v

DINIW

CCBVERIFICATION
REPORT VERIFICATION
STATEMENT

WILDLIFE WORKSKASIGAU

CORRIDORREDD PROJECT

PHASE Il — THE COMMUNITY
RANCHES

Verification Period:
01 January, 2011 to 31 December, 2011

REPORT No. 2012-9632

IIIIIII No. 01



DET NORSKE VERITAS

8

CCBPROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT

o
<I

DINIWV

Dateof first issue

29 November 2012

Project No.

PRJC-382152-2012-CCS-USA

Approved by
Miguel Rescalvo

Regional Manager. North America

Orqanizaltional ppi ]
Sustainability and Innovation

Climate Change Services USA

Client:

Wildlife Works Carbon LLC

Client ref.

DET NORSKEVERITAS
(U.S.A)INC.

Climate Change &
EnvironmentaServices
One Bush Street, ¥2Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Tel: +1 415-318-3900
Fax: +1 415-318-3901

Jeremy Freund

http://www.dnv.com

1
DNV Climate Change Services SA (DNV) has perforraegtrification of the “The Kasigau Corridor
REDD Project Phase Il — The Community Ranches g@ier called “the project”) in Kenya on the
basis of criteria defined by the Climate Biodivergind Community Alliance (CCBA) Second
Edition and approved Verified Carbon Standard (V@8jhodology, “YM0009 — Methodology for
Avoided Mosaic Deforestation of Tropical Forestgdien 1.0,” as well as criteria for consistent
project operations, monitoring and reporting. Wrasification report summarizes the findings of the
CCBA verification.

The verification consisted of the following fourgses: a) desk review of the Project Implementation
Report (PDR), monitoring plan and supporting docai®eb) site visit, ¢) follow-up interviews and
the issuance of verification findings, and d) teealution of outstanding issues and the issuance of
the verification report and verification statement.

In our opinion, the GHG emission reductions regaifor the project in the Project Implementation
Report dated 20 April 2012 (version 2.1) are fastigted. The GHG emission reductions were
calculated correctly on the basis of the approv€bWnethodology, VM0009 (Version 1.0), the
CCBS Monitoring Plan dated 19 May 2011 and the CEB#éject Document dated 27 April, 2011,
and meets all relevant CCBA requirements.

DNV is able to certify with a reasonable level ebarance that the emission reductions from the
“Kasigau Corridor REDD Project Phase Il — The ComityuRanches” during the period 01 January,
2011 to 31 December, 2011 amount to 1 412 919 ©@@2 equivalent. DNV Climate Change
Services AS verified that the non-permanence asikg of the proposed project activity for this
verification is 15% which is to be applied to theange in carbon stocks at this verification (icua

to 211 938 tCO2e).
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1 INTRODUCTION

Wildlife Works Carbon LLC has commissioned DNV Céie Change Services AS
(DNV) to verify the “Kasigau Corridor REDD Phase -+ The Community Ranches”
project in Kenya based on the Project Implememai&eport (PIR) Version 2.1, 20
April, 2012 and Monitoring Plan Version 3.0, 19 M&011. This report provides a
description of the steps involved in conducting teeification and the findings of the
verification based on the Climate, Community anddBrersity Project Design Standards
Second Edition, December, 2008 (CCB Standard), el6 as criteria for consistent
project operations, monitoring and reporting.

1.1 Objective

Verification is the periodic independent review axdpostdetermination by an
accredited verification body (VB) of the monitonemtiuctions in greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and benefits received to the communitlytaodiversity of the project area that
have occurred as a result of the registered CCRgractivities during a defined
verification period.

A verification statement is the written assurange byB that, during a specific period in
time, a project activity achieved the emission rauns and benefits to the community
and biodiversity as verified.

The objective of this verification was to verifydaprovide a verification statement of
emission reductions and benefits to the commumity/l@odiversity reported for the
“Kasigau Corridor REDD Project Phase Il — The ComityuRanches” (the project) for
the period 01 January, 2011 to 31 December, 2011.

1.2 Scope and Criteria

The scope of the verification is:

* To verify that actual monitoring systems and praced are in compliance
with the monitoring systems and procedures destiilbéhe monitoring plan.

* To evaluate the GHG emission reduction data andessm conclusion with a
reasonable level of assurance about whether therteebh GHG emission
reduction data is free from material misstatement.

* To verify that reported GHG emission data is sigfily supported by
evidence.

* To verify that the project activities have and doreing implemented as
scheduled.

* To verify that benefits to the community and biaasity are being achieved
according to the CCB criteria within the verificatiperiod.
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In particular, the project was assessed agains€C@® Standard to determine which of
the fourteen required, and three optional, CCBdseds criteria the project satisfies. As
specified by CCBA, an “approved” project is onettheeets all 14 of the required CCB
standards criteria.

1.3 CCB Project Description

Title of project activity: Kasigau Corridor REDD Project Phase Il — The
Community Ranches.

Monitoring methodology for
baseline and project activites ~ WWC Project Implementation Report &
Monitoring Plan& VMO0009 (Version 1.0).

Location of the project activity:  Kasigau Corridor, Kenya.
Project’s crediting period: 01 January, 2010 to 31 December, 2039.
Period verified in this verification: 01 January, 2011 to 31 December, 2011

The “Kasigau Corridor REDD Project Phase Il — Thennunity Ranches” has been
developed by Wildlife Works Carbon LLC, a projeabponent based in California,
USA. The project is implemented on 13 blocks ofdl&mown as the Kasigau Corridor,
which is owned by Indigenous Community Ownershipups, each one of the 13 blocks
being owned by different legal entities formed Ime t1970s, 1980s and 1990s by the
Communities and the Government of Kenya to holdll¢ige of the land. The project
also includes Marungu Hills Bio-diversity Consergatand Eco-tourism Project, and a
Wildlife Corridor adjacent to the Nairobi-Mombasé#ghiway.

The project proponent and the project develop&Viigllife Works Carbon LLC. DNV,
through its review of pertinent documentation amsit® inspection, can confirm that
Wildlife Works Carbon LLC holds all the pertinentvoership and user-rights for the
project. This also includes the rights to all amy aeductions generated by the project
during the Project Crediting Period. The legal ustatind property ownership was
confirmed by DNV by reviewing two types of documemtrovided by Wildlife Works,
the leasehold titles of each of the 13 ranchesabd the Carbon Rights Agreement
between Wildlife Works Inc. and each of the 13 resc/5/. In addition, DNV can also
confirm that the project is not included in anyetlemission trading program and is not
subject to binding GHG emissions limits.

The project is 169 741.4 hectares with an averag®mmy cover of 34.6%, and with
mature tree heights ranging from 5-10 meters. Tlaénrproject activity is to prevent
deforestation caused by subsistence farming aesvit The objective of the project
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activity is to prevent the conversion of forestdmpland for annual crops, typically
maize, that ultimately results in net GHG emissions the atmosphere.
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The project start date is 1 January, 2010, whicthés date Wildlife Works assumed
financial responsibility for the project area areban specific GHG mitigation activities
within the project area.

1.4 Level of Assurance

This verification report expresses a conclusiomwireasonable level of assurance about
whether the reported GHG emission reduction datigpanject activities are free from
material misstatement.

2 METHODOLOGY

The verification of the benefits of the projectiaities assessed for all factors and issues
that constitute the basis for emission reductioosfthe project include:

+ The emission reduction calculations and the releglata records.

 The calibration of the Cumulative Deforestation Mbdnd records for the
standard operating procedures for measurement.

* The management systems to support the project togoeeand monitoring.
» Assessment of the benefits of the project actwiiecording to the CCB standard.

* Assessment of the monitoring activities of the pcbjactivities according to the
monitoring plan.

Table 1 shows the verification team and the rolsheof them had in the verification
process.

Table 1 Verification Team

j S|Z[25% |24

First 18 |28 &5 |83¢%
Role Last Name | Name < |0 |0Ex | Fad
Project Manager /| Reed Pablo VI v |V |V
CCB/VCS Verifier
CCBJ/VCS Verifier| Espejo Andres Vv Vv
Technical Aalders Edwin v |V
reviewer
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Duration of Verification

Preparations: 23 March, 2012 to 05 May, 2012
On-site verification: 06 May, 2012 to 15 May, 2012

Reporting, calculation checks and QA/QC 15 May, 2012 to 08 Oct, 2012

2.1 Review of Documentation

The basis for the verification has been the Prdjeplementation Report (Version 2.1,
20 April, 2012 /2/ and the CCBA Project MonitoriRtan (Version 3.0 of 19 May, 2011)
13/, as well as the CCB project design document§ ®@DD), dated 27 April, 2011 /1/,
and the approved VCS methodology applied by thgeptovM0009, Version 1.0
[27/.The project proponent has also provided thgieation team with spreadsheets of
all data necessary for verification of the emissietuctions and project activities
/17/18/19/20/.

Other documents provided by the Project Particgp#mt relate directly to the project
activities that benefit the climate, community, dnadiversity have been used as direct
sources of evidence for the periodic verificatiomdusions as well, and are usually
further checked through interviews with key persgnihe following is the complete list
of documentation that was assessed during thecadrdn:

Documents Provided That Relate Directly to the Pragct

11/ Wildlife Works Carbon LLCCCB PD forKasigau Corridor REDD Project
Phase Il — The Community Ranch¥srsion 9 with supporting document, 27
April, 2011 and previous versions.

12/ Wildlife Works Carbon LLC, CCB PIR for “Kasigaborridor REDD Project
Phase Il — The Community Ranches” — Project Implaateon Report — Version
2.1, 20 April, 2012.

13/ Wildlife Works Carbon LLC, CCB Monitoring Pldor “Kasigau Corridor REDD
Project Phase Il — The Community Ranches” — Ver8in 19 May, 2011.

14/ Wildlife Works Carbon LLCYCS PD for‘Kasigau Corridor REDD Project
Phase Il — The Community Ranches,” 12 April, 2011.

5/ “Carbon Rights Agreement” between Wildlife Werkarbon LLC and each of the
13 ranches.

16/ Leasehold titles and ownership structures th @d the 13 ranches.

17/ Wildlife Works Carbon LLC, “Social and Biodivaty Impact Assessment
Monitoring Plan.” May 2012.

18/ Wildlife Works Carbon LLC, “Baseline Househdldvel Questionnaire.” May
2012.

19/ Wildlife Works Carbon LLC, “Quarterly Statemenit Carbon Credit Sales for
Kasigau Corridor.” March 2012.
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10/

11/

12/

113/

114/

115/

116/

1171

118/

119/

Wildlife Works Carbon LLC, “Wildlife Works Céaion Trust Standard Operating
Procedures (Version 1)” May 2012.

Jeremy T. Freund/CS Monitoring Report (MR) for project activity “€hiKasigau

Corridor REDD Project Phase Il - The Community RanthasKenya, \ersion

01 dated 28 February 2012 reviewed during the degkw andversion 01 dated

28 February 2012 verified by DNV.

Wildlife Works Carbon LLC:PD for project activity “The Kasigau Corridor

REDD Project Phase Il - The Community RanéhasKenya, version 14 datec

19 April 2011

- Including additional VCS Project document datedMidy 2011

Jeremy T. FreundNon-permanence risk report: VCS versigrv8rsion 1, 0 May

2012

Wildlife Works Carbon LLCStandard Operating Procedures

- Biomass Plot Sampling, Version 2.4, 18 January 2012

- Soil Sampling, Version 1.0, 24 may 2011

- Leakage Plot Sampling, Version 1.0, 1 January 2011

Wildlife Works Carbon LLCfForest inventory field data sheets filled during th

forest inventory, year 2011

- Carbon stocks monitoring: Plots MG09, MG14, MA26AM, SA13R, SA14,
MA34, MA12

- Leakage monitoring: L22, L23, L12

Crop Nutrition Laboratory ServiceSoil analysis of bulk density and fraction of

carbon including the coordinates of each sampliogp

- Farms Bordering the project area, 1 November 2010

- Analysis of Taita and Kambanga, 28 February 2011

- Analysis of Choke and Kutima, 21 January 2011

Wildlife Works Carbon LLC:Spread sheet with the forest inventory and

aboveground and below-ground carbon stocks calmnain the monitoring

period 2 - M for all ranches and the consolidated (Phasell_

PlotLevel_Strata2_v3.xIsxiMlay 2012

Wildlife Works Carbon LLC:Spread sheets with leakage model 2 - M

(Leakage Model_Expanded_fixed_Phase),N&ay 2012

Wildlife Works Carbon LLCSpread sheets with calculation of soil carbon loss

and estimation of the maximum proportion of sarbon lost over timeKasigau

Corridor Phase Il 1m Soil Analysis.xlsMay 2012
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/20/  Wildlife Works Carbon LLCSpreadsheets with carbon model in the monitoring
period 2 — M (Phase Il NERs v9 m=2.xIsx)lay 2012

/21/  Wildlife Works Carbon LLC: Allometric equatisnfor the estimation of
aboveground  biomass from out from dendrometric rpatars
(AllometricFormulasPower.xIsxp010

[22/  Wildlife Works Carbon LLC:Geographical dataset with delineation of project
boundaries and strata for each ranch that is pdrthe project area2011

123/ Wildlife Works Carbon LLC: Geographical datasath location of permanent
sample plots for each ranch that is part of thej@cbareg 2011

124/  Wildlife Works Carbon LLCQuality Control ProcedureVersion 1.0, 10 April
2011

/25/  Wildlife Works Carbon LLCQuality Control (QC) report and excel spreadsheet
with results (m=2 comparison.xlsxX)0 May 2012

Background documents related to the design andéthadologies employed in the
design or other reference documents are shown below

/26/  Climate, Community, and Biodiversity (CCBJoject Design Standards Second
Edition— December, 2008.

