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Summary 

This project is an Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) project under the Reducing 
Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD) project category. Specifically, the project is of 
the “Avoided Unplanned Deforestation & Degradation” (AUDD) project category. 
 
AENOR started the verification under VCS Standard version 3.7 and the CCB Standard Third Edition 
process in 4 November 2019 when the Project Proponent submitted the monitoring reports for VCS/CCB 
and other supporting documents, such as the calculation spreadsheet, GIS package, the non-
permanence risk assessment, etc. 
 
The field visit took place from 9 to 12 December 2019, in which the auditor visited the project area, 
interviewed key stakeholders, staff and other related experts and verified the implemented activities. 
 
The purpose of the verification was to determine the conformance of the project with respect to the VCS 
Standard version 3.7, the CCB Project Design Standards Third Edition and the validated VCS Project 
Description and CCB Project Design Document.  
 
The implementation period covered by this verification report is from 13 November 2013 – 
31 December 2018. 
 
This is the first verification event. The project is well managed, and results are well supported. Monitoring 
plans are effective and CHEMONICS INTERNATIONAL INC developed enough procedures and tools to 
manage data. As a result of the CHEMONICS INTERNATIONAL INC experience with the VCS and CCB 
requirements, documents are well detailed. In this regard, this is a verification report that contains the 
findings of the verification. 2 CAR were reported for VCS and 4 CL were reported for CCB. These issues 
rose during the verification process and were resolved. 
 
Thus, AENOR has carried out this verification report and deems with reasonable level of assurance that 
the project implementation complies with all verification requirements of the VCS+CCB Standard. The 
assessment team has no restrictions or uncertainties with respect to the compliance of the project with 
the verification criteria; hence, the audit team concludes that the net GHG emissions reductions or 
removals 895,924 tones CO2 equivalent over the monitoring period has been quantified in accordance 
with VCS rules. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Objective 

The objective of the verification audit was to conduct an independent assessment of the project to 

determine:  

• The extent to which methods and procedures, including monitoring procedures, have been 

implemented in accordance with the validated project description, including the monitoring plan.  

• The extent to which GHG emission reductions and removals reported in the monitoring report are 

materially accurate. 

1.2 Scope and Criteria 

Verification Scope: The scope of the verification audit is to verify the emissions reductions and/or removals 

of the project, against the Verified Carbon Standard, the identified methodology and the validated PD 

throughout the monitoring period from 13 November 2013 – 31 December 2018. 

The objectives of this audit included a verification of the projects calculated removals with the Verified 

Carbon Standard requirements and any additional requirements of VCS AFOLU projects. In addition, the 

audit assessed the project with respect to the validated baseline scenarios presented in the PD and the 

fulfilment of the Climate, community and biodiversity criteria against the CCB Standard. 

Standard criteria: Criteria from the following documents were used to assess this project:  

• VCS Program Guide v.3.7 

• VCS Standard v.3.7 

• CCB Rules v 3.1 

• Third edition CCB Standard 

• VCS AFOLU Requirements v.3.6 

• VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool v.3.3 

Unless otherwise indicated, the assessment was performed against the most recent version of the relevant 

VCS guidance document. Describe the scope and criteria of the verification. 

1.3 Level of Assurance 

The assessment was conducted to provide a reasonable level of assurance of conformance against the 

defined audit criteria and materiality thresholds within the audit scope. Based on the audit findings, a 

positive evaluation statement reasonably assures that the project GHG assertion is materially correct and 

is a fair representation of the GHG data and information.  
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All the revisions of the verification report before being submitted to the client were subjected to an 

independent internal technical review to confirm that all verification activities had been completed according 

to the pertinent AENOR instructions required. The technical review was performed by a technical 

reviewer(s) qualified in accordance with AENOR´s qualification scheme for CDM/VCS validation and 

verification.  

1.4 Summary Description of the Project 

The Project Proponent are the communities of Bajo Mira y Frontera and Acapa, organized as Community 

Councils (Consejo Comunitario, or CC), in the municipality of Tumaco, in the province of Nariño in 

Colombia. The project area has a total extension of 58,212 ha. 

Strengthening governance has occurred throughout this monitoring through various measures. These 

include community-based land use planning, community and forest patrols, as well as updating forest and 

land use management plans. The project has also established conservation agreements as well as 

demarcated conservation zones.  

Through capacity building in administration and management; occurrence of training workshops; technical 

assistance with agricultural and fishing activities; as well as the provision of direct employment by the 

project (forest patrols to monitor and catch illicit forest use), the project has worked to create alternative 

economic avenues. 

Leakage and non-permanence risk factors have been appropriately monitored and managed during this 

monitoring period. During this monitoring period, the net GHG emission reductions generated by the project 

amount to 895,924 tCO2e. 

Historically, USAID has been supporting the project through the BIOREDD+ and Paisajes Connectados 

programs.  Since 2018, the continued implementation and development of the project has been 

strengthened by a new USAID program, Paramos y Bosques. Like BIOREDD+, Paramos y Bosques is 

executed by USAID-implementer, Chemonics International. 

Fondo Acción, an implementing partner from the project’s validation, continues to act as the main 

implementing partner of the project. 

The project is minimizing risks to the expected climate, community, and biodiversity benefits in order to 

maintain those benefits beyond the lifetime of the project. Specifically, the VCS project crediting period is 

30 years, starting in 2013 and ending in 2043. The VCS project lifetime is also 30 years. 
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2 VERIFICATION PROCESS 

2.1 Audit Team Composition (Rules 4.3.1) 

 

Name Position in the team 

Sergio Guzmán Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales Team leader and auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez Auditor 

The auditors have the Spanish as mother language which is the official language in Colombia where the 

project is located. The auditors have experience in social and cultural issues.  

Sergio Guzmán has a Degree in Natural Resources, Aquatic Sciences and Wildlife and he has more than 

13 years of years of experience in protected areas, forest management, forest audits, management and 

monitoring of forestry projects. 

Richard Gonzales is engineer with high experience in CDM for more than 7 years. Richard Gonzales has 

participated in other VCS+CCB projects in Latin America. 

Jose Luis Fuentes is engineer with an MBA and Post grade in Environment with experience in LULUCF 

activities in VCS, CDM and GS schemes from more than 10 years. 

Elena Llorente has the Degree in Environmental Sciences and she has more than 12 years of experience 

in Sustainable development projects having worked as lead validator/verifier in CDM and other voluntary 

schemes. She is expert in Climate, Community and Biodiversity aspects. 

Juan Carlos Gómez is a Forestry Engineer and holds a Master in Sustainable Development and Corporate 

Responsibility. He has more than 5 years of experience in the development of climate change mitigation 

and adaptation policies, energy transition and support mechanisms for renewable energies and forestry 

matters.  

The following table summarizes the experience of the team members in the assessment of climate and 

community development and biodiversity in some similar projects. 
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Country Project Standard Team member/ Role 

Colombia Bajo Calima y Bahía Málaga 
(BCBM) REDD+ Project 

VCS&CCB Sergio Guzmán/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Colombia Cajambre REDD+ Project VCS&CCB Sergio Guzmán/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Colombia Mutatá REDD+ Project VCS&CCB Sergio Guzmán/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Colombia Concosta REDD+ Project VCS&CCB Sergio Guzmán/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Colombia Sivirú, Usaragá, Pizarro y Pilizá 
(SUPP) REDD+ Project 

VCS&CCB Sergio Guzmán/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Colombia Carmen del Darién (CDD) REDD+ 
Project 

VCS&CCB Sergio Guzmán/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Colombia Rio Pepe y ACABA REDD+ Project VCS&CCB Sergio Guzmán/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Colombia Conservation and reforestation of 
degraded areas in Barbosa, 
Colombia 

Gold Standard Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Technical reiviewer 

Colombia Proyecto de compensación de 
emisiones 

Conservación del bosque Galilea 
Amé. 

NTC 6082/ Guía 
ES-I-CC-002 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Technical reiviewer  
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Country Project Standard Team member/ Role 

Colombia Proyecto de Mitigación Forestal 

Bonanza Verde 

NTC 6082/ Guía 
ES-I-CC-002 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Technical reiviewer 

Colombia Bonos Verdes Colombia Grupo 
Custodiar S.A. 

NTC 6082/ Guía 
ES-I-CC-002 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Technical reiviewer 

Colombia Recuperación de suelos 
degradados con el uso de 
incentivos financieros en el Centro 
y Oriente de Colombia 

NTC 6082/ Guía 
ES-I-CC-002 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Team leader and auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Technical reiviewer 

Colombia Proyecto de Conservación 
PALAMEKU KUWEI REDD+ 

NTC 6082/ Guía 
ES-I-CC-002 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Technical reiviewer 

Colombia Proyecto de Mitigación Forestal 
Resguardo Indígena Tikuna, 
Cocama y Yagua (TICOYA) 

NTC 6082/ Guía 
ES-I-CC-002 

Sergio Guzmán/ Team leader and auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Technical reiviewer 

Peru Reduction of Deforestation and 
Degradation of Tropical Dry Forest 
in Piura and Lambayeque 

VCS & CCB Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Auditor 

Peru Cordillera Azul National Park 
(PNCAZ) REDD+ Project 

VCS & CCB Jose Luis Fuentes/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Auditor 

Peru Alto Mayo Conservation Iniciative VCS & CCB Richard Gonzales/ Team leader and auditor 

Elena Llorente Pérez/ Auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Technical reiviewer 

Peru Reduction of deforestation and 
degradation in Tambopata 
National Reserve and Bahuaja-
Sonene National Park within the 
area of Madre de Dios region –
Peru 

VCS & CCB Elena Llorente Pérez/ Team leader and auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Technical reiviewer 

Peru REDD+ Project in the Alto 
Huayabamba Conservation 
Concession (CCAH) 

VCS & CCB Elena Llorente Pérez/ Team leader and auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

Jose Luis Fuentes/ Technical reiviewer 

Peru Forest Management to reduce 
deforestation and degradation in 
Shipibo Conibo and Cacataibo 
indigenous communities of Ucayali 
region 

VCS & CCB Elena Llorente Pérez/ Team leader and auditor 

Richard Gonzales/ Auditor 

Juan Carlos Gómez/ Auditor 

 

2.2 Method and Criteria 

The verification was performed through a combination of document review, interviews and communications 

with relevant personnel and on-site inspections. The project was assessed for conformance to the criteria 

described in Section 1.2 of this report. As discussed in this report, findings were issued to ensure that the 

project was in full conformance to all requirements. 

AENOR carried out this verification report and deems with reasonable level of assurance that the project 

complies with all of the verification criteria.  
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The verification has been performed through a deep desk review and on-site inspection including interviews 

with relevant personnel.  

The verification activities in which risks were assessed were the evaluations of the monitoring system (data 

flow, data control procedures, etc.) but mainly the quality of raw data as well as sources and the 

spreadsheet calculations.  

AENOR reproduced and verified 100% of sheets in the VM0006 spreadsheet calculations and 50% of the 

data/calculations carried out in those sheets for the monitoring period 13 November 2013 – 31 December 

2018 for the project area and leakage belt. 

The project boundary and deforested areas in the project area and L.B for the monitoring period were 100% 

checked using the GIS database. 

The carbon stock changes, forest classes in the project area and L.B were also 100% verified and 

crosschecked with validated values. For data provided for the reference region, AENOR carried out 

samples of at least 5% of data since they had already been previously validated and posed a lower risk to 

the emissions reductions achieved by the project. 

AENOR decided to carry out a deep and meticulous review of the sheets due to the following reasons: 

To verify the correct application of the methodology (formulae, equations.) and checked that data required 

to calculate the GHG removals are appropriately provided.  

Based on the assessment carried out, AENOR confirms with a reasonable level of assurance that the 

claimed emission reductions are free from material errors, omissions or misstatements. 

In addition, AENOR confirms that sufficient evidence was presented for the reported net anthropogenic 

GHG emission reductions and that there is a clear audit trail that contains the evidence and records that 

validate the stated figure in this verification report since: 

• Sufficient evidence available: The project participant has provided the 100% of data used in the 

calculations to achieve the final amount of GHG emission reductions reported. 

• Nature of evidence: The raw data were collected from reliable sources. They are detailed in the 

project documents and have been provided to the verification team and the most relevant are 

appropriately detailed in the appendix 1. 

• Cross-checked evidence: AENOR cross-checked the collected information through an on-site 

inspection to the project area and reproducing calculations.  

Hence, AENOR confirms that the stated figures in the monitoring report are correct and confirms that is 

able to certify net anthropogenic GHG removals based on verifiable and reliable evidence. 

2.3 Document Review 

The monitoring report, project description, and supporting documentation were carefully reviewed for 

conformance to the verification criteria and consistency with the Project Description. The audit team 
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examined the baseline data gathered from the baseline determined for this Region, spreadsheets used to 

enter, and compile information required by the methodology and reproduced the GHG emissions reductions 

calculations presented in the spreadsheet models to obtain same results than those appearing in the 

Monitoring report. The Non-Permanence Risks Reports for this monitoring period were assessed, as well. 

