbon in the soil. The length of time for any project under the regenagri Carbon 

Program shall be aligned with the article 6 of the Paris Agreement, thereby the crediting period must be 

either: 

- 1 cycle of 10 years in length from the start of the crediting period 

- 3 cycles of 5 years, for a total of 15 years 
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The start of the crediting period can be determined by the project developer according to the project’s most 

beneficial credit obtention’s strategy. This date can therefore be delayed if deemed necessary by the project 

developer (for example: aforestation projects where the effects are obtained later than other projects).  

In the case of approved retroactive crediting period (see table 1 in Chapter 1.3: Retroactive validation), the 

start does not increase the above restricted length of the crediting period, which shall remain between 10 

years and 15 years. For example: If the crediting period start date is 01.01.2020, the minimum crediting 

period end date shall be 01.01.2030.  

In case the 2nd option is chosen (3 cycles of 5 years), the crediting period can be fixed or renewed after 5 

years, if the project developer decides to extend the scope of the project beyond the original period submitted 

in the PDD. Any renewal of the crediting period is subject to agreement of the VVB after a revised PDD is 

submitted for validation. 

 

1.4.2   Issuance Period 

The length of time between the initial validation of the PDD as well as the subsequent verifications is to be 

set by the project developer before the project’s implementation. This should be defined clearly in the PDD, 

however it is possible to rearrange these throughout the project’s crediting period if more verification events 

are deemed necessary.  

Credits can be issued from the initial validation of the PDD, in line with the project’s associated risk scoring, 

as well as at each subsequent verification stage. Depending on the risk scoring of the whole project, up to 

40% of the credits from the first crediting period can be issued after successful validation. This is to allow 

projects that are being validated with an estimated low risk to release some credits directly at validation and 

use it to compensate the costs induced by the project’s implementation (see Chapter 4.3: Project risk level, 

carbon credits, and buffer pool contribution).  

 

The process for credits issuance by regenagri follows the pace set by the project developer. The first issuance 

shall be determined within the PDD considering the risk estimated for the project. The following issuances 

will be based on a verification schedule detailed by the project developer in the PDD. These verification 

events shall be performed whenever deemed necessary, based on the nature of the project. As part of the 

verification assessment, a review of the risks assessment can also be done.  

 

When a verification event is planned or an additional one is needed, the project developer must also provide 

the following documents to regenagri, this differs from first issuance to subsequent issuances: 
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Once the request for issuance has been fully submitted by the project developer, regenagri and the VVB will 

be the decisional parties. If approved, the number of credits shall be issued by the regenagri Carbon Program 

within the following 30 days following the final approval from the VVB. This decision also includes the 

number of credits that will be kept in the buffer pool as part of the requested issuance. All the credits issued 

by regenagri shall be recorded in a database via transaction certificates. The purpose of which is to offer a 

tracible credit that can be traded/sold/redeemed without concern of double accounting, thereby assuring the 

unique aspect of the project. 

The credits obtained for the proposed project can be divided into 2 subcategories: 

- Validation credits: are issued at the validation of the PDD and may allow the project to quickly 

finance all the implementation costs related to a transition to regenerative agriculture. including 

practices which have not yet been enacted. (see Chapter 4.3.3: regenagri credits and buffer pool 

contribution for more guidance). 

- Verification credits: are issued during the subsequent verification stages where the practices have been 

implemented and the impact measured. 

At whichever stage the credits are issued, their worth depends on the market price just as much and can be 

sold as offsets the same way. 

  

Figure 2: List of documents required at each validation/verification stage depending on the 1st, 2nd , or 3rd issuance   
(PDD: Project Design Document). 
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Chapter 2: Additionality 

 

The whole regenagri additionality process is inspired by the CDM and strives to align with the continuous 

evolution of the article 6 of the Paris Agreement. The whole structure and content have been adapted to fit 

more closely to agricultural activities. The additionality principle is confirmed if a project is proven to be the 

first-of-its kind (section 2.1) or by accomplishing the steps 1 to 5 detailed in section 2.2. 

The additionality of a project depends on its geographical area that should be including the entire host 

country. However, the area can be more specific to a province, or region if an actual distinction between the 

area and the rest of the country can be justified.  

 

 

2.1 First-of-its-kind project 

According to the CDM, a proposed project activity that has been identified as first-of-its-kind is considered 

additional. Projects that intend to go further and address both carbon while as well encouraging biodiversity 

in the agro-environment, can be considered with the proper justifications as “first-of-its-kind” in the 

applicable geographical area, according to the following criteria: 

 

- The proposed project is the first that applies a certain agricultural land management or technology in 

comparison to other projects occurring in the determined area. Such new agricultural management 

or technology can deliver similar yields to that of the other practices, while also contributing to 

ecosystem services, and, 

- The point of measurement being before the PDD is published for validation, or before the start date 

of the proposed project activity. 

 

In the agricultural sector, implementing different practices is not becoming common very quickly. Most 

farmers await until they see proof that a practice worked well for several other farmers, before adopting it. 

This needs to be considered while defining the threshold until when a practice can still be considered “first-

of-its-kind”. For the regenagri Carbon Program, a project shall be considered a first if it is one of the first 

25% of the farmers in the project’s region implementing these practices, and, that the data available for these 

25% of farmers cover 3 consecutive years of practice. This gives then more flexibility for farmers to be eligible 

for a first-or-its-kind and demonstrate additionality of their project. 

 

Furthermore, the proposed project aiming at reducing GHG emissions and increasing soil carbon 

sequestration may include measures on at least one of the following topics:  

➢ Reductions of synthetic fertiliser and crop protection product, and adoption of nature-based 

solutions 
➢ Improved tillage management 
➢ Avoiding bare soils 
➢ Residue management 
➢ Arable and livestock integrated system 
➢ Perennial and arable integrated systems (agroforestry) 
➢ Perennial and livestock integrated systems (Silvo pasture, grassland management) 
➢ Fuel and feed stock switch to more sustainable options 
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The above list of topics is not exclusive but gives a good indication on the type of measures that can be 

considered. It is up to the project developer to come with precise description of measures, whilst taking into 

account how to effectively improve the baseline and taking local circumstances (e.g., soil type and climate 

conditions). 