[27/  Wildlife Works Carbon LLCApproved VCS MethodoloyM0009
‘Methodology for Avoided Mosaic Deforestation ofopical Forests”, Version
1.0

/28/ VCSA: VCSstandards: VCS Version 3.2 February 2012

/29/  VCSA:AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk tool: VCS Version BHebruary 2012
130/  VCSA:Program Definitions: VCS Version 3.BMay 2012

131/  VCSA:AFOLU requirements: VCS Version 312February 2012

132/  VCSA:AFOLU requirements: VCS Monitoring Report Tempkt® 1 February
2012

133/ 1SO 14064-3:20065reenhouse gases — Part 3: Specification with quiddor
the validation and verification of greenhouse gaseations First edition, 1 March
2006

134/ 1SO 14065:2007Greenhouse gases — Requirements for greenhouse gas
validation and verification bodies for use in aatitation or other forms of
recognitions First edition, 15 April 2007

/135/ DNV Climate Change Services: VCS validatiopa® — The Kasigau Corridor
REDD Project Phase Il - The Community Ranches, Réyf02011-9202
Revision 01, 9 May 2011
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/136/ DNV Climate Change Services: VCS verificatreport — The Kasigau Corridor
REDD Project Phase Il - The Community Ranches,fiation period 1 January
2010 to 31 December 2010, Report N° 2011-9209 Rewvixl, 10 May 2011

137/  Earth Resources Observation & Science CeBROS): Landsat ETM+ image:
-ID: LE71670622012014ASNO00, 14 January 2012
-(To be added),

/38/ UN-REDD programmehttp://www.un-redd.org/

139/ Forest Carbon Partnership Faciltiytp://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/fcp/

140/ UNFCCC: CDM projects database showing regst@rojects and projects under
validation, accessed on 26 July 2011
http://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/projsearch.html
http://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/Validation/index.htm

141/ ESRI : Change matters — On-line visor shoviNii)/| change between 1975 and
2000,
http://changematters.esri.com/compare

142/  IPCC, 2003Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use Cleaand
Forestry, prepared by the National Greenhouse Gas Investéhtiogramme, Jim
Penman, Michael Gytarsky, Taka
Hiraishi, Thelma Krug, Dina Kruger, Riitta Pipattieandro Buendia, Kyoko
Miwa, Todd Ngara
(eds). Published: IGES, Japan. URL:
http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/gpglulucfigluluct.html

143/ Crop Nutrition Laboratory Services: Websitdigating the specifications of the
laboratory in charge of the soil analysis,
http://www.cropnuts.com/laboratory.html

144/ DNV Climate Change Services: VCS verificatreport — The Kasigau Corridor
REDD Project Phase Il - The Community Ranches,fiation period 2 January
2010 to 31 December 2011, Report N° 2012-9328

2.2 Site Visit

During the site visit of 06 May, 2012 — 15 MarcB12, the personnel and project
stakeholders interviewed are listed in Table 2.1& &shows the topics that were
discussed during the visit.
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Table 2. Participants at Project Site (Kasigau Cornidor, The Community Ranches)

145/ Rob Dodson Wildlife Works EPZ, Ltd. 8-11 May 2012
(General Manager)

146/ Jeremy Freund Wildlife Works Carbon  8-11 May 2012
(VP, Carbon LLC
Development)

1471 Forest Inventory team:  Wildlife Works EPZ, Ltd. 8-11 May 2012

Mwololo Muasa (Team
leader 1)

Joel Mwandiga (Team
Leader 2)

Mathias Kakoi
Kitiro

Tender Tall
Cyprian Mwakasi
Solomon Makau

148/ Defence Mdamu Wildlife Works EPZ, Ltd. 8-11 May 2012
(Data entry responsible)
149/ Muange Githuru Wildlife Works Carbon 8 May 2012

(Biodiversity and Social LLC
Monitoring Specialist)
/50/ Lenjo Laurian Wildlife Works 8-11 May 2012
(Community Relations, Sanctuary, Ltd.
Office Manager)
/51/ Joseph Mwanganda Wildlife Works 8 May 2012

(Greenhouse, Nurseries Sanctuary, Ltd.
and Jojoba Project

Manager)

152/ Jamie Hendriksen Wildlife Works 8 May 2012
(Carbon Operations Sanctuary, Ltd.
Manager)

153/ Shareholders 10-11 May 2012
Donald Mombu Mgeno Ranch
Masai Kamando Kasigau Ranch

Odilia Mwazaule -
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Leonard Ikuyu Wangala Ranch
Christen Wasai -
Alfonce Mwaghunda -
Anderson Mombo Kabangana Ranch
Bertlard Mwadime -
Edwo Chege Dawida Ranch
H Njai Mwangari Taita Ranch
Elijah Mwakio Dawida Ranch
Dominy Lenjo Taita Ranch
Rensondio -
Florence Mavua Rukinga Ranch
S. Mwammga Ndara Ranch
Alphonce Mwandoma Kasigau Ranch
David Soma Kushumbu Ranch
James Mgoda -
Ronal Mwanyama Sagala Ranch
Raymond Mwangola Choke Ranch
Saul Mwangola Kutima Ranch
Donald Konde Marungu Hills Cons. Ass.
ET Mwanmuksa Maungu Ranch
Jones M Miolwa -
Dawbin Marami -
Reuben Mwaluma -
Dalmas Moka Rukinga Ranch
Geofrey Mugi -
Clement Mwawuda -
Venant Ludidi -
Charles Musang’ond -
154/ Justin Musanjense Mold range 11 May 2012
(Mold Range Officer)
/55/ Wilson Korir Kenya Wildlife Service 10 May 2012
(Tsavo Conservation
Area)
156/ Mama Merci Community Based 11 May 2012

(Leader of Community ~Women'’s Organization
Based Women'’s
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Organization)

1571 Daniel
(School Principal)
158/ Scola
159/ Perpetual
160/ Daniel

School 11 May 2012
Clothes Factory 8-11 May 2012
Administrator
School Bursaries 8-11 May 2012
Management
Puma 8 May 2012

(Textile quality auditor)

Table 3 Interview Topics

8

DINIWV

Interviewed Organization

Interview Topics

Wildlife Works Carbon
LLC

AN N N N N N N Y NN

Emission reduction estimates.
Monitoring plan.

Baseline determination.

Buffer determination.

Leakage rates.

Project Implementation Plan.
Disbursement structure and plan.
Environmental monitoring and impacts.
Biodiversity monitoring and impacts.
Community outreach methods.

Marungu Hills Conservancy
Association, local school,
local women’s group and
other individual village unit
authorities.

<

AN NN N NN

Disbursement methods of carbon revenues to
affected communities.

Management structure.

History of organization.

Affiliation with Wildlife Works.

Concerns about potential negative impacts.
Purpose and expected benefits.

Method for prioritizing community projects.
Growth plans for respective organizations.

Ranch Directors of the 13
ranches

AN NN

AN

Understanding of carbon easement.

Financial records.

Grievance procedure.

Inclusion in Adaptive management Strategy of
the Project.

Future plan for ranch land.

Free, prior, and informed consent.
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Interviewed Organization | Interview Topics

v Disbursement plans to shareholders.

During the site visit, the following tasks were queted:

1) the data presented in the monitoring plan awjeBr Implementation Report (PIR)
were assessed by reviewing the additional projectichentation and records,

2) interviews were held with personnel on-site,

3) observation of established monitoring and repgnpractices was conducted by
assessing the implementation of the stratificaéind sampling procedures and benefits
of the project activities to the affected commuestand stakeholders.

This enabled the verification team to assess theracy and completeness of the
reported monitoring results and to verify the corienplementation of project activities.

2.3 Reporting of Findings
A corrective action request (CAR) is issued where:

* Non-conformities with the monitoring plan or metlotmhy are found in
monitoring and reporting, or if the evidence praddto prove conformity is
insufficient.

» Mistakes have been made in applying assumptionsg da calculations of
emission reductions that will impair the estimatemission reductions.

* Issues identified in a forward action request (FARY)ing validation have not
been resolved by the project participants duringfieation.

A clarification request (CL) is issued if informenti is insufficient or not clear enough to
determine whether the applicable CCBA requirembate been met.

A FAR is issued for actions if the monitoring amgborting require attention and/or
adjustment for the next verification period.

Two CARs, three CLs, and two FAR'’s were identifiédl. outstanding issues have been
closed, with acceptable corrections implementethbyproject proponent.

3 VERIFICATION FINDINGS

This section summarizes the findings from the veatfon of the emission reductions
reported for the project for the period 01 Janua®ji1 to 31 December, 2011.
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3.1 Remaining Issues, Including any Material Discrepany, from

Previous Validation or Verification
This is the second periodic verification. There @eo remaining issues left from the
validation or previous verification.

3.2 Project Implementation

During the site visits, by observing, reviewing mgi®n records and interviewing
relevant staff, community members and affectedettaklers (se@able 2), DNV was
able to verify that the project has been implengraad operated as described in the
CCB PDD and PIR for the project.

The procedures to estimate the total carbon stosklected pools within the project area
and the uncertainty of the estimate at a given tpmintime have been implemented

sufficiently. Allometric equations have been usgpropriately and the soil sampling

methods are sufficient. Carbon stocks for alltatlhave been estimated as per the
requirements of the VCS methodology (VM0009).

3.3 Completeness of Impact Monitoring

During the site visit, through observation, recaediew and interviews, it could be
confirmed that the monitoring arrangement is i Math the monitoring plan /3/, CCB
PDD /1/, PIR /2/, and the applied VCS methodologyl0009 /27/. All of the necessary
parameters have been properly monitored to enkaradcuracy of the emission
reduction calculations and community and biodigrsnpacts. Details for all of the
measured metrics are listed in Tables 4-6.

However, DNV did identify as part of the verifioai, two possible deviations in the
monitoring frequency of the following parameters:

Parameter Monitoring frequency as | Monitoring frequency
per VM0OO0O09 Version 1.0 in project activity

Psan ik | Bulk density of fine Updated at each Updated at every
portion of soil sample monitoring period. monitoring period (at
in plotj in stratumk least every 5 years)

cfo 1« | Carbon fraction of soil Updated at each Updated at every
sample j in plot in monitoring period. monitoring period (at
stratum k least every 5 years)

DNV, however, deems that these do not representaiilavs as such since the
methodology states in section 13 After the first monitoring period, all plots andl al
strata must be re-measured every five years, agaowhich may be accomplished on an
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intermittently rotating basis"which should be applicable to the determinationsoi
carbon stocks too. DNV, based on its expertise ddbat this would be acceptable since:
a) the stratification and sampling provisions should &pplicable to all the

parameters which are determined through sampling;

b) in the eventuality that degradation or deforestatocurs in the project area, the
impact in the soil carbon levels would not be redibefore 3 years so 5 years
would be reasonable;

c) conducting a soil sampling in every monitoring eéwanuld not be feasible as it
would be anti-economical and it would not provigeirgcrease in the accuracy on
the estimations of GHG benefits. DNV concludes tiig deviation does not
negatively impact the conservativeness of the gfization of GHG emission
reductions or removals.

