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Summary 
This  document compris es  Wildlife Works ’ comments  on vers ion 3.0 of the TREES s tandard, which ART 
s ubmitted for public cons ultation Augus t/ September 2025. 
 

Section 3 
- 3.1: we unders tand that ART allows  Participants  grea t flexibility to achieve emis s ions  reductions  

and removals , and to es tablis h governance over REDD+ activities  in a  manner that s uits  their 
national circums tances . However, we note tha t TREES’ lais s ez-faire approach to nes ting puts  
exis ting and future REDD+ projects  in the difficult pos ition of negotia ting with governments  to 
receive a  fair a llocation from the TREES Crediting Level. We s ugges t that it is  appropria te for 
TREES to include a  s et of bes t practices  for nes ting, without being overly pres criptive. 
Furthermore, we recommend that thes e bes t practices  focus  on project bas eline a llocation bas ed 
on the ris k of future defores tation. This  approach 1) directs  financial incentives  to the areas  that 
need it mos t 2) properly rewards  communities  for the hard work of reducing defores tation 3) 
maximizes  environmental integrity of TREES credits  and 4) aligns  with the other, mos t up to date , 
project-bas ed REDD+ approaches  in the voluntary carbon market. 

- 3.1.1: We encourage ART to explain the rationale behind extending s ubnational accounting to 
2040. While s maller juris dictions  are in theory better able to conduct rigorous  FPIC, it is  not clear 
exactly how thes e programs  act as  a  s tep towards  national-level accounting. This  timeline 
extens ion would make more s ens e if there were a  clear framework for trans itioning from 
s ubnational to na tional programs . We als o note that part of this  trans ition involves  building the 
demand required to incentivize national programs ; the increas ed trans action cos ts  as s ociated 
with s ubnationa l juris dictions  obtaining corres ponding adjus tments  (if they can obtain them at 
a ll) makes  the demand s ide cas e for this  weaker, a ll els e equal. Fina lly, we ackowledge that in 
s ome cas es  there will not be the capacity or political s upport for fully national programs  at any 
point in the next s evera l years , leaving s ubnational programs  as  the only option.  

- 3.4.1: Regarding the requirement that Participants  demons tra te “rights  to the ERRs  generated 
from the accounting area,” we recommend more s pecific language. Property rights  of any kind 
may cover s evera l features : rights  to us e, exclude others  from us ing, s ell/ s ubdivide, inherit, etc. 
As  mos t hos t governments  are s till formulating regula tions  s pecific to carbon rights , it would be 
us eful for the TREES s tandard to be precis e here as  to exactly what kind of rights  are required for 
participation.  

- 3.8: We recommend adding language here indicating that no new laws / regula tions  related to the 
ART Program may violate the s afeguard principles  as  outlined in TREES. 
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Section 4 
- 4.1: We s trongly recommend that ART allows  for the us e of direct biomas s  da ta  for the 

calcula tion of Crediting Levels . This  departure from the traditional approach to es timating GHG 
emis s ions  (activity da ta  x emis s ion factors ) is  pos s ible  now becaus e the data  are available and 
increas ingly affordable. Stock-bas ed carbon accounting will better capture the full s pectrum of 
GHG emis s ions  from fores ts , particularly from fores t degradation, which is  a  large s ource of 
emis s ions  for many countries . We als o note the complexity under current accounting approaches  
in dis tinguis hing between activities  that are s ources  of emis s ions  (s ee, e.g., Section 4.5): direct 
meas urement of emis s ions  from biomas s  data  s implifies  this  proces s  by removing the 
s eparation of defores tation from fores t degradation. This  option would a lign with the IPCC 
Guidelines  for Greenhous e Gas  Inventories , which include the option of s tock-change/ s tock-
difference methods  which es timate emis s ions  from changes  in the carbon content of living 
biomas s  and dead organic matter (s ee, e.g., Vol. 1 Ch1. and Vol.4 Ch.2). 