If the proposed project is validated to be the first-of-its-kind, it is then additional. However, if it is not, the 
project can still be considered additional by following the methodology below. 

 

2.2   Verification of additionality 

The following chapter provides a step-by-step approach on the additionality used within the regenagri 

Carbon Program, according to the flow chart below (figure 3).  

The entire process relies on 5 keys steps: 

1) Creation of a baseline scenario  

2) Identification of the existing options for GHG reduction and carbon sequestration and justification 

of the project’s choice 

3) Investment analysis – necessity for the revenue from the carbon credit system to finance the project  

4) Barrier analysis 

5) Common practices analysis 

The project developer shall collect and provide reliable and credible data to justify the additionality of the 

project towards the VVB. The VVB shall carefully validate the reliability and credibility of all data and 

documentations provided from the project developer within the PDD. This shall be used to support the 

demonstration of additionality, and the conclusion of the assessment shall later be documented transparently 

in the validation report provided by the VVB.  

Furthermore, according to the clause of regulatory surplus: the regenerative agricultural activities proposed 

by the project must not be required by enforced legislation nor conducted to fulfil official policies, regulations, 

industry standards otherwise they would not be considered additional. 
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Figure 3: Flowchart of the additionality verification processes 
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2.2.1   Step 1 – Creation of a baseline scenario 

The regenagri Carbon Program relies on the regenagri methodology, its online platform and its integration 

with Cool Farm Tool to create a baseline of GHG emissions (tCO2e), SOC levels (%), and agroecological 

status within the assessed farms. Such GHG calculation report shall be the result of an online assessment 

completed on the regenagri online platform. 
To ensure consistent and reliable GHG calculations for the baseline scenario, regenagri requires the historical 

data of the last 3 years, or when the retrospective set-up is not possible, a proxy area can be used with proper 

justifications. These data must include quantitative information of the following topics: yields, fertilizer usage, 

CPP usage, diesel usage, tillage management, any land conversion, presence of cover crops, grazing practices, 

water management, residue management and any other topic that may be relevant to GHG calculations. In 

case the project owner is not able to provide such historical data, assumptions may be drawn, and the 

calculations shall be made using a conservative approach. 

 

If any other baseline methodologies have been used by the project developer, such methodologies may be 

accepted in the regenagri Carbon Program upon verification by the VVB. In order to do so, the baseline 

setting methodology shall be open and accessible to the VVB and widely described within the regenagri 

PDD. 

 

 

2.2.2   Step 2 – Identification and selection of the most relevant practices for similar outcome  

The objective of this second step is to provide an analysis of the potential alternatives that would lead to 

similar results on the environment and that may already be used in other farms without the presence of the 

regenagri Carbon Program. This shall allow the project developer to have an overview on all the existing 

practices and justify the relevance of this project in comparison to the others, for a certain outcome 

(environmental impact). If the farming operations include multiple agricultural sites in different geographical 

and agronomical context, an identification of alternatives must be conducted for each site. 

 

The analysis of these alternatives shall include: 

- Business-as-usual activities (current agricultural operations and farm management);  

- The proposed project activities without the extra revenues coming from the enrolment within the 

regenagri Carbon Program; and, 

- Other realistic and credible scenarios that could result in similar outcome and /or services. 
 

Following Step 2 the project developer can choose to assess and provide data to the VVB concerning the 

“investment analysis” and/or the “barrier analysis” which are further explained in step 3 and 4.  

 

2.2.3   Step 3 – Investment analysis 

The investment analysis is considered to be a sufficient condition when it indicates the financial non-feasibility 

of the project without the help of the carbon credits. Therefore, this step aims at determining the essential 

need of the revenue coming from the regenagri credits, for the proposed project activity to be implemented. 
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In fact, only the projects that are not the most economically, financially attractive, or even feasible without 

that financial help can be considered here. 

In the case of a recognized financial feasibility of the project independently from the regenagri credits 

obtention, the project developer may carry on and proceed to the barrier analysis in order to explain and 

detail the number and nature of the barriers. If both financial and barrier analysis are provided to the VVB, 

this may provide some additional information necessary to estimate the risk factors highlighted in the risk 

assessment methodology (Chapter 4: Permanence – risk analysis). 

 

To conduct the investment analysis, use the following methodology:  

➢ Determine appropriate analysis method 

(1) Determine whether to apply simple cost analysis, investment comparison analysis or benchmark 

analysis: if the project activity and the alternatives identified in Step 2 (Identification and selection of 

the most relevant practices for similar outcome) generate no financial or economic benefits other 

than regenagri credits related income, then apply the simple cost analysis (Option I). Otherwise, use 

the investment comparison analysis (Option II) or the benchmark analysis (Option III). 

 

➢ Required documents/identifications 

(2) Documenting the chosen analysis method depending on the chosen analysis: 

o Option I (Simple cost analysis): Document the costs associated with the proposed project 

activity and the alternatives identified in Step 1 and indicate at least one alternative that is 

less costly than the project activity 

o Option II (Investment comparison analysis): Identify the financial indicator, such as internal 

rate of return (IRR), net present value, cost benefit ratio, or unit cost of service most suitable 

for the project type and decision-making context 

o Option III (benchmark analysis): Identify the financial/economic indicator, such as IRR, 

most suitable for the project type and decision context 

 

(3) For Option I, if the project is determined more costly than at least 1 alternative, proceed directly to 

Step 5 – Common practice analysis. 

 

When applying Option II or Option III, the financial/economic analysis shall be based on standard 

parameters (already used on the market), reflecting the specific characteristics of the project type. 

However, it shall not be linked to the profitability expectation or risk profile of a particular project 

developer. Only in the case where the project activity can be implemented by the project participant, 

the specific financial/economic situation of the company undertaking the project activity can be 

considered. 

