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This report describes the verification audit of the Afognak Forest Carbon Project (“the project”), a
Logged to Protected Forest (LtPF) project located in Alaska, USA, that was conducted by SCS. The
purpose of the verification audit was to conduct, in accordance with the VCS rules, an ex-post
independent assessment of the GHG emission reductions and removals that have occurred as a result

of the project during the monitoring period. The verification audit was performed through a combination
of document review, interviews with relevant personnel and on-site inspections. A total of 29 findings
were issued during the verification process. The project complies with all of the verification criteria, and
the assessment team has no restrictions or uncertainties with respect to the compliance of the project
with the verification criteria.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Objective

In accordance with Section 5.1.1, SCS carried out an ex-post independent assessment of the GHG
emission reductions and removals that have occurred as a result of the project during the monitoring
period, conducted in accordance with the VCS rules. In accordance with Section 2.1.2 of the VCS
Validation & Verification Manual, V3.1, the objectives of the verification engagement were to evaluate the
monitoring report and assess the following:

e The extent to which methods and procedures, including monitoring procedures, have been
implemented in accordance with the validated project description. This includes ensuring
conformance with the monitoring plan.

e The extent to which GHG emission reductions and removals reported in the monitoring report are
materially accurate.

The other objective of the verification engagement was to assess the non-permanence risk analysis.

1.2 Scope and Criteria
In accordance with Section 4.3.4 of ISO 14064-3:2006, the scope was defined as follows:

e The project;

e The physical infrastructure, activities, technologies and processes of the project;
e The GHG sources, sinks and/or reservoirs that are applicable to the project;

e The types of GHGs that are applicable to the project; and

e The monitoring period, as discussed in Section 5 of this report.

In accordance with Section 5.3.1 of the VCS Standard, the criteria for verification was the VCS Version 3,
including the following documents:

e VCS Program Guide

e VCS Standard

e VCS AFOLU Requirements

e VCS Non-Permanence Risk Tool

Unless otherwise indicated, the assessment was performed against the most recent version of the
relevant VCS guidance document.

In addition, the assessment was performed against the requirements of the validated project description.

1.3 Level of Assurance
In accordance with Section 5.3.1 of the VCS Standard, the level of assurance of this report is reasonable.

1.4 Summary Description of the Project
The project is located on Afognak Island, Alaska, USA and is and is aimed at avoiding emissions due to
logging in the baseline scenario.
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2 VERIFICATION PROCESS

2.1 Method and Criteria

The verification was performed through a combination of document review, interviews with relevant
personnel and on-site inspections, as discussed in Sections 2.2 through 2.4 of this report. At all times, the
monitoring report and non-permanence risk analysis were assessed for conformance to the criteria
described in Section 1.2 of this report. As discussed in Section 2.5, findings were issued to ensure
conformance to all requirements.

Prior to conducting the site visit activities, the audit team created a sampling plan to determine the areas
with the greatest risk of material error. The audit team then created a verification agenda that took the
sampling plan into account. The sampling plan was amended, as needed, where new risks or material
concerns that could potentially lead to errors, omissions and misrepresentations were identified.

2.2 Document Review

The monitoring report (version 1.5 dated 30 October 2014) and non-permanence risk report (version 1.3
dated 29 October 2014) were carefully reviewed for conformance to the verification criteria. The following
additional documentation, provided by project personnel in support of the aforementioned documents,
was also reviewed by the audit team:

Document File Name Re
f.

Project description, as accessed from VCS Project | PROJ_DESC _872_17_MAY_2012.pdf 11/

Database (http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/) on 1

May 2014

Monitoring report for monitoring period from 01 | MONIT_REP_872 01 JAN 2006 31 DEC | /2/
January 2006 to 31 December 2011, as accessed | _2011.pdf
from VCS Project Database
(http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/) on 1 May 2014

Validation report, as accessed from VCS Project | VALID_REP_872 13 JUN_2012.pdf 13/
Database (http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/) on 1
May 2014

Verification report for monitoring period from 01 | VERIF_REP_872_01 JAN_2006 31 _DEC_ | /4/
January 2006 to 31 December 2011, as accessed | 2011.pdf
from VCS Project Database
(http://lwww.vcsprojectdatabase.org/) on 1 May 2014

KML file showing delineation of project area, as | KML_872.kml 5/
accessed from VCS Project Database
(http://lwww.vcsprojectdatabase.org/) on 1 May 2014

Satellite imagery for the project area, dated July | [various files] 16/
2013, and map images derived from said imagery

Project geodatabase Afognak Nov 29.mdb 17/

Email attestation from ALC regarding absence of | Afognak - ALC statement for Activity Shifting | /8/
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harvest activities Leakage.eml
Email attestation from RMEF regarding absence of | Afognak - RMEF statement for Activity | /9/
harvest activities Shifting Leakage.eml
LST model output, as approved at validation Afognak LST April 20, | /10
2012.xIsx /
LST model output, as submitted for verification Afognak LST Augl4, 2014.xlsx /11
/
carbon model Afognak Carbon Model v3.4- Monitoring | /12
2006-2013.xlIsx /
inventory workbook Afognak plot data & UF Oct 2014.xIsx /13
/
financial model Afognak Financial Modelling_v2.xIsx 14
/
carbon price sheet [confidential file name] /15
/
Shuyak timber appraisal report TimberAppraisalShuyakFinal.pdf /16
/
screenshots showing output from queries of Alaska | Afognak - NIR2013- | /17
Department of Natural Resources Recorder's Office | 9 DNRRecordersDB.docx /
database
2.3 Interviews

2.3.1 Interviews of Project Personnel

The process used in interviewing project personnel was a process wherein the audit team elicited
information from project personnel regarding (1) the work products provided to the audit team in support
of the monitoring report and non-permanence risk report, (2) actions undertaken to ensure conformance
with various requirements and (3) implementation status of the project activity. Interviews with Lauren
Wittig and Mike Vitt were held in person in conjunction with the site visit described in Section 2.4; all other
interviews were held via telephone or Skype.

The following personnel associated with the project proponent and/or implementing partner were
interviewed.

Individual Affiliation Role Date(s) Interviewed

Lauren Wittig Camco Clean Energy Manager — 7-8 September 2014
Renewables &
Environmental
Markets
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Individual Affiliation Role Date(s) Interviewed
Mike Vitt 3GreenTree Ecosystem | Project 7-8 September 2014
Services Ltd. Development and
Financial Analysis
Brad Seely 3GreenTree Ecosystem | Model Development | 15 July 2014, 28 July
Services Ltd. and Application 2014
Clive Welham 3GreenTree Ecosystem | Business 28 July 2014
Services Ltd. Development and
Technology
Transfer
Blake Henning Vice President of Lands | Rocky Mountain Elk | 8 July 2014
and Conservation Foundation
Grant Parker General Counsel Rocky Mountain Elk | 15 July 2014

Foundation

2.3.2 Interviews of Other Individuals
The process used in interviewing individuals other than project personnel was a process wherein the
audit team made inquiries to confirm the validity of the information provided to the audit team. All
interviews were held via telephone. The following personnel not associated with the project proponent
and/or implementing partner were interviewed.