Following the provisions of paragraph 3.5.1 of VE&sion 3.2, since these deviations
represent a deviation from the criteria and prooeslurelating to monitoring or
measurement set out in the methodology (i.e. freqye this would be acceptable.
Furthermore, as part of the verification the follogymistake was found. The notation of
equations [9] and [29] provided in the methodoleggs incorrect. DNV confirmed that
the correct notation was initially applied by thejpct proponent.

Ref. Equation
9] S, =log(d,) +log(1-d,)+a + 6k
(9] b, =log(d,)-log(1-d,) - a - &"
corrected
B | 3 ST s () o )
iOM
COr[rzei]ted (mgj'\?(tgmﬂ] _tgm—i—l] ’tgm] _ tgm—i—l] ,j,z max)l:ﬁFDF (tgm—i] ﬁ[m—i])_ F.. (tgm—i—l] ﬁ[m—i

DNV also identified some project description deigas, which are mainly related to the
correction of information that was inaccurate ia finst VCS PDD:

)

LE?

3LE_ Lag parameter of leakage model. According to tiESWD this value

was -0.09337; however, this was an incorrect nisgtant and it is in reality -
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0.5046. The latter was used in the first verificatand it has been applied in the
second verification as confirmed by DNV.

* Ng . The actual sample size used to estimate the asyimjstl carbon loss.

According to the VCS-PD this value was 25; howeubis was an incorrect
misstatement and it is in reality 28. The latteswaed in the first verification and
it has been applied in the second verificationaagioned by DNV.

* U, : Estimated uncertainty in the cumulative deforéstamodel. According to
the VCS-PD this value was 0.05346; however, this amincorrect misstatement
and it is in reality 0.048. The latter was usedha first verification and it has
been applied in the second verification as confaiog DNV.

* U, : Estimated uncertainty in the soil carbon loss elodiccording to the VCS-

PD this value was 0.1391; however, this was anrrecb misstatement and it is in
reality 0.131. The latter was used in the firstfigation and it has been applied in
the second verification as confirmed by DNV.

DNV confirmed that this change would be a corretaad it would not affect the
applicability or application of the methodology dittbnality or the scale of the project.
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Table 4 Assessment of All Climate Impact Monitoring

Data / Parameter

Assessment/Observation

Definition of project area boundary.

Observed acolnif land appears to match mapped
boundaries.

Vegetation cover stratification.

Vegetation cowgrds observed when traveling the
project area were checked against mapped coves ty
for general correspondence.

pe

Biomass plot cover type stratification.

Cover typés subsample of vegetation plots were
assessed using ALOS imagery and potential
discrepancies were referred to project staff for
checking/correction.

Tree/shrub diameter measurement.

Reviewers alsketie@ sample of original tree
measurements and found that, adjusting for likely

to measurements made by DNV.

growth, recorded tree measurement data corresponded

Tree/shrub species identification.

Reviewers olestoonsistent species identification
Wildlife Works staff, within accuracy requirements.

by

Soil carbon proportion and bulk
density.

Soil carbon proportion and bulk density are meaur
by Crop Nutritional Services in Nairobi.. Lab refsor
were checked.

a)
”

Historical forest state classification.

A subsamgléistorical forest state classifications
were checked by observing satellite imagery anddo
to be reasonable.

-

Leakage degradation and deforestatic

on.  Wildlife k8ataff were observed making

degradation/deforestation assessments and thésres
were reasonable. A sample of deforestation/degad
data was field checked and the data appears plausi

Ll
At

Reforestation of Mt. Kasigau.

The project proporamitinues the planting of
seedlings on Mt. Kasigau (an identified HCV area).
This was verified through on-site inspections and
interviews with project personnel. The succes$ef t
reforestation efforts will continually be monitorbg
the project proponent’s staff.

REDD Carbon Inventory Monitoring.

As per the VCSthoalology, VM0009, the
monitoring team has revisited 20% of the forestglo
this past year.

DNV also checked that the project proponent has re
cruised 5% of the plots as required by VM0009, a$
of their quality assurance check.

[

While on site, DNV revisited randomly selected plot
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Data / Parameter Assessment/Observation

to check that the measurements of the forest plete
within the accuracy thresholds required by VMOOOOP.

O

Eco-Charcoal Production Facility. As one of themdegradation activities within the
project zone is the illegal harvesting of hardwotmls
produce charcoal, the project proponent has coedingi
their eco-charcoal program with the goal to produce
enough sustainable charcoal for the communities
surrounding the project. The auditors visitedta si
where this processing of the charcoal occurs and
confirmed the progress of this project activity.

Also during the site visit, the auditors assesbedorogress made by Wildlife Works to
implement the project activities outlined in the[’DDNV also assessed the monitoring
activities conducted by the project proponent tsuea that the impact is being
effectively measured and managed. Table 5 sumasaalt the project activities that are
being implemented by the project proponent. As ihthe second verification, several
project activities were either modified or repladsdothers as experience on the ground
and the first round of carbon revenues has chaagesite conditions. Where the project
activity was not fully implemented, DNV assessegl pnogress (administrative, business
plans, financial projections, and stakeholder in&vs). A summary of the auditor’s
assessment is given in the right hand column.

Table 5 Assessment of All Community Impact Monitomg Activities

Project Activity Assessment/Observation

Organic Greenhouse. During the previous monitopiegod, an organic
greenhouse had been implemented to grow citrus tijee
for shade and income. These plants are now s@d &
discount to local community members.

—

As part of this monitoring period, nurseries haeer
built in the communities of Maungu, Marungu,
Sasenyi, Mukamenyi and Kisamenyi. The respectiv
monitoring and evaluation teams have conducted a
short orientation on how to collect data. Tree pran
was conducted on the 4th and 5th October, 2011, af
Kiteghe primary, Kisimenyi primary, Buguta primaryj
Mkamenyi primary, kale primary, Marungu primary
and secondary and lastly Itinyi primary.

U
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Project Activity

Assessment/Observation

On the 11th and 12th October 2011, Wildlife Works
continued with the same activities in St Joseph
secondary, Marasi primary, Mbele primary, Miaseny
primary and Misharinyi primary school. On 29th and
30th October 2011, Wildlife Works continued by
visiting the community land.

DNV was able to confirm the progress of these
activities through on-site interviews and the rensof
pertinent records.

Jojoba Propagation & Extension.

As of the last rtaoinig period, the project proponer
was working in partnership with various Kenyan
agricultural groups in a two-year trial period tpkre
the use of Jojoba as a cash crop.

Since the last verification, DNV can now confirnath
the project proponent is now working with a PhD
student from the Sokoine University of Agricultune
Tanzania to characterize, propagate and managedh
Jojoba plantation adjacent to the Rukinga Ranch
144/45/48]/.

According to the project proponents, the aim her®i
now determine the genetic diversity of the shruim$ a
finesse their multiplication methods in order to
improve growth. Currently there is very high deman
(along with relatively low supply) for Jojoba. Thys

—

e

)

the overall goal is through improved management and

capacity building to improve the livelihoods of poo
farmers in the communities.

Marungu Hill Conservancy Associatio
(Financial Aid and Project Proposal
System).

nThe auditors met with the directors of the Maruitiil
Conservancy Association (MHCA). Through this
meeting and through the review of pertinent indicait
and documentation, DNV can confirm that the proje
proponents have continued to work with this local
association, and that they have currently incretseid
support of MHCA to 94,500/= per month in order to
incorporate salaries for a Project Coordinator, a
Financial Manager, four Community Waste
Technicians and six Community Wildlife Scouts for
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Project Activity

Assessment/Observation

this monitoring period /52/.

Mushroom Farms from Elephant Dung. This projectlheen discontinued by the project

proponents since the last verification period, fyain
due to feasibility issues and with the local wonsen’
groups interests shifting elsewhere.

School Construction and Bursary
Scheme.

This project activity has continued strongly sitice
last verification. Throughout the project areatiahi
community income (from carbon revenue) is being
channeled into education, primarily though bursaae
this stage. Over 700 students have been givenriess
in the first few months of 2012, where the moneggd
directly to their schools to ensure their educaiton
secure. The funding given ranges between one tern
and 4 years’ sponsorship, depending on the caradid
Students have been funded to go to Universities,

a

1
At

Colleges, Youth Polytechnics and Secondary Schogls

and the candidates include bright pupils, double
orphans and vulnerable students. Bursary distobuti

can be found in an annex to the project implemantaj

report, and this was confirmed by DNV through oms
inspection and record review /2/47/52/56/.

t

Group Ranch Office Renovations/
Construction.

For this latest monitoring period, the project
proponents have renovated 2 Ranch headquarters

Taita and Mgeno ranches, at a cost of approximately

$35,000. They have also renovated a ranger p&s0a
on Rukinga Ranch, which will support local operasig
for phase Il at a cost of $40,000.

In addition, the project proponents are also culyen
the process of building 2 new ranger posts, one on
Sagalla Ranch and the other on Kutima Ranch. E&d
these new ranger posts will house a section ofei@ng
that will be involved in alleviating human/wildlife
conflict in the surrounding areas. Wildlife Worls@
plans on investing an additional $5,000 in upgrades
the solar/electrical systems in 3 of their existiagger

il

ho

posts/2/47/52/56/.
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Project Activity Assessment/Observation

Wildlife Works/Tsavo Soap Factory. During the firsbnitoring period, the project
proponent developed an independent organic
handmade soap factory. For this latest monitoring
period, the soap project continues to employ onky o
person full time, though they do hire up to 4
casual/contract workers who we bring in to helpryr]
busy periods. Most of our customers are

Now ecotourism camps and lodges who use their spaps
in their guest accommodation and/or sell them in
boutiques. The project proponent’s plan is to cardi
to grow this business as well as to also produitesgis
incorporating high quality baskets produced in the
Kasigau area /2/47/52/56/.

Ecotourism. During this monitoring period, the jproponents
have continued to directly assist (financially and
organizationally) local ecotourism efforts on Taita
Ranch, Kasigau Ranch, and Kiwanjani Ranch.
According to the project implementation report, the
status of these three facilities are as follows:

Taita Ranch Ecotourism:
Proponents have had talks with a number of sajari 1
operators in preparation for ecotourism on TaitadRa
already, and they have been provided with financial
assistance in the form of advances against thiirdu
share of carbon revenues, to assist them witheted |
fees incurred in litigation with the Somali cattle
operator. Operations on this project have been
suspended pending completion of negotiations betwee
the Taita Ranch shareholders and the cattle operat®

Kasigau Rangelands Trust and Ecolodge:
Project on hold pending refinancing structuring

3%
o

Kiwanjani Ecolodge: This project has been complet
and is now fully operational.

DNV can corroborate these claims through onsite
inspection and interviews /2/47/52/56/.

Wildlife Works REDD Project Product Since the last monitoring period, Wildlife Workssha
Sales and Marketing. purchased 2 plots of land adjacent to the Nairobi-
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Project Activity

Assessment/Observation

Mombasa highway, where plans are to build a retai
shop and themed restaurant overlooking Tsavo Eas
national park and the Kasigau Corridor REDD proje
area. In addition, through a small shop at Campd sg
on Rukinga Ranch and private sales, the project
proponents have managed to increase the numberg
baskets sold from the Kasigau community. Exact
accounting figures and jobs created can be found a
annexes to the PIR /2/47/52/56/.

—

o

of

UJ

Kasigau Development Trust.

This CBO (community dasganization) is now a
legal entity, with the carbon project also havingded

their office construction and equipment. The CBQvnp

meets and operates regularly, and is in the pramfess
distributing the first trench of carbon paymentshe
greater Kasigau community. They also now have a
standard operating procedure in place /10/ , asal al
work as a voice with which to bring community
concerns and grievances to project proponents.

Project Broad Environmental Impact,
Household Income, Support for
Conservation.

The project proponents are still in the midst of
developing a baseline survey with which to guidefl
their future social impact monitoring through
Participatory Rural Appraisals. /7/8/.