 

➢ Discount rates and benchmarks 

(4) If applicable, as described in the CDM methodology tool 01 (Version 07.0.0), discount rates and 

benchmarks shall be derived from: 

- Government bond rates, increased by a suitable risk premium to reflect private investment and/or 

the project type, as substantiated by an independent (financial) expert or documented by official 

publicly available financial data 
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- Estimates of the cost of financing and required return on capital (e.g., commercial lending rates 

and guarantees required for the country and the type of project activity concerned), based on 

banker's views and private equity investors/funds’ required return on comparable projects 

- A company internal benchmark (weighted average capital cost of the company), only in the case 

referred to above. The project developer shall demonstrate that this benchmark has been 

consistently used in the past, i.e., that project activities under similar conditions developed by 

the same company used the same benchmark 

- Government/official approved benchmark where such benchmarks are used for investment 

decisions 

- Any other indicators, if the project participants can demonstrate that the above options are not 

applicable, and their indicator is appropriately justified 

 

➢ Financial indicators  

(5) Calculate the suitable financial indicator for the proposed regenagri project activity and, in the case 

of Option II, also for the other alternatives. To be included:  

- all relevant costs (the investment cost, the operations and maintenance costs, etc)  

- revenues (including inter alia subsidies/fiscal incentives, official development assistance, etc; and 

excluding CER revenues)   

- non-market cost and benefits (for public investors) if this is standard practice for the selection of 

public investments in the host country (if applicable). 

 

(6) The investment analysis must be presented with complete transparency and provide all the relevant 

expectations (in the regenagri PDD), so that the analysis can be reproduced with the same results by 

an external person. Furthermore, all critical techno-economic parameters and assumptions (such as 

capital costs, fuel prices, lifetimes, and discount rate or cost of capital) shall be referred to; and 

assumptions shall be justified or cited in a way that can be validated by the designated operation 

entities.  

 

For the financial/economic indicator calculation, the project’s risks can be included through the cash 

flow pattern. However, this risk shall remain dependent on project-specific expectations and 

assumptions (e.g., insurance premiums can be used in the calculation to reflect specific risk 

equivalents).  

 

(7) Assumptions and input data for the investment analysis shall not differ across the project activity and 

its alternatives, unless differences can be well substantiated.  

 

(8) Present in the regenagri PDD submitted for validation a clear comparison of the financial indicator 

for the proposed regenagri activity and:  

 
- The alternatives, for Option II (investment comparison analysis). If one of the other alternatives 

has the best indicator (e.g., highest IRR), then the regenagri project activity cannot be 

considered as the most financially attractive 
- The financial benchmark, for Option III (benchmark analysis). If the regenagri project activity 

has a less favourable indicator (e.g., lower IRR) than the benchmark, then the regenagri project 

activity cannot be considered as financially attractive 
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➢ Sensitivity analysis  

(9) Include a sensitivity analysis that shows whether the conclusion regarding the financial/economic 

attractiveness is robust to reasonable variations in the critical assumptions. The investment analysis 

provides a valid argument in favour of additionality only if it consistently supports (for a realistic 

range of assumptions) the conclusion that the project activity is unlikely to be the most or just 

financially/economically attractive.  

 

Step 3 aimed at understanding the feasibility of the project by itself, and therefore, determining if the proposed 

project needs the financial help from the regenagri Carbon Program in order to be implemented. The project 

developer shall continue through step 4 or 5, depending on the outcome from step 3: 

- If the proposed regenagri project activity is unlikely to be (the most) financially/economically 

attractive, then proceed to 2.2.5 Step 5 – Common practice analysis 

- If the results of the financial analysis indicate that the proposed project activity is financially viable, 

the project developer shall further assess additionality by completing a barrier analysis, proceed to 

2.2.4 Step 4 – Barrier analysis 

 

2.2.4   Step 4 – Barrier analysis 

The barrier analysis may be carried out by filling a table such as table 2 below, and aims at detailing 2 aspects: 

- The presence and nature of barriers that can prevent the proposed project activities from being 

implemented 

- How the implementation of the project and the presence of carbon revenues will overcome such 

barriers that would have otherwise prevented the project activity to take place  

 

Table 2: Example of barrier analysis and the potential solutions to address it (AFOLU: Agiculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use). 

Nature of the barrier Description How to address it 

Financial 
Insufficient funds to develop the project: lack 
of assets, income, absence of subsidies or 
payment for ecosystem services. 

Necessary funding to implement, 
manage and monitor the project. 

Agro-Technical Lack of knowledge, skills, or human resources 
Recruitment, training, or renewal 
of machinery 

Ecological 
Extensive land degradation or recent extreme 
weather events 

Detail the proposed strategy to 
regenerate the agro-ecosystem 

Political 
Lack, or poor presence, of regulations 
regarding the AFOLU sector  

Creation of internal regulation 
between project members 

Social 
Lack of communication between the farmers 
implementing the project, presence of remote 
rural communities, lack of infrastructure 

Capacity building and organisational 
strategy to be provided to the 
farmers 

Cultural 

Presence of well-established farming habits or 
tradition on how to manage the land which 
might slow down the adoption of new 

agricultural practices 

Capacity building and organisational 
strategy to be provided to the 
farmers 
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Once the project developer has completed the barrier analysis, the result may lead to 2 possible outcomes: 

- The project developer has shown how the implementation of the project and the presence of carbon 

revenues will overcome barriers that would have otherwise prevented the project activity to take 

place. In this case, the project is considered additional. Proceed to Step 5 – Common practice analysis. 

- The project developer has not been able to show how the implementation and the issuance of carbon 

revenues could overcome the presence of the barriers. The project is considered NOT additional. 

 

2.2.5   Step 5 – Common practice analysis 

This last step comes as a complementary analysis to step 3 and step 4 and aims at providing a final cross check 

to assess the additionality of the proposed alternatives to the project activity. Indeed, by comparing the 

proposed alternatives to the existing common practices present in its region or country of implementation, it 

is easier to understand the potential of the proposed project. 

This analysis shall include other agricultural operations that: 

- have a similar final product as outcome (same crop or livestock) 

- are carried on in the same region and country: sharing the same climatic conditions, soil characteristics 

and other similar environmental criteria 

- have a similar scale 

- are subject to the same regulatory framework  

- have similar market access as well as financial access 

If this analysis reveals that similar activities are significantly present and implemented throughout the 

region/country, this may indicate other (local) mechanisms that already support in overcoming the barrier(s) 

and on economical non-viability of the project. To keep proving additionality, the project developer shall 

thus indicate and illustrate the key divergences between the observed common practices and their own 

project.  