Individual Affiliation Role Date(s) Interviewed
Samantha Carroll Alaska Department of Large Project 10 July 2014
Natural Resources Coordinator
Russ Blome Branch of Lands & Realty Specialist 2 July 2014
Realty, Alaska State
Office, Bureau of Land
Management
Preston Kroes Division of Parks & Kodiak District 5 August 2014
Outdoor Recreation, Ranger Il
Alaska Department of
Natural Resources
Hans Rinke Division of Forestry, Area Forester, 31 July 2014

Alaska Department of
Natural Resources

Kodiak Area
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2.4 Site Inspections
The objectives of the on-site inspections performed were to:

e Select samples of data and information from field observations in order to meet a reasonable
level of assurance and to meet the materiality requirements of the project, as required by Section
5.1.3 of the VCS Standard,;

e Perform a risk-based review of the project area and project activities to ensure that the project
conformed to the requirements of the VCS rules and the methodology throughout the monitoring
period; and

e Ensure that monitoring was conducted in accordance with the requirements of the validated
monitoring plan, the methodology employed and the VCS rules.

In fulfilment of the above objectives, the audit team performed an on-site inspection of the project area on
8 September 2014. This inspection was made via a helicopter over-flight of the entire project area (an
estimated 90-95% of the project area was directly observed). During this flight, the audit team flew low
over the project area, which allowed the audit team to make direct observations of the condition of the
project area without the need to touch down. In addition, the audit team did set foot at one location near
the project boundary.

2.5 Resolution of Findings

Any potential or actual discrepancies identified during the assessment process were resolved through the
issuance of findings. The types of findings issued by SCS were characterized as follows:

Non-Conformity Report (NCR): An NCR signified a discrepancy with respect to a specific requirement.
This type of finding could only be closed upon receipt by SCS of evidence indicating that the identified
discrepancy had been corrected. Resolution of all open NCRs was a prerequisite for issuance of a
verification statement.

New Information Request (NIR): An NIR signified a need for supplementary information in order to
determine whether a material discrepancy existed with respect to a specific requirement. Receipt of an
NIR did not necessarily indicate that the project was not in compliance with a specific requirement.
However, resolution of all open NIRs was a prerequisite for issuance of a verification statement.

As part of the verification process, 14 NCRs and 15 NIRs were issued. All findings issued by the audit
team during the verification process have been closed. In accordance with Section 5.3.6 of the VCS
Standard, all findings issued during the verification process, and the inputs for their closure, are described
in Appendix A of this report.

2.5.1 Forward Action Requests
This section is not applicable, as no forward action requests have been issued.

2.6 Eligibility for Validation Activities
This section is not applicable, as SCS holds accreditation for validation for the relevant sectoral scope
(scope 14; AFOLU).
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3

3.1

VALIDATION FINDINGS

Participation under Other GHG Programs

This section is not applicable, as the project is not, at this time, seeking registration under an approved
GHG program.

3.2

Methodology Deviations

Three methodology deviations have been applied to the project thus far. The audit team concludes that all
of the methodology deviations applied to the project are valid.

The first deviation pertains to the requirement of the methodology for installation of monitoring plots. The
audit team assessed the deviation, per Section 3.5.1 of the VCS Standard, using the following steps:

The audit team confirmed that the deviation only represents a deviation from the criteria and
procedures relating to monitoring or measurement set out in the methodology. Specifically, the
deviation impacts compliance with Sections 8.2.4 (“the precision of the modeled carbon stocks
should be evaluated for each polygon or analysis unit”), 8.5.3 (“If polygons are grouped into
analysis units for the project, then each analysis unit shall have field plot representation...”) and
9.3.5 (“The proponent will develop a plot network with representation in every polygon or analysis
unit...”) of the methodology. As described in the monitoring report, all impacted sections of the
methodology pertain solely to monitoring of GHG emission reductions/removals.

The audit team confirmed that the deviation does not negatively impact the conservativeness of
the quantification of GHG emission reductions/removals. The audit team agrees with the
justification provided in the monitoring report that, given the low overall carbon stocks, and low
variability in carbon stocks, in the regenerating areas, installation of inventory plots in those areas
would most likely result in a slight reduction in the applied uncertainty factor, thus resulting in a
slight increase in crediting.

The audit team confirmed that the deviation is consistent with commonly applied forest inventory
practices, in which stands are not inventoried until they have reached an appropriate stocking
level to make inventory work worthwhile.

The audit team confirmed that the deviation was appropriately described in the monitoring report.

The second deviation pertains to the requirement of the methodology for monitoring of activity shifting
leakage. The audit team assessed the deviation, per Section 3.5.1 of the VCS Standard, using the
following steps:

The audit team confirmed that the deviation only represents a deviation from the criteria and
procedures relating to monitoring or measurement set out in the methodology. Specifically, the
deviation impacts compliance with Step 1 of Section 8.3.1 (referenced via Section 9.3.7) of the
methodology. As described in the monitoring report, all impacted sections of the methodology
pertain solely to monitoring of GHG emission reductions/removals.

The audit team confirmed that the deviation does not negatively impact the conservativeness of
the quantification of GHG emission reductions/removals. The audit team agrees with the
justification provided in the monitoring report that, given that all both entities that comprise the
project proponent are non-profit entities with a conservation mission, these entities “are not at risk
of activity-shifting leakage across their diverse land holdings”. The audit team understands, from
interviews with said entities, that timber harvest on properties controlled by said entities may

v3.3
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occur from time to time. However, the audit team agrees that there is little to no risk of activity
shifting leakage occurring. Given the very low risk of activity shifting leakage, the audit team
agrees that it is sufficient for a list of properties on which any commercial harvesting has occurred
in the monitoring period to be provided, in place of “the locations and descriptions of all
forestlands within the project country over which the project proponent has ownership,
management, or legally sanctioned rights of use”.

The audit team confirmed that the deviation was appropriately described in the monitoring report.

The third deviation pertains to the calculation carried out in Equation 60b of the methodology. The audit
team assessed the deviation, per Section 3.5.1 of the VCS Standard, using the following steps:

3.3

The audit team confirmed that the deviation only represents a deviation from the criteria and
procedures relating to monitoring or measurement set out in the methodology. Specifically, the
deviation impacts compliance with Equation 60b in Section 8.5.3 of the methodology, which sets
out procedures for calculation of an uncertainty factor. These procedures are procedures for
monitoring, as defined in ISO 14064-2 and thus incorporated by reference in the Program
Definitions.

The audit team confirmed that the deviation results in increased accuracy of the quantification of
GHG emission reductions/removals. The audit team agrees that Equation 60b, as written, is
incorrect, and that the corrected equation as implemented in the deviation is more correct in the
following ways:

o0 ltis consistent with standard approaches for calculation of percent error.

o All other things being equal, it results in a lower uncertainty deduction when the
measured carbon storage is less than the predicted carbon storage (indicating
conservative predictions of carbon storage), which is the intuitively desirable result;
Equation 60b, as written, yields the opposite result.

The audit team confirmed that the deviation was appropriately described in the monitoring report.

Project Description Deviations

One project description deviation has been applied to the project thus far. The audit team concludes that
this project description deviation is valid.

The audit team assessed the deviation, per Section 3.6 of the VCS Standard, using the following steps:

The audit team confirmed that the deviation only pertains to the criteria and procedures relating to
monitoring/measurement set out in the project description. Specifically, the deviation pertains to
the reporting of output from the Landscape Summary Tool (LST) model. As described on page 71
of the project description, “Both the baseline and project scenarios in the Landscape Summary
Tool were calculated with 5-year time steps for a total of 100 years”. However, as described in the
monitoring report, the LST model was run on an annual time step. This only affects the
measurement and monitoring of GHG emission reductions/removals and, therefore has no impact
on the procedures for:
o Applicability (none of the applicability conditions set out in Section 4 of the methodology
require reporting of baseline and project emissions/removals on a five-year time step)
0 Additionality (it is intuitively clear that the procedures for demonstration of additionality, as
set out in Section 7 of the methodology, are completely unaffected by the deviation)

v3.3
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0 The appropriateness of the baseline scenario (with respect to the baseline, the deviation
does not impact the baseline scenario, but only impacts the quantification of baseline
emissions from the baseline scenario)

e The audit team confirmed that the project remains in compliance with the VCS rules, as none of
the VCS rules require modeling to take place on a 5-year time step (and the methodology does
not require this either).

e The audit team confirmed that the deviation was appropriately described and justified in the
monitoring report.