Appendix 1 to this report details the list of documents provided by PP and reviewed by AENOR during the 

process.   

2.4 Interviews 

The list of the interviewed people is following detailed. The people interviewed were those directly 
affected or involved in the project activity, and in some cases were just indirectly affected. 

Day Place Activities Interviewed  

2019-12-09 
Bajo Mira y 
Frontera 

Meeting with leaders and members of 

the community to review community 

and governance indicators. Visits and 

interviews. 

Members of Bajo Mira y 

Frontera Community 

Council. 

 (For a detailed list of people 

interviewed, see annex 2) 

2019-12-10 Acapa 

Meeting with leaders and members of 

the community to review community 

and governance indicators. Visits and 

interviews. 

Acapa Community Council. 

(For a detailed list of people 

interviewed, see annex 2) 

2019-12-11 
Bajo Mira y 
Frontera 

Visits with community members to 

project activities. 

Members of Bajo Mira y 

Frontera Community 

Council. 

 (For a detailed list of people 

interviewed, see annex 2) 

 

2.5 Site Inspections 

Site inspections were conducted between 11 and 12 December 2019. The objectives of the site visit were 

to assess the accuracy of the Monitoring Report including project implementation status, to assess 

conformance to the monitoring plan, to assess whether project activities are being implemented according 

to the project description, and to assess the quality of field data collection techniques. 

2.6 Resolution of Findings 

All documentation provided by the Project Proponent was assessed against the most recent version of the 

relevant VCS guidance document. Several clarification requests (CL) and corrective action requests (CAR) 

were raised and submitted to the Project Proponent, which addressed them either by providing to the audit 

team the requested information or by making the appropriate corrections. Updated versions of the 

documentation were submitted by the Project Proponent and the audit team reassessed them against the 

guidance documentation.  This process was repeated iteratively until all CL and CAR were fully resolved. 

Specifically, 2 CAR were reported for VCS and 4 CL were reported for CCB. 
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All findings issued by the AENOR audit team during the verification process have been closed for both VCS 

and CCB Standards. In accordance with Section 5.3.6 of the VCS Standard, all findings issued during the 

validation process, and the inputs for their closure, are described in Appendix 3 of this report. 

2.6.1 Forward Action Requests 

No FARs were raised to the PP during the verification process  

2.7 Eligibility for Validation Activities 

AENOR holds accreditation for validation for the relevant sectoral scope 14 under which this project activity 

is classified. 

3 VALIDATION FINDINGS 

3.1 Participation under Other GHG Programs 

The project was not validated under another GHG program. Therefore, there are no Gap Validation findings 

to report. The Project Description was subject to validation under VCS Standard and was found to conform 

to the VCS requirements. CCB verification will demonstrate positive climate, community and biodiversity 

impacts, but does not produce any registered emissions reductions or credits.  

As for the compliance with Resolution 1447 of 1 August 2018, regarding Article 40, AENOR has verified 

that no forest reference emission lever (FREL) applicable to the Project Area (nor a national FREL) has 

been submitted to the UNFCCC by the Colombian Government. According to Article 40, in absence of a 

FREL assessed by UNFCCC applicable to the Project Area, the Colombian Ministry of Environment and 

Sustainable Development (MESD) and IDEAM, through RENARE, will establish a maximum mitigation 

potential (MMP).  At the time of writing of this report, no MMP has been publicly reported or released for 

public comment, as would be required by law. Written communication by the MESD to PP dated January 

14, 2019 explained that RENARE had experienced technical and administrative problems; these problems 

result in that the online platform is not available and the technical guidelines mentioned in Resolution 1447 

of 2018 do not exist yet. As RENARE is not functional and available to users yet, the MESD will not establish 

the MMP applicable to the project results of the years 2016 and 2017. 

Regarding Article 41 of Resolution 1447, in paragraph 1, states that projects that have validated baselines 

prior to the issue of Resolution 1447 must abide by the provision of Article 40 regarding MMP for emission 

reductions/removals from the period between January 2016 to December 2019. Considering what has been 

discussed above in relation to Article 40 of Resolution 1447, the PP has the right to use the validated 

baseline for the aforementioned period. 

Therefore, AENOR deems that the Project is compliance with Resolution 1447, passed by the Colombian 

Government establishing a national GHG program.  

3.2 Methodology Deviations 

No methodology deviations were applied during the monitoring and quantification of VCUs for this 

monitoring period. 
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3.3 Project Description Deviations  

The project proponents include in the M.R changes to the project design. They refer mostly to the 

data/parameters gathered under the validated community monitoring plan. These alterations mostly refer 

to variations as to the frequency and methods by which these parameters are collected and checked, and 

do not impact the applicability of the methodology, additionality, or the appropriateness of the baseline 

scenario. Every change is detailed in the M.R appropriately described and justified. 

The below table states the proposed changes: 

Parameter Description Category 

for Proposed 

Changes 

Proposed Changes Explanation/Justification 

Involvement 

of the 

community in 

the 

surveillance 

and patrolling 

of forests 

Description of 

measurement 

methods and 

procedures to be 

applied; Frequency of 

monitoring/recording: 

Rather than monthly frequency 

of recording, the project 

proponents propose doing it 

every three months 

Change would be more 

in line with the current 

project MRV practices 

between the field and 

home office  

Involvement 

of Corteros in 

the 

regeneration 

and 

maintenance 

of the 

conservation 

areas 

Data unit; Frequency 

of monitoring 

Rather than specifically referring 

to "corteros", the unit should 

refer to all those persons who 

are dependent upon logging for 

their income; frequency of 

monitoring to be done every 

three months rather than 

monthly 

New description would 

better capture those 

beneficiaries for which 

the project is trying to 

provide alternatives to 

logging; More in line with 

project MRV practices 

between the field and 

home office 

Trained and 

equipped 

people 

Data unit; description; 

and Frequency of 

monitoring 

rather than households receiving 

technical assistance, records will 

be kept for all individuals 

receiving assistance; frequency 

of monitoring to be done every 

three months rather than 

monthly 

Change would help 

harmonize indicator 

monitoring with 

standardized benefit 

matrices; More in line 

with project MRV 

practices between the 

field and home office 

Establishment 

of new 

productive 

agricultural 

activities 

Data unit; Description  "new and/or improved" hectares 

will replace "new" hectares 

Change will better 

capture the number of 

hectares undergoing 

changes due to project 

activities and objectives 

Families 

benefitted 

from the 

social 

Sources of data; 

Description; and 

Monitoring equipment 

A Participatory Impact 

Evaluation Survey will be 

conducted, where subjective 

perception of the changes in four 

Change would be more 

in line with the current 

project MRV practices 
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Parameter Description Category 

for Proposed 

Changes 

Proposed Changes Explanation/Justification 

investments of 

the REDD+ 

projects 

aspects of the quality of life of 

the communities (income, 

technical capabilities, 

governance and conservation): 

These surveys will replace the 

originally proposed annual 

household surveys 

between the field and 

home office 

Strengthened 

governance 

Description of 

measurement 

methods and 

procedures to be 

applied; Frequency of 

monitoring/recording: 

Rather than monthly frequency 

of recording, the project 

proponents propose doing it 

every three months 

Change would be more 

in line with the current 

project MRV practices 

between the field and 

home office 

Effectiveness 

of the 

Grievance 

Redress 

Mechanism 

Description of 

measurement 

methods and 

procedures to be 

applied; Frequency of 

monitoring/recording: 

Rather than monthly frequency 

of recording, the project 

proponents propose doing it 

every three months 

Change would be more 

in line with the current 

project MRV practices 

between the field and 

home office 

Women 

benefited from 

the Social 

investments of 

the REDD+ 

Projects  

Data unit; description; 

and Frequency of 

Monitoring 

In addition to number of 

beneficiary women, a 

Participatory Impact Evaluation 

Survey will be conducted, where 

subjective perception of the 

changes in four aspects of the 

quality of life of the communities 

(income, technical capabilities, 

governance and conservation): 

These surveys will replace the 

originally proposed annual 

household surveys 

Change would be more 

in line with the current 

project MRV practices 

between the field and 

home office 

Involvement 

of women in 

the 

surveillance 

and patrolling 

of forests 

Frequency of 

monitoring 

Rather than monthly frequency 

of recording, the project 

proponents propose doing it 

every three months 

Change would be more 

in line with the current 

project MRV practices 

between the field and 

home office 

 

AENOR verified during site visits the suitability of proposed changes by interviewing the community´s 

stakeholders, monitoring crews and project participants. 
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The deviations of the project do not impact on the applicability of the methodology, additionality, or the 

appropriateness of the baseline scenario.  The changes relate to changes to social investments, project 

benefits, and involvement of local stakeholders. These changes have no impact on the applicability of VCS 

methodology and design of the project. The methodology’s applicability criteria pertain to agents and drivers 

of deforestation as well as landscape configuration, none of which is affected by the deviations listed. The 

deviations listed also do not affect the project’s compliance with the CCB standard requirements and 

indicators and are markers of the project’s implementation of adaptive management in order to improve the 

project’s implementation.  

They have been accepted by AENOR because they represent a more accurate description of the project 

implementation and will result in a more efficient monitoring of activities.  

 

3.4 Minor Changes to Project Description  

In November of 2017, the project proponents held a participatory adjustment of the PDs workshop with 

relevant stakeholders. producing a substantive list of suggested corrections and minor changes to the 

original project design document.  

These changes were provided in the documents "Acapa_Bajo Mira y Frontera_Ajusted PDD" due to the 

length. For each suggested change or correction, a justification is provided and also the section and page 

of the PD.  

AENOR checked the changes and justifications provided by PPs. During the verification process AENOR 

required further information to check the categorized of changes, AENOR deems they are all minor changes 

since they are related to spelling mistakes, minor errors, and other updates made for report accuracy. None 

of the changes made had any effect on the project’s design or compliance with CCB requirements. Thus, 

all changes are still in conformance with the CCB Standards criteria and indicators.  

3.5 Grouped Project (G1.13 – G1.15, G4.1) 

This is not a grouped Project. 

4 VERIFICATION FINDINGS 

4.1 Public Comments  

No comments were received during the public comment period. 

4.2 Summary of Project Benefits 

Section 1 of the monitoring report provides information about the project benefits. Achievements for the 

current monitoring period and for the project lifetime are detailed with specific data per categories.  
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Data are supported with evidence and records checked during the on-site visit and desk review. The section 

has been completed appropriately with data from the sources provided such as GIS package, records of 

trainings activities, employees etc. 

As specific and remarkable achievements for the current monitoring period the monitoring report in its 

section 1.2 states the net emission reduction of 895,924 tn CO2e for the monitoring period. Other benefits 

in community and biodiversity components are the number of training actions for local people and 

employments generated as a result of the project implementation affecting both outputs to disadvantaged 

groups such as women. The climate targets directly affect to the biodiversity due to the conservation of 

forests. 547 hectares of farmland are managed under more sustainable practices.  

In opinion of AENOR, the project benefits are credible based on the supporting documents provided by PPs 

and evidence received during the AENOR on site visit from stakeholders interviewed, records checked and 

field records. 

4.3 General 

4.3.1 Implementation Status (G1.9) 

Section 2.1 of the monitoring report provides a few relevant milestones occurred during the last years in 

the project area related to the management and development of the project to understand its 

implementation status. These milestones are directly linked with the success to implement and achieve the 

goals established by the project in the community and biodiversity areas. 

Tables in section 2.1.10 of the monitoring report provide complete information of activities carried out and 

impacts of these activities for the six goals of the project. Project objectives and activities to reach them are 

analyzed with their outputs and outcomes for the present monitoring period.  

During this verification process, AENOR has not detected project changes in regards of the project title, its 

purposes and objectives. As such, the project activity accurately reflects the proposed project which mainly 

consists in alleviating deforestation and degradation pressures on the forests, improving the quality of life 

of population in the area and strengthening relationships with government agencies to ensure the proper 

long-term management of the Project Proponent. Through interviews with key staff and evidence provided, 

the auditor team ratified the main objectives of the project activity.  

AENOR checked the monitoring plans contained in the project documents and supporting documents and 

compared it with the monitoring report to verify whether there was any difference that would cause an 

increase in estimates of the GHG emission reductions in the current monitoring period or that would prevent 

the implementation of any project activity to achieve the goals for the community and biodiversity. AENOR 

has confirmed that there are no material discrepancies between the actual monitoring system, and the 

monitoring plan set out in the project description and the applied methodology. The project implementation 

is in accordance with the project description, there´s no discrepancies. 

Also, as required by the monitoring plan, the applicable methodology and the VCS and CCB requirements 

the project proponent effectively monitors the required parameters to determine the project’s removals by 

sinks and emissions by sources and parameters for biodiversity and community monitoring, hence, AENOR 

deems monitoring plan is complete and suitability.  
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The parameters reported, including source, frequency and review criteria as indicated in the monitoring 

plan were verified to be correct and in line with the validated monitoring plan. Necessary management 

system procedures including responsibility and authority of monitoring activities have been verified to be 

consistent with the PD. Knowledge of personnel associated with the project activity was also found to be 

satisfactory. For this monitoring period there are no remaining issues from the previous verification, since 

it is the first verification. 