Detailed explanations will be needed to understand why the observed common practices have been 

considered financially attractive throughout their development phase, such as the presence of subsidies or any 

other financial income. Following such analysis, the project developer shall highlight why these economic 

benefits are no longer available for their current project and with verifiable data shall justify such claims of 

non-accessibility. 

 

If all the above-mentioned steps 1 to 5 and sub-steps are accomplished, the project is considered additional. 
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Chapter 3: Leakage 
 

3.1   Definition and scope 

This chapter is set up to support project developers in estimating the applicable leakage impact value that is 

expected when implementing the project activities within the area of scope of the project. This value is 

expressed in tCO2e and indicates the risk of indirect negative carbon effects caused by the project activities. 

Projects which have activities that are not forecasted to cause yield loss do not require to quantify the leakage 

impact of these activities. 

In order to determine the leakage impact of the project, several factors need to be assessed. This starts by 

determining the potentially reduced volume of agricultural commodity production within the area of scope, 

caused by the project activities. For those commodities that may cause deforestation and/or land degradation, 

this can be based on commodity yield data to estimate the amount of production. In those cases where a 

project activity has negative impact on yields, this shall be assumed as a driver for deforestation (for example) 

elsewhere. However, a project can have other project activities that may either fully or partially compensate 

for the yield decrease. In the previous example leading to deforestation and/or land degradation, the methods 

compensating for leakage could be by: 

- Increasing yields per hectare of land within the project scope 

- Initiating agricultural production on marginal/degraded land within the project scope 

Both the potential amount of leakage and the amount coming out of the above compensation methods can 

be calculated. A project developer can either aim at quantifying leakage and accept this amount to be deducted 

from the CER of the project or aim at compensating this with one of the above methods.  

Section 3.2 below explores the relevant parameters to give further guidance on how to measure leakage and 

implement its mitigation measures.  

 

3.2   Procedures to measure and mitigate leakage in the agricultural sector 

Before diving deeper into the leakage calculation methodology, here are some conceptual characteristics and 

requirements to address:  

- Every unavoidable yield loss within the project that are caused by project activities need to be taken 

into account 

- Any project activities that are forecasted to increase yield may be used to mitigate yield loss of other 

project activities 

- An aggregated approach is allowed: if the project is diversifying the yield, for example by an extended 

rotation, intercropping, then this is a diversification and not a reduction of yield per single crop. 

When comparing the yields of the new crops, this must be addressed in yield per hectare of the 

various crops (as “land use” prevention of increase land use elsewhere is the main indicator) 

- In cases where the project activities include the introduction of perennial crops and/or agroforestry, 

the yields of these perennial crops may be forecasted and spread over the total period of the project 

(e.g., the lack of yield in the first years is expected to be compensated in later years, averaging out 

the leakage risks) 
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3.2.1   Determination of the yield subject to leakage 

To determine the amount of production that is subject to leakage, a baseline of commodity yields needs to 

be assessed (in tCO2e). This must be done by monitoring these yields at least 3 years prior to implementation 

of the project, so the same data can be used as for the baseline scenario (see Chapter 2.2.1: Step1 – creation 

of a baseline scenario). In case the project includes land that was not in production, it is allowed to use 

regional studies that are done using publicly available methods from a recognized and credible source. This 

source must be reviewed prior to publication by a qualified, independent organization or peer group, or be 

published by a governmental agency. In case the reference data is not coming from the 3 most recent 

sequential years, a justification of why the alternative period can be considered representative, must be given.  

 

The data collection needs to be conducted in the following units: 

- Arable crops: Metric ton-dry per hectare 

- Trees and other perennial crops: Metric ton-dry harvest per hectare per year 

 

In order to calculate the baseline of commodity yields, a yield average needs to be calculated per commodity, 

for at least 3 sequential years. It is allowed to increase that amount if more historical data is available. In cases 

where yields are decreasing after the implementation of the project activities, leakage mitigation measures 

need to be implemented in such a way that results are quantifiable. Such activities need to be defined and 

assessed at validation, and a reviewing of the effective implantation needs to be possible at the verification 

stage. 

  

 

3.2.2   Leakage mitigation 

Leakage mitigation measures (in tCO2e) must be implemented where the project activities, for example 

reduced tillage, are forecasted to reduce yields of current/foregone production, meaning that the leakage 

occurs within the project boundaries. A potential leakage mitigation measure for such leakage could be to 

implement measures aiming at increasing yields within the project area, to compensate for the plots that are 

in reduced tillage.  

For agricultural practices, the concept of leakage is mainly causing deforestation from 

afforestation/reforestation projects. Indeed, it occurs when the project activities, for example 

afforestation/reforestation, cause carbon sink reductions (such as deforestation) outside of the project 

boundaries, as wood harvested from a local community may need to find other fuel sources outside of the 

project boundaries. A potential leakage mitigation measure for such leakage could be to assure more reduced 

local need of wooden fuel sources (to release pressure on the forests); or to link this demand with the 

implementation of agroforestry project within the area.  
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3.3   Quantification of deforestation caused by Leakage 

Carbon projects under the regenagri Carbon Program may also face similar leakage. The implementation of 

regenerative practices such as no-till, reduced-till, or introducing riparian buffer zones, may negatively affect 

the total yield in the project area, increasing pressure on land elsewhere to compensate for the loss of 

production. The project developer will have to address yield losses due to project activities, and how to 

mitigate these as well.  

 

The yield projection of implemented project activities (YPIPA) determined per commodity in tons of CO2e 

(tCO2e). The first step is to calculate the impact of the project activities on the yield (tCO2e). Some practices 

may have a negative impact and reduce the yield per hectare. In case mitigation measures are taken, their 

impact (tCO2e) can be deducted as per the following formula: 

 

𝑌𝑃𝐼𝑃𝐴 = 𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑦𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑 𝑎𝑓𝑡𝑒𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡′𝑠 𝑖𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

− 𝑚𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑠′𝑒𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠 𝑜𝑛 𝑦𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑 𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑠 

 

The yield subject to leakage (tCO2e) can be calculated by deducting the YPIPA (tCO2e) from the expected 

yields from the baseline yield from the baseline yield (tCO2e) such that: 

 

𝑌𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑 𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡 𝑡𝑜 𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒 = 𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑦𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑 −  𝑌𝑃𝐼𝑃𝐴 

 

The yield subject to leakage must be produced outside the project boundaries. These will cause changes in 

the land use elsewhere, which may influence the carbon stock of these lands outside the project boundaries. 