3.4 Grouped Project
This section is not applicable, as the project is not a grouped project.

4 VERIFICATION FINDINGS

4.1 Project Implementation Status

The audit team confirmed that the implementation of the project is faithfully described in the monitoring
report. The project activity is summarized as follows in Section 1.7 of the project description: “In contrast
to the baseline scenario, the Afognak Forest Carbon Project will conserve the project area forests for the
duration of the project and in perpetuity.” The audit team was able to confirm that, as stated in Section 2.1
of the monitoring report, “Other than conservation of the project area, no material planned or unplanned
activities were undertaken on any project parcel since the project start date.”

The audit team confirmed the above assertion through the helicopter over-flight described in Section 2.4.
During the course of this flight, the audit team used the following evidence to confirm the absence of any
activities within the project area:

o While some regeneration harvest has occurred along the southern boundary of the right-most
Shuyak parcel areas during the monitoring period, the audit team flew this boundary several
different times, while comparing visual observations of conditions on the ground with the
delineated project boundary as observed via a GPS receiver, to confirm that no harvest occurred
within the project area.

o All regeneration harvest units within the project boundary were visually observed, and it was
obvious that said units had been cut prior to the monitoring period, as confirmed through the
following evidence:

0 Absence of freshly cut stumps or logs
0 Spruce regeneration in all harvest units of a height (0.5-2.0 meters) that could not have
been attained had said harvests occurred during the monitoring period

e The audit team observed the road segments within the project area and found no evidence of
recent construction activity, aside from the section of road noted in Section 2.1 of the previous
monitoring report, which was pointed out by project personnel during the flight.

e The audit team compared observations of regeneration harvest units and naturally open areas
(i.e., “unproductive” areas) on the ground with typing of said areas in the project’s GIS system
(via use of a GPS receiver) and confirmed that typing of said areas appeared sound.

e The audit team carefully viewed the project area during the flight, with a particular emphasis on
detecting any signs of human activity. No evidence of any kind of human activity was detected.

v3.3 12
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In addition, all of the Alaska Department of Natural Resources personnel interviewed by the audit team
were questioned regarding the incidence of any human activities during the monitoring period, and all
interviewees indicated no knowledge of any such activities.

One small change in project implementation, which is not considered by the audit team to be a material
discrepancy between project implementation and the project description, is a change in the identity of the
entity identified in the project description as Camco Global. As described in the monitoring report, this
entity is now known as Camco Clean Energy. Project personnel provided a news story substantiating the
change of name from Camco International Ltd to Camco Clean Energy Plc, and also provided a 2012
annual report for Camco Clean Energy substantiating the relationship between Camco International
Group, Inc (the other entity mentioned in the project description) and Camco Clean Energy.

Item

Verification Findings

Material discrepancies between project
implementation and the project description

Aside from discrepancy relating to identity of entity
known as Camco Clean Energy Plc (which is not
material), no discrepancies were noted

Implementation status of monitoring plan and
completeness of monitoring

Audit team confirmed monitoring activities
documented in Section 3.3.1 of monitoring report
were correctly carried out, through the following:

e Interviews of State of Alaska staff, as
described in Section 2.3 above, to cross-
check attestation that “No new areas of
timber blowdown (>4ha), incidents of fire,
or visible areas of pests or disease were
noted on the property by State of Alaska
staff” and that “there have been no other
activities material to carbon stocks in the
project area during the monitoring period”
(no such instances of natural disturbance
of human activities were reported to audit
team by State of Alaska staff)

e Review of work products produced using
satellite imagery for the project area /6/ to
confirm that :

o all instances of land, in excess of 4
hectares, that are not mature forest
have been faithfully represented in
project’'s GIS system /7/ (area
summaries of which are reported in
Table 5 of the monitoring report)

o No instances of “illegal or
unintentional incursion of adjacent
management activities” are evident
(i.e., regeneration harvest units on

v3.3
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Item

Verification Findings

southern boundary of Uganik
parcel appear not to have crossed
into project boundary, as also
confirmed through over-flight
described above)
¢ Risk-based replication of monitoring
assessment carried by project personnel
using independently acquired satellite
imagery against boundaries as shown in
work products provided by project
personnel /7/ and downloaded from VCS
website /5/

Existence of material discrepancies between
monitoring system and monitoring plan (as

e All tasks described under heading “Annual
Inventory Change Monitoring” within

described in 3.3 of project description) and applied monitoring plan have been faithfully

methodology

implemented, as described in monitoring
report and commented on above

e Monitoring of activity shifting leakage,
required under “Other Monitoring
Requirements of the Project”, has been
carried out correctly (project personnel
have provided evidence that no harvest
has occurred on any properties owned or
controlled by either American Land
Conservancy /8/ or Rocky Mountain Elk
Foundation /9/; audit team independently
confirmed this via interview activities)

e No monitoring tasks described under
heading “Field plot monitoring” have been
implemented during monitoring period (as
allowed by applied methodology, which
only requires re-measurement “at intervals
of <5 years” (Section 9.3.8)

e Aside from methodology deviations
described in Section 3.2 above (which are
not considered material), no discrepancies
exist between monitoring plan and applied

methodology
Whether GHG emission reductions or removals e Audit team confirmed that improved forest
generated by the project have become included in management projects are not within scope
emissions trading program or other mechanism that of Clean Development Mechanism

e Audit team confirmed, through personal

v3.3
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Item Verification Findings
includes GHG allowance trading knowledge of all projects currently

approved under California’s Air Resources
Board Cap-and-Trade Program, that GHG
emission reductions or removals generated
by project have not become included in
that program

e Audit team applied professional judgment
to determine there is very low risk of GHG
emission reductions or removals having
been included in any other program

Whether project has received or sought any other e Audit team is unaware of any other

form of environmental credit, or has become environmental crediting program that
eligible to do so since validation or previous project would be eligible to participate in
verification

Whether project has participated or been rejected e Audit team applied intimate knowledge of
under any other GHG programs since validation or all other GHG programs prevalent in North
previous verification America (American Carbon Registry,

Climate Action Reserve and Air Resources
Board) to confirm that project has not
participated in or been rejected from any
other GHG programs (any instance of
rejection under these programs would be
highly unlikely to escape attention of audit
team)

The audit team can confirm, through review of the project description /1/ and previous monitoring report
2/, that no methodology deviations were previously reported or validated.

In conclusion, the audit team can affirm that the project has been implemented as described in the project
description.

4.2 Accuracy of GHG Emission Reduction and Removal Calculations

The GHG emission reductions and removals have been quantified correctly in accordance with the
project description and (with the exception of the methodology deviations discussed in Section 3.2 above)
with the applied methodology.

For all instances in which values were transcribed between datasets (e.g., transcription from the project
description to reporting workbooks, or between reporting workbooks), the audit team carefully traced
values to ensure the absence of manual transposition errors.
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An identification of the data and parameters used to calculate the GHG emission reductions and
removals, description of the steps taken to assess each of them, follows.