Wildlife Works Newsletter

Since the last monitoripgriod, Wildlife Works has
begun to emit a newsletter that circulates to gtoje
stakeholders every four months. The following is a
description of the activity taken straight from the
project proponent’s PIR report:

Project Description:

Our aim is to produce 3 newsletters per year, oeeye
4 months. They contain updates from

Wildlife Works’ core activities such as the EPZ ahd
greenhouse, as well as updates on the community

projects funded by the Wildlife Works Carbon Trust
Reports from activity days and community events a

included as well as advertising any upcoming any of

the same. Our target audience for the newsletafrei

nearly 15,000 households spread across our 5 dosaf

e

Newsletters are distributed through the Chiefscefi
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Assessment/Observation

at community meetings, community events and
workshops. Copies are also handed out to visitors @
the project and to any interested parties. Sinbe J
2010 we have been authoring and distributing a
community newsletter. It was originally written ey
months, with 2,500 copies printed. Each locatios w4
receiving 500 copies that were distributed throtrgh
local community chiefs and CBOs in the area: 500 {
Marungu Hill using the Chief and the Marungu Hill
Conservation Association office and elected
community leaders who update each village regulan
500 to Kasigau using the Chief and Kasigau
Development Trust, 500 to Sagalla Hill using theeCH
and sub-chiefs and SCARDA. 250 to Mwatate town
sub- location, 250 to Mwachabo sub-location, ared t
remaining 500 copies for discretionary distributimn
Wildlife Works employees. Eric Sagwe, Wildlife
Works’ Head Ranger, distributed 250 through the
ranger network, 50 copies were kept in the Carbon
office and finally 100 sent to the District Commdsger
Voi, 50 copies were sent to the District OfficegiV
and lastly 50 copies to the District Officer Mwatat

As of today, the project proponents have enactegia
format for the monthly newsletters, with now
approximately 5,000 total copies produced
Monthly, and with each department now contributin
to the letter in full (including the biodiversity
monitoring team, the organic greenhouse team, the

o

y

factory teams, etc.) /9/.
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Project Activity

Assessment/Observation

Expansion of eco-factories and
corporate partnerships.

Since the last monitoring period, Wildlife Workssha
signed a partnership agreement with Puma to prodd
clothing at its local eco-factory for Puma’s new

“Wilderness Collection”. WWC has agreed to build &

new facility dedicated to production for Puma and i
return, Puma agreed to purchase up to 140,000t&sH
over the next 24 months. Approximately 75 skilled g
unskilled workers were hired from the Marungu
Location, to build the factory. 38 people are cotlye
employed to produce the t-shirts, and WWC hopes
double this figure as production levels rise. Tingt f
Puma shipment will be ready by the end of January
and will be sent to 10 Puma outlets worldwide.
Through this partnership, WWC and Puma hope to
create jobs for the local communities and emphdsiz
their customers the important part the Kasigau
communities have played in protecting their
environment and wildlife.

At the same time, Puma’s parent company, PPR,
(headquartered in Paris), the world’s leading

luxury brand holding company, announced that it hg
chosen to partner with Wildlife Works to help offdés
annual CO2 emissions through a purchase of nearly
100,000 tons of carbon credits from the REDD pitojq
12147/52/56/.

ce

0]

S

pC

During the site visit, the auditors assessed thgress made by Wildlife Works to
implement the project activities outlined in the[’DDNV also assessed the monitoring
activities conducted by the project proponent tsuea that the biodiversity impact is
being effectively measured and managed. TablaerBraarizes all the project activities
that are being implemented by the project propané&gummary of the auditor’s
assessment is given in the right-hand column.
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Table 6 Assessment of All Biodiversity Impact Monibring

Data / Parameter

Assessment/Observation

Wildlife Works REDD Forest and
Biodiversity Monitoring.

For this monitoring period, the project propondrdase
initiated a major new Biodiversity Monitoring
Program, which involves the monitoring of vegetatig
mammals and birds in the project area and surrogngli
corridor. A Biodiversity monitoring center has also
been built for the team to operate from, and is now
fully operational.

Dr. Mwangi Githiru has been hired as Wildlife Wark
Director of Biodiversity Monitoring and now managgs
this department and the Biodiversity Monitoring
projects, as described below:

U7

Road transects:
Proponents, to date, have established 27 10-15km |o
permanent transects for counting wildlife acros4al
ranches included in Phase | and Il of the Kasigau
REDD project, as well as the Reference Area. In
addition to mammals, the project now also counts a
collection of other animals such as large birdg.(e.
ostrich, bustards and raptors-bird of prey) andilesp
(e.g., snakes and monitor lizards). Transect coangs
to be repeated once every 2-3 months.

Ranger and Community Scout Monitoring Transects:
Teams of Rangers & Community Scouts (R&CS) ar|
now in place who crisscross the entire project area
(Kasigau Corridor) everyday both by foot and cars,
checking for presence of wildlife and for evidernde
illegal activities such as snaring, wood harvesting
illegal grazing or charcoal production. The propuse
have prepared a manual (Wildlife Works Ranger an
Community Scouts Biodiversity Monitoring Manual)
that will guide their work in collecting the infoation
required towards delivering their biodiversity-teld
commitments.

D

|oX

Camera traps:
To add on to the road transect monitoring efforts
above, the project proponents have set up cansgs {r
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Assessment/Observation

at 24 randomly selected sites on Rukinga Ranch in
order to enable them to observe and collect datalor
animals passing near the camera, 24 hours a day, 1
days a week.

All of the data collected and results shown witttia
PIR are shown to be appropriate for this verifmati
period /7/48/.

Community Wildlife Scouts.

Since the last verifioat, Wildlife Works has hired
scouts to monitor the community areas (6 so fanén
Marungu Hills area). They have also expanded this

effort into Kasigau, Mwatate, Mwachabo and Sagalla

locations, creating community awareness and
increasing knowledge about the value of consermati

These scouts continue to be responsible for
collaborating with the communities to curb the trerh
deforestation degradation in the areas immediately
surrounding the communities. /44/48/53/54/.

=)

Indigenous Tree Seedling Purchasing
Program

The tree-planting program is ongoing. In November
2010, 15,940 tree seedlings were planted in the
Kasigau corridor, with monitoring in February 2011
showing a survival rate of 62%. In

April 2011, 27,387 tree seedlings were planted with
monitoring in October 2011 showing a survival rate
54%. In November 2011, 27,566 tree seedlings wet
planted, the monitoring of which will happen in mid
April 2012. The next planting will be done at thedeof
April 2012 towards the end of the rainy season.

144/48/53/54/.

3.4 Accuracy of Emission Reduction Calculations

Since this 2 periodic CCB verification was carried out concathg with that of the 2
VCS monitoring period, the following section isefitly taken from the respective VCS
verification report in order to better explain #necuracy of emissions reduction

calculations.

According to the applicable methodology VM0009 Vens1.0 the net GHG emission
reductions and removalg{™) for the monitoring period [m] would be equal teetsum
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of the avoided baseline emissiors,[;g]), the confidence deductiorcg’“]), the project
emissions C[™) and the emissions from leakag@ll), as follows:
ch=cyl -cfl-ci -cff

Baseline emissions and removals

According to the applicable methodology VM0009 Vemns1.0 the avoided baseline
emissions CQE]) for the monitoring period [m] would be equal tons of estimated
emissions over selected carbon pools:

c=%"cll
joc

According to the registered VCS PD no baseline sions in wood products would be
considered as this has been demonstrated tdebminimusin the project activity.
Furthermore, the project proponent has not selegtiedying dead wood carbon pool and
has not established a minimum diameter to defismall tree so the large tree biomass
and small tree biomass would be accounted togett@eover, the project proponent has
estimated together the baseline emissions in theeagpround large trees (including small
trees) and in standing dead wood as in the prewiowsitoring period these two carbon
pools were aggregated. Therefore, the avoided ibhasemissions for the monitoring
period [m] would be equal to:

cll=(cl o, +cld, )+ el o + el e +Clny )+l +Cleo

Where:

Citeir  Sum of baseline emissions in above ground largest(encluding small
trees)

Cil,eur  Baseline emissions in above ground non trees

Cilser  Baseline emissions of below ground large treedudicg small trees)

cl.:  Baseline emissions in below ground non trees

clmlw Baseline emissions in standing dead wood beingatimveground fraction
being aggregated with the Sum of baseline emissioadove ground large
trees (including small trees) and the belowgrouadtion being aggregated
with Baseline emissions of below ground large ti@eduding small trees)

CeE soi Baseline emissions in soil

DNV has verified the calculation of the emissiorei each of these carbon pools:
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Baseline emissionsin above ground large trees (including small trees) and
Aboveground Standing Dead Wood

The project proponent has estimated the baselinesems in above ground large trees
together with small trees and the standing deaddw®berefore, following the formulae
of the applicable methodology VM0009 Version 1.@ thaseline emissions from the
above ground large trees and standing dead woodh®rmonitoring period [m] (
chl o+ +clrl,,) would be equal to:

CI[;E],AGLT + Cl[BrE]SDW - I:DF ( gm] ’”[m])HC[Arg]LT C[DW) - D (tgm_l] ’ﬁ[m_ll)ljckgl_.]%] + ng;&])

Where:

Fo. (ti" 4l")  Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestatiommatnitoring period
[m]. This would be equal to 0.03069047 in the pnéseonitoring
period.

Foe (™4, 51m4) Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestatiommatnitoring period

[m-1]. This would be equal to 0.06138094 in thevpyas monitoring
period.

Ck?;]u Carbon stock in above-ground large trees for mongoperiod [m]
(tCO.e). Considering equations [44], [45] and [50] o€ tapplicable
methodology, this would be calculated using theting formula:

" a
Clly =y 2y L3 B ot e,

koo Ny JoR @)k i0X

Where:
- a,: Area of stratum k (ha). DNV verified the inputlwes as

assessed in Appendix C (c.f. Parametey “ Area of stratum K”)

and confirmed that these verified values were usethe GHG
benefits calculation spreadsheet.

- n,: Estimated total number of plots required in stnatk (count).

DNV confirmed that the correct number of plots pgatum have
been used in order to determine the average spmrkslot.
- a;,: Area of plot j in stratum k (ha). DNV verifiedehnput values

as assessed in Appendix C (c.f. Paramete| :“Area of plot j in

stratum k) and confirmed that these verified valugere used in
the GHG benefits calculation spreadsheet.

- f,(+) : Allometric equation for speciesp (function). DNV

checked the forest inventory calculation spreadshee confirmed
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clil,

that the project proponent has applied the allametguations
specified in annex of the VCS-PD and are consisteitlh the

allometry produced for the project. DNV also comfed that these
equations have been applied to the verified vabidsreast height
diameter included in Appendix B (c.f. parameter dieter at
breast height of the treB in plot j in stratum k <dbh, ;"

- cf,: Carbon fraction of dry matter for specigs. (tC/t d.m.). The

project proponent has applied 0.5 tC/t d.m in tHeGGbenefits
calculation spreadsheet which is the value assumin VCS-PD.

DNV confirmed that the carbon stock in above-grolenrge trees for
monitoring period [m] would be equal to 10 689 7€M.e.

Carbon stock in standing dead wood for monitoriagqd [m] (tCQe).
Considering equations [44] and [66] of the applieabhethodology, this
would be calculated using the following formula:

CL“,;]W = Ziz (yINTACT,j,k + yDECAYED,j,k)

koo Ny ior,
Where:
- a,: Area of stratum k (ha). DNV verified the inputlwes as

assessed in Appendix C (c.f. Parameter,® Area of plot j in
stratum k") and confirmed that these verified valugere used in
the GHG benefits calculation spreadsheet.

- n,: Estimated total number of plots required in stnatk (count).
DNV confirmed that the correct number of plots pgatum have
been used in order to determine the average spmrkslot.

Yinract i - Carbon stock in standing dead trees in decay ¢lgsot

J, stratum (tC@e). This is calculated with as:
o lgM 1
INTACT, j k ank & 12" 1000
Where:
» f,(s) . Allometric equation for speciesp (function).

x fsp (. )x Cfsp

DNV checked the forest inventory calculation spsdasbt
and confirmed that the project proponent has apphe
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YpecaveD, jk -

allometric equations specified in annex of the VEI3-
and are consistent with the allometry produced tfor
project. DNV also confirmed that these equationseha
been applied to the verified values of breast heigh
diameter included in Appendix B (c.f. parameterddieter

at breast height of the trékiin plot j in stratum k bh, |,

”).

cf,,: Carbon fraction of dry matter for specisp. (tC/t
d.m.). The project proponent has applied 0.5 t@ i the
GHG benefits calculation spreadsheet which is thkeies
assumed in the VCS-PD.