For those commodities that are using land on a global scale and thereby competing with forests, the lower 

yield shall be seen as leakage emissions due to deforestation to produce the concerned commodity elsewhere. 

For the sake of simplicity, this calculation does not need to take into account changes in global demand of 

the commodity. When assessing this matter, the following conservative assumptions must be considered: 

 

- The proportion of leakage that results in increased pressure on land outside the project boundaries is 

set to 75% (Murray B.C. et al., 2004), assuming that the other 25% is not pressuring new land, but 

taken up by existing land already into production 

- The increased pressure caused by leakage is set by default to cause 40% of supply to compensate for 

it (FAO, 2010), coming from new land brought into production, assuming that 40% of new land is 

deforested for the compensation 

Taking the above references into account, the leakage impact area (hectares – ha) of the project can be 

calculated according to the surface area involved in the project (ha) as per the following formula: 

 

𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑖𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎  =
𝑌𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑 𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡 𝑡𝑜 𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑋 0.75 𝑋 0.4 𝑋 𝑆𝑢𝑟𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑒 𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎

𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑦𝑖𝑒𝑙𝑑
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The outcome of the above calculation is the surface of land assumed to be deforested, which is used to 

calculate the leakage impact (tCO2e) described at the beginning of this chapter. The leakage impact area (ha) 

calculated above needs to be multiplied by the land-use change (LUC) emissions factor (tCO2e/ha/yr) 

quantifying deforestation and the number of years since the last validation/verification event (yr). Calculating 

the typical value of these emissions is under constant development. The regenagri Carbon Program has 

adopted the outcome of a recent global study, which included 1885 farms over the world, and has a global 

value of 17.7 tCO2e/ha/year or the corresponding value per continent (Wan Yee Lam et al., 2021). Project 

developers that find other sources more precise for their project region can use these, but the sources shall be 

subject to review and confirmation by the VVB. To summarize, the leakage impact (tCO2e) of the project 

shall be calculated as per the following formula: 

 

𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑖𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 = 𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑖𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎 𝑋 (𝐿𝑈𝐶 𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟) 𝑋 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠 of leakage 

 

The resulting leakage impact will be used later in Chapter 5.2: GHG measurements and regenagri credits. 

This will allow to quantify the final Net carbon change that will determine the number of carbon credits to 

be issued.   
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Chapter 4: Permanence – Risk analysis 
 

This chapter describes the procedures applied to address the permanence matter when creating, validating 

and verifying a project. The risk assessment resulting from a project are determined here. The detailed 

calculation for assessing risks associated to permanence are included.  

 

4.1  GHG avoidance and GHG removal projects 

All projects registered under the regenagri Carbon Program and generating carbon credits shall be developed 

to address issues related to the permanent removal of GHG from the atmosphere. This can be done through 

either emission avoidance or removals. For the latter, the project must be designed to permanently keep those 

emissions removed for at least 100 years. However, there is always the risk of external factors such as natural 

disaster, internal risk from financial instability or external risks from changing policy and uncertainty. These 

risks may cause damages, complications and/or financial issues that may lead to the project either stopping, 

or in the worst-case scenario, becoming a source of emissions where pollutants are reintroduced into the 

atmosphere (reversal).  

 

To compensate for the aforementioned types of scenarios, projects aiming at removing atmospheric GHG 

are subject to the inclusion of buffer credits (detailed in table 4, Chapter 4.3.3: regenagri credits and buffer 

pool contribution) in which a nominal amount of regenagri credits from the project shall be kept as insurance 

in case of such events to occur. These buffer credits are collected from all GHG removal projects, so that 

every project contribute to cover its own losses, and/or the losses from other projects. These buffer credits 

will not be assigned to the project developer and therefore cannot be monetised or traded. While there is no 

damage, complication and/or financial issue, the credits are added to the buffer pool, which comprises credits 

from all the projects under the regenagri Carbon Program, at various stages: 

➢ At the initial validation of the PDD, at which point some credits can be released from the project 

(see Chapter 1.4.2: Issuance period)  
➢ At every subsequent verification of the project, as the risk may change over time 

 

However, the regenagri credits shall not contribute to the buffer pool (as they do not present any risk for 

reversal) for those project activities that concern purely emissions avoidance and are not related to permanence 

risk such as: 

- Reduced fertilizers usage 

- Reduced crop protection products usage 

- Reduced fuel usage 

 
The number of credits which shall be paid into the buffer account varies from project to project and is 

calculated by the nominated VVB following the procedure detailed in Chapter 4.3.3: regenagri credits and 

buffer pool contribution. The process of evaluating the risk of each project is outlined below, the calculation 

shall be performed by the project developer and validated by the VVB during the validation or a subsequent 

verification event. The credits that are entered into the buffer account will be calculated in the PDD, and 

held by regenagri, the carbon standard manager. 
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4.2  Risks identification 

A project can vary in length and in measures being enacted to avoid or remove emissions. However, there is 

always a level of risk that at any point, the work that has been done to limit emissions can be undone up to 

and including a period after the project’s completion date. For the purpose of the calculation, the number of 

credits that shall be assigned to the buffer pool is defined by the VVB’s examination of the potential risk of 

permanent losses, for 100 years following the given time of the risk analysis.  

The risk assessment can be divided into 4 categories (Environmental and natural disasters; financial, economic 

and market; social, political, and legal; technical, administrative and implementation failure), in which 

multiple risk elements can be observed (see figure 4 below).  

 

 

 

To identify the different elements for each risk, the developer must provide justification. This shall be 

presented in conjunction with an outline of any actions or risk limitation measures that the proposed project 

will be engaging to reduce the impact or mitigate the risk.  