4.2.1 Data and Parameters Available at Validation

Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter

accuracy of GHG
emission reductions
and removals

whether
methods/formulae set
out in project
description /1/ have
been followed

appropriateness
of default values

THLB

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that value of
1968.4, was correctly
sourced from Table 7 of
project description /1/

N/A

ABSL,i

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that all values
were correctly sourced
from Table 7 of project
description /1/

N/A

CF

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that value of
0.5 was correctly sourced
from Table 4 of project
description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

ACBSL,P,t

Confirmed that
summation in Equation 2
of methodology was
correctly implemented in
carbon model /12/
through review of
calculations

Confirmed that calculation
approach set out in
Appendix 2 of project
description is consistent
with methodology, and
thus, satisfaction of
requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description

N/A

ACBSL,LB,t

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that annual
outputs from LST model
/10/ are consistent with 5-
year outputs approved at
validation /11/;
independently calculated
baseline carbon balance
from LST model outputs;
confirmed that calculation
approach set out in
Appendix 2 of project
description is consistent
with methodology, and
thus, satisfaction of
requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description

N/A

ACBSL,DOM;,t

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Same as for ACBSL,LB,t

N/A
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Steps taken by audit

team to assess...

Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness
emission reductions methods/formulae set of default values
and removals out in project

description /1/ have
been followed

ACBSI,HWP.t Confirmed that Confirmed that calculation | N/A
summation in Equation approach set out in
18 of methodology was Appendix 2 of project
correctly implemented in | description is consistent
carbon model /12/ with methodology, and
through review of thus, satisfaction of
calculations requirements of

methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description

ACBSL,G,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

ACBSL,L,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

ACBSL,LDW,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

ACBSL,SNAG;,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

ACBSL,DBG;,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

Ri N/A (confirmed at Confirmed that applied N/A (confirmed at
validation) root:shoot ratios, as validation)

applied in inventory
workbook /13/ (0.20 for
spruce, 0.23 for alder),
are consistent with
ranges set out in Section
3.1 of project description
11/

fBSL,NATURAL,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

fBSL,HARVEST, i t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

fBSL,DAMAGE,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

fBSL,BLOWDOWN,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

fBSL,BRANCH,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

fBSL,BUCKINGLOSS,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

fBSL,SNAGFALLDOWN,i,t | N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

fBSL,IWDECAY,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

fBSL,SWDECAY,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness

emission reductions

and removals

methods/formulae set
out in project
description /1/ have
been followed

of default values

fBSL,dgbDECAY,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A

validation)
fBSL,PRODUCTK, N/A (confirmed at Confirmed that values N/A (confirmed at
fBSL,PROCESSKk, validation) have been correctly validation)

fPRJ,PRODUCTK, and
fPRJ,PROCESSk

sourced from Table 1,
Appendix 2 of project
description /1/

HLk

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that values
have been correctly
sourced from Table 1,
Appendix 2 of project
description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

fBSL,PERMHWPK,
fPRJ,PERMHW Pk

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed correct
implementation of
Equation 21 of
methodology, as
replicated in parameter
table in Section 3.1 of
project description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

fBSL,BARK,
fBSL,COARSE, and
fBSL,FINE
fPRJ,BARK,
fPRJ,COARSE, and
fPRJ,FINE

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that all values
were correctly sourced
from parameter tables in
Section 3.1 of project
description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

fBSL,BARKUSE,
fBSL,COARSEUSE, and
fBSL,FINEUSE
fPRJ,BARKUSE,
fPRJ,COARSEUSE, and
fPRJ,FINEUSE

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that all values
were correctly sourced
from parameter tables in
Section 3.1 of project
description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

fBSL,PROCESSc and
fBSL,PROCESSf
fPRJ,PROCESSc and
fPRJ,PROCESSf

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that value of
85% was correctly
sourced from parameter
tables in Section 3.1 of
project description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

BEF

N/A (parameter not
used)

N/A (parameter not used)

N/A (parameter not
used)

Allometric equation
parameters

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that
implementation of
allometric equations, as
carried out in inventory
workbook /13/, is
consistent with
parameters as set out in
Standish, Manning, &
Demaerschalk, 1985, as
referenced in Section 3.2

N/A (confirmed at
validation)
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter

accuracy of GHG
emission reductions
and removals

whether
methods/formulae set
out in project
description /1/ have
been followed

appropriateness
of default values

of project description /1/

fTRANSPORTKk

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that values, as
used in carbon model
112/, have been correctly
sourced from Table 2,
Appendix 2 of project
description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

CHARVEST

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that value of
0.016, as used in carbon
model /12/, has been
correctly sourced from
Table 2, Appendix 2 of
project description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

cMANUFACTUREK

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that values, as
used in carbon model
112/, have been correctly
sourced from Table 2,
Appendix 2 of project
description /1/

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

CTRANSPORTk

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Confirmed that values for
truck transport, as used in
carbon model /12/, have
been correctly sourced
from Table 2, Appendix 2
of project description /1/;
confirmed that values for
ocean transport, as used
in carbon model /12/,
were similar to those in
Table 2, Appendix 2 of
project description /1/ (see
notes for data/parameter
ACEMITTRANSPORT,t
for details)

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

dTRANSPORTk

N/A (confirmed at
validation)

Same as for
dTRANSPORTk

N/A (confirmed at
validation)
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness
emission reductions methods/formulae set of default values
and removals out in project

description /1/ have
been followed

ACEMITTRANSPORT,t Same as for Same as for N/A (confirmed at
ACEMITHARVEST t, ACEMITMANUFACTURE, | validation)
below t, below, except as

follows:

For truck transport, audit
team confirmed that same
methods/formulae set out
in Table 2, Appendix 2 of
project description /1/
have been followed; for
ocean transport, audit
team replicated
calculation using values
from Table 2, Appendix 2
of project description /1/
and arrived at very slightly
different results (i.e., a
difference of
approximately 13 metric
tonnes COZ2e in each year
of monitoring period); this
difference likely results
from instances where
values were rounded to
the nearest integer in
different measurements
systems (e.g., miles vs.
km) and is immaterial

GBSL,AG,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

GBSL,BG,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

LBLBSL,NATURALI,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

LBLBSL,FELLINGSI,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

LBSL,BLOTHERI,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

LBBSL,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

DBGBSL,i,t N/A (confirmed at Same as for ACBSL,LB,t N/A
validation)

ACPERMHWP1,t Traced calculation of Confirmed that annual N/A

harvested carbon from

harvest volumes;
confirmed that

parameter values were
calculated in carbon

outputs from LST model
/10/ are consistent with 5-
year outputs approved at
validation /11/;
independently calculated
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...
Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness
emission reductions methods/formulae set of default values
and removals out in project
description /1/ have
been followed

model /12/ following baseline harvest volume

steps of Section 8.1.7 of | from LST model outputs,

methodology traced calculation of
harvested carbon from
harvested volume in
carbon model /12/;
confirmed that calculation
approach set out in
Appendix 2 of project
description is consistent
with methodology, and
thus, satisfaction of
requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description

ACPERMHWP2,t Traced calculation of Same as for N/A
harvested carbon from ACPERMHWP2,t
harvest volumes;
confirmed that
parameter values were
calculated in carbon
model /12/ following
steps of Section 8.1.7 of
methodology