Carbon stock in standing dead trees in decaysdlas

plot j, stratum k (tC@). This is calculated with the following
formula:

1 4 1
YintacT,jk = T Z X x CfSp X Pop X

2
Tl [Edbh’j% * dbh’j’k/
a,, %, 12 1000 3

Where:

cf,,: Carbon fraction of dry matter for specisp. (tC/t

d.m.). The project proponent has applied 0.5 t@A ich the

GHG benefits calculation spreadsheet which is thkies
assumed in the VCS-PD.

P, - Wood density of speciesp (kg m°). The project
proponent has applied 0.24 kg®nin the GHG benefits
calculation spreadsheet which is the value assuméie

VCS-PD.

dbh, ;, : Diameter at breast height of the tr8dri plot j in

stratum k (Centimetres). DNV confirmed that thej@co
proponent has applied in the verified values in &ppx B
(c.f. parameter “Diameter at breast height of tlee " in

plot j in stratum k -dbh ,, ") in the forest inventory

calculations.

Page 30




DET NORSKE VERITAS

CCB PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT DNV
* h,.: Height of the T tree in plot j in stratum k. These

Report No: 2012-9632, rev. 01 i EE

values have been verified in Appendix B (c.f. pagtan
“Height of the I tree in plot j in stratum kh ")

DNV confirmed that the carbon stock in standing ddeeood for
monitoring period [m] would be equal to 20 463 €O

clmid 4 ¢l The carbon stock in standing dead wood for momitpgeriod [m-1]
and the carbon stock in above-ground large treem@mitoring period
[m-1] was aggregated in the previous monitoringqeeand was equal
to 10 524 800 tCe& as evidenced by the previous verification report
and supporting documentation.

Hence the baseline emissions from the above grtargd trees and standing dead wood
for the monitoring period [m] (cl, .. +clW ., ) would be equal to

0.03069047*(10 689 740+20 463)-0.06138094*10 5228635 047 tCQe.

Baseline emissionsin above ground non trees

According to the applicable methodology VM0009 \fens1.0 the baseline emissions in

above ground non treeg ), ... ) for the monitoring period [m] would be equal to:

Cllsenr = For (17, 21) 2l - Foe (71 ) il

Where:

For (tgml,ﬁ[m]) Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestatiomatitoring period
[m]. This would be equal to 0.03069047 in the pnésmonitoring
period.

Foe ("4, 51m4)  Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestatiomaitoring period
[m-1]. This would be equal to 0.06138094 in thevpas monitoring
period.

chg]NT Carbon stock in above-ground non trees for momtpmeriod [m]
(tCOe). Considering equations [44], [45] and [54] oé thpplicable
methodology, this would be Calculated using thofoing formula:

Cllly =325 = 5 e fal)xe,

ko My ioR &k 0,

Where:
- a,: Area of stratum k (ha). Refer to the estimatidrin@ carbon

stock in above-ground large trees for monitoringque[m] above.
- n,: Estimated total number of plots required in stnatk (count).
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Refer to the estimation of the carbon stock in &bground large
trees for monitoring period [m] above.

- a;,: Area of plot j in stratum k (ha). Refer to theimstion of the

carbon stock in above-ground large trees for manigoperiod [m]
above.
- f,(v) : Allometric equation for speciesp (function) or

species/size class tables (number). DNV checked ftnest
inventory calculation spreadsheet /17/ and confirntleat the
project proponent has applied the species/Size defned values
specified in annex of the VCS-PD. DNV also confithtbat these
values have been applied adequately to the bustiespand size
class values verified in Appendix B (c.f. paramét8hrub size
class per species™).

- cf,,: Carbon fraction of dry matter for speciep. (tC/t d.m.).
Refer to the estimation of the carbon stock in &bground large
trees for monitoring period [m] above.

DNV confirmed that the carbon stock in above-gromaa trees for
monitoring period [m] would be equal to 914 429 €0

clm The carbon stock in above-ground non trees for taong period [m-
1] was equal to 864 222tG® as evidenced by the previous
verification report and supporting documentation.

Hence the baseline emissions in above ground rems tc, . ) would be equal to
0.03069047*864 222-0.06138094*914 429%-605 tCQe.

Baseline emissionsin below ground large trees (including small trees) and below
ground Standing Dead Wood

According to the applicable methodology VM0009 \fens1.0 the baseline emissions in
below ground large trees and below ground standeagiwood ¢, ... +cll ) for

the monitoring period [m] would be equal to:
Clleerr = For (1, 7™) W peer CCHEL, + CBL) = For (7,77t payr CCld + CY

Where:
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pBGLT

Fye () 1)

For (i1, 71m)

cli,

Proportion of below-ground large tree biomass resdo&s a result of
land conversion to agriculture. The project propdressumed this to
be 1 a s evidenced by the VCS-PD.

Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestatiommainitoring period

[m]. This would be equal to 0.03069047 in the pnés®onitoring

period.

Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestatiomanitoring period
[m-1]. This would be equal to 0.06138094 in thevpyes monitoring
period.

Carbon stock in below-ground large trees for mamitp period [m]
(tCOse). Considering equations [44], [45] and [54] oé tApplicable
methodology, this would be calculated using théoteing formula:

a 1
C[m] X T X fs (.)fos er
BOLT %nk JDZP a5 k12 1000 *° PP

Where:

Where:

- a,: Area of stratum k (ha). Refer to the estimatidrih@ carbon
stock in above-ground large trees for monitoringqee[m] above.

- N, : Estimated total number of plots required in stnatk (count).
Refer to the estimation of the carbon stock in &bground large
trees for monitoring period [m] above.

- a,;,: Area of plot j in stratum k (ha). Refer to thdimsition of the
carbon stock in above-ground large trees for manigoperiod [m]
above.

- f,(+): Allometric equation for speciesp. (function). Refer to the
estimation of the carbon stock in above-ground dangees for
monitoring period [m] above.

- cf,,: Carbon fraction of dry matter for speciep. (tC/t d.m.).
Refer to the estimation of the carbon stock in &ground large
trees for monitoring period [m] above.

- r,,: Ratio of below-ground biomass to above-groundaiss (root
to shoot ratio) for species sp. The project proporapplied the
value of 0.4 in the in the GHG benefits calculatgpreadsheet
which is the value assumed in the VCS-PD.
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cld,

DNV confirmed that the carbon stock in below-grodadye trees for
monitoring period [m] would be equal to 4 275 8@®%e.

Although the methodology establishes that the garktock Carbon
stock in belowground standing dead wood for momitpperiod [m]
(tCOe) has to be calculated through equation [45], Haene
methodology establishes thdthe carbon stock of standing dead trees
in decay class | is estimated using the same egumtileveloped for
live tree$. Hence, the project proponent has also deteritiadelow
ground biomass of standing dead wood of treescaylelass |.
Carbon stock in belowground standing dead wood ni@nitoring
period [m] (tCQe). Considering equations [44] and [66] of the
applicable methodology, this would be calculatethgishe following
formula:

C[S’B]W = Ziz (yINTACT,j,k + yDECAYED,j,k)

kos Ny iop,

Where:
- a.: Area of stratum k (ha). DNV verified the inputlwes as

assessed in Appendix C (c.f. Parametey,* Area of plot j in

stratum k”) and confirmed that these verified valueere used in
the GHG benefits calculation spreadsheet.
- N, : Estimated total number of plots required in stnatk (count).

DNV confirmed that the correct number of plots pgatum have
been used in order to determine the average spmakslot.
- . Carbon stock in standing dead trees in decaysdlas

YiNTACT ik
plot j, stratum (tC@e). As stated in the methodology, this would
be calculated in the same way as the belowgrourgk l&ree
carbon pool. This is calculated with as:

1 44 1

yINTACT,j,k - K & E 1,000 X fsp(.)x Cfsp X rsp

Where:
= f,(s): Allometric equation for speciesp. (function).
DNV checked the forest inventory calculation spetest
and confirmed that the project proponent has agphe
allometric equations specified in annex of the VEI3-
and are consistent with the allometry produced thar
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project. DNV also confirmed that these equationseha
been applied to the verified values of breast Hheigh
diameter included in Appendix B (c.f. parameter
“Diameter at breast height of the tre® in plot j in
stratum k -dbh, ;")

= cf,: Carbon fraction of dry matter for specigeg. (tC/t

d.m.). The project proponent has applied 0.5 tGft th
the GHG benefits calculation spreadsheet whichheés t
value assumed in the VCS-PD.

= r,: Ratio of below-ground biomass to above-ground

biomass (root to shoot ratio) for species sp. Tiawept
proponent applied the value of 0.4 in the in theGsH
benefits calculation spreadsheet which is the value
assumed in the VCS-PD.

: Carbon stock in standing dead trees in deca dlas

Y becavep jk -

plot j, stratum k (tC@e). As stated in the methodologyé carbon

stock of standing trees in decay class Il is covestérely estimated
as the biomass in only the remaining Bolelence, this is not
considered in the quantification of the belowgrostahding dead
wood carbon pool.

DNV confirmed that the carbon stock in below-growstdnding dead
wood for monitoring period [m] would be equal tdZ4 tCQe.

clm The carbon stock in below-ground large trees fonitooing period
[m-1] was equal to 4 209 920 tG® as evidenced by the previous
verification report and supporting documentation.

Hence the baseline emissions in below ground ltmeges €Y, . ) for the monitoring
period [m] would be equal to 0.03069047*(1*4 27%89 124)-0.06138094*4 209 920
=133 691 tCQe.

Baseline emissionsin below ground non trees

According to the applicable methodology VM0009 \fens1.0 the baseline emissions in

below ground non tree{l, ... ) for the monitoring period [m] would be equal to:
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C[BWE‘I],BGNT = FDF (tgm] 1’7\[m])m[8rg]NT - FDF (tgm_l] ’ﬁ[m_l])m:[Bné_l\ﬂ'

Where:
For (tgml,ﬁ[m]) Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestatiomainitoring period

[m]. This would be equal to 0.03069047 in the pnésmonitoring
period.

Foe (tI™4,51m4)  Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestatiomainitoring period
[m-1]. This would be equal to 0.06138094 in thevpyas monitoring
period.

cll, Carbon stock in below-ground non trees for monigrperiod [m]
(tCOse). Considering equations [44], [45] and [50] oé tApplicable
methodology, this would be calculated using théoteing formula:

RN 1 44 1
clm_ = %n—:jmzpkammﬁxmx fsp(v)x cfg, xrg,
Where:
- a,: Area of stratum k (ha). Refer to the estimatidrih@ carbon
stock in above-ground large trees for monitoringque[m] above.
- A, : Estimated total number of plots required in stnatk (count).

Refer to the estimation of the carbon stock in &sground large
trees for monitoring period [m] above.
- a;,: Area of plot j in stratum k (ha). Refer to theistion of the

carbon stock in above-ground large trees for manigoperiod [m]
above.
- f,(v) : Allometric equation for speciesp (function) or

species/size class tables (number). DNV checked ftinest
inventory calculation spreadsheet /17/ and confirnteat the
project proponent has applied the species/Size defined values
specified in annex of the VCS-PD /2/. DNV also éonéd that
these values have been applied adequately to e dpecies and
size class values verified in Appendix B (c.f. paeder “Shrub
size class per specieg’).

- cf,,: Carbon fraction of dry matter for speciep. (tC/t d.m.).

Refer to the estimation of the carbon stock in &sground large
trees for monitoring period [m] above.
- r,,: Ratio of below-ground biomass to above-groundaiss (root

to shoot ratio) for species sp. The project proporagplied the
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value of 0.4 in the in the GHG benefits calculatspreadsheet
which is the value assumed in the VCS-PD.

DNV confirmed that the carbon stock in below-groumah trees for
monitoring period [m] would be equal to 362 861 €0

clm The carbon stock in below-ground non trees for ooimg period [m-
1] was equal to 345689 tG® as evidenced by the previous
verification report and supporting documentation.

BGNT

Hence the baseline emissions in below ground laeges €, .) for the monitoring
period [m] would be equal to 0.03069047*362 8616Q.88094*345 689 =11 842

tCO.e.