  

Figure 4: Categories of risk (END: Environmental & Natural Disasters; FEM: Financial, Economic & Market; SPAL: Social, Political, 
& Legal; TAIF: Technical, Administrative, & implementation failure). 
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4.3   Project risk level, regenagri credits, and buffer pool contribution  

 

4.3.1   Risk elements 

Following the analysis of the different risk categories, the project designer shall complete a table such as  

table 3 below to start assigning a risk value to all the risks elements that have been identified as possible threats 

to the success of the project. The most relevant risks for the project must be mentioned. The evaluation of 

these risks is necessary to then determine the risk of the whole project, and thereby the regenagri credits 

issued, and the buffer contribution required.  

It will be the responsibility of the project developer to detail in the most precise and accurate way possible 

the risk assessment. In the case of unprecise or approximative information and/or assumptions, the VVB shall 

always take an extra conservative approach to the calculations. 

 

The table 3 is an example of the expected risk analysis and shall be filled with the following criteria: 

- Risk category and the description of this potential risk 

- Expected impact of each risk shall be defined such as: 
➢ Negligible (the whole project is back on track within 3 months) 

➢ Low (time or budget are impacted by less than 25% - as defined in the PDD) 

➢ Medium (time or budget are impacted by 25 to 50% - as defined in the PDD) 
➢ High (the project will be delayed (> 2 years) or reparation are needed (>50% of the initial 

budget – as defined in the PDD) 
➢ Extreme (reversal occurred and/or the project can no longer be) 

- Probability of the risk shall be defined such as: 
➢ Rare (did not occur in the same geographic area over the past 20 years) 
➢ Unlikely (did not occur in the same geographic area over the past 10 years) 
➢ Possible (did occur in the same geographic area less than 3 times in the last 5 years) 
➢ Likely (did occur in the same geographic area more than 3 times in the last 5 years) 
➢ Almost certain– (did occur in the same geographic area once or more in the last 3 years) 

- Justification of the scoring of the expected impact and the probability must be done and shall include 

quantified and concrete evidence from historical data, forecast modelling and/or scientific 

publications 

- Risk level is the corresponding level of risk from the expected impact on the project and the 

probability of a risk to occur. See the risk matrix shown in figure 5 to find the risk level assigned to 

the risk element (H: high; M: medium; L: low risk). 

- Mitigation actions a detailed explanation of the mitigation strategy must be given in the PDD and 

explain in a detailed manner the different steps in place for the project to prevent such risk. 

Depending on the risk mitigation strategy, the risk level can change such that: 
➢ If a mitigation strategy is already in place – the level of risk can move down 1 level (if high 

risk level: now the final risk is mid-level; if medium risk level: now the final risk is low; if 

low risk: the final risk remains low) 
➢ If the mitigation strategy is planned in the PDD only, or if there is no strategy at all – the 

risk level remains unchanged 

- Final Risk level: depending on the mitigation actions in place, the final risk level might be the same 

as the risk level or it can be lower if a good mitigation strategy has been set to reduce the impact of 

such event. 
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Table 3: Example of risk assessment and the corresponding risk levels. The description and justifications here only show examples of possible answers. Other risks, impact, and 
probability are function of the geographical area and the scope of the project.  

(END: Environmental and natural disasters; FEM: financial, economic, and market; SPAL: social, political, and legal; TAIF: technical, administrative, and implementation failure). 
 

Category Risk Description 
Expected 

impact  
Probability Justification 

Risk level 

(figure 5) 

Mitigation actions  
(Only if present) 

Final risk 

level 

END 

Hurricane:  

can uproot 

agroforestry 

project 

Extreme Likely 

The last 100 years, weather data was 

examined and 3 hurricanes strong 

enough to be destructive to 

agroforestry projects were registered. 

High 

The project is timed to 

start at the end of the 

hurricane season to give 

the trees longest possible 

time frame possible. 

Medium 

END 

Drought:  

can threaten the 

vegetation/ soil’s 

health 

High 
Almost 

certain 

Drought occurred for 3 years already, 

and forecast models estimate an 

increase of extreme drought event in 

the area in the next 5 years.  

High 

Landscape restoration: 

water courses protection 

by hedgerows, rainwater 

harvesting, no-tillage 

practices, etc 

Medium 

FEM 

Market prices rise 

on the basic 

necessities 

Low Possible 

Trade disruption caused by war 

events, pandemics, weather extreme 

events, that are currently happening. 

Machinery already purchased recently. 

Low 
Diversification of farm 

products 
Low 

SPAL 

Absence of long-

term land tenure 

security, leasing 

contract change 

Low Unlikely 

Within the observed region, land 

tenure rights are sold often to different 

owners. 

These new owners may not be willing 

to continue the project activities 

endangering the permanence of the 

project. 

Low 
No mitigation strategy in 

place 
Low 

TAIF 

Distrust in the 

project, 

implementation 

failure 

High Likely 

Farmers are not properly informed/ 

trained for the new practices in place, 

because there is a large pool of 

participants in the project. Not enough 

set-up in place. 

High 
No mitigation strategy in 

place 
High 
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Figure 5: Risk matrix to determine the level of risk elements (H: high; M: medium; L: low) for a project, depending on the 
expected impact of the risk on the project and its probability of occurrence. 

 

 

4.3.2   Project risk level  

Once each project element has been attributed a level of risk, the level of risk of the whole project can finally 

be determined. To calculate the final score of the whole project, we are giving values to the different levels 

of each risk element (after the mitigation strategy has been taken into consideration), such that: 

- High risks = 5 points 

- Medium risks = 3 points 

- Low risks = 1 point 

The average of these risk elements is calculated to obtain the final risk score (in the example in table 3:  
Total = 3+3+1+1+5 = 13 for 5 risks which corresponds to: x = 13/5 = 2.6. Please note that the minimum 

relevant risks required is 4, therefore the lowest score possible is 1 (4 low risks). However, the VVB will 

ensure that no other important risk has been missed in this assessment.  