The project has not participated nor been rejected under any other GHG programs. GHG emission 

reductions or removals generated by the project are not included in an emission trading program or any 

other mechanism that includes GHG allowance trading. The project has not received or sought any other 

form of environmental credit. 

The sustainable development contributions of the project are intrinsically related to the design of the project. 

As states the monitoring report in its section 2.1.10 the project was designed to create positive impacts on 

reducing emissions but also to enhance and maintain the ecosystems services and livelihood of local 

communities and to take part of the country reduction efforts. 

Some minor changes and project deviations have occurred and have been explained in section 1.14 and 

1.15 of this monitoring report. 

Hence, after a complete review of the different documents provided and the on-site visit, AENOR is able to 

confirm that the project implementation is in accordance with the project description contained in the PD. 

There are not material discrepancies between project implementation and the project description. 

4.3.2. Risks to the Community and Biodiversity Benefits (G1.10) 

Section 2.2.6 of the monitoring report addresses the natural and human induced risks and how the project 

considered several initiatives to diminish these risks to the project benefits. 

 
This REDD + project has been developed in such a way that the risks are identified via a participatory 
process with community members and different mitigation actions have been carried out during the 
monitoring period.  

The main risks identified by the members of the community are the natural risks, such as: the occurrence 

of fire, pestilence, climate and geological risks and beyond that, community members also identified 

possible risks related to food safety. 

Communities form the project area also identified as a potential risk the possibility that the income 

generated by the alternative income activities would not be sufficient enough to cover the loss of income 

(the opportunity cost, for example) generated by the reduction of logging. 

Also, a social risk was identified relates to the management and sufficiency of resources, such as the 

unequal distribution of benefits among the different communities that make up the indigenous major council 

and that, given the current conditions of carbon markets, the project may not be generating sufficient 

resources to provide adequate legal jobs for enough members. 

Another risk identified by the communities is that some families may not comply with the community 

commitments established in the REDD + project for the management of forest and natural resources and 
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the perceived risk that the communities implementing the project may have to bear the costs of 

implementing the project. 

For those risks, the Project Proponent has established different mitigation activities such as helping 

communities adapt to climate change, carrying out participatory mapping of project areas, improving 

management plans, demarcating boundaries, and implementing additional environmental protection and 

strengthening the communication between institutions and communities in order to resolve conflicts. 

AENOR deems that the Project Proponent identified correctly the risks to the project benefits but the most 

important is that created, and it is implementing actions to reduce or diminish the negative impacts of these 

risks in the benefits on the Climate, community and biodiversity. 

4.3.3 Community and Biodiversity Benefit Permanence (G1.11) 

The project is currently taking active measures to enhance the climate, community, and biodiversity benefits 

of the project beyond the project crediting period by implementing the following long-term activities 

throughout the project lifetime:  

• Continuing to strengthen land tenure and forest governance. The communities will update internal 

by-laws every 10 years, taking into account requirements of the project. 

• Continuing to develop and implement sustainable forest and land use management plans. The 

communities will continue to assess and update forest management plans, based on current 

priorities for sustainable land use.  

• Developing alternative livelihoods. The communities will continue to increase household incomes, 

reducing the need for income from timber extraction, through the production, processing and 

marketing of agricultural and other projects, such as fish.  

 

AENOR has verified these activities though the desk review and during the on-site visit and consider the 

activities correct. 

4.3.4 Stakeholder Access to Information (G3.1-G3.3) 

Fondo Acción has put in place a stakeholder engagement and project management structure so as to 
ensure the active involvement of all stakeholders in the planning and execution of all project activities. 
 
AENOR could check during the on-site visit that the following documents were shared with the 
stakeholders: 
 

• PD project description document 

• Validation report 

• Written communication: REDD + Portfolio, Information sheets REDD + Projects 

• REDD + Activities and Social Indicators (Matrix Theory of Change) 

• Standard operating procedures (SOP) for all activities 

• Benefit-sharing mechanism -MDB, 
 



  CCB & VCS VERIFICATION REPORT 
                                                                                                     CCB Version 3, VCS Version 3  

 

 

CCB v3.0, VCS v3.4 18 

These documents were made accessible to communities through socialization events, workshops, and / 
or community participation spaces, and have been delivered via printed, digital, and audiovisual materials 
created specifically for communities and other interested stakeholders.  

 

4.3.5 Stakeholder Consultation (G3.4-G3.5) 

Fondo Acción, as implementing partner of the project, has put in place a stakeholder engagement and 

project management structure based in the existing community governance structure: Community Councils, 

constituted by a General Assembly and a Governing Board, and with an appointed Legal Representative. 

This structure is aimed to ensure the active involvement of all stakeholders in the planning and execution 

of all project activities. According to the evidence provided by the PP, the General Assemblies approved 

the initial REDD+ Plan for the project with wide-spread representation among all community members have 

continued to work and decide upon the project’s activities together with Fondo Acción during this monitoring 

period.   

The ongoing engagement process is based in formal and informal communications between Fondo Acción 

and the communities through Fondo Acción MRV liaisons or coordinators (enlaces), who live and work in 

the project area’s communities. This team is in turn also supported by a REDD+ socialization team that 

functions as a bridging mechanism between the communities and the central MRV unit. 

Additionally, Fondo Acción has facilitated and provided a number of training and capacity building activities 

for both people working directly under the REDD+ project as well as for willing and able community 

members and stakeholders.  

Several activities were developed in this period and evidence was provided to the audit team. In interviews 

with technicians the audit team verified that they receive ongoing training, some of them are engaged in 

specific courses.  

During the present monitoring period training courses were carried out as the monitoring report states in 

bullet 2.3.13. Evidence was provided. Likewise, equal opportunities are provided for local communities as 

they received training programs to be ready for working. They evidence the implementation of activities for 

improving options to them. 

The verification team reviewed the evidence provided by the PP and verify it by crosschecking through 

interviews with stakeholders during the site visit. AENOR is able to confirm that the stakeholder consultation 

processes are in compliance with the CCB Program requirements. In opinion of AENOR, the stakeholder 

engagement and project management structure put in place has ensured the effective consultation of all 

community groups and their influenced in the project design and its implementation throughout the 

monitoring period.  

Specifically, in November 2017 a participatory workshop with relevant stakeholders was carried out to 

adjust the PD, taking into account the opinion and suggestions of the community members. This process 

resulted in PD minor changes and PD deviations, reflecting the participation of stakeholders in the 

continuous adaptation of the project to the local needs and demands. 

AENOR deems that the stakeholder consultation practices carried out by the PP during the monitoring 

ensures the participation of all community groups and other stakeholders in the design and implementation 
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of the project, respecting their values, customs and institution, as well as optimizing community benefits. 

Based on the evidence provided and the testimonies of community members and representatives directly 

consulted by the audit team, AENOR considers that continuous communication with stakeholders has been 

properly carried out throughout the monitoring period, directly with communities and other stakeholders or 

through their legitimate representatives, and that this communication has been effective in allowing 

stakeholders to influence the project implementation. The stakeholder input has been properly documented 

and it is appropriately reflected in the project’s documents. 

 

4.3.6 Stakeholder Participation in Decision-making and Implementation (G3.6). 

The stakeholder involvement in project design as well as the stakeholder communication system is 

described in the PD. During the site visit the audit team was able to verify the stakeholder’s involvement 

through the different interviews and meetings conducted and through records of different meetings and 

workshops. Community members demonstrated awareness and consent of the project’s activities. In 

opinion of AENOR, the communication and consultation plan is being implemented as described in the 

project design document. 

PDs and other documents related to REDD+ activities were published for the communities and other 

stakeholders to participate. Since the beginning of the REDD + project up to date, different dissemination 

strategies have been used to allow access to all of the project documentation to communities and other 

relevant stakeholders in order to promote knowledge and participation of the Community Councils of all 

REDD + activities, and to help strengthen their capacities in sustainable management and territorial 

governance. 

These documents have been made accessible to communities through socialization events, workshops, 

and / or community participation spaces, and have been delivered via printed, digital, and audiovisual 

materials created specifically for communities and other interested stakeholders.  

4.3.7 Anti-discrimination (G3.7) 

Fondo Acción is an Equal Opportunity Employer which aims to include community members in its work 

regardless of age, gender, ethnicity or other characteristics. They have provided in-depth training for their 

own staff as well as for local community members involved in project implementation.  

AENOR checked the Additional procedures and protocols that guarantee equal opportunities for community 

members, including women and vulnerable and/or marginalized people, to fill all positions, including 

management positions as stated in section 2.3.11 of the MR. 

4.3.8 Stakeholder Feedback and Grievance Redress Procedure (G3.8) 

Each Community Council jurisdiction has the presence of a REDD+ Implementation Unit, which consists of 

an MRV coordinator and a team of rangers, who are assigned a series of responsibilities and duties relevant 

to the project. These responsibilities included the operation of a grievance and redress mechanism 

associated with the REDD+ project activities. At the time of project validation, each REDD+ Implementation 

Unit established a Grievance and Redress Mechanism in order to receive, respond to, and solve inquiries, 
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complaints, and potential claims in accordance with recognized guidelines for a Grievance and Redress 

Mechanism. 

Additionally, Fondo Acción also has a formal Complaints and Grievances Procedure of its own as part of 

its Quality Control System (ISO 9000 – 2008). 

AENOR checked though desk review and during the on-site visit the Grievance and Redress Mechanism 

to receive complaints and according to information and evidence provided, since the project’s validation 

there have been no formal grievances or complaints that have passed through, or that or have been 

recorded and/or resolved, via the established Grievance and Redress mechanism. 

 

4.3.9 Worker Relations (G3.9 – G3.12) 

Fondo Acción has facilitated and provided a number of training and capacity building activities for both 

people working directly under the REDD+ project as well as for willing and able community members and 

stakeholders.  

Several activities were developed in this period and evidence was provided to the audit team. In interviews 

with technicians the audit team verified that they receive ongoing training, some of them are engaged in 

specific courses.  

During the present monitoring period to training courses were carried out as the monitoring report states in 

bullet 2.3.13. Evidence was provided. Likewise, equal opportunities are provided for local communities as 

they received training programs to be ready for working. They evidence the implementation of activities for 

improving options to them.  

Bullet 2.3.15 of the monitoring report states the main laws and regulations related to worker´s right.  

Workers are informed of their rights through contracts with Fondo Acción. Fondo Acción contracts (staff 

and consultants, including community members) are governed by all worker-rights-related laws. 

To ensure that the project meets or exceeds all applicable laws and/or regulations covering worker rights, 

the technical teams of Fondo Acción conduct a startup workshop called Preparation for Project 

Management with all project implementers. 

AENOR did not detect incompliances with them checking the documents provided and interviewing to the 

workers. They have been informed about risks of the works and they received training about safety matters. 

Then, the project fulfils with CCB requirements related to worker relations. 

4.3.10 Technical and Management Capacity (G4.2, G4.7) 

The monitoring report states in its section 2.4.3 skills and capacities of the key personnel for implementing 

and monitoring the project.  

Since the validation of the projects and with the completion of the BioREDD program (year 2014-2015) 

funded by USAID, Fondo Acción assumed all functions to implement the REDD+ activities for the project. 
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By 2018, this program is now executed by Chemonics International, with partners Wildlife Works and 

EcoPartners, both entities with extensive experience in the formulation and verification of REDD+ projects 

at the international level.  

With the linkage of these new actors, and with Fondo Acción still acting as the main implementing partner 

of the REDD+ project, a new cooperation agreement with Chemonics International was signed at their 

Colombia Branch in August of 2018. 

In addition, key technical skills were provided by ecoPartners LLC with regards to remote sensing, land use 

change analysis, carbon stock inventory design and quantification, emissions reductions calculations, 

project documentation and guidance support through verification. 

They have the suitable and appropriate technical and management capacity to develop the project, as it 

was checked by AENOR during the on-site visit. 

4.3.11 Commercially Sensitive Information (Rules 3.4.13-3.5.14) 

All documentation related to the financial health of the implementing organizations and the projects is 

considered commercially sensitive information. AENOR has checked the information and is able to confirm 

that it meets the VCS Program definition of commercially sensitive information and that it is not related to 

the determination of the baseline scenario, demonstration of additionality, and estimation and monitoring 

of GHG emission reductions and removals of the project. This information was used exclusively as evidence 

to support the financial viability claims of the PP related to the Non-permanence Risk Report. 

4.3.12 Rights Protection and Free, Prior and Informed Consent (G5.3-G5.5) 

The main project proponents are the communities themselves, who have been granted property rights on 

their lands by means of INCORA resolutions, and that plan to remain in their territory in perpetuity. 

Forced resettlement was never a component of the project design nor would it be acceptable under 

Colombian Law. 

Through a broad socialization process, the communities themselves agreed to receive support to develop 

their own REDD+ projects; and signed Hojas de Ruta documents. 

As said above, the main project proponents, the communities themselves, are still the legal owners of the 

land and forests in the project areas. The lands still belong to the communities and has not, and cannot, be 

sold, transferred, or have liens set upon them. 