Basaline emissionsin soil

According to the applicable methodology VM0009 \fensl.0 the baseline emissions in
soil (CBE <o ) for the monitoring period [m] would be equal to:

Clloon = 3 Sttt 37 Jer [ 1,0) - B (2,410 el

iOM

Where:

S(tgm—l] —tlme el gl F7

Fye (t,500)

) The soil loss function. Where:

- A: Estimated mean rate of soil carbon loss. This
would be equal to 0.55 as evidenced by the
registered VCS-PD.

- 7,..: The maximum proportion of soil carbon lost

over time. This would be equal to 0.4973 as
evidenced by the registered VCS-PD.
Hence, the soil loss function for the project atfiv
would be:
049731 - exp(~ 055ft[" —t" )| - [1 - exp(- 055 ft "4 ~ [

Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestation at
monitoring period [m]. This would be equal to

0.03069047 in the present monitoring period.
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Foe (tIm4,1m4) Predicted proportion of cumulative deforestation at
monitoring period [m-1]. This would be equal to
0.06138094 in the previous monitoring period.

Clmeil The carbon stock in soil for monitoring period [n-i
[m-1]
« Cso this would be equal to the carbon stocks

in the previous monitoring period which is
equal to 75 311 455 tG® which is evidenced
by the registered VCS-PD.

« ¢l This would be equal to 75 324 155 t@0

Although the soil carbon stocks have not been
measured in this monitoring period, the total
carbon stocks have been updated. In the
previous monitoring period a simple random
sampling was conducted in order to determine
the soil carbon stocks in the project area, none
of the sampling points fell in two areas which
presumably would have less carbon stocks than
the rest of areas as it held agricultural actisitie
more than 20 years ago, so the project
proponent excised conservatively these areas. In
this monitoring period, these areas were
included again since it would not be justified to
excise these areas based on the sampling
scheme; the project proponent conducted as a
simple random sampling whereby all the areas
within the project boundary would have the
chance to be sampled, so the average value
provided should be representative of the soils in
the project boundary; hence, excising areas
which have not been sampled would not be
justified. DNV deems that this would be correct.
The measured parameters to calculate this
parameter were verified by DNV in Appendix B
(c.f. Parameters “Bulk density of fine portion of
soil sample in plot in stratumk - p_; . "

“Carbon fraction of soil sample j in plot in
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stratum k -cf_, .. ”). DNV confirmed that the

values have been estimated correctly.

Hence the baseline emissions in s@ly{,,, ) for the monitoring period [m] would be
equal tol 023 696 tCQe.

The baseline emissions from each of the above ngwbols would be added up in order
to estimate the total baseline emissions:
CQE] = (C [m] +Clml +cml [m] +Clml +clml

m
BE,AGLT BE,SDW ) BE,AGNT + (C BE,BGLT BE,SDW ) BE,BGNT + CBE,SOIL

Hence, the total baseline emissions would be etqu&B5 047 + 29 605 + 133 691 +
11 842 + 1 023 696 % 533 882 tCQe.

As part of the previous monitoring period, the fifigure of baseline emissions was
corrected in order to excise area covered by rahdsresulted in a total correction of the
baseline emissions in the first monitoring peridd4d49 tCQe. In this monitoring
period, the area covered by roads was included sisatum with carbon zero in the
guantification of each carbon stock.

Hence, the baseline emissions in this period arealeqo 1533882 + 4 849
= 1538 732 tCQe.

Project emissions and removals

According to the applicable methodology VM0009 Vens1.0 the project emissions (
C,[,";]) for the monitoring period [m] would be equal toetemissions due to burning

within the project boundary. As stated in the reggesd VCS-PD /2/ and in line with the
previous verification report /36/, no project enoss have been identified since no
harvesting of biomass occurs within the projectruary by the project proponent as
confirmed during the site visit through direct asseent and interviews with
stakeholders.

Hence, the project emission@l@) for the monitoring period [m] would be equal to =
0 tCOze.

Leakage

According to VMO00Q09 Version 1.0, leakage is estimalads follows:

clf =fglxcy
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fL[g] The estimated leakage factor as a proportion oélives
emissions (t C@e) which would be calculated with
equation [33] of the applicable methodology:

0if o™ —x<0

a'LE

Flml —
r.LE - X

pforest &project 6[m] — XOW.
Where:
- a,. Total leakage area (ha) which is equal to 169

741.40 ha as verified in Appendix A.

- Pues . The proportion of the project area that is
forested which is equal to 1 as verified in Appendi
A.

- @, TOtal project area which would be equal to

169 741.40ha as verified in Appendix A.
- pl"l: Average of state observations taken in the

leakage area for the monitoring period which isatqu
to 0.5567 as verified in Appendix A.

- x: As per the applicable methodology, this would be
equal to:

I:LE (t[zm] ’,’7‘[m] ' 5LE) .
X=ma FLE (t[zreevaluaun—l] ,ﬁ[reevaluat)n—l] ’ JLE)
a[m‘l]

The first term would be the prediction of the
cumulative leakage model at the monitoring period
which would be equal to 0.4749932 using the
leakage model with the lag parameter of leakage
model and estimated deforestation rate as verified

Appendix A. The second term would not be
applicable in this monitoring period since the
baseline has not been reevaluated yet. The thind te

would not be applicable since the previous
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monitoring period was the first monitoring periad i
which the leakage model was built. Hence, thisealu
would be equal to 0.4749932.

Since the difference between the average of state
observations taken in the leakage area for the tiramg

: _m]
period (o™ ) and x o 5567 - 04749932 =

£lml
0.081763558 >(E would be calculated as 169 741.40/
1/169 741.40 9.081763558

cll The avoided baseline emissions (#Dwhich are equal
to 1 538 732 tCee in this monitoring period as assessed
above.

Hence, the total leakage in this monitoring penmould be equal to 0.081763558 x
1538 732 =125 812tCO.e.

Confidence deduction

According to VM0009 Version 1.0, the confidence waetbn would be determined as
follows:

oif Ul" < 015
[m]
cl(ul - 015)
1- 015
Whereu [ is the average uncertainty in carbon stocks aad#seline model which is
determined as follows:

m m m 2 m
U [m] — \/ [O]TALU SF + [O]TAL(U 'I['O]TAL) +C£O]IL UéCL
2 [rS]TAL + ng]lL

o.w.

Where:

cQg]TAL Estimated total carbon stock in the project areananitoring period [m]
which would be equal to 91 608 264 t60

U o Estimated uncertainty in the cumulative deforestathodel which would be
equal to .048 as verified in Appendix A.

uln . Estimated uncertainty of total carbon stocks whichuld be equal to 0.798
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as verified in Appendix A.

cl Estimated carbon stock in soil carbon at monitopegod [m] which would
be equal to 75 324 155 tG®as stated above.

U Estimated uncertainty in the soil carbon loss medsth would be equal to

131 as verified in Appendix A.

Hence, the total uncertainty would be equal to 94886 since this is below the 15%
maximum allowable confidence as per the applicabkethodology the confidence
deduction would be equal t@tCO.e.

Buffer credits — Non-permanence risk assessment

Following the provisions of paragraph 3.19.2 of MES Version 3,2the project
participant has conducted a non-permanence rislkesssent /13/ following the
provisions of the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk tooCS/Version 3.1. According to
this assessment the overall non-permanence risigrat the proposed project activity is
15%.

Risk Category Rating
a) Internal Risk 13
b) External Risk 0
c) Natural Risk 2
Overall Risk Rating (a + b + ¢) 15%

Risk ratings for the different risk categories of he proposed project activity.

DNV confirmed that the non-permanence assessmertiden carried out adequately and
applying conservative assumptions where neededetaildd assessment of the risk
analysis carried out by the project proponent e nbn-permanence report can be found
in Table 2 of Appendix C of the respective VCS freation report.

Net anthropogenic GHG emission reductions and remals

The net anthropogenic GHG emissions and removais the project activity have been
calculated as per the registered VCS-PD /2/ antlepmethodology VMO0009 Version
1.0.

According to the applicable methodology VM0009 Vens1.0 the net GHG emission

reductions and removalg{™) for the monitoring period [m] would be equal teetsum
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emissions C[™) and the emissions from leakag@ll), as follows:
el = ol -cl -clg -l

The net anthropogenic GHG emissions and removalBegefor the verification period
are lower than thex-anteestimated net GHG benefit. The main reason isithtte first
year of the monitoring period, most of the forestblishment occurred at the end of the
year and the forest inventory at the end of theopgewas conducted at the end of the
year.

Values applied in

ex-ante calculation

Ex-post values /1/

ftem 12/ (tCOz€) — Year (tCOz)
2011

Avoided baseline emissioné:@) 1 508 066 1538 732
Confidence deduction(™) 0 0
Project emissionsC(LrE]) 0 0
Emissions from Ieakage:{”g]) 301613 125 812
Net anthropogenic GHG emission

1 206 452 1412919

reductions and removalg{™)

Buffer

241 291 (20%)

211 938 (15%)

VCUs

965 162

1200 981

Comparison of GHG benefits and VCUSs reported in reggtered VCS-PD and the
MR

No significant reporting risks have been identified the data reported. All the data
required for net anthropogenic GHG removals catouta are obtained following the
Standard Operating Procedures. There are QA/QC ure=asn place to check the
consistency and the correctness of the collected. defter these checks, data is then
transferred to specific databases in which a newalityucheck is done. Nine of the
permanent sampling plots are revisited by the ptaort management responsible and the
carbon project responsible to ensure the transpgrand accuracy of the data being
monitored and recorded. All reported and consadidatata from the inventory database
is processed in order to calculate the net antlyepic GHG removals by sinks. Data
collection procedures, QA/QC procedures and itslempntation, and the specific
databases were verified by DNV.

As this is the forest inventory is the major sousE@nherent risk, DNV performed a field
verification in order to confirm that the inventonas performed following the SOP in
place and to confirm the MAI indicated in te&-anteestimations. DNV requested the
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project entity to revisit 9 random located samplpigts and to repeat measurements
following the SOP in place.
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First measurement Verification measurement

Plot

t d.m/ha td.m/ha
1 40.08 38.66
2 31.24 33.06
3 89.32 83.52
4 93.05 85.88
5 21.20 34.29
6 31.46 31.13
7 45.60 52.12
8 52.44 69.36
9 44 .45 54.29

Comparison of volumes between first measurement angerification measurement.

The field verification confirmed that the SOPs wéskowed during the forest inventory
and that any potential source of bias was reduded Operation of equipment;
calibration). Furthermore, it was confirmed that thumber of trees per plot and
approximate diameter class of each tree were densisvith the previous inventory.
DNV further analyzed the data applying a pairedst-and confirmed that with an 80%
confidence it would not be possible to reject thil-hypothesis that the averages of the
inventory measurement and the verification measergrare different.

As outlined above, the input data for calculating het anthropogenic GHG removals
and emission reductions, the calculating process$ the result are complete and
transparent. Therefore, DNV is able to confirm #oeuracy of the net anthropogenic
GHG removals by sinks (i.e. net GHG benefits) dredCUs to be issued.

3.5 Quality of Evidence to Determine Emission Reductios

Since this 2 periodic CCB verification was carried out concathg with that of the 2
VCS monitoring period, the following section iselitly taken from the respective VCS
verification report in order to better explain tpgality of evidence used to determine
emissions reductions.

The net anthropogenic GHG removals by sinks inntleaitoring period 1 January 2011
to 31 December 2011 was verified to be 1412 919,¢C Sufficient evidence was
presented for the reported net anthropogenic GH®vals. The project entity has in
place a monitoring system which has specific pracesl for the main activities in which
are defined responsibilities for the supervisiontloé activity, a description of the
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activity, the QA/QC measures in place, and the nding and archiving of the relevant

information. As part of the quality system periaimternal audits are carried out by the
guality management responsible to ensure the tamespy and accuracy of the data
being monitored and recorded. DNV verified thas thystem is in place and confirms the
existence of a clear audit trail. Furthermore, ré@rding, archiving and reporting of all

data is done through a database, which assure itlf@tmation is recorded and

maintained. DNV verified the information stored timese systems and confirmed that
these are consistent with invoices (i.e. seed ardiZer purchase; inventory collection

system, etc.).