The final score obtained allows us to determine whether the whole project is of high risk, mid-level risk, or 

low risk, such that: 

➢ If 1 ≤ x ≤ 2: the project is considered low-level risks 
➢ If 2 < x ≤ 4: the project is considered mid-level risks 
➢ If 4 < x ≤ 5: the project is considered high-level risks 
➢ If > 5: the project will not be considered eligible since the risk of a potential project failure is too 

extreme 

The example above obtained a final risk score of 2.6, which means that the projects is considered to be a 

mid-level risk project. 
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4.3.3   regenagri credits and buffer pool contribution  

 

After the project risk has been determined, the table 4 below is used as reference to find the corresponding 

buffer pool contribution to the risk level assigned to the whole project. Depending on which level of risk 

the project is, different percentage of credits will be released during each verification event. However, only 

the low risks projects will be eligible for the issuance of credits at the validation stage, according to the final 

score obtained. This is done to help the low-risk projects at the start of their implementation. 

For the lower risk projects scoring between 1 and 2, credits can be issued at validation from 10% to 40% of 

the total regenagri credits calculated later in Chapter 5: Measurements – Carbon quantification methodology.  

For the mid-level and maximum risks, this option is not possible as it remains too risky.  

 

The buffer credits contribution corresponds to the percentage of the total amount of credit issued under the 

regenagri Carbon Program that is allocated to the buffer pool. This buffer pool serves as insurance for the 

potential future GHG reversal which could stems from damages, complications and/or financial issues of the 

project. For the low risk projects, the contribution is gradual according to the project risk score obtained 

such that: if the score obtained is 1.6, the contribution of the project to the buffer pool is of 16%. For mid-

level, and high risk projects, the contribution to the buffer pool remains constant respectively at 35% and 

65%. 

 

Table 4: Buffer Credits contribution according to the maximum/mid-level/low risk of the project  
(Only for risks affecting the permanency of the emission removals). 

Level of risk of 

the project 
Project risk score 

Credits issued at validation 

(%  of total amount expected 

during crediting period) 

Buffer credits contribution 
(%  of the credits issued) 

Extreme > 5 N/A N/A 

High 4 < x ≤ 5 N/A 65% 

Mid-level 2 < x ≤ 4 N/A 35% 

Low 

1.6 < x ≤ 2 10% 

10% - 20% 
1.4 < x ≤ 1.6 20% 

1 < x ≤ 1.4 30% 

1 40% 

 

 

The project developer shall submit the PDD with the final risk assessment completed. During the validation 

and/or verification decision the VVB can adjust the number of declared risks, their total risk level and as 

consequence also the buffer contribution, as well as the credit allocated. In order to do so, the VVB shall 

examine the authenticity of the impact and probability of the declared risk as well as the potential of the 

declared mitigation actions which may bring the risk level up or down. 
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4.4   Reversal event 

In the case of an event leading to a reversal of GHG in the atmosphere, the project developer must notify 

the VVB within 30 days of discovering the issue. A reversal report shall be submitted to the VVB, in the  
2 years following the event, including: 

- Detailed description of the circumstances, causes, and material damages due to the reversal event 

- Estimation of the reversal of previously verified emission avoidance/removals reversed due to the 

loss in carbon stock from the project (using a conservative approach) 

- New mitigation strategy to recover from the potential damages and prevent from future reversal 

event 

 

If the reversal event is due to environmental or natural disaster, the quantity of GHG mentioned in the 

reversal report will be cancelled from the buffer pool. However, if the reversal event is caused by a 

change/non-conformity with the PDD (e.g., poor management, over-harvesting, removal of a part of the 

area from participating to the project, etc.), the buffer credits will be held, and the project will not be eligible 

for anymore credits until it has been remedied. 
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Chapter 5: Measurements – Carbon quantification methodology 
 

5.1   regenagri platform 

The regenagri platform is linked to the Cool Farm Tool and its methodology which are integrated within 

the regenagri assessment and available through the regenagri platform. This is used to quantify the net GHG 

emissions as well as the soil carbon sequestration depending on the agricultural practices, the climate zone, 

and the type of soil.  

Aside from the integrated Cool Farm Tool methodology, the regenagri carbon programme also allows and 

invites project developers to come up with other methodologies which, depending on the specificities of 

each project’s activities and environment, may end-up with more appropriate and/or accurate results. This 

methodology shall be validated by the VVB. 

 

To operate, the CFT methodology requires quantitative data on the crop and livestock management such as: 

- Harvested yield 

- Project area 

- Growing area 

- Fertiliser application (type and quantity) 

- Pesticide application (type and quantity) 

- Land use changes 

- Tillage management 

- Presence of cover crops 

- Presence of trees on the farm 

- Energy use (in kWh and fuel use) 

- Number of animals 

- Manure management 

- Transport mode (if applicable) 

 

In order to calculate the improvement in term of GHG emissions and soil carbon sequestration resulting from 

the implementation of the proposed project, a baseline scenario needs to be set first (see Chapter 2.2.1: 

creation of a baseline scenario). This scenario reflects the current practices as if the GHG project were not to 

occur. The historical data of the 3 years prior to the registration to the regenagri Carbon Program will be 

used in the regenagri platform to calculate the baseline emissions following the business-as-usual practices.  

 

These data must be justified according to a conservative approach: 

➢ On site measurements 
➢ Calculations using models, datasets, peer-reviewed publications, etc. 
➢ Calculations using default factors from official registries 

Additionally, we welcome carbon quantification methodologies based on remote sensing technology, 

however these shall always be coupled with soil analysis to cross-check real SOC sequestration.  
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5.2   GHG measurements and regenagri credits 

Once the data filled in the regenagri platform and the baseline scenario is set, a yearly readjustment with the 

updated data needs to be done through the platform in order to record the evolution of the project. The 

calculations shall be done in CO2e in order to allow comparable results. By assessing the CO2e emissions over 

time, a simple calculation will allow to determine the CO2e emissions avoided/removed and shall be the base 

of future verification events and potential readjustments. An estimation of the emissions avoidance/removal 

resulting from the project shall be drowned, according to its sink: from above ground biomass, from the soil 

organic carbon (SOC), and from the direct emissions reduction. Uncertainties and leakage (leakage 

calculations in Chapter 3.3: Quantification of deforestation caused by leakage) shall also be considered in the 

calculation, completing the estimation of the final net emission reduction, thereby to the net carbon benefits 

and number of regenagri credits allocated to the project (see table 5 below). Please note that the results must 

be rounded accordingly (0 to 0.49 is rounded down to 0; 0.50 to 0.99 is rounded up to 1). 