AENOR interviewed during this verification with people of Fondo Accion and Chemonics Inc to confirm this 

situation.  

According to information provided in the monitoring report and gathered from authorities and the project 

proponent. AENOR can confirm that the project protects the rights of Indigenous Peoples, communities and 

other stakeholders in accordance to the Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards and the validated 

project design. 
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4.3.13 Legal Status (G5.1) 

In the PD were listed all the relevant national and local laws and regulations. In addition, the monitoring 

report detailed updated information regarding new laws and regulation. They are detailed in bullet 2.5.1. 

Evidence of its fulfilment is considered complete. AENOR did not detect during the onsite visit or desk 

review incompliances related to laws and regulations. 

4.4 Climate  

4.4.1 Accuracy of GHG Emission Reduction and Removal Calculations  

Procedures for quantifying the baseline emissions were conducted in accordance with the methodology. 

The verification team performed an intensive review of all input data, parameters, formulas, calculations, 

conversions, statistics and resulting uncertainties and output data to ensure consistency with the VCS 

documentation, methodology and associated tools, and the PD. Further, the verification team reproduced 

calculations for selected samples to ensure accuracy of the results. Conversion factors, formulas, and 

calculations were provided by project proponents in spreadsheet format to ensure all formulas were 

accessible for review. The verification team recalculated subsets of the analysis to confirm correctness. 

Project proponent also provided a step-by-step overview of select calculations to ensure the verification 

team understood the approach and could confirm its consistency with the methodologies and PD. Where 

applicable, references for analysis methods or default values were checked against relevant scientific 

literature for best practice. 

Baseline Scenario Emissions: 

Section 3.2.1 of the Monitoring Report and the calculation spreadsheet submitted to AENOR provide 

information related to the baseline emissions calculations. 

AENOR has checked the calculations provided and confirmed that this amount of baseline emissions is in 

conformance and have followed the methodology in the validated P.D. 

Calculation of Project Emissions: 

Calculation of emissions from project activities has been determined following identified methodology and 

validated PD.  

Ex-post project emissions for this verification period were calculated by summing emissions from 

deforestation and forest degradation transitions observed during this monitoring period. Per Section 5.4 of 

the PD, all project activities are meant to reduce these two emissions types. No emissions estimates 

outlined in VM0006 are included in this project since they are not part of the project activities. 

While the VM0006 methodology does not calculate project emissions separately, instead requiring the 

calculation of NERs on category by category basis such as avoided deforestation or degradation, it is 

possible to calculate project emissions separately by using the following equation adapted from equation 

106 of the methodology: 

 

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝐸𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡

= ∑ ∆𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎𝐸𝐴𝐻,𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑆𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑜(𝑡,𝑖) × (𝐸𝐹𝐴𝐺𝐿(𝑖) + 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝐴𝐺𝐷

𝑛𝑟

𝑖=1

+ 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝐵𝐺 + 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝑆𝑂𝑀) × 𝑢∗ × 𝑢𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑖) 
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Project emissions have been calculated for both deforestation and forest degradation.  

Total project emissions are equivalent to 1,136,201 tCO2e during this monitoring period. They have been 

divided between the years as shown in the below table: 

 

Total annual GHG emissions during the current monitoring period are the following: 

 

Project Year 
Degradation Emissions 

within Project Area (tCO2e) 

Deforestation Emissions 

within Project Area (tCO2e) 

Total Annual GHG 

Emissions (tCO2e) 

1 1,232 25,327 26,558 

2 9,716 198,891 208,607 

3 10,066 205,192 215,258 

4 10,423 211,622 222,045 

5 10,766 217,771 228,537 

6 11,117 224,079 235,196 

Total 53,320 1,082,882 1,136,201 

 

Calculation of emissions from project activities has been determined following monitoring plan in the 

methodology and validated PD. The deforestation in the project area was defined in accordance with the 

methodology. 

Calculation of Leakage:  

Leakage GHG emissions were estimated from LULC transition data and calculated using the adapted 

equation referenced below.  

 
𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒𝐸𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡

= ∑ ∆𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎,𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑆𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑜(𝑡,𝑖) × (𝐸𝐹𝐴𝐺𝐿(𝑖) + 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝐴𝐺𝐷

𝑛𝑟

𝑖=1

+ 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝐵𝐺 + 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝑆𝑂𝑀) × 𝑢∗ × 𝑢𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑖)

− ∑ ∆𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎,𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑆𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑜(𝑡,𝑖) × (𝐸𝐹𝐴𝐺𝐿(𝑖) + 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝐴𝐺𝐷

𝑛𝑟

𝑖=1

+ 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝐵𝐺 + 𝐸𝐹(𝑖, 𝑡 − 𝑡𝑡)𝑆𝑂𝑀) × 𝑢∗ × 𝑢𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑖) − 𝐸𝑄111 
 
PP provided the GIS package generated for the monitoring period to cross-check data in monitoring report, 

as well as calculations.  

Total annual GHG emissions within the leakage area during the current monitoring period are the following:  
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Project Year 

Baseline 

Leakage 

(tCO2e) 

Ex-Post Activity Shifting 

Leakage (tCO2e) 
Market 

Leakage 

(tCO2e) 

Total Annual GHG 

Em Total Ex-Post 

Leakage (tCO2e) 
Degradation Deforestation 

1 28,341 276 7,924 4,927 4,927 

2 225,510 2,178 62,232 40,042 40,042 

3 240,099 2,256 64,209 42,837 42,837 

4 246,701 2,336 66,227 45,757 45,757 

5 250,909 2,413 68,156 48,923 48,923 

6 255,557 2,492 70,135 49,515 49,515 

Total 1,247,117 11,951 338,883 232,001 232,001 

 

Calculation of emissions reductions or avoided emissions due to the project: 

Calculation of emission reductions has been provided. Audit team has found the calculation traceable and 

in accordance with the applied methodology. 

Net GHG emission reductions and removals are calculated using equation 105 of the methodology. This 
project only credits project and leakage area emissions for avoided deforestation and degradation as 
explained in the above sections. Thus, equation 105 for calculating NERs have been simplified for this 
project:  

 

𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝐸𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑅𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 (𝑁𝐸𝑅𝑠) =  ∆𝐺𝐻𝐺 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑎𝑣𝑜𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑑 𝑑𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 (𝐸𝑄107) +

 ∆𝐺𝐻𝐺 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑑𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑑𝑢𝑒 𝑡𝑜 𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒(𝐸𝑄108) +  ∆𝐺𝐻𝐺 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑎𝑣𝑜𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑑 𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝐸𝑄109)  +

 ∆𝐺𝐻𝐺 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑑𝑢𝑒 𝑡𝑜 𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒 (𝐸𝑄110)Equations 107-110 from the methodology were used to 

calculate each of these emissions types. All the parameters for these equations have been explained in the 

preceding sections, including area transitioned, emissions factors, and uncertainty.  

Required step equations for calculating NERs (Source: VM0006 Methodology v2.1) 



  CCB & VCS VERIFICATION REPORT 
                                                                                                     CCB Version 3, VCS Version 3  

 

 

CCB v3.0, VCS v3.4 25 

 
 

The results of these equations are listed annually in the following table:  

NERs generated during this monitoring period are as follows: 
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1 -23,920  -716  4,927 806  18,903 

2 -194,869  -5,344  40,042 6,178  153,991 

3 -208,931  -5,252  42,837 6,224  165,123 

4 -223,147  -5,635  45,757 6,274  176,752 

5 -238,962  -5,654  48,923 6,320  189,373 

6 -241,453  -6,120  49,515 6,276  191,782 

Total  -1,131,282  -28,721  232,001 32,078  895,924 

 

See as follows the baseline, project, and leakage emissions as well as NERs achieved by the project 

during this monitoring period: 

 

Year 

 

Baseline 

emissions or 

removals (tCO2e) 

Project emissions 

or removals 

(tCO2e) 

Leakage 

emissions 

(tCO2e) 

Net GHG 

emission 

reductions or 

removals (tCO2e) 

1 50,388 26,558 4,927 18,903 

2 402,640 208,607 40,042 153,991 

3 423,217 215,258 42,837 165,123 

4 444,554 222,045 45,757 176,752 

5 466,833 228,537 48,923 189,373 

6 476,493 235,196 49,515 191,782 

Total  2,264,125 1,136,201 232,001 895,924 

 
 
Finally, after calculating NERs, VCUs are calculated by removing the buffer credits. Per equation 106 of 

the methodology, applied to this project: 

 
𝑉𝐶𝑈𝑠 =  𝑁𝐸𝑅𝑠 –  𝑏𝑢𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑟 ∗  (∆𝐺𝐻𝐺 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑎𝑣𝑜𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑑 𝑑𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 + ∆𝐺𝐻𝐺 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑎𝑣𝑜𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑑 𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 +
 𝛥𝐺𝐻𝐺 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑐ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑙𝑜𝑛𝑔 𝑙𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝑤𝑜𝑜𝑑 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑠)  
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The non-permanence risk rating for this project is 10%. Final annual VCUs for this project during this 

monitoring period were calculated by removing buffer credits from NERs, as shown in the table below. 

Therefore, during this monitoring period, the Acapa-BMF project generated 783,133 VCUs. 

 
NERs, buffer credit allocation and VCUs generated by the project, are the following: 

 

Year Net Emissions 

Reductions 

(tCO2e) 

Buffer credits 

(tCO2e) 

Verified Carbon 

Units (tCO2e) 

1 18,903 2,382 16,520 

2 153,991 19,403 134,588 

3 165,123 20,795 144,327 

4 176,752 22,250 154,502 

5 189,373 23,829 165,543 

6 191,782 24,129 167,653 

Total  895,924 112,788 783,133 

 
 

AENOR reproduced the calculations to achieve the same results and deems they are depicted clearly and 

correctly in the provided sheets. The AENOR verification team was able to trace calculations directly from 

the data sources of inventory´s field measurements. Formulae used are in compliance with monitoring plan, 

P.D and methodology like the default values used to determine the parameters, they are appropriate. Thus, 

the net amount of VCUs to be issued is accurate and realistic. 

In order to calculate the above terms, the monitoring report details the data and parameters used during 

the verification process in section 3. Data and parameters available at validation are the ones stated in 

section 3.1.1. of the MR. 

AENOR verified for the parameters available at validation the values reported or the references to the 

documents where they are used or explained by reviewing, reproducing and crosschecking the evidence 

provided by the Project Proponent. AENOR checked the values of these parameters to be appropriate and 

correctly used in equations 

On the other hand, the data and parameters monitored to calculate the VCUs to be issued are the ones 

stated in section 3.1.2. of the MR. 

AENOR checked that the list of parameters to be monitored was complete and consistent with information 

in the monitoring plan of the P.D. 

Regarding the accuracy of spreadsheet, formulae, conversions and aggregations and consistent use of 

data and parameters, the Project Proponent elaborated a complete procedure to assure the accuracy and 

appropriateness of data. During the verification process, AENOR not only verified the spreadsheet 

calculation, data and parameters but also the AENOR team could verify that the Project Proponent 

conducted a rigorous QC/QA procedure of its field measurements and an assessment of uncertainty. Thus, 

AENOR deems the Project Proponent performed good practices in this assessment and concludes that 
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GHG removals were quantified correctly in accordance with the project description and applied 

methodology. 

In order to calculate the above terms, the monitoring report details the data and parameters used during 

the verification process. For each of them, AENOR checked its accuracy, consistency and reliability by 

reproducing the spreadsheets calculations, verifying the correctness of formulae and methods used and 

crosschecking the data values with sources (Appendix 1). 

AENOR carried out a deep review of the monitoring report and the calculations. 

AENOR verified the consistency and accuracy of each parameter detailed in its section 3 by crosschecking 

the information in the M.R with the information in PD as well as checking values and reproducing the 

calculations in the spreadsheet calculation package (see appendix 1) and did not find inconsistencies 

between them after the closing of CARs and CLs requested. Therefore, AENOR deems that values reported 

for the parameters are accurate and consistent.  

The following tables summarizes the data and parameters used by the PP to calculate the GHG emission 

removals, which has been assessed by AENOR: 

Data/Parameter available al validation Value Purpose of 

data/parameter 

Assessment procedure and result 

CF 

Carbon Fraction of Dry Matter 

0.485 Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (Annex AA GeoEcoMap 

Task 8 & 9) 

E 

Average combustion efficiency of the 

aboveground tree biomass 

0.3 Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (IPCC 2006). 

P 

Average proportion of mass burned from the 

aboveground tree biomass. 

83.9 Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (GPG-LULUCF). 

GWPCH4 

Global Warming Potential for CH4 

25 Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (IPCC 2007 4th AR). 

ERCH4 

Emission ratios for CH4 

0.012 Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (IPCC 2006). 

sc1 

First shape factor for the forest scarcity 

equation 

Multiple 

values 

Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Values are consistent with validated 

PD and VM0006 v2.1. 

sc2 

Second shape factor for the forest scarcity 

equation 

Multiple 

values 

Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Values are consistent with validated 

PD and VM0006 v2.1. 

wwf(ty) 

Fraction of carbon in harvested wood 

products that are emitted immediately 

because of mill inefficiency for wood class 

𝑡𝑦.  

24% Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (Winjum et al. 1998). 
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Data/Parameter available al validation Value Purpose of 

data/parameter 

Assessment procedure and result 

slp(ty) 

Proportion of short lived products for wood 

class ty. 

0.2 Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (Winjum et al. 1998). 

wwf(ty) 

Fraction of carbon that will be emitted to the 

atmosphere between 5 and 100 years of 

harvest for wood class 𝑡𝑦. 

0.84 Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (Winjum et al. 1998). 

𝜌𝑤𝑜𝑜𝑑,𝑗  

Average basic wood density of species or 

species group 𝑗  

Multiple 

values 

Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Values are consistent with validated 

PD. 

BEF2 

Biomass expansion factor for converting 

volumes of extracted round wood to total 

aboveground biomass 

3.4 Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (GPG-LULUCF). 

𝐸𝐹𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒,𝑚𝑎𝑥 

Maximal emission factor for methane 

36 Calculation of 

project 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (Le Mer and Roger, 

2001.). 

𝑁𝐶𝑉𝑏𝑖𝑜𝑚𝑎𝑠𝑠 

Net calorific value of non-renewable biomass 

that is substituted 

0.015 Calculation of 

project 

emissions 

• Value is consistent with validated PD 

and source (IPCC). 

 

Data/Parameter monitored Value Purpose of 

data/parameter 

Assessment procedure and result 

𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎, 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎. 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛, 

𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝐹𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡  

Size of project area, leakage area, reference 

region, and forest area in the reference 

region  

Multiple 

values 

Calculation of 

baseline, 

project and 

leakage 

emissions 

• Values are consistent with validated 

PD and GIS data. 

• Correctly inputted in the calculation 

spreadsheets. 

Δ𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎𝐸𝐴𝐻,𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑆𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑜(𝑡,𝑖)  

Hectares undergoing transition 𝑖 within the 

project area, excluding ANR and harvest 

areas, under the project scenario during year 

𝑡.  

Multiple 

values 

Calculation of 

project 

emissions. 

• Values are consistent with GIS data. 

• Correctly inputted in the calculation 

spreadsheets. 

Δ𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎𝐸𝐴𝐻,𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑆𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑜(𝑡,𝑖)  

Hectares undergoing transition 𝑖 within the 

project area, excluding the ANR area, and 

harvest areas, under the baseline scenario 

for year 𝑡.  

Multiple 

values 

Calculation of 

baseline 

emissions. 

• Values are consistent with validated 

PD. 

• Correctly inputted in the calculation 

spreadsheets. 

Δ𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎,𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑆𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑜(𝑡,𝑖)  

Hectares undergoing transition 𝑖 within the 

leakage area under the project scenario for 

year 𝑡. 

Multiple 

values 

Calculation of 

leakage 

emissions 

• Values are consistent with GIS data. 

• Correctly inputted in the calculation 

spreadsheets. 
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Data/Parameter monitored Value Purpose of 

data/parameter 

Assessment procedure and result 

Δ𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑔𝑒𝐴𝑟𝑒𝑎,𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑆𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑜(𝑡,𝑖)  

Hectares undergoing transition 𝑖 within the 

leakage area under the baseline scenario 

during year 𝑡  

Multiple 

values 

Calculation of 

leakage 

emissions 

• Values are consistent with validated 

PD. 

• Correctly inputted in the calculation 

spreadsheets. 

 

Moreover, AENOR also verified a complete GIS package provided to cross check the information with data 

values used in calculations and monitoring report. Other default values used are from sources well 

accredited and validated at validation stage. 

For all these parameters reported in the monitoring report, AENOR cross-checked with the PD and the 

spreadsheet calculations that values/calculations/methods match and are free of mistakes and errors.  

AENOR did not find inconsistencies between the PD, technical annex, monitoring report and spreadsheet 

calculation. 

In order to verify the accuracy and consistency of parameters monitored and used to calculate the removals 

achieved for the monitoring period, the AENOR verification team reproduced the calculations checking the 

correctness of the formulae applied and assumptions used, when applicable and that values used matched 

with data sources.  

After a deep and thorough review and reproduction of calculations and the corresponding tracks to the 

other spreadsheets, AENOR deems the parameters monitored and available at validation are correct, 

reliable and consistent. Information in the monitoring report is in compliance with the PD, the calculations 

provided and the applicable methodology. Then, the results showed in the monitoring report are reliable, 

consistency and accuracy.  

AENOR checked that the list of parameters to be monitored was complete and consistent with information 

in the monitoring plan of the PD. 

By crosschecking samples of original data sources from PP and taken by AENOR from the on-site visit with 

data in the spreadsheet calculation and other supporting documents such as the GIS package, AENOR 

verified the consistent between data and did not detect manual transposition errors between data sets. 

4.4.2 Quality of Evidence to Determine GHG Emission Reductions and Removals  

The data and parameters used to determine greenhouse gas emission reductions and removals are listed 

in section 3 of the monitoring report. 

To ensure that the 2019 LULC classification map produced for this monitoring period met the accuracy 

thresholds of VM0006, a thematic accuracy assessment was conducted by comparing the results of the 

classification against reference data. A total of 225 accuracy assessment points were randomly assigned 

within the union of the project and leakage, following similar accuracy assessment procedures used for the 

initial project validation by GeoEcoMap. In keeping with the VM0006 methodology requirements, a minimum 

of 75 points were allocated to each class that was greater than 50,000 ha. Each point was then buffered by 

25m and then clipped down again to the respective forest or non-forest class so that only the pixels of the 

class of interest were assigned classifications. Each of these points was manually assigned a classification 

of either forest or non-forest using reference remote sensing imagery, including Sentinel-2, Landsat-8, or 

Google Earth. After assigning a class to each grid point, a confusion matrix was created in order to assess 
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the accuracy for each class. The overall accuracy achieved for the Acapa-BMF LULC map exceeded the 

minimum threshold required by VM0006. 

AENOR has verified that the monitoring crews implemented the monitoring plan as it is established in the 

validated PD. AENOR also found evidence during the on-site visit that key workers are fully involved in 

monitoring events (training, measuring, archiving, reporting, quality control, etc.).  

Quality assurance and control is an essential part of company procedures in order to assure the accuracy 

of inventory data, modeling results, and carbon accounting. Quality assurance procedures are done in order 

to minimize and correct any potential data transcription, calculation, or formatting errors that may result in 

inaccurate carbon accounting results. 

In this regard, AENOR paid close attention to the knowledge of field teams about procedures for measuring, 

the frequency of measurements and the quality of metering equipment including maintenance/calibration 

requirements. 

Interviews with project proponents and inspection of data and results demonstrated that the project 

proponents possess all of the competencies required for reporting of GHG emissions reductions in an 

accurate way. 

Data presented to the audit team was clear and coherent and processing steps could be traced to the 

corresponding sections of the methodology and monitoring plan with transparency. 

The monitoring plan provides means for internal data review and quality control, and the data presented by 

the project proponent included the results of these internal assessments. AENOR considers that information 

provided is sufficient and the quality of that information is appropriate to determine the GHG removals. 

AENOR deems they are reliable and appropriate. AENOR deems that evidence is enough to reproduce 

calculations in quantity and quality. 

4.4.3 Non-Permanence Risk Analysis 

The Project Proponent has elaborated the project VCS Non-permanence Risk Report version 1.4 for the 

monitoring event according to the latest AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool. 

Below, it is explained the assessment of the non-permanence risk rating determined by the project 

participant and issues rose to them in the assessment. 

 

Risk factor  Risk Rating  Findings and mitigation activities  Corrective 
Actions/Clarifications  

Internal Risks 

Project Management: It is 
assessed using table 1 of 
the VCS AFOLU Risk Tool.  

-2 (total may be less than 
zero)  

a) Not applicable. GHG credits are 
not based on planted species. 
Moreover, no GHG credits have 
previously been issued.  
Risk rating=0 is justified.  
 
b) N.A. No previously issued credits. 
No enforcement at the moment. 
Patrols will be created to promote 
conservation commitments PP has 
given the risk number of 0 which it is 
well justified.  
 
c) Management team includes 
individuals with significant 

No corrective actions or 
clarifications were requested.  
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experience in all skills necessary to 
successfully undertake project 
activities. 
Risk rating=0 is justified.  
 
d) Management team is located in 
the country and the project area can 
be accessible in one day. The 
Community Council will have a 
REDD+ implementation team hired 
by FONDO ACCION, to act as 
permanent project presence in the 
area. 
PP has given the risk number of 0 
which it is well justified. 
 
e) The management team from the 
Paramos and Forests Program 
includes individuals with significant 
experience in all skills necessary to 
successfully undertake project 
activities. The management team 
consists of Wildlife Works Carbon, 
with 20+ years of REDD+ project 
development experience, and the 
ecoPartners team, including Kyle 
Holland (Ph.D.), with extensive 
experience in AFOLU project design 
and carbon accounting under the 
VCS Standard. 
Then, it is well justified the rating=-2.  
 
f) N.A. 
 
 

Financial viability: It is 
assessed using table 2 of 
the VCS AFOLU Risk Tool.  

0 (total may not be less 
than zero)  

a)-d) Project is expected to start 
generating revenues starting in 2019 
according to 
“Budget_and_cashflow_breakeven”. 
Thus, the rating chosen=0 is correct.  
 
e-h) The project has been funded 
completely through BioREDD+ 
using funds from USAID which 
covered all project development and 
validation costs. 
Thus, the rating chosen=0 is correct. 

No corrective actions or 
clarifications were 
requested.  

Opportunity Cost: It is 
assessed using table 3 of 
the VCS AFOLU Risk Tool.  

-6 (total may be less than 
zero)  

a)-e) N/A 
 
f) It is expected that the project 
activities are 381% more profitable 
than the most profitable alternative 
land use.  
Then, rating chosen =-4 is correct.  
 
g) Project proponent is not a non-
profit organization as defined in 
Section 2.2.3 of the VCS Non-
Permanence Risk Tool V3.2. 
Then, rating chosen =0 is correct.  
 
h) Project is protected by a legally 
binding agreement to continue 
management practices that protect 
the credited carbon stocks over the 
length of the project crediting period. 
Then, rating=-2 is conservative.  
 
i)N/A 

No corrective actions or 
clarifications were requested.  
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Then, rating chosen = 0 is correct.  

Project Longevity: It is 
assessed using table 4 of 
the VCS AFOLU Risk Tool.  

15 (total may not be less 
than zero)  

a) N/A 
b) The project has a legally binding 
agreement to continue management 
practices in place throughout the 
project crediting period (2013-2043) 
and for 30 years thereafter. The 
Project Description has been 
formally approved by the General 
Assemblies and commits the council 
to the REDD project for a period of 
60 years. 
 
Then rating=15 is correct. 

No corrective actions or 
clarifications were requested.  

Total internal risk=7 (total may not be less than zero) 

External Risks 

Land Tenure and resources 
access/impact: It shall be 
assessed using table 6 of 
the Risk Tool.  

0 (total may not be less 
than zero)  

a) N/A. Thus, the rating chosen=0 is 
correct 
 
b) Mangrove areas are considered 
public goods but also fall under the 
land titled to the Community 
Councils.  As such, ownership and 
resource access/ use rights are held 
by different entities. Even though 
mangrove areas considered land 
titled to the Community Councils, 
risk factor (b) is chosen as a 
conservative value under the non-
permanence risk tool given that 
certain areas are also considered 
public goods. 
Thus, the rating chosen=2 is correct 
 
c)-d) N/A. Clear property rights.  
Thus, the rating chosen=0 is correct 
 
e) N/A.  
Then, rating chosen =0 is correct.  
 
f) Considered a protective forestry 
reserve, mangrove protection falls 
under the ecological function 
assigned to the titled lands under 
Law 70/93. 
Then rating=-2 is correct.  
 
g) N/A. Mitigation not requested. 
Then rating =0 is correct.  

No Corrective Actions or 
Clarifications were 
requested.  

Community engagement: It 
shall be assessed using 
table 7 of the Risk Tool.  

-5 (total may be less than 
zero)  

a)-b) N/A General Assemblies 
representing all community 
members have been consulted and 
have endorsed the project. 
Thus, rating =0 is correct.  
 
 
c) The project will be validated under 
the Climate, Community, and 
Biodiversity Standards. 
Then the rating=- 5 is correct.  

No Corrective Actions or  
Clarifications were requested  

Political Risks: It shall be 
assessed using table 8 of 
the Risk Tool.  

0 (total may not be less 
than zero)  

a)-b) N/A  
Thus, rating =0 is correct.  
 

No Corrective Actions or 
Clarifications were 
requested.  
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c) Colombia presents -0.19 
according to the World Bank 
Institute´s Worldwide Governance 
Indicators. 
Then the rating=2 is correct 
 
AENOR verified the value and 
reliability of source.  
 
f) Colombia is implementing REDD+ 
Readiness activities. 
Then, rating= -2 is correct.  

Total external risks=0 (Total may not be less than zero) 

Natural risks 

Fire Risk: It shall be 
assessed using table 10 of 
the Risk Tool.  