- 4.1.2: We s upport the addition of biomas s  maps  as  a  data  s ource for deriving emis s ion factors . 
We recommend including a  requirement or encouragement for Participants  that they s upplement 
biomas s  data  with ground truthing of the data  through s ampling of plots . We note that, per our 
comment on Section 4.1 above, it would be more s traightforward to allow for a  s tock and change 
accounting approach us ing biomas s  data , which would introduce fewer s ources  of uncertainty 
than the activity data  x emis s ion factor approach.  

 

Section 7 
- 7.1.3: Regarding the text “If the Participant does  not have s ufficient credits  a lready is s ued into its  

account, future credits  is s ued to the Participant will be placed into the buffer until the exces s  
amount is  replenis hed…”, we recommend clarifying whether the Participant’s  account credits  are 
automatically cancelled, or if they may choos e to retain exis ting credits  and contribute future 
credits  to the buffer in order to account for a  revers a l. For example, if a  Participant has  credits  in 
its  account which are CORSIA-eligible , they may wis h to hold them and contribute future verified 
credits  to the buffer which are not eligible for whatever reas on. Regardles s , it s hould be clear 
that, after a  Participant’s  to-date buffer contributions  do not cover a  revers al, that any exis ting 
credits  in their account are cancelled immedia tely at ART’s  dis cretion (or not).  

- 7.1.3: “Alternatively, the Participant may purchas e equivalent TREES Credits  and us e thes e to 
replenis h the required buffer amount.” This  language s hould clarify whether a ll TREES credits  a re 
deemed equally eligible for this  purpos e: can removals  or HFLD credits  be us ed to compens ate 
for a  revers al of emis s ion reductions ? Do corres ponding adjus tments  matter? 

Section 12 
- 12.1: We find the language in this  s ection confus ing. Specifically, that activities  “… not only do no 

harm but als o enhance s ocial and environmental benefits ” (emphas is  added). This  language 
could imply one or both of the following: 1) that thes e benefits  improve over time acros s  each 
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monitoring period 2) that thes e benefits  are additional to what would be obs erved in the without-
program counterfactual s cenario. However, the res t of Section 12 emphas izes  conformance with 
Cancun Safeguards , documented through reporting on all of the indica tors  lis ted. If, for example, 
a  Participant had mapped and s ecured cus tomary tenure rights  acros s  a  juris diction (Theme 2.3) 
prior to ins tituting a  REDD+ program, and that mapping remained cons is tent after the program 
s tarted, this  particular benefit would not be additiona l nor improving over time but would 
s eemingly meet TREES requirements . We thus  recommend clarifying the language in this  s ection. 

- 12.1: This  s ection s hould s pell out what happens  if a  Participant fa ils  to have evidence of 
conformance with an indicator or if conformance laps es  between monitoring periods . This  could 
reference the table in Section 14.1, which indica tes  that conformance with s ocial/ environmental 
s afeguards  is  within the s cope of verification in each time period. 

Section 13 
- 13.1: Regarding the text “TREES requires  the dis clos ure of any verified emis s ion reductions  

and/ or removals  in the s ame accounting a rea, checks  of duplica te regis tration under other 
programs  (including offs et programs ) and requirements  for dis clos ure of other regis trations , as  
well as  for cancellation of the units  on one regis try prior to re-is s uance on another,” we 
recommend additional deta il on this  proces s , which is  relevant for s ome nes ted projects . Per 
Equation 21 in Section 10.4.1 s ugges ts  that emis s ions  reductions  from “other initia tives ” s hould 
already be deducted from TREES ERs  for a  juris diction prior to is s uance. So, does  the language in 
13.1 only apply to nes ted projects  which have not been properly accounted for already in the ER 
accounting?  

- 13.1: We als o recommend adding s pecificity regarding what “s oon to be verified” means . 

Section 16 
- 16.2: The requirement tha t complainants  mus t “live and/ or us e fores t res ources  in the REDD+ 

accounting area” potentia lly excludes  individuals  and communities  which have been forcibly 
evicted from the accounting area. We s ugges t that the language be modified to include thes e 
groups , whether or not the eviction is  related to the REDD+ program. 

 


	Summary
	Section 3
	Section 4
	Section 7
	Section 12
	Section 13
	Section 16