 

The final net carbon change by the project ((10) in table 5) is calculated such that: 

 

𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝑐𝑎𝑟𝑏𝑜𝑛 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒  =   𝑁𝑒𝑤 𝑐𝑎𝑟𝑏𝑜𝑛 𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠  − 𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒 +  𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑖𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 

 

With the net carbon change, the new carbon emissions, the baseline, and the leakage impact in tCO2e.  

For example, the amount of CO2e emitted (baseline scenario) is 350 tCO2e, and after 1 year the new carbon 

emissions went down to 200 tCO2e, considering that the leakage is 100 tCO2e. Thus, we can consider that 

the net carbon change is: [200+100] – 350 = -50 tCO2e.  

 

➢ If the net carbon change is negative: this means that there has been a reduction of the emissions by 

avoidance or removal, so the project can be granted the corresponding number of credits at the 

verification event at year 1, which in the example above corresponds to 50 regenagri credits. 

However, out of these 50 regenagri credits: 10% to 20%, 35%, or 65% will be allocated to the buffer 

pool, corresponding to 5 to 10, 18, or 33 credits respectively for the low, mid-level, or high level of 

risk determined for the project. The remaining 45 to 40, 32, or 17 credits will be allocated to the 

project. 
➢ If the net carbon change is positive: this reveals that the emissions avoidance/removal has not yet been 

sufficient to compensate for the risk of leakage as well as showing further reduction. Therefore, no 

positive impact on the environment can be quantified, thus no carbon credit can be allocated. 
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The number of regenagri credits allocated to the project ((11) in table 5) shall be verified at the validation of 

the PDD by the VVB and shall be readjusted if necessary at each verification event. The project developer 

plans ahead and decides when the verification event must occur, thereby, how often the regenagri credits 

equivalent are issued. The credits receive an identification number that will be traced in the regenagri register.  

 

  

Table 5: Final table that summarizes the number of regenagri credits to be issued at each validation / verification event, 
according to the emissions avoided/removed while condidering the risk of leakage and the buffer pool contribution. 
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Chapter 6:  Monitoring and reporting 

 

6.1   Obligations towards the VVB and regenagri 

The project activities are set during the planning phase of the project (steps 1 to 4, figure 6) and continue 

throughout the lifetime of the project once implemented (steps 5 to 8, figure 6). The impact of this project 

on avoiding emissions (CO2, N2O, and CH4) and on the removal of CO2 by sequestration as SOC and in 

the above-ground biomass, shall be calculated and monitored at every validation/verification event. This shall 

ensure the progress of the project and confirm its estimated benefits over time as described in the PDD. 

 

 

For each verification event, the project developer shall prepare a Monitoring report for the VVB to review 

as part of the verification process. Registered project developers shall receive a template for conducting 

monitoring and writing the monitoring report. As defined by the relevant ISO standards (14064-2), the 

monitoring report may include “Schedules, roles and responsibilities, equipment, resources, and 

methodologies to obtain, estimate, measure, calculate, compile and record GHG data and information for 

the project and baseline scenario”.  

 

The project developer can use the regenagri platform to measure progress of the project and compare the 

different datasets included in the platform. Based on this data, the project developer can report on the process 

and compare it with the projections made in the PDD. This will allow the VVB to assess the progress of the 

project and the expected positive impact on the environment described in the PDD. It will also allow the 

VVB to readjust, when necessary, the risk level of the project as well as the potential leakage emissions. In 

case of very significant deviations, this could result in updating the buffer pool contribution and the 

corresponding net regenagri credits made available.  

Furthermore, the project developer may request a verification event at any time throughout the project, and 

as many times as needed, whether the aim is to redefine the risk assessment or to obtain the next portion of 

credits when eligible. 

 

Figure 6: Timeline of the typical steps of a project.  
Steps 6, 7, and 8 can replicate as many time as a verification event occurs (decided by the project developer). 
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The reporting shall be done by the project developer. It helps keeping track of the progress of the project, 

such monitoring report must be available to the VVB within reasonable time before the verification process 

starts, and shall include: 

- Short description of the GHG project, including its scale, geographical area involved, the timeline 

established, and the activities involved  

- Date of the report and time period covered 

- Which step of the project it is in (validation, verification (1st, 2nd, etc.)) and the level of assurance 

achieved 

- The project activities and their estimated GHG avoidance/removal enhanced by the project 

implementation (CO2e in ton): in the baseline scenario and for the relevant time period 

- Thorough demonstration that the emissions avoidance and/or removals are additional: would not 

have occurred without the implementation of the project 

- Risk assessment and permanence of the emission removals 

- Short description of the procedures and good practices used as a basis for the GHG emissions and 

removals calculations 

 

More detailed information is available in the monitoring report template which is available for developers of 

registered regenagri projects. 

 

6.2   Obligations towards the country of the project 

This section describes how to implement the obligation on reporting the emissions to the national authority 

responsible for implementing the Paris Agreement, which requires every country to report on its emissions. 

It is important to state that any achievements of regenagri Carbon Projects are resulting in carbon credits that 

can be sold globally. As soon as credits are sold virtually cross a border, the emissions become subject to the 

reporting of the country where the buyer is based. This means that the country where the project is based 

shall not automatically be able to report on the emission removals or avoidances, as well as its leakage 

emissions resulting from the project. This will be up to the final buyer of the carbon credits, who is redeeming 

the credits for achieving its emission reduction targets. As leakage emissions are deducted from the carbon 

credits issued to the project developer, these are accounted for (e.g., deducted from the removals/avoided 

emissions) and are not subject to reporting. The carbon credit issuance by the regenagri Carbon Program will 

inform the final user of the obligation to report on the emission reductions, when redeeming the project. In 

cases where the project developer is also the final user and redeems the credits for own reporting purposes, 

then the project developer shall request a redemption statement with regenagri, with which it can report it 

to the national authority to comply with this obligation.  

The information in this section is subject to updates resulting from further negotiations of implementing 

article 6 of the Paris Agreement. The regenagri Carbon Program has the aim to align its requirements 

wherever relevant.  
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