LS*M=0  The project area has a very low risk 
of loss due to significant fires 
because it is composed of wet 
tropical rainforest. No new reports of 
fires that pose risks to carbon stocks 
have been recorded since the 
preparation of the last risk 
assessment report. 
Significance and Likelihood (LS):  
Thus LS=0 is correct.  
Mitigation (M) measures.  
None, then, M=1 is correct 

No Corrective Actions or 
Clarifications were requested  

Pest and disease 
outbreaks: It shall be 
assessed using table 10 of 
the Risk tool.  

LS*M=0  Since the last assessment of risk in 
2014, the DesInventar system still 
contains no reports of significant 
pest of disease outbreaks in the 
region. The Food and Agriculture 
Organization published a report 
stating that insects infect only about 
1.2% of forest plantations 
Significance and Likelihood (LS):  
Thus LS=0 is correct.  
Mitigation (M) measures.  
None, Then, M=1 is correct 

No Corrective Actions or 
Clarifications were 
requested.  

Extreme weather: It shall be 
assessed using table 10 of 
the Risk tool.  

LS*M=2  Since the last assessment of risk in 
2014, no extreme weather events 
have occurred that would change 
weather risk for the project. Extreme 
weather events still pose relatively 
small risk to forest carbon stocks, 
with most frequent events being 
floods and windstorms that pose 
highest risks to urban areas rather 
than forest. These events mostly 
affect annual crops and not forests 
as demonstrated in the DesInventar 
data. Significance and Likelihood 
(LS):  
Thus LS=2 is correct.  
Mitigation (M) measures.  
None, Then, M=1 is correct 

No Corrective Actions or 
Clarifications were requested  

Geological risks: It shall be 
assessed using table 10 of 
the Risk Tool.  

LS*M=1 There have been no major 
earthquakes registered in the 
DesInventar system since the 
original assessment of risk in 2014. 
Thus, risk remains unchanged. 
While seismic events occur every 
10-25 years on average, they pose 
very little risk to forest and 
vegetation Thus, it is reasonable the 
value LS=1.  

No Corrective Actions or 
Clarifications were requested  
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Mitigation (M) measures. None, then 
rating=1. 

Total natural risks=3 

OVERALL RISK RATING=7+0+3=10 (may not be less than 10), Overall Risk rating value of 10% is 

applied. 

AENOR has checked that information provided in the Non-Permanence Risk Report version 1.4 for the 

monitoring period is consistent with supporting documents provided. The assumptions and justifications 

provided to determine the risk rating of each risk factor are developed and they are based on provided 

documents using conservative assessments. AENOR deems that information provided is reliable and 

appropriate from official sources, thus, the overall risk rating is credible and realistic. 

4.4.4. Dissemination of Climate Monitoring Plan and Results (CL4.2) 

The project’s MRV liaisons conducted workshops in the project area communities to report on the results 

and evaluations of the project activities to date, as well as provide descriptions and a timeline for the 

verification audit activities that are to follow (preparation of final monitoring reports, public comment period, 

auditor visits and possible interviews, verification report and results.)     

In November 2019, once the Implementation and Monitoring Report was finalized, pedagogical material 

was designed to help present the results of the monitoring, reporting and verification process to the 

communities in a summarized fashion. This report was presented at publicized community meetings, which 

informed stakeholders about the visit of the auditing entity, the place, date, and purpose of that visit, and of 

the possibility of stakeholders’ ability to interacting freely with this verifying entity during the visit 

AENOR confirmed during the visit to the different communities the awareness about the results of the 

projects, its implementation, monitoring, etc. Results of the climate benefits were provided in a spreadsheet 

calculation were emission reductions are determined. AENOR reproduced the calculation to achieve the 

same results, checked baseline and project emissions and leakage. Further information on the process and 

data checks is provided in sections above. In opinion of AENOR the monitoring plan and the results were 

disseminated in accordance with the validated PD. 

4.4.5 Optional Gold Level: Climate Change Adaptation Measures (GL1.3) 

Not applicable. The project is not seeking Climate Gold Level validation or verification at this time. 

4.4.6 Optional Gold Level: Climate Change Adaptation Benefits (GL1.4) 

Not applicable. The project is not seeking Climate Gold Level validation or verification at this time. 

4.5 Community 

4.5.1 Community Impacts (CM1.1) 

The following impacts have been detected in the community groups: 

• 2 updated, participatory land-use maps of the project territory, based on identified community priorities. 
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• 19 former “corteros” and 11 “piangueras” trained and hired in the regeneration and maintenance of 

carbon stocks and areas of biodiversity. 

• A forest monitoring and surveillance team for community monitoring of the territory and to facilitate 

project communication, comprised by 2 local REDD+ promoters carrying out surveillance. 

• 2 equipment kits for project monitoring activities, consisting of 2 LENOVO 640-30 laptop computers, 2 

Garmin GPS, 2 Bushnell binoculars, 2 cameras, 7 backpacks and 2 drybags. 

• 885 families trained in establishment, production, benefit and marketing of cacao. 231 families trained 

in the establishment, production, benefit, and marketing of coconuts.  547 hectares of improved 

farmland now managed and/or established under more sustainable practices (339 hectares of cacao, 

146 hectares of coconuts, and 62 hectares of acai); with 1,116 families benefitting in all. 

• 32 women and girls trained during environmental education campaigns aimed at women. 

• 22 workshops dealing with (i) accounting, (ii) financial analysis and project evaluation, (iii) 

environmental and social project management, (iv) markets, (v) administration and management, (vi) 

leadership were carried out in the project communities. 

• 712 beneficiaries equipped and trained in more sustainable fishing practices. 

In opinion of AENOR, the assessment of impacts is accurate and reflects faithfully the project benefits in 

communities. 

4.5.2 Negative Community Impact Mitigation (CM2.2) 

Participatory Evaluation of Social Impact surveys have been conducted as part of the project’s monitoring 

efforts, and these have shown equitable training and benefit sharing to date through the high marks 

received on the quantitative community surveys of social well-being and stakeholder satisfaction 

attributable to project activities. 

In addition, no unanticipated negative community well-being impacts have been identified during the 

monitoring period and no major grievances have been presented through the established Grievance and 

Redress Mechanism, implemented by the REDD+ Implementation Unit of the Community Council. 

In accordance with the reported information, the project doesn’t result in net negative impacts on the 

wellbeing of the community. Assessment by the audit team concluded that the likelihood of net negative 

impacts on the well-being of the community is adequately addressed in the monitoring report. 

4.5.3 Net Positive Community Well-being (CM2.3) 

Section 4.1.3 of the monitoring report includes the details of the positive community well-being impacts. 

The project proponents have carried out Participatory Evaluation of Social Impact surveys which show that 

the activities of the project carried out to date have resulted in net positive community well-being results. 

31% of the participants said that income, work, and productivity had improved; 62% of participants said that 

technical capacity had improved; 52% said that territorial consolidation, or strengthening of tenure, had 

improved; and 10% of participants consider that the conservation of forests in the project area has also 

improved. These proportions are generally similar when information is disaggregated for female participants 

(29%, 57%, 52%, and 8%, respectively). 
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Of the total of activities identified by participants as generators of positive change, 55% were identified as 

activities directly implemented by the REDD + project. For activities valued by the community as generators 

of positive change in terms of income, work and productivity, community members felt that 49% of all those 

activities could be attributed directly to the REDD + project. Regarding the generation of technical skills in 

the community, 56% attributed improvements in this category to the REDD+ project.  Project activities 

related to the appropriation of rights and to the sustainable use of the territory contributed to 62% of these 

benefits overall, according to participants. Finally, 29% of forest conservation benefits were generated by 

the REDD+ project according to the survey. In this case, female perception of positive change was higher 

for two of the four survey categories at 52%, 49%, 69%, and 31%, 

4.5.4 Protection of High Conservation Values (CM1.2) 

Mangrove and dry land forests in various locations throughout the project zone were identified as having 

High Conservation Value (HCV) using the methodologies outlined by the HCV Resource Network. Three 

specific types of HCVs relating to community well-being were identified in forests in the project area at time 

of validation: areas that provide Critical Ecosystem Services (HCV-4), areas that meet fundamental needs 

(HCV-5), and areas that are vital for the preservation of cultural identity (HCV-6).   

Section 4.1.4 of the M.R provides a full description of the measures carried out to protect the HCV. In this 

regard, AENOR took the opportunity to check during site visit the implementation of some activities focused 

to protect these areas, such training activities, patrolling, etc. Given that forest conservation, including the 

protection and maintenance of HCV areas, is one of the key objectives of the project, and multiple project 

activities are dedicated specifically to maintaining or enhancing forest ecosystems, impacts on HCVs have 

been positive as compared to the without project scenario. Project activities such as training and capacity 

building for improved governance, demarcation of degraded “reserve” and conservation areas, and 

strengthening of land tenure for communities, have all served to protect community HCVs.  

Therefore, AENOR confirms that project activities are not negatively affecting to the HCVs.  

4.5.5 Other Stakeholder Impacts (CM3.2-CM3.3) 

The PP carried out an analysis of potential negative impacts on offsite stakeholders and identified mitigation 

measures at the time of validation. These potential negative impacts identified are an increase in 

unregulated logging and cutting of mangroves due to leakage, an increase in cost of living due to a reduction 

in transportation, and a potential decrease in revenue due to increased governance in the project zone. 

The audit team confirmed with local stakeholders during the site visit the appropriateness of the impacts 

identified by the PP. 

The MR states that during the monitoring period deforestation and degradation due to leakage is less than  

the estimated leakage for the baseline scenario, transport cost for daily commodities has not increased and 

alternative livelihood activities have been promoted to mitigate the decrease in revenue for those previously 

involved illegal logging. The review of the evidence provided and the results of stakeholders’ interviews 

allow the audit team to confirm the statement that the project doesn’t result in net negative impacts on the 

wellbeing of other stakeholder groups. Assessment by the audit team concluded that the likelihood of net 

negative impacts on the well-being of other stakeholder groups is adequately addressed in the monitoring 

report.  
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4.5.6 Community Monitoring Plan (CM4.1, CM4.2, GL2.2, GL2.3, GL2.5) 

Community monitoring plan comprises seventeen parameters: 

• Involvement of the community in the surveillance and patrolling of forests 

• Involvement of Corteros in the regeneration and maintenance of the conservation areas 

• Trained and equipped people 

• Households receiving technical assistance   

• Establishment of new productive agricultural activities 

• Employed people in the value chains 

• Sales volume of the Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) companies 

• Net income of the Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) companies 

• Sales volume of cash crops established by the REDD+ Project 

• Families benefited from the Social investments of the REDD+ Projects 

• Strengthened governance 

• Operation of the Grievances Redress Mechanism   

• Effectiveness of the Grievances Redress Mechanism 

• Women benefited from the Social investments of the REDD+ Projects 

• Employed women in the value chains 

• Involvement of women in the surveillance and patrolling of forests 

• Women participation in decision-making processes 

In order to assess and continually monitor the impacts that the project is having on communities; as well as 

allowing affected groups within the community to also have effective participation in the evaluation of such 

impacts, the project has conducted Participatory Evaluation of Social Impact surveys. 

AENOR confirms dates, frequency and sampling methods used are in accordance with the validated project 

design and with the procedures and systematics used in the verification event. AENOR confirms that 

community monitoring plan is implemented as the monitoring report and the validated PD. 

The project is explicitly pro-poor in terms of targeting benefits to globally poorer communities and the 

poorer, more vulnerable households and individuals within them. 
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4.5.7 Community Monitoring Plan Dissemination (CM4.3) 

AENOR verified how the information about the project is disseminated.  

The monitoring report has been presented at publicized community meetings and through in-person visits, 

which inform stakeholders about the results and evaluations of the projects activates to date, as well as 

about visit of the auditing entity, the place, date, and purpose of that visit, and of the possibility of 

stakeholder’s ability to interacting freely with this verifying entity during the visit.  

Per the CCBA rules, this monitoring report was also be made available online one month before the start 

of the verification site visit for a period of public comments.   

In opinion of AENOR the results of community monitoring were disseminated in accordance with the 

validated PD. 

4.5.8 Optional Gold Level: Short-term and Long-term Community Benefits (GL2.2) 

The project continues to expect to generate long-term net positive well-being benefits for community 

members at the individual and/or family level, based on the theory of change model developed at the time 

of validation and put into use during the monitoring period. 

At the family level, multiple achievements currently indicate that the project is on track to generate well-

being benefits for communities as planned, including: 

• 971 people trained in the construction and implementation of internal governance and land-use 

regulations. 

• 885 families trained in establishment, production, benefit and marketing of cacao.  

• 231 families trained in the establishment, production, benefit, and marketing of coconuts.  

• 712 beneficiaries equipped and trained in more sustainable fishing practices.   

It is expected that the short-term net positive benefits generated by these investments in productive 

activities will manifest at a broad scale in the near future, as market-driven income streams begin to gain 

momentum. This is especially true in the case of coconut, cacao and fisheries, due to the number of 

participants. At present, employment as part of the REDD+ unit and patrolling squads is a definitive short-

term positive benefit that the project has generated. 