ACEMITFOSSIL,t Confirmed that Confirmed that calculation | N/A
summation in Equation approach set out in
25 of methodology was Appendix 2 of project
correctly implemented in | description is consistent
carbon model /12/ with methodology, and
through review of thus, satisfaction of
calculations requirements of

methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description

BRESIDUAIt Confirmed that Confirmed that calculation | N/A
calculation in Equation approach set out in
22 of methodology was Appendix 2 of project
correctly implemented in | description is consistent
carbon model /12/ with methodology, and
through review of thus, satisfaction of
calculations requirements of

methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness

emission reductions
and removals

methods/formulae set
out in project
description /1/ have
been followed

of default values

BBARK,t, BCOARSE t, Confirmed that Confirmed that calculation | N/A
BFINE,t calculations in Equations | approach set out in
23a-c of methodology Appendix 2 of project
was correctly description is consistent
implemented in carbon with methodology, and
model /12/ through thus, satisfaction of
review of calculations requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description
ACEMITHARVEST,t Traced calculation of Confirmed that annual N/A
harvested carbon from outputs from LST model
harvest volumes; /10/ are consistent with 5-
confirmed that year outputs approved at
parameter values were validation /11/;
calculated in carbon independently calculated
model /12/ following baseline harvest volume
steps of Section 8.1.9 of | from LST model outputs,
methodology traced calculation of
harvested carbon from
harvested volume in
carbon model /12/,
confirmed that calculation
approach set out in
Appendix 2 of project
description is consistent
with methodology, and
thus, satisfaction of
requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description
ACEMITMANUFACTURE,t | Same as for Same as for N/A
ACEMITHARVEST t ACEMITHARVEST t
LEy Same as for SEy below Same as for SEy below N/A
SEy Confirmed that Confirmed that market N/A
calculations set out in leakage option 2 (as set
Figure 1 of methodology | outin Section 8.3.4 of
were correctly methodology) is
implemented in carbon documented as the
model /12/ through selected approach in
review of calculations Section 4.3 of project
description; confirmed that
calculation approach set
out in Appendix 2 of
project description is
v3.3 22
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...
Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness

emission reductions
and removals

methods/formulae set
out in project
description /1/ have
been followed

of default values

consistent with
methodology, and thus,
satisfaction of
requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in project
description

MLFy N/A (parameter not N/A (parameter not used) | N/A (parameter not
used) used)

BChv, n Traced calculation of Same as for N/A
harvested carbon from ACPERMHWP2,t
harvest volumes

4.2.2 Data and Parameters Monitored
Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness
emission reductions and | methods/formulae set of default values
removals out in project

description have been
followed

APRJ,i N/A (confirmed at Confirmed that all values | N/A
validation) were correctly sourced

from Table 7 of project
description

APSP,i Confirmed that plot size N/A N/A
was correctly calculated
based on a plot radius of
14 m

Ap,it Same as for APSP,i N/A N/A

DBH it N/A (assessed during N/A (assessed during N/A
previous verification audit) | previous verification

audit)

Height i,t Same as for DBH i,t Same as for DBH i,t N/A

L.t Same as for DBH i,t Same as for DBH it N/A

dn,t Same as for DBH i,t Same as for DBH it N/A

DLDW,c,i,t N/A (confirmed at Confirmed that values N/A (confirmed at
validation) were sourced from page | validation)

55 of project description

BAGi,t Recalculated values to Confirmed that N/A (confirmed at
confirm that implementation of validation)
implementation of allometric equations, as
allometric equations, as carried out in inventory
carried out in inventory workbook /13/, is
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness
emission reductions and | methods/formulae set of default values
removals out in project

description have been
followed
workbook /13/, was consistent with
correctly done (using parameters as set out in
parameters "Allometric Standish, Manning, &
equation parameters" that | Demaerschalk, 1985, as
were available at referenced in Section 3.2
validation) of project description /1/

BBGi,t Traced calculation from Confirmed that value of N/A
BAGi,t using parameter Ri | parameter was
(confirmed at validation) "Calculated from BAGiI,t

and Ri" as stated in
Section 3.2 of project
description

BTOTALI,t Confirmed that summation | Confirmed that Equation | N/A
in Equation 28b of 28b of methodology is
methodology was correctly | referenced in Section 3.2
implemented in inventory | of project description
workbook /13/ through
review of calculations

CLB,i,t Confirmed that summation | Confirmed that Equation | N/A
in Equation 28c of 28c of methodology is
methodology was correctly | referenced in Section 3.2
implemented in inventory | of project description
workbook /13/ through
review of calculations

CDOM,i t Confirmed that summation | Confirmed that Equation | N/A
in Equation 28e of 28e of methodology is
methodology was correctly | referenced in Section 3.2
implemented in inventory | of project description
workbook /13/ through
review of calculations

Nt Same as for DBH i,t Same as for DBH i,t N/A

Mean tree age Same as for DBH i,t Same as for DBH it N/A

fPRJ,NATURAL,i,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t | N/A
in Section 4.2.2 above in Section 4.2.2 above

fPRJ,HARVEST, it Same as for ACBSL,LB,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t | N/A
in Section 4.2.2 above in Section 4.2.2 above

fPRJ,DAMAGE,i,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t | N/A
in Section 4.2.2 above in Section 4.2.2 above

fPRJ,BLOWDOWN,i,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t | N/A
in Section 4.2.2 above in Section 4.2.2 above

fPRJ,SNAGFALLDOWN,i,t | Same as for ACBSL,LB,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t | N/A
in Section 4.2.2 above in Section 4.2.2 above

fPRJ,IWDECAY,i,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t Same as for ACBSL,LB,t | N/A
in Section 4.2.2 above in Section 4.2.2 above

DOMSNAG,i,t Same as for BAGiI t Same as for BAGiI,t N/A

DOMLDW,i,t Confirmed that summation | Confirmed that N/A
in Equation 60c, Section calculation approach set
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness

emission reductions and
removals

methods/formulae set
out in project
description have been
followed

of default values

9.3.5 of methodology was
correctly implemented in
inventory workbook /13/
through review of
calculations

out in Appendix 2 of
project description is
consistent with
methodology, and thus,
satisfaction of
requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in
project description

VLDW,c Confirmed that summation | Confirmed that N/A
in Equation 60a, Section calculation approach set
9.3.5 of methodology was | out in Appendix 2 of
correctly implemented in project description is
inventory workbook /13/ consistent with
through review of methodology, and thus,
calculations satisfaction of
requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in
project description
L,it Same as for DBH it Same as for DBH it N/A
dn,i,t Same as for DBH i,t Same as for DBH it N/A
N it Same as for DBH i,t Same as for DBH it N/A
EM Assessed third Confirmed that Equation | N/A
methodology deviation 60a of methodology is
discussed in Section 3.2 referenced in Section 3.2
above; recalculation of of project description;
results to confirm that confirmation that
calculation followed Equation 60a of
approach described in methodology was
third methodology followed except as
deviation described in deviated from (as
monitoring report described in third
methodology deviation
described in monitoring
report)
El Confirmed that calculation | Confirmed that Equation | N/A
in Equation 60a, Section 60c of methodology is
8.5.3 of methodology was | referenced in Section 3.2
correctly implemented in of project description
inventory workbook /13/
through recalculation of
results
EP Confirmed that summation | Confirmed that Equation | N/A
in Equation 60f, Section 60f of methodology is
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Steps taken by audit
team to assess...

