Reply to reviewer 2 second round comments, Manuscript ID: forests-988565
We thank the reviewer and journal for their further consideration. These brief comments have given us the opportunity to further clarify and improve the paper, so we are grateful. 
However, we do have a difference in position from the reviewer. The reviewer comes at this with an academic mindset when REDD+ is not an academic field. REDD+ is a system that is implemented on the ground by governments and stakeholders with a focus on environmental and financial benefits. The academic mindset requires studies with full controls, exhaustive analysis and flawless scientific method. This unfortunately does not fit easily with the real world of REDD+ implementation. 
What we have sought to achieve in this paper is to clearly illustrate that REDD+ programs around the world are NOT comprehensive and through the example of Guyana demonstrate how a pragmatic approach can be taken to allow numbers to be estimated and reported without letting the need for a perfect system get in the way of leaving unknown gaps in emission estimates. 
We want to underline the comments of reviewers in the first round that this is an important paper that makes an important contribution. It is however, applied work rather than an academic study. 
Reviewer 2 second round comments:
Unfortunately the major flaw of this perpective remains with the mismatch between the title 'Complete accounting for REDD+ programs: A pragmatic approach as exemplified in Guyana' (overall conclusions) and the actual critical data needed to make such a claim - that is the pros and cons of Guyana's reporting method compared to other countries' approach to their accounting systems for their FREL under UNFCCC requirements. I am actually a little more alarmed to learn now in the author's response that the 'full detailed methods have not been implemented' - then how do the author's arrive at their recommendations/conclusions on an incomplete system?
I however note their is an institutional collaborator on the author's list who might be able to fill these gaps and help provide at least a lessons learnt approach on challenges, and local costs - human, financial, technological, other. These should then be compared to other reporting approaches to establish the connective tissue for the intent of the perspective.
Reply:
[bookmark: _GoBack]The accounting approach used by Guyana and described in the perspective is complete in that it includes all sources of emissions, rather than only those that meet some threshold of being ‘significant.’ We appreciate the reviewer’s viewpoint and we realize that from an academic standpoint it would be ideal to have the benefit of accounting for emissions using both a simple, high-level approach as is detailed in the manuscript and a complex detailed approach as is conducted for major sources of emissions. This would allow for thorough comparison of both emissions estimates and costs. However, the nature of this work is not academic but pragmatic, and such a comparison is not realistic or possible. In reality, the alternative to our proposed approach is the exclusion of more minor or poorly known emission sources and our paper illustrates this in terms of what is included by countries in their REDD+ programs globally. 
Nonetheless, we hear the reviewer’s concern and have taken further effort to address it by adding a brief description and a table to the manuscript providing a summary of the requirements of a pragmatic approach versus a detailed approach for oft excluded sources (L315-327). We try to make clear that differences in required effort, resources and hence costs are significant and self-evident.  
Additionally, we have replaced certain instances of the word ‘complete’ with ‘comprehensive’ in an attempt to better communicate that our claim is that the method accounts for all emissions sources.