3.6 Management Capacity and Best Practices.

The project proponent has established managemecegures and implemented the
same effectively to ensure that the process is isimms. The procedures cover
management responsibilities, data monitoring proces] training procedures, periodical
internal audits, management reviews and corredst®ns in case of any deviations
effectively. Quality control and quality assuramoeasures and calibration processes are
followed as per defined procedures and carriegetibdically.

The responsibility of gathering all data and perforg the calculation of the net
removals calculation is with the carbon projecthager. The responsibility that there is
no data misstatement on the forest inventory daththe operational data is with the
Plantation Manager. Periodical internal audits Gagied out to ensure the transparency
and accuracy of the data being monitored and recor@NV was able to confirm that
the responsibilities and authorities for monitoriaagd reporting are in accordance with
the responsibilities and authorities stated innfoaitoring plan.

3.7 Net Emission Reductions

Applying the calculated project baseline emissi@msl the fact that recent assessment
shows no deforestation within the project boundavpided emissions are calculated
using the inputs and methods stated in the prdeoaiment, and achieved emission
reductions are as stated in Table 10.

GHG Emission Reductions or Removals tCOe
Baseline Emissions or Removals 1538 732
Confidence deduction 0

Project Emissions or Removals 0
Leakage 125812
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Net GHG emission reductions or 1412919
removals
Buffer (29%) 211 938
VCUs 1200981

Net Emission Reductions (NERs), Metric Tonnes Cg@.

CCB Verification CONCLUSION - Cetrtification Statement

DNV Climate Change Services AS (DNV) has perfotimederification of the project
activities that have been reported for the “Kasigaorridor REDD Project Phase Il —
The Community Ranches” relative to the Climate, @uomity and Biodiversity Project
Design Standards Second Edition, December, 2008 (S@ndard) for the period 01
January, 2011 to 31 December, 2011. The projeloiciated in the Kasigau Corridor of
Southeastern Kenya, an area of dryland forestsfthrat a wildlife dispersal and
migration corridor between Tsavo East and Tsavot\Weasional Parks. The project
participants are responsible for the collectiondata in accordance with the monitoring
plan and the reporting of climate, community anodbiersity benefits. It is DNV’s
responsibility to express an independent verifamastatement on the reported climate,
community, and biodiversity benefits from the mbje

DNV conducted the verification on the basis ofrtimitoring methodology VM0009
(Version 1), THE CCBA Project Document dated 271Ap011, the CCB monitoring
plan dated 19 May, 2011, and the Project ImplenmtgmaReport dated 20 April, 2012.

The verification included:

a) checking whether the provisions of the monigprnmethodology and the monitoring
plan were consistently and appropriately applied,

b) collecting evidence supporting the reported datad

c) an assessment of whether the project activitiasaffected the community and
biodiversity were having positive benefits.

DNV planned and performed the verification by otitag evidence and other
information and explanations that DNV considersassary to give reasonable
assurance that reported GHG emission reductiondairey stated and that the project
activities are benefiting the various stakeholdemsnmunity and biodiversity of the
project zone.

The project proponent is Wildlife Works Carbon LIBINV has confirmed that Wildlife
Works Carbon LLC has the right to all and any reiituts generated by the Project
during the period 1 January, 2011 — 31 Decembet,120
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The main project activity is to prevent deforestatcaused by slash and burn and
subsistence farming activities by empowering tlealloommunities with employment
opportunities and key infrastructure projects. fneject results in reductions of GHG
emissions that are real, measurable and give |l@ngitbenefits to the mitigation of
climate change, have clear socio-economic beniefiise communities surrounding the
project area, and to biodiversity.

DNV is able to verify with a reasonable level of@sance that the emission reductions
from the “Kasigau Corridor REDD Project Phase IlT-he Community Ranches” during
the period 01 January, 2011 to 31 December, 201duaito 1 200 981 tonnes of €O
equivalent after a 20% buffer pool deduction ammgnto 211 938 tonnes GO
equivalent and has accomplished the climate, contyand biodiversity benefits for
this verification period through its project activs.

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the “The KaasigCorridor REDD Project Phase II
— The Community Ranches” as described in the CCigfe&t Implementation Report
dated 20 April 2012 meets all relevant CCBA requieats, at the Gold level for Climate
Change Adaptation Benefits and Exceptional BiodiwgBenefits.
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CCBA Compliance Checklist — The Kasigau CorridoiCREProject Phase I

General Section Conformance
G1. Original Conditions in the Project Area (Reqd) Yes X No []
G2. Baseline Projects (Required) Ye$<] No []
G3. Project Design and Goals (Required) Y No []
G4. Management Capacity and Best Practices (Ratjuir  Yes [X] No []
G5. Legal Status and Property Rights (Required) esYX] No []
Climate Section

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts (Required) Yef<] No []
CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (“Leakage”) (Requiyed Yes X No []
CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring (Required) YesiX] No []

Community Section

CM1. Net Positive Community Impacts (Required) sYelX] No []
CM2. Offsite Community Impacts (Required) YedX] No []
CM3. Community Impact Monitoring (Required) Yes] No []
Biodiversity Section

B1. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts (Required) Yes X No []
B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts (Required) Yes] No []
B3.  Biodiversity Impact Monitoring (Required) ¥e X No []
Gold Section

GL1. Climate Change Adaptation Benefits (Optional) Yes X No []
GL2. Exceptional Community Benefits (Optional) Yed ] No [X
CL 3. Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits (Optional) Yes X No []
CCBA Verification Level Attained:

Approved (all requirements met) []
Gold (all requirements and also at least one optiGold Level criterion met) 4
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CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUESTS, CLARIFICATION REQUESTS
AND FORWARD ACTION REQUESTS
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The Kasigau Corridor REDD Project Phase | and Phaséd CCB CARs,
CLs and FARs

€

CARL1: Charcoal and Firewood Monitoring (Off-site)

Requirement

“The project proponents must evaluate and mitigatepossible social and economic
impacts that could result in the decreased sonile@onomic well-being of the main
stakeholders living outside the project zone rasyfirom project activities. Project activities
should at least ‘do no harm’ to the well-being tifive stakeholders”, per Climate,
Community and Biodiversity Project Design Standd&isl Edition.)

Evidence and Failure

According to an interview conducted with Dr. Mwarthiru, Wildlife Works Director of
Biodiversity and Social Monitoring, Wildlife Works in fact involved in conducting a study
on how the project has affected local workers iagdlin the illegal charcoal trade in areas
and roads immediately surrounding the project andaile this proves the project
proponents’ willingness to evaluate and mitigate possible negative impacts on
stakeholders outside of the project area, theme iecord or description of such study in
either of the monitoring reports for Phase | anditider sections CM2: Community Offsite
Stakeholder Impacts.

Wildlife Works Response

Since February 2012, we have been conducting mpstiveys of the charcoal and firewood
extraction out of the project area along a 60kmgeat line from the north-westernmost point
of the Project Area (near Voi town) to the soutktemn end (at McKinnon town; see two
figures below). The transect line falls on the mdimmbasa-Nairobi Highway. The purpose
of the monitoring is twofold:

(i) to ascertain the amount of extraction of fueba@across the entire project zone within and
outside the project area; and

(i) to establish the major buyers/users/destimatibthe charcoal and firewood in order to
evaluate the impacts of reduced extraction on tbeternal stakeholders.

It follows a simple protocol of 2-4 people drivistpwly in a car taking coordinates where
charcoal bags and firewood stacks are seen o#uside; their numbers are also recorded.
(NB: Firewood stacks are estimated as a pile efifirod approximately 1Hh As an

example, during the first two rounds of data cdit@cthere were 41 and 29 incidences of
charcoal and firewood stacks, respectively, reabaleng the 60km transect, with a total
number of 306 and 201 charcoal bags and firewaazkst respectively (Table 1).
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Figure 1: Points where charcoal bags and/or firewood staeks wecorded during the transects on 23 Feb 2012
and 14 Mar 2012
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Figure 2: Points where charcoal bags and/or firewood staeks wecorded during the transects on 23 Feb 2012
and 14 Mar 2012
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Table 1: Number of charcoal bags and/or firewood stackswieae recorded during the
transects on 23 Feb 2012 and 14 Mar 2012

Date Start time  Observers Waypoint Incidence No

23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 9 Firewood 1
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 10 Charcoal 5
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 11 Charcoal 4
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 12 Charcoal 20
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 12 Firewood 1
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 13 Charcoal 9
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 13 Firewood g
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 14 Charcoal 6
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 14 Firewood 7
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 15 Charcoal 7
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 15 Firewood 4
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 16 Charcoal 13
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 17 Charcoal 8
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 18 Charcoal 2
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 19 Charcoal 12
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 19 Firewood g
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 20 Firewood 10
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 21 Charcoal 5
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 22 Charcoal 6
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 23 Charcoal 12
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 24 Firewood z
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 29 Charcoal 9
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 29 Firewood 11
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 31 Charcoal 5
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 31 Firewood g
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 32 Charcoal 3
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 33 Charcoal 2
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 35 Charcoal 10
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 36 Firewood 8
23-Feb 17:22 MG/BA 37 Firewood 2
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 45 Charcoal 8
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 46 Charcoal 2
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 47 Charcoal 6
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 48 Charcoal 20
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 48 Firewood Y.
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 48 Firewood 20
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 48 Charcoal 13
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Date Start time  Observers Waypoint Incidence No
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 48 Firewood 3
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 48 Charcoe 10
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 49  Firewood 11
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 50 Firewood 4
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 50 Firewooc 10
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 50 Charcoal 3
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 51 Charcoal 9
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 51 Charcoe 20
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 52 Charcoal 12
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 52 Firewood 9
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 53 Charcoe 2
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 54  Charcoal 3
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 55 Charcoal 25
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 55 Active Charcoal Kil 2
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 56 Firewood 3
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 57 Charcoal 13
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 57 Firewooc 15
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 58 Firewood 1
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 59 Charcoal 1
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 59 Firewooc 5
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 60 Charcoal 3
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 61 Firewood 10
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 61 Charcoe 4
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 62 Charcoal 4
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 63 Charcoal 1
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 64 Charcoe 1
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 65 Charcoal 8
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 66 Firewood 16
14-Mar 16:4C BA/NN/DM/IM 67 Firewooc 1
14-Mar 16:40 BA/NN/DM/IM 68 Firewood 4

DNV finds that this new study now assures thatpitogect proponents comply with the CCB
guidelines concerning offsite stakeholders. CAR &losed.

CAR2: Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits

Requirement

During Phase | and Il validations, it was deterrditigat the projects reached Gold Level
CCBA validation by meeting the criterion of botletbptional climate change adaptation
benefits as well as the exceptional biodiversitydigs. Per the second version of the
Climate, Community and Biodiversity Project DesBgandards, in order for projects to meet
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the criterion for exceptional biodiversity benefipsoject proponents must exhibit the
following indicators:

1. Vulnerability
Regular occurrence of a globally threatened spéam=ording to the IUCN Red List) at the
site:
1.1. Critically Endangered (CR) and Endangered (&dékies - presence of at least a
single individual; or
1.2. Vulnerable species (VU) - presence of at I8@shdividuals or 10 pairs.
Or,

2. Irreplaceability
A minimum proportion of a species’ global populatjresent at the site at any stage of the
species’ lifecycle according to the following thnetds:
2.1. Restricted-range species - species with aaflaimge less than 50,000 km2 and
5% of global population at the site; or
2.2. Species with large but clumped distributiob86 of the global population at the
site; or
2.3. Globally significant congregations - 1% of tilebal population seasonally at the
site; or
2.4. Globally significant source populations - 1#ih® global population at the site;

Evidence and Failure

Although the biodiversity monitoring plan and datab were reviewed during the desk
review and site visit portions of the audit, DN\nh&ly asks the project proponents, if they
wish to retain their gold level status, to pleass#ude within the exceptional biodiversity
benefits section of the monitoring reports, theurezd evidence to show that the projects can
demonstrate that their areas still include sitesigli biodiversity conservation priority for

the latest monitoring period in question (Januaty 2011-December 31st, 2011).

Wildlife Works Response

Monitoring Team Wildlife Works has invested heavily in setting apledicated Biodiversity
and Social Monitoring team, as well as setting @& Desk to be gradually up-scaled into a
Centre of Excellence for the Kasigau Corridor Rebj&his entire unit will be housed in the
newly built Research Centre located within RukiRgach. The following outlines the key
data related to exceptional biodiversity benefitarty the reporting period.