At the community level, progress made since project validation in strengthening the capacity of both the 

Community Council and other local agro-organizations, also contributing to the probability of long-term net 

positive well-being benefits. 

AENOR during the on-site visit could check the cacao and acaí cultivations, the silvo-pastoral systems and 

the patrolling squads and considers that the project is giving short-term and Log-term community Benefits. 
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4.5.9 Optional Gold Level: Smallholder/community member Risks (GL2.3) 

Over the course of the monitoring period, Fondo Acción has facilitated and provided a number of training 

and capacity building activities for both people working directly under the REDD+ project as well as for 

community members and stakeholders. The trainings have specifically focused on the following areas.  

• Improving the administrative capacity of community members: courses and/or workshops offered 

in i) accounting, ii) financial analysis and evaluation of projects; iii) environmental and social project 

management; iv) marketing; v) administration and management; and vi) leadership 

• Environmental education, specifically aimed at women 

• Training in MRV: REDD+ concepts, GPS data management, social and biodiversity monitoring, 

verification processes 

• Forest patrolling and community environmental promoters (promoters that help publicize the 

activities and objectives of the REDD + project, and who collect community comments to prioritize 

social investment).  

• Agriculture: Techniques to increase crops and yields, pest control, development of value chains 

As said above, AENOR during the on-site visit could check the coconut/cacao/acai cultivations the patrolling 

squads, the environmental education, trainings in MRV and considers that the project is giving capacity 

development to the community members. 

AENOR could check the information in the following reports “MTC_ACAPA_BMF_2019.xlx” and “ACAPA_ 

Bajo Mira y Frontera_SOPs”. 

4.5.10 Optional Gold Level: Marginalized and/or Vulnerable Community Groups (GL2.4) 

Throughout the monitoring period, a number of activities and processes were put in place to ensure that 

vulnerable and/or marginalized groups, such as women and corteros, were able to participate in project 

design and development activities. 

The following activities were carried out and AENOR could check this though the on sites visit: 

• 32 Women were trained during environmental education campaigns aimed at women. 

• 19 former “corteros” and 11 “piangueras” trained and hired in the regeneration and maintenance of 

carbon stocks and areas of biodiversity. 

AENOR could check documented evidence regarding the people contracted. 

4.5. 11 Optional Gold Level: Net Impacts on Women (GL2.5) 

The project, as explained in this verification report and the MR, has generated net positive impacts on the 

welfare of women (mentioned in the section above) and has also ensured that women have participated in 



  CCB & VCS VERIFICATION REPORT 
                                                                                                     CCB Version 3, VCS Version 3  

 

 

CCB v3.0, VCS v3.4 41 

key decision-making as it relates to the project. The project continues to work with the organizational 

structures that are already in place, rather than imposing external conditions on project activities.  

AENOR has assessed this during the on-site visit, talking with the women and check also this though the 

desk review of the MTC_ACAPA_BMF_2019.xlsx document. 

4.5.12 Optional Gold Level: Benefit Sharing Mechanisms (GL2.6) 

The original benefit sharing mechanism provided at validation has been implemented for the project. The 

communities are currently working in collaboration with Fondo Acción on the development of an Integrated 

Development Plan that will include an updated benefit sharing mechanism. The new benefit sharing 

mechanism is in early stages of development and has not yet been officially approved or adopted by the 

communities, as AENOR could check during the on-site visit. 

The design and implementation of a benefits sharing mechanism will be developed in a participatory 

manner with community members, based on existing Development Plans. If a legitimate Development Plan 

does not exist, Fondo Acción will invest in a broader planning exercise. 

AENOR during the on-site visit could check this with Fondo Acción’s staff. 

4.5.13 Optional Gold Level: Governance and Implementation Structures (GL2.8) 

The project governance and implementation structure are guided by the existing self-governance structures 

in the Afro-Colombian communities. A Community Council is an Afro-Colombian community that decides 

to constitute legally. 

The Community Council follows both the laws stated by the Government and the internal laws that are 

assigned by each community, as long as they are not contrary to the Constitution. Internal laws (derecho 

propio) is the set of customs, traditions, norms and duties commonly accepted by all members that share 

an identity and serve to auto-regulate. These internal laws are only valid between members of the 

community within the territory.  

The law also creates the position of Legal Representative of the Community Council (Article 12) whose role 

is to legally represent the community in the efforts and actions before institutions or businesses. The legal 

representative is elected by the General Assembly but operates under the direction of the Governing Board 

of the Council. 

In the case of a REDD+ project, it should be noted that the law does not exclude the possibility that the 

Councils are constituted in business development instruments or ventures which seek to produce, distribute 

and consume jointly and efficiently, goods and services to meet the needs economic conditions of its 

members. Additionally, under Colombian law non-profits are able to have surpluses so long as they are 

distributed amongst community members. Thus, the productive activities of the project have and will be 

differentiated between the actions of individuals or families and those of the community, which have 

collective benefits, administered by the Community Council.  
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AENOR, during the on-site visit, met with members of the Community Council and could check that project’s 

governance and implementation structures enable full and effective participation of smallholders and 

community members in project decision-making and implementation. 

4.5.14 Optional Gold Level: Smallholders/Community Members Capacity Development (GL2.9) 

 

As said in the monitoring report and the verification report, Fondo Acción has facilitated and provided a 

number of training and capacity building activities for both people working directly under the REDD+ project 

as well as for community members and stakeholders.  

AENOR during the on-site visit could check the trainings in agriculture, the forest patrolling, the 

environmental education, trainings in MRV and considers that the project is giving capacity development to 

the community and smallholders members. 

AENOR could check the information in the following reports “MTC_ACAPA_BMF_2019.xlx” and “ACAPA_ 

Bajo Mira y Frontera_SOPs”. 

4.6 Biodiversity 

4.6.1 Biodiversity Changes (B1.1) 

The causal model and theory of change for attribution of net-positive biodiversity impacts expected and 

realized by the project was stated in the PD that the change in biodiversity will be primarily measured 

through: Greater area of intact forest and connectivity between intact areas and Improved plant species 

composition, forest structural integrity and natural habitat. 

The principle technique to monitor these impacts was planned around the “changes in measurable forest 

vegetation cover conditions.”  In following the PD, the biodiversity changes were subject to monitoring at 

species and ecosystem level. The original strategy proposed to achieve this mostly by remote sensing and 

to be corroborated through ground-based bio-resource inventories in future monitoring periods. This has 

been justified in Richards and Panfil (2011) in that biodiversity change correlates strongly to changes in 

vegetation cover and Pitman (2011) that size and connectedness of forest ecosystems correlate with levels 

of natural ecological function.  

The results of the project activities on biodiversity are positive in general, not affecting to the HCVs.  

In opinion of AENOR, information about benefits on biodiversity from project activities is accurate since is 

based on record taken from project stakeholders and project proponents, based on sources reliable and 

appropriate and the attribution of biodiversity changes to the project’s activities is well justify. 

4.6.2 Mitigation Actions (B2.3) 

The mitigation of negative impacts on forest habitat is the predominant strategy of REDD+ conservation 

projects, which are therefore low risk for negative impacts. The HCV assessment and monitoring of negative 

impacts are at a relatively low-intensity, emphasizing changes in forest cover, either by conversion of intact 

forests to degraded forests or non-forest land uses and the further degradation of semi-intact forests 
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Mitigation activities have been made by Fondo Accion during the monitoring period, the principle 

achievements were: 

-Strengthen the sense of ownership, self-determination and governance of the project stakeholders so that 

they could promote and to some extent enforce improved uses of their territories 

- Increase technical capacities across a wide-range of REDD+ project management and implementation 

skills, which enable increased participation and understanding of the REDD+ project objectives and help to 

change behavior;  

 - Promote productive activities that can generate employment and income through economic development 

that serves as a viable alternative to logging or forest clearing. To establish these mitigation activities, 

various workshops, training, and meetings were hosted by Fondo Accion 

AENOR checked this during the on-site visit and with documented evidence and consider it is correct.  

4.6.3 Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts (B2.2) 

During the monitoring period, the estimation of biodiversity impacts within the project area was monitored 

according to two data parameters. The first parameter was amount of intact forest area as a measure of 

forest habitat cover. The second parameter was the amount of above-ground forest biomass as a measure 

of the maintenance or recuperation of biodiversity attributes in semi-intact forests. These data parameters 

were measured and analyzed utilizing remotely-sensed data representing the land use classification and 

land use change during the monitoring period.  

A biodiversity monitoring protocol was developed by Fondo Accion in consultation with the project 

proponents during the monitoring period. The biodiversity monitoring protocol served as a guide that was 

adapted for use by the project as a standard operating procedure for biodiversity monitoring prepared by 

the Southpole Group. 

AENOR checked during the on-site visit the positive effects of the project activity. 

4.6.4 High Conservation Values Protected (B1.2) 

The HCVs identified in this project activity are the followings: 

HCV1 – Concentrations of biological diversity 

HCV2 – Landscape level ecosystems and mosaics 

HCV3 – Rare, threatened or endangered ecosystems 

For HCV1, HCV2 and HCV3, AENOR has checked this through the remote sensing data analysis and the 

field-based measurements particularly plants, birds, and mammals. No HCV were negatively affected by 

the project. 
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For HCV1, as the results from the remote sensing analysis show, the project has maintained intact habitat 

for species, presumably including those potentially threatened and endemic species. Thus, there have been 

no negative impacts on HCV1 due to the project.  

For HCV2 and HCV3 the suggested approach is predominantly through remote sensing data analysis, as 

well. The primary means of demonstrating net positive impact through the REDD+ project protection of 

HCVs was through habitat protection, intact and semi-intact forest cover and connectivity. As the results 

from the remote sensing analysis show, the project has protected intact and semi-intact forest cover thus 

there have been no negative impacts on HCV2 and HCV3 due to the project.  

4.6.5 Invasive Species (B1.3) 

The project is not using invasive or exotic species.  

4.6.6 Impacts of Non-native Species (B1.4) 

The Project activity is using native species.  

4.6.7 GMO Exclusion (B1.5) 

No GMOs were used in the project activities during the monitoring period nor will they be used by the project 

in the future. 

4.6.8 Inputs Justification (B2.8) 

Organic fertilization and pest control are the methods which have been effectively used in the project region 

long into the past, without any negative consequences. Furthermore, community members are accustomed 

to using these methods. 

AENOR could check this during the on-site visit talking with the community members. 

There is no potential or realized adverse effects on biodiversity in the region or on communities. 

4.6. 9 Negative Offsite Biodiversity Impacts (B3.1) and Mitigation (B3.2) 

During the period of implementation, the potential negative impacts on biodiversity outside the project area 

were evaluated through remote sensing of the leakage belt. The activities potentially related to such 

negative impacts were identified as mining, logging, animal husbandry, and agricultural conversion that 

may have been displaced to locations outside the project zone. There was no observed leakage that 

occurred within the project during this monitoring period as compared with the baseline scenario. As such, 

there were no significant observed negative impacts on habitat, and thus, biodiversity outside of the project 

area. 

In opinion of AENOR after visiting the project region, project has adequately identified all potentially 

negative offsite biodiversity impacts and has taken actions to mitigate the impacts.  
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4.6. 10 Net offsite Biodiversity Benefits (B3.3) 

The project is generating net positive benefits on biodiversity in the project area and project zone. In 

addition, no negative impacts are expected offsite due to the project activities, then, there are not likely 

unmitigated negative offsite biodiversity impacts. 

4.6.11 Biodiversity Monitoring Plan (B4.1, B4.2, GL 3.4) 

Monitoring activities for biodiversity were carried out in 2018 in accordance with the methodology and VCS 

Standard. Monitoring activities and biodiversity status updates were used to confirm the state of species 

diversity throughout the project region and to revisit the status of biodiversity as it was reported during 

project validation. Also significant was the development of a formal biodiversity monitoring protocol. 

Monitoring activities were executed following this monitoring protocol developed by the project 

implementation team of Fondo Accion 

The biodiversity monitoring protocol prepared by Fondo Accion is the first tangible planning document 

needed for regular biodiversity monitoring. 

The results as commented above are detailed in the monitoring report and supported by the “Censos Fauna 

Acapa - BMF 30.10.2019” and the “Observaciones Fauna Acapa - BMF 30.10.2019” documets. The 

monitoring plan is in compliance with the validated PD. In opinion of AENOR the monitoring plan is effective 

to have a real idea of the situation. Measures scheduled and designed by the project proponent to maintain 

or enhance the biodiversity are correct and results confirm their effectiveness. 

4.6. 12 Biodiversity Monitoring Plan Dissemination (B4.3) 

The plan for completing the monitoring report as related to biodiversity was discussed in community 

meetings in Bogota, Cali, and during visits from Fondo Accion, Wildlife Works, and members of Paramos y 

Bosques. 

The summary of monitoring results was shared with the community members of the REDD+ project in 

December 2019 through in-person visit.  