Data/Parameter accuracy of GHG whether appropriateness

emission reductions and
removals

methods/formulae set
out in project
description have been
followed

of default values

8.5.3 of methodology was
correctly implemented in
inventory workbook /13/
through review of
calculations

referenced in Section 3.2
of project description

ERY,ERR,

Confirmed that system of
calculations in Table 6 of
methodology was correctly
implemented in inventory
workbook /13/ through
recalculation of results

Confirmed that
calculation approach set
out in Section 4.5 of
project description is
consistent with
methodology, and thus,
satisfaction of
requirements of
methodology inherently
results in compliance with
methods set out in
project description

N/A

4.3 Quality of Evidence to Determine GHG Emission Reductions and Removals
The evidence used to determine the GHG reductions and removals was of sufficient quantity and
appropriate quality. An identification of the categories of evidence used to determine the GHG emission
reductions and removals, and a description of the steps taken to assess the sufficiency of quantity, and
appropriateness of quality, of each category of evidence, follows.

Steps taken by audit team to assess...

Category

reliability, source,
nature of evidence

information flow from
data generation and
aggregation, to
recording, calculation
and final transposition
into the monitoring
report

appropriateness of
implemented calibration
frequency of monitoring
equipment

Reporting workbooks

Workbooks originated

In all cases, audit team

N/A

110/ 111/ 112/ /13/ from project personnel | traced data contained
and were determined, in workbooks back to
after thorough testing, their respective
to be of high quality sources, which were:
and highly reliable; (1) other workbooks,
quantity of workbooks (2) project description
provided to audit team | /1/; (3) workbooks
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was sufficient

claimed to be validated
by project personnel;
audit team reviewed
and/or recalculated all
relevant calculations
and assessed final
transcription of data
into monitoring report

Project geodatabase /7/ | Geodatabase N/A (no values were N/A
originated from project | traced directly into
personnel and was monitoring report or
tested, via recalculation | associated work
of area summaries in products; geodatabase
key shapefiles, to was assessed in order
contain information to assist with
consistent with project confirmation of lack of
description /1/; it is disturbance during
well-organized and helicopter overflight
serves as adequate described in Section
evidence regarding 2.4 above)
project area
stratification
Email attestations Attestations originated | Audit team confirmed N/A
regarding harvesting /8/ | from personnel known that information
19/ to hold leadership roles | regarding lack of
with American Land harvesting was
Conservancy and faithfully transferred to
Rocky Mountain Elk monitoring report
Foundation; chain of
custody and transfer
was evident in email
documents; they are
adequate for intended
purpose
Satellite imagery and Evidence is Audit team assessed N/A
associated map documentation maps to confirm that

documents /6/

provided by project
personnel and sourced
from Pleiades 1A
satellite imagery; it is
considered highly
reliable by audit team

claims regarding lack of
disturbance in report
were consistent with
imagery
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4.4 Non-Permanence Risk Analysis
The determined value of the overall risk rating has not changed since the prior verification audit. The audit

team did not perform a re-assessment of the risk analysis from first principles, but did assess the
following:

e Whether any circumstances or conditions may have transpired since the prior verification audit
such that the determination made by the previous verification body is no longer valid; and
e Whether items meant to address certain risks are in place and functioning as intended.

The determined value of the overall risk rating of 10% remains appropriate and in conformance to the
AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, to the extent that said determined value was appropriate and in
conformance to the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool at the time of the prior verification audit.

4.4.1 Internal Risk - Project Management

Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(@) e Audit team reviewed prior N/A Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and appropriate

verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis
e Audit team confirmed, through
interviews with project personnel
and stakeholders (as described in
Section 2.3 above) that no planting
of trees within project area has
occurred since project start date
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions

and justification

Assessment of quality of
documentation and data
provided

Conclusion
regarding
appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating

(b)

Audit team reviewed prior
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis
Audit team confirmed, through on-
site observations and interviews
with stakeholders (as described in
Section 2.3 above) that project
area remains very remote and
presence of activities that would
threaten stocks on which GHG
credits have been issued (e.g.,
illegal logging) are unlikely

Audit team confirmed with project
personnel that no ongoing
enforcement activities occur, and
thus far it appears that such
activities are unnecessary

Audit team observed absence of
illegal incursion of adjacent timber
harvest into project area, as noted
in Section 4.1 above

N/A

Risk rating is
appropriate

(©)

Audit team reviewed prior
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis
Through conversations with project
personnel, audit team confirmed
that no change occurred in
management team that would
impact the applied score

N/A

Risk rating is
appropriate
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(d) Audit team reviewed prior e Project personnel provided | Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and reports of possible travel appropriate
verification report (Appendix B) itineraries from Denver,
and confirmed that applied score is Colorado to Kodiak, Alaska
unchanged from past risk analysis as evidence of feasibility of
Audit team confirmed that it travel; this evidence was
remains possible to access project confirmed to be of high
area within a day’s travel from the quality by independent
Colorado offices of Camco, given search of travel websites
favorable weather conditions and
assuming travel during the
summer months (when daylight is
longer)
(e) Audit team reviewed prior N/A Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and appropriate
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis
Through conversations with project
personnel, audit team confirmed
that no change occurred in
management team that would
impact the applied score
4.4.2 Internal Risk — Financial Viability
Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(@) - - N/A
(b) - - N/A
(c) - - N/A
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(d) e Audit team reviewed prior e Through review of Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and calculations and interviews | appropriate
verification report (Appendix B) with project personnel,
and confirmed that applied score is audit team confirmed that
unchanged from past risk analysis financial model /14/ is of
e Audit team reviewed financial high quality
model /14/ and confirmed that e Price sheet /15/ appears to
cash flow is projected to remain be genuinely sourced from
positive for duration of crediting a known commaodity supply
period agent.

e Audit team assessed VCU price
assumption used for analysis and
determined that price assumption
is quite conservative in comparison
to “going rate” for this type of
credit, as indicated in a price sheet
/15/

e Audit team confirmed, through
review of VCS Project Database,
website, that most VCUs
previously issued to the project
had been retired, thus providing
assurance that VCUs issued to the
project can be sold

e Audit team carried out cross-
checks against known verification
costs to confirm that verification
costs, as indicated in financial
model, are reasonable

e Audit team carried out a “sensitivity
analysis” to confirm that calculation
of point at which breakeven occurs
is not overly sensitive to
guestionable assumptions

e |- - N/A
) - - N/A
@ |- - N/A
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(h) e Audit team reviewed prior N/A Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and appropriate

verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis

e As breakeven has already
occurred, no cash out is required
before project reaches breakeven;
therefore, audit team agrees that
project has inherently secured
100% of funding needed to cover
total cash out before project
reaches breakeven

(i) e Audit team reviewed prior N/A Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and appropriate
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis

e As breakeven has already
occurred, no cash out is required
before project reaches breakeven;
therefore, audit team agrees that
project inherently has as callable
resources 100% of funding needed
to cover total cash out before
project reaches breakeven

4.4.3 Internal Risk — Opportunity Cost

Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(@) - - N/A
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Risk

Assessment of rationale, assumptions
and justification

Assessment of quality of
documentation and data
provided

Conclusion
regarding
appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating

(b)

N/A

()

N/A

(d)

e Audit team reviewed prior
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis

e Audit team determined that
assumptions continued to be
supported by sound evidence, as
follows:

0 Assumed discount rate
remains within range of
values typically assumed
in forestry investment
analysis

0 Through review of Shuyak
timber appraisal report
/16/, dated 18 January
2008, and correspondence
with an individual familiar
with regional log price
trends, audit team
confirmed that assumed
stumpage values remain
reasonable

0 Assumed carbon price
remains reasonable and
conservative according to
State of the Voluntary
Carbon Markets 2013
report (http://www.forest-
trends.org/vem2013.php;
State of the Voluntary
Carbon Markets 2014
report had not been
released in full at time of
assessment)

e Through review of
calculations and interviews
with project personnel,
audit team confirmed that
financial model /14/ is of
high quality