Vulnerability

Critically endangered

The project area still boasts several globallydatered species within it, two of which are

Critically Endangered and were seen during thentaypperiod:

» Grevy’s Zebrastronghold for this species in this area is iitalRanch but also occurs
uncommonly in Rukinga and Kambanga ranches; famlymon in the areas it occurs.
This species was sighted more than 10 times dtiegeporting period, including the
big group of eight (5 adults and 3 immature) betm&n in Taita Ranch during our
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routine two-monthly road transect censuses on 3Nier 2011. Presence of foals (such
as the one seen here on 25 September 2011) pretes lareeding in the project area.

African Wild Dog this species is rare in the project area. It reasrded twice during the
reporting period, with two packs of 15 and 17 indials seen. Both sightings were in the
southern part of Rukinga, near the southernmostlitigre Rukinga-Taita-Amaka ranches
converge.

Threatened or Vulnerable

African Elephantthe project area
contains several hundred elephant:
that are resident as well as severalge. &

hundred more that pass through
occasionally. They are broadly
distributed and regularly sighted
across the entire project zone,
including large (>20) family
(breeding) groups such as shown
here wallowing in one of our
waterholes; >10 bull herds are alsc
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commonly sighted. There is good evidence of elepimmvementorridor function )
between the project area and the two national gd@avo East and West), with one of
the five elephants radio collared under the KenytaMé Service (KWS) and
International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) initige in Tsavo East showing
impressive movements over the span of a week whiefé Tsavo east, went into the
project area, and back (Figure 3).

Figure 3: Distribution of McKinnon female from 12th to 19ttoMember 2011
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Big Cats: lions and cheetahs are relatively
common across the project area and were fairl
regularly spotted in the project area, including
two sightings of lions with 4 cubs each, which
indicates breeding in the project area.

Raptors: A wide of array of birds of prey that ar
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globally-threatened were seen on a regular basikeproject area including: Martial
Eagle, White-backed and Lappet-faced Vultures, @lsas the Secretary Bird
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DNV finds the response submitted by the projecppr@nt to be sufficient in order to
continue extending the gold benefits in questiohRQ is closed.

CL1: Communication of open door policy to all stakehodde

Requirement

“Demonstrate with documented consultations andeageats that the project will not
encroach uninvited on private property, communigperty, or government property and has
obtained the free, prior, and informed consenhoté whose rights will be affected by the
project - per Climate, Community and Biodiversitpject Design Standards (2nd Edition.)

Evidence

While it is evident that free, prior, and informeansent (FPIC) was sought when reaching
respective agreements with involved communitieslandowners directly affected by the
projects, various recent studies (1,2,3) pointaials FPIC being regarded as an on-going
process rather than a one-time decision, meanatghis consent should not only be
monitored into the future, but that it should aiswe an established grievance and feedback
mechanism put in place. While evidence was provitlethg the site visit showing that
Wildlife Works has an “open door” policy with itsakeholders, many landowners claim to
desire increased transparency in their relationsfitip the project proponents; i.e.: being able
to view the carbon sales agreements produced/disiment of funds and benefits.
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Clarification

Clarification is sought in understanding how WildliWorks communicates its open
door/grievance policy with stakeholders, why soarech owners were not aware such
documents could be made available to them, andthiswvill be remedied in the future.

Wildlife Works Clarification

Besides general communication to project stakehslgee CL2 below), our Carbon Office
communicates to landowners on a quarterly basiatupglthem about the project status.
They are provided with a statement showing saldsndrat they should expect in terms of
earnings and money allotted to community proje&tsached as appendices to these update
statements are scans of the relevant portionseoditiginal sale agreements. We provide an
example of the statement sent out to the landowsessring the last quarter of 2011, as well
as our mailing list to demonstrate our reach. Thhothis regular communiqué, the ranch
owners understand that they are always welcomg thar grievances through our
Community Liaison and Carbon Office Manager Offiéasfurther action.

DNV finds the project proponent’s policy, espegiallith the inclusion of their new quarterly
newsletter, to better comply with the specificanfFPIC system with project stakeholders.
CL1 is now closed.

CL2: Ensuring open door policy remains intact over tif@®mmmunication of this policy
Requirement

“Demonstrate with documented consultations andeagesits that the project will not
encroach uninvited on private property, communityperty, or government property and has
obtained the free, prior, and informed consenhoté whose rights will be affected by the
project - per Climate, Community and Biodiversitpject Design Standards (2nd Edition.)

Evidence and Failure

While it was evidenced that free, prior, and infethtonsent (FPIC) was sought when
reaching respective agreements with involved comtesrand landowners directly affected
by the projects, various recent studies (1,2,3ntgowards FPIC being regarded as an on-
going process rather than a one-time decision, mgdhat this consent should not only be
monitored into the future, but that it should afswe an established grievance and feedback
process put in place. While evidence was providethd the site visit showing that Wildlife
Works has an “open door” policy with its stakehofJenany landowners were not aware that
their grievances, if they were to ever reach supbiat, can also be emitted against the
project proponents (WWC), be it with local and/atianal level authorities.

Clarification
Clarification is requested in identifying if this& ever been explained to the project
stakeholders and if not, how it will be communickte them in the future.

Wildlife Works Clarification

Wildlife Works’ open-door policy is always commuated to the project stakeholders
through the frequent community barazas (meetinggrozed by the Community Liaison
office for various goals. In future, we will enhanihe grievance airing mechanism at
Wildlife Works in two ways. First, in order to ensutthat all stakeholders in the project area
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know and understand about Wildlife Works’ open-dpolicy, we shall (i) hold quarterly
Locational barazas specifically for providing praijepdates and providing a forum for airing
grievances, and (ii) have a permanent insert intaqaarterly Newsletter informing the
readers of this policy and various avenues of gignevances. In addition, besides being
able to air grievances through the Locational besax through the Community Liaison or
Carbon Offices, we are in the process of estalblgsBiuggestion Boxes at the Chief’s offices
in the five locations for persons wishing to remanonymous. We shall establish an
inclusive and transparent mechanism for openingd@ading with any complaints dropped in
the boxes. Lastly, Notice Boards are also in tlee@ss of being put up at the Chief's Offices
where project updates shall be regularly postedhi®entire community’s access, because all
have free access to the Chief's Office.

DNV finds the project proponent’s policy, espegiallith the inclusion of their new quarterly
newsletter, to better comply with the specificanfFPIC system with project stakeholders.
CL2 is now closed.

DET NORSKE VERITAS i&

CL3: Social Monitoring Plan in 12 months

Requirement

Per the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Projeesign Standards (2nd Edition), the
project proponents must, “Commit to developing la(ftommunity impact) monitoring plan
within six months of the project start date or wittwelve months of validation against the
Standards and to disseminate this plan and thésegumonitoring, ensuring that they are
made publicly available on the internet and areroomicated to the communities and other
stakeholders.”

Evidence

While evidence was provided to DNV during the sitgt confirming that a comprehensive
social monitoring plan was in place and that infatiwe questionnaires were currently being
gathered, it was witnessed that the social datavasestill being developed and that no
results had been shared with communities and/@r stiakeholders to date.

Clarification

Clarification is being sought in order to underskavhy the social database was not
constructed parallel to the biodiversity databas®tzow and when the results of these will be
shared with the relevant community members, prgtdteholders, and the general public.

Wildlife Works Clarification

It is correct that the results have not yet beemeshwith communities and/or other
stakeholders. However, a comprehensive social mamit plan is now in place and detailed
guestionnaires were administered across the prajeatin February and March 2012.
Indeed, the social database was constructed ifigiacathe biodiversity database, but the
process took longer than anticipated, due to tleel fier extensive community consultations,
which were a pre-requisite to formulating the plahe community had to organize
themselves and elect officials into Locational @ariCommittees. These would then be their
representatives in the Social Impact Assessmen) (Bdrkshop to come up with focal social
issues to be addressed by the carbon projectramdthese select the best indicators to go
into the monitoring plan. This process was, torgdaextent, out of the hands of the Wildlife
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Works monitoring team, and could not be rushed liee#he community had to be fully
satisfied with their representatives in order faerh to embrace the outcomes of the SIA
workshop. Additionally, the SIA process took albitger than the biodiversity process
because of the need to design the detailed quesir@s, pilot test them, do modifications,
and then administering them in sometimes very reracgas.

At present, the social database has been com@ates functional. Data are being entered
and will be summarized immediately after. We targed of July to have the SIA plan,
questionnaire and preliminary results up online disttibuted throughout the project area by
our Community Liaison teams. The key results wibabe placed into our quarterly
newsletter, as well as discussed in specificalfjjanized Focal Group Discussion forums
across the five Locations in the project area. l@nlonger term, we aspire to publish some of
these findings on regional and international peerewed journals.

DNV finds the project proponents actions in workiogards a robust social impact
monitoring system sufficient enough to now complthwhe CCB standard guidelines. CL 3
is now closed.

FAR1: WWCT representation

Requirement

“Demonstrate with documented consultations andeagesits that the project will not
encroach uninvited on private property, communityperty, or government property and has
obtained the free, prior, and informed consenhofé whose rights will be affected by the
project - per Climate, Community and Biodiversitpject Design Standards (2nd Edition.)

Evidence and Action Request

While it is evident that free, prior, and informeansent (FPIC) was sought when reaching
respective agreements with involved communitieslandowners directly affected by the
projects, various recent studies (1,2,3) pointa@s FPIC being regarded as an on-going
process rather than a one-time decision, meanatglits consent should not only be
monitored into the future, but that it should afswe an established grievance and feedback
mechanism put in place. While on site, DNV leartiet it was agreed amongst project
proponents and landowners that 5 representatives thie landowners groups were to be
incorporated within the Trust created to managebtreefits stemming from the sale of the
carbon benefits of the projects. DNV requests tih@fproject proponent submit evidence of
the inclusion of these five members into the Taighe time of the next verification and that
at least one of those five members should be &septative of Rukinga Ranch in order to
ensure representation for both Phases of the projec

Wildlife Works Response

Originally, the Wildlife Works Carbon Trust was ot as the disbursement mechanism for
community dividends from the REDD VER sales, ondiebf WW and other stakeholders.
However, several landowners in the project are& laaticulated the desire for increased
visibility in the disbursement mechanism. Withstimn mind, WWCT are currently in the
process of establishing a Disbursement Committedistribution of the community
dividends through projects. Limiting the legabiligty of landowners associated with the
Trust, while increasing the visibility of the langiners in the distribution of the carbon
dividends is the explicit goal of the Disbursem€ninmittee. The Disbursement Committee
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will function as the public face of the Trust anil Wwe composed of at least 5 members of
the Taita Ranchers Association whose land is iredud the project area, representatives of
WWCT and representatives of the Locational Carbom®ittees, all on a rotational basis.
The Disbursement Committee will receive pre-appdopposals from the Location Carbon
Committees and agree to disburse funding to pjbich enhance carbon, community
development and biodiversity indicators.

FAR2: SIA Questionnaires Administered by a Single Indixabl

Requirement

Per the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Projgesign Standards (2nd Edition), the
project proponents must, “Commit to developing la(ommunity impact) monitoring plan
within six months of the project start date or wittwelve months of validation against the
Standards and to disseminate this plan and théisefunonitoring, ensuring that they are
made publicly available on the internet and areroomcated to the communities and other
stakeholders.”

Evidence and Action Request

While evidence was provided to DNV during the sit confirming that a comprehensive
social monitoring plan was in place and that infatire questionnaires were currently being
gathered by a part-time-employee of Wildlife WorKBNV requests that the project
proponents diversify their questionnaire and satiahitoring plan team so as not to rely on
any one person to collect social data, for botlistozal and social data-gathering
methodological issues (i.e. interpersonal conflith stakeholders, etc.). Evidence of this
should be provided during the subsequent verificati

Wildlife Works Response

We do agree with the suggestion to increase theh8han resource component of the
Biodiversity and Social Monitoring Team, so as twtely on a single person to collect all
the social data. This is prudent both for logidtarad social data-gathering methodological
issues, such as interpersonal conflict with ineamges. This is indeed something that the
Wildlife Works management has very recently disedssnd laid out initial plans for
recruiting another social impact monitoring persarmore permanent terms. We shall also
diversify the survey teams for our future surveygdence of this shall be provided during
the next verification.

Page 61