The AENOR verification team kept meetings in the headquarter offices of the project proponent in the 

project area with people in charge of the project, but also with local authorities of some communities 

involved. In these meetings AENOR verified how the information about the project is disseminated. In 

addition. The monitoring report states in section 5.3.2 some of the actions carried out to disseminate the 

results of the monitoring plan and the own plan. 

AENOR visited a representative number of places and interviewed many stakeholders affected by the 

project and the feedback from all of them along with evidence and records provided allows to AENOR 

confirms that results of biodiversity monitoring were disseminated in accordance with the validated project 

design. 

4.6.13 Optional Gold Level: Trigger Species Population Trends (GL3.3) 

Not applicable. 
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4.6.14 Optional Gold Level: Effectiveness of Threat Reduction Actions (GL3.4) 

Not applicable. 

4.7 Additional Project Implementation Information 

There is no more additional information; all was discussed in the above sections. 

4.8 Additional Project Impact Information 

There is no more additional information; all was discussed in the above sections. 

5 VERIFICATION CONCLUSION 

AENOR has verified that the project is in compliance with the verification criteria of Verified Carbon 

Standard version 3.7 and the CCB Standards Third Edition without qualifications or limitations.  

The project has been implemented in accordance with the validated project description and its validated 

variations. 

The present verification event did not include validation activities.  

 

AENOR is able to issue a positive verification opinion for the 895,924 tones CO2e of verified emissions 
reductions, as reported in the Monitoring Report version 1.6, dated on January 7th, 2020.  

The verification assessment covered the monitoring period from 13 November 2013 – 31 December 2018 
and verified that calculated emission reductions and/or removals were achieved during the monitoring 
period with a reasonable level of assurance. The overall risk rating was 10 %. Therefore, the total number 
of credits to be deposited in the buffer account is 112,788 and the total VCUs to be issued are 783,133. 

It is not applicable any conclusion about adaptive activities and resilience for this project. Likewise, AENOR 
confirms the project benefits on community and biodiversity for the current mo11nitoring period as 
described in the Monitoring Report version 1.6. In opinion of the AENOR verification team the project is 

achieving their community and biodiversity objectives.  

Verification/monitoring period: 13 November 2013 – 31 December 2018 

Verified GHG emission reductions and removals in the above verification period: 
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Year 

 

Baseline 

emissions or 

removals (tCO2e) 

Project emissions 

or removals 

(tCO2e) 

Leakage 

emissions 

(tCO2e) 

Net GHG 

emission 

reductions or 

removals (tCO2e) 

1 50,388 26,558 4,927 18,903 

2 402,640 208,607 40,042 153,991 

3 423,217 215,258 42,837 165,123 

4 444,554 222,045 45,757 176,752 

5 466,833 228,537 48,923 189,373 

6 476,493 235,196 49,515 191,782 

Total  2,264,125 1,136,201 232,001 895,924 

 

Overall non-permanence risk rating: 10% 

VCUs buffer to be deposited: 112,788 tn CO2e. 

Total VCUs to be issued: 783,133 tn CO2e. 

 
Year 

 

Net GHG 

emission 

reductions or 

removals (tCO2e) 

Buffer pool 

allocation 

VCUs eligible for 

issuance 

1 18,903 2,382 16,520 

2 153,991 19,403 134,588 

3 165,123 20,795 144,327 

4 176,752 22,250 154,502 

5 189,373 23,829 165,543 

6 191,782 24,129 167,653 

Total  895,924 112,788 783,133 
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APPENDIX 1: LIST OF EVIDENCE PROVIDED  

Final M.R version 1.7 

First version of the MR 

Registered VCS PD version 5.8, dated on April 10th, 2015 

Non-Permanence Risk Report version 1.4 

Monitoring Report Summary 

Package of calculations  

CVs of management team  

Documento ajuste  PDD  ACAPA-BMF PDD 

Lista productos comunicaciones 

USAID report  

GIS package  

Financial information  

Survey report  

Operative procedures for monitoring activities.  

Evidence of the implementation status of the project 

Pitman (2011) 

Community meetings minutes of community meetings in Bogota (June 1), Cali (June 21-22), and 
during visits from Fondo Accion, Wildlife Works, and members of Paramos y Bosques (July – August 
2018) 

Agreement between Communities  

Spreadsheet Budget_and_cashflow_breakeven 

MTC_ACAPA_BMF_2019.xlx and Acapa BMF SOPs 

ACAPA&BMF Resultados Evaluacion Impactos Sociales 

Development Plans 

Records Richards and Panfil (2011) 

Monitoring reports on Community and biodiversity. Results of parameters and indicators. 

Training actions records. 

Environmental action plans  

Protocolo Operativo de Monitoreo de Biodiversidad-Proyectos REDD+ en el Pacifico 

Observaciones Fauna Acapa - BMF 30.10.2019 

Censos Fauna Acapa - BMF 30.10.2019 

Standard operating procedures (SOP) for all activities 

2.2.1 CronogramaImplementacionPortafolio 

Protocolo de inventario forestal v1.28 
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APPENDIX 2: LIST OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED  
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APPENDIX 3: CLARIFICATION REQUESTS AND CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUESTS 

Corrective Action Requests (CAR) from the VCS Verification process 
 
 

VCS CAR ID 01 Date: 16/12/2019 

Description of CAR 

Section 2.2.2 Methodology Deviations of the MR is empty. 

Section 3.3.1 is missing. 

Project participant response Date: 07/01/2020 

The project has not deviated from the methodology in this present monitoring period. This 
response is given in the monitoring report. 

The text of sections 2.2.2 and 3.3.1 has been updated accordingly. 

Documentation provided by project participant 

Reporte de monitoreo ajustado. 

CAR_01_02__and_CL_02_MR_Acapa_BMF_v1.5 

DOE assessment  Date: 09/01/2020 

PP has made the adequate corrections. 

CAR closed. 

 
  



  CCB & VCS VERIFICATION REPORT 
                                                                                                     CCB Version 3, VCS Version 3  

 

 

CCB v3.0, VCS v3.4 58 

VCS CAR ID 02 Date: 16/12/2019 

Description of CAR 

Regarding GHG calculations (Section 3.2) 

1. In section 3.2.1 it is stated that “No change in emissions factors has occurred for any 

LULC classes other than degraded forest”. However, tables 11, 12 and 13 show 

changes for all LULC classes. 

2. Figures from tables 15 and 17 do not match those in the spreadsheet. 

Project participant response Date: 07/01/2020 

1. The audit team is correct that table 13 showed changes for all LULC classes and this 

was due to a transcription error for the validation values. The validation values in table 

13 have been updated with the values directly from the validated accounting model and 

the ex-post accounting model has been updated with the correct validation values. The 

project team cannot find any difference between validation and verification values for 

LULC classes other than degraded forest in tables 11 and 12 and has not made any 

updates to them. 

2. Tables 15 and 17 were also incorrectly transcribed from an older version of the 

accounting model and have been updated based on the latest version of the model. 

Project emissions were correct and have not changed so there has been no impact on 

overall project crediting. 

Documentation provided by project participant 

CAR_01_02__and_CL_02_MR_Acapa_BMF_v1.5 

DOE assessment  Date: 09/01/2020 

1. PP has made the adequate corrections. 

2. Ex-post activity shifting leakage from deforestation and market leakage in Table 18 do 

not match values from Table 17 and calculation spreadsheet 

(VM0006_ACAPA_Ex_Post_v1.12.xlsm). 

3. Values from Table 15, Table 16, Table 19, Table 20 and Table 21 do not match with 

those from calculation spreadsheet (VM0006_ACAPA_Ex_Post_v1.12.xlsm). 

4. Net GHG emissions reductions reported in sections 1.2 and 2.1.1 of the MR and values 

reported in MR Summary and Non-permanence risk report do not match values from 

calculation spreadsheet (VM0006_ACAPA_Ex_Post_v1.12.xlsm). 

CAR still open. 

Project participant response Date: 22/01/2020 

The Project identified the discrepancies between the reports and calculation spreadsheet and 
updated both as necessary to ensure all documentation is updated and accurately reported. 
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All of these issues are due a minor update made by the project to the LULC monitoring map 
(on the order of several pixels difference) before the first round of findings had been issued. 
The calculation spreadsheet was updated to reflect these changes to the monitoring map, but 
the monitoring reports were not properly updated to account for this minor change. The 
Project team has made the following updates in order to respond to each point raised by 
auditors: 

1. No response required. 

2. Table 17 was updated in response to a first round finding and reflected the minor 

change to the LULC map. Table 18 had no finding and had not been properly 

updated, which is why the information reported in Table 18 was inconsistent with the 

calculation spreadsheet and Table 17. It has been updated to reflect what is reported 

in the version 1.13 of the calculation spreadsheet 

(VM0006_ACAPA_Ex_Post_v1.13.xlsm). 

3. The issue with these tables is similar to what happened in Table 18, as mentioned in 

the previous response. The project team had not properly updated all these tables to 

reflect the minor change to the LULC map. All four of these tables have been updated 

to reflect what is reported in the calculation spreadsheet. 

4. Since the changes to the LULC map had a minor but detectable impact on reported 

emissions, emissions reductions, and VCU estimates, the reports required an update 

to reflect these changes. The monitoring report (Acapa - Bajo Mira y Frontera 

Monitoring Report M1 2013 - 2018 v1.6.docx), monitoring report summary (Resumen 

del Reporte de Monitoreo Acapa_BMF M1 2013-2018 v1.1.docx), and risk report 

(Acapa BMF Non-Permanence Risk Report v1.3.docx) have all been updated to 

reflect these changes.  

Documentation provided by project participant 

 VM0006_ACAPA_Ex_Post_v1.13.xlsm 

Acapa - Bajo Mira y Frontera Monitoring Report M1 2013 - 2018 v1.6.docx 

Resumen del Reporte de Monitoreo Acapa_BMF M1 2013-2018 v1.2.docx 

Acapa BMF Non-Permanence Risk Report v1.3.docx 

DOE assessment  Date: 03/02/2020 

The PP has made the adequate corrections. 

CAR closed. 
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Clarification Requests (CLs) from the CCB Verification process 
 

 

CCB CL ID 01 Date: 16/12/2019 

Description of CL 

Provide summary document of the Monitoring Report. 

Project participant response Date: 07/01/2020 

A Spanish summary of the Monitoring Report has been attached. 

Documentation provided by project participant 

Archive 

CL_01_summary document of the Monitoring Report_ESP 

DOE assessment  Date: 09/01/2020 

PP has provided the requested document. 

1. Project title in front page is not correct. 

2. Some of the standardized benefit metrics do not match with those in the MR: mentions 

to corteros in female metrics and mentions to health centers. 

CL is still open. 

Project participant response Date: 22/01/2020 

The project title on the front page has been updated, and the standardized benefit metrics 
have been corrected to reflect the metrics listed in  the MR. 

Documentation provided by project participant 

 Resumen del Reporte de Monitoreo Acapa_BMF M1 2013-2018 v1.2.docx 

DOE assessment  Date: 03/02/2020 

The PP has made the adequate corrections. 

CL closed. 

 
  



  CCB & VCS VERIFICATION REPORT 
                                                                                                     CCB Version 3, VCS Version 3  

 

 

CCB v3.0, VCS v3.4 61 

CCB CL ID 02 Date: 16/12/2019 

Description of CL 

Provide evidence that the construction of two health centers is due to project activity, as 
stated in Table 2, Section 1.2. 

Project participant response Date: 07/01/2020 

This element of social indicators has been removed from the theory of change matrix, since it 
is a projected outcome of the sale of VCUs and completion of the centers. The corresponding 
paragraph has been eliminated. 

Documentation provided by project participant 

Updated monitoring report and updated theory of change matrix 

Archives 

CL_02_Matriz_TC_Acapa_BMF 

CAR_01_02__and_CL_02_MR_Acapa_BMF_v1.5 

DOE assessment  Date: 09/01/2020 

PP has made the adequate adjustments to the MR and supporting documents. 

CL closed. 
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CCB CL ID 03 Date: 16/12/2019 

Description of CL 

Provide evidence that the program conducted on the needs and design of water treatment 
facilities is due to project activity, as stated in Table 2, Section 1.2. 

Project participant response Date: 07/01/2020 

See supporting evidence that has been provided and listed below, alongside the final activity 
report. These filtering systems have been verified in the field by the auditor. 

Documentation provided by project participant 

Supporting evidence of physical analysis of water chemicals and the final report on the 
distribution of potable water and filters 

- CL_03_Evidence_Water treatment facilities 

DOE assessment  Date: 09/01/2020 

PP has provided the requested information. 

CL closed. 
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CCB CL ID 04 Date: 16/12/2019 

Description of CL 

The document 2.2.1 CronogramaImplementacionPortafolio doesn’t contain information related 
to Acapa BMF Project. Provide the information related to the project. 

Project participant response Date: 07/01/2020 

The Acapa BMF activities timeline has been attached. 

Documentation provided by project participant 

Cronogramaactividades_Acapa_BMF 

- CL_04_Cronogramaactividades_Acapa_BMF 

DOE assessment  Date: 09/01/2020 

PP has provided the requested information. 

CL closed. 

 
 