Risk rating is
appropriate
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(e) - - N/A
0] - - N/A
(9) - - N/A
(h) e See Section 4.4.4 below N/A Risk rating is
appropriate
4.4.4 Internal Risk — Project Longevity
Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
e Audit team reviewed prior N/A Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and appropriate
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis
e Prior verification report states “The
proponent has indicated that a
federal conservation easement is
in place to protect the area for at
least 100 years. These easements
have been reviewed the audit team
and have been verified.”
¢ Audit team confirmed, through
interviews with Bureau of Land
Management personnel, that
conservation easements were still
valid and remained in full force and
effect as of 2 July 2014
e Thus, conservation easements
continue to be in place, and they
were previously confirmed to
constitute “a legally binding
agreement that covers at least a
100 year period from the project
start date”.
4.45 External Risk —Land Tenure and Resource Access/Impacts
Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
€)) Audit team reviewed prior monitoring N/A N/A
report (Appendix 1) and verification report
(Appendix B) and confirmed that applied
score is unchanged from past risk analysis

(b) Audit team reviewed prior N/A Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and appropriate
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis
Audit team confirmed that
agreements conferring ownership
and resource access/use rights remain
in force (see Section 4.4.4 above for
details)

(c) Audit team reviewed prior As evidence of due process Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and | undertaken to confirm absence of appropriate
verification report (Appendix B) disputes over ownership and
and confirmed that applied score is | land/resource access/usage rights,
unchanged from past risk analysis | audit team was provided with
Audit team confirmed that screenshots showing output from
agreements conferring ownership | queries of Alaska Department of
and resource access/use rights Natural Resources Recorder's
remain in force (see Section 4.4.4 | Office database /17/;
above for details) documentation appears high quality
Interviewed Bureau of Land (as it derives from an official source
Management and Alaska and reliable for confirmation of
Department of Natural Resources | absence of disputes
personnel reported no disputes
over land tenure or ownership within
project area
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(d) e Audit team reviewed prior As evidence of due process Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and | undertaken to confirm absence of appropriate
verification report (Appendix B) disputes over ownership and
and confirmed that applied score is | land/resource access/usage rights,
unchanged from past risk analysis | audit team was provided with
e Audit team confirmed that screenshots showing output from
agreements conferring ownership | queries of Alaska Department of
and resource access/use rights Natural Resources Recorder's
remain in force (see Section 4.4.4 | Office database /17/;
above for details) documentation appears high quality
e Interviewed Bureau of Land (as it derives from an official source
Management and Alaska and reliable for confirmation of
Department of Natural Resources | absence of disputes
personnel reported no disputes
over access/use rights within project
area
(e) Audit team reviewed prior monitoring N/A Risk rating is
report (Appendix 1) and verification report appropriate
(Appendix B) and confirmed that applied
score is unchanged from past risk analysis
4.4.6 External Risk — Community Engagement
Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
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Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
e Audit team reviewed prior N/A Risk rating is
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and appropriate
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis
e Prior verification report states “The
proponent asserts that this section
is not applicable because there are
no populations that rely on the
project area. The auditor team
verified this during the field visit.”
e Audit team inquired with Alaska
Department of Natural Resources
personnel regarding possible
instances of households who are
reliant on project area, and was
informed of no such instances
e Audit team confirmed, through site visit
as described in Section 2.4 above, that
project area is very remote; audit team
carefully observed project area for
evidence of human habitation and
detected no evidence of such
4.4.7 External Risk — Political Risk
Risk | Assessment of rationale, assumptions Assessment of quality of Conclusion
and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
(@) - - N/A
(b) - - N/A
(c) - - N/A
(d) - - N/A
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Risk

Assessment of rationale, assumptions
and justification

Assessment of quality of
documentation and data
provided

Conclusion
regarding
appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating

()

Audit team downloaded dataset
from World Bank Institute’s
Worldwide Governance Indicators
(for the most recent five years,
2008-2012; accessed 1 May 2014)
and replicated calculation of value
reported in risk report, thus
confirming accuracy of calculation.

The dataset used is required by the
AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk
Tool, and can be considered high
quality.

Risk rating is
appropriate

(f)

Audit team reviewed prior
monitoring report (Appendix 1) and
verification report (Appendix B)
and confirmed that applied score is
unchanged from past risk analysis
Through review of FSC-US
website (https://us.fsc.org/;
accessed 1 July 2014), audit team
confirmed that the United States
continues to have an FSC
standards body.

N/A

Risk rating is
appropriate

4.4.8

Natural Risk

The helicopter over-flight described in Section 2.4 above was instrumental in confirming that no natural
disturbances occurred subsequent to the previous risk analysis. During the course of this flight, the audit
team used the following evidence to confirm the absence of natural disturbances:

e The audit team looked carefully for evidence of fire (e.g., blackened tree stems) and found none.

e The audit team looked carefully for evidence of pest and disease outbreaks, such as those
related to the spruce beetle. No such outbreaks were detected. Outside of wetland areas
(discussed below) most trees observed appeared very healthy, with no crown fading or other
signs of disease.

e The audit team looked carefully for evidence of large windthrow events (e.g., large expanses of
down trees that were clearly snapped off or with upturned root balls), particularly on the edge of
the project boundary that abuts a regeneration harvest unit (where susceptibility to windthrow
may be higher), and found none.
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Risk

Assessment of rationale,
assumptions and justification

Assessment of quality of
documentation and data
provided

Conclusion
regarding
appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating

Fire

Audit team reviewed prior
monitoring report (Appendix 1)
and verification report
(Appendix B) and confirmed
that claims regarding likelihood,
significance and mitigation are
unchanged from claims
approved as part past risk
assessment.

Audit team reviewed website
(accessed 1 July 2014)
http://fire.ak.blm.gov/predsvcs/
maps.php and confirmed
absence of recorded fires within
project area since 1939 (and,
therefore, absence of recorded
fires within project area since
previous risk analysis).

Audit team inquired with Alaska
Department of Natural
Resources personnel regarding
any natural disturbances in
project area in last five years
and was told of no instances of
such

Audit team observed no
evidence of natural
disturbances during helicopter
over-flight of project area (as
described above)

Audit team agrees that: a) there
is no change in likelihood; b)
assumed significance remains
conservative; and c) it remains
conservative to not apply
mitigation score

The website provided for review
by audit team is work product of
a United States government
agency (Bureau of Land
Management) and can be
expected to contain the best
available information;
documentation provided is high
quality.

Risk rating is
appropriate
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Conclusion
regarding

Risk Assessment of rationale,
assumptions and justification

Assessment of quality of
documentation and data

provided

appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating

Pest and
Disease
Outbreaks

Audit team reviewed prior
monitoring report (Appendix 1)
and verification report
(Appendix B) and confirmed
that claims regarding likelihood,
significance and mitigation are
unchanged from claims
approved as part past risk
assessment. In addition, audit
team reviewed report “Forest
Health Conditions in Alaska —
2010” (accessed 1 July 2014
from
http://forestry.alaska.gov/pdfs/in
sects/FHP20116 2010 FHProt
Rpt.pdf) and confirmed that part
or all of project area was flown
over in this survey and that no
significant pest activity was
observed

Audit team inquired with Alaska
Department of Natural
Resources personnel regarding
any natural disturbances in
project area in last five years
and was told of no instances of
such

Audit team observed no
evidence of natural
disturbances during helicopter
over-flight of project area (as
described above)

Audit team agrees that: a) there
is no change in likelihood; b)
assumed significance remains
conservative; and c) it remains
conservative to not apply
mitigation score

The report “Forest Health
Conditions in Alaska — 2010” is
jointly published by two
government agencies (United
States Forest Service and State
of Alaska, Department of Natural
Resources) and can be
considered of high quality.

Risk rating is
appropriate
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Risk

Assessment of rationale,
assumptions and justification

Assessment of quality of
documentation and data
provided

Conclusion
regarding
appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating

Extreme
Weather

e Audit team reviewed prior
monitoring report (Appendix 1)
and verification report
(Appendix B) and confirmed
that claims regarding likelihood,
significance and mitigation are
unchanged from claims
approved as part past risk
assessment.

e Audit team inquired with Alaska
Department of Natural
Resources personnel regarding
any natural disturbances in
project area in last five years
and was told of no instances of
such

e Audit team observed no
evidence of natural
disturbances during helicopter
over-flight of project area (as
described above)

e Audit team agrees that: a) there
is no change in likelihood; b)
assumed significance remains
conservative; and c) it remains
conservative to not apply
mitigation score

N/A

Risk rating is
appropriate
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Risk

Assessment of rationale,
assumptions and justification

Assessment of quality of
documentation and data
provided

Conclusion
regarding
appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating

Geological
Risk

e Audit team reviewed prior
monitoring report (Appendix 1)
and verification report
(Appendix B) and confirmed
that claims regarding likelihood,
significance and mitigation are
unchanged from claims
approved as part past risk
assessment.

e Audit team inquired with Alaska
Department of Natural
Resources personnel regarding
any natural disturbances in
project area in last five years
and was told of no instances of
such

e Audit team observed no
evidence of natural
disturbances during helicopter
over-flight of project area (as
described above)

e Audit team agrees that: a) there
is no change in likelihood; b)
assumed significance remains
conservative; and c) it remains
conservative to not apply
mitigation score

N/A

Risk rating is
appropriate
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Risk Assessment of rationale, Assessment of quality of Conclusion
assumptions and justification documentation and data regarding
provided appropriaten
ess of the
risk rating
Other e Audit team reviewed prior N/A Risk rating is
natural monitoring report (Appendix 1) appropriate
risk and verification report

(Appendix B) and confirmed
that no other risk was previously
noted.

e Audit team inquired with Alaska
Department of Natural
Resources personnel regarding
any natural disturbances in
project area in last five years
and was told of no instances of
such

e Audit team observed no
evidence of natural
disturbances during helicopter
over-flight of project area (as
described above)

5 VERIFICATION CONCLUSION
The audit team asserts, with no qualifications or limitations, that:
e The project complies with the verification criteria for projects and their GHG emission reductions
or removals set out in VCS Version 3
e The project complies with the validation criteria for projects set out in VCS Version 3

The audit team has been able to confirm that the project has been implemented in accordance with the
project description and subsequently validated variations.

The audit team has been able to confirm, with a reasonable level of assurance, that the quantity of GHG
emission reductions and removals set out below has been quantified in accordance with the VCS rules.
As documented in Section 4.4 above, the audit team can also confirm that the non-permanence risk score
of 10% has been quantified in accordance with the VCS rules.
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Verification period: From 01-January-2012 to 31-December-2013

Verified GHG emission reductions and removals in the above verification period:

Year Baseline Project Leakage Net GHG Buffer credits | Verified
emissions or emissions or emissions | emission to be Carbon Units
removals removals (tCO2e) reductions or | deposited available for
(tCO2e) (tCO2e) removals into AFOLU issuance and

(tCO2e)* pooled buffer | sale
account

2012 (117,941) 8,844 (13,826) 112,958 (12,057) 99,207

2013 (121,566) 8,275 (13,894) 115,947 (12,359) 101,848

Total (239,507) 17,118 (27,720) 228,905 (24,416) 201,055

*Note: this has been calculated by following the explanatory text in Section 8.5.1 of the methodology
indicating that “The annual net carbon emissions reductions is the actual net GHG removals by sinks from
the project scenario minus the net GHG removals by sinks from the baseline scenario”. This is the correct
method of calculation because the baseline emissions/removals are negative (indicating emissions) and
the project emissions/removals are positive (indicating removals). While this is correct, it conflicts with
Equation 58 of the methodology (which requires calculation of the GHG removals from the baseline
scenario minus those from the project scenario). This does not represent a methodology deviation
because it is indicative of an internal inconsistency within the methodology (i.e., the methodology does
not clearly indicate that either approach is preferred).
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF FINDINGS

NCR 2013.1 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: VCS Standard Version 3.4, Section 3.16.6; VCS Monitoring Report Template V3.3,
Section 1.8

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1, Section 1.8

Finding: The VCS Standard requires that “The project proponent shall use the VCS Monitoring Report
Template and adhere to all instructional text within the template.” The VCS Monitoring Report Template
requires the project proponent to "provide the title, reference and version number of the methodology or
methodologies applied to the project.” The monitoring report indicates the methodology applied by the
project as "Methodology: Improved Forest Management — Logged to Protected Forest (IFM-LtPF) on Fee
Simple Forested Properties — Version 1.0." During a conference call with project personnel, it was
indicated that the version of the methodology applied is actually Version 1.1, and therefore the version
number is not correctly provided within the monitoring report.

Client Response: Section 1.8 has been modified to reflect the corrected methodology version (to 1.1).
Auditor Response: The audit team can confirm that relevant section of the updated methodology
("Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.1") has been revised to reflect the correct version of that has
been applied. Therefore, the non-conformity has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client's response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.2 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: Program Definitions V3.5

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1, Section 1.3

Finding: The Program Definitions defines the term "project proponent" as "the individual or organization
that has overall control and responsibility for the project, or an individual or organization that together with
others, each of which is also a project proponent, has overall control or responsibility for the project”. The
VCS rules contain many requirements regarding the entity(ies) that may be appropriately considered to
be the project proponent.

The project description indicates that the project proponents are American Land Conservancy, Rocky
Mountain Elk Foundation and Camco Global. The monitoring report clearly indicates that Rocky Mountain
Elk Foundation and American Land Conservancy are project proponents, but contains no mention of
Camco Global. Camco International Group, Inc. is listed as a "Project Proponent Representative”, but
under Section 1.4 (entitled "Other Entities Involved in the Project”) as opposed to Section 1.3 (entitled
"Project Proponents"), and thus the specific role of Camco International Group, Inc. in the project is
unclear.

Please clarify the role of Camco International Group, Inc. in the project. If Camco International Group, Inc.
is, in fact, the same legal entity as Camco Global, please provide documentary evidence of this. If Camco
International Group, Inc. is not the same legal entity as Camco Global, or if Camco International Group,
Inc. is not a project proponent, please provide that any changes in the identities of the project proponents
have been carried out in accordance with the VCS rules. For example, please provide evidence of that a
partial release representation has been prepared and executed, as required by Section 8.3.1(2) of the
Registration and Issuance Process.

Client Response: As labelled in Section 1.4 and 1.5, ALC/RMEF are the Project Proponents, Camco is
the Project Proponent Representative, and 3GreenTree is the Implementing Partner, all as defined in the
VCS Program Definitions. The PDD lists Camco Global as the Project Proponent Representative, which
is synonymous with the more current title of Authorized Representative per VCS terms. The entity
referred to as Camco Global changed its name to Camco Clean Energy in Oct 2012. The attached article
references the name change http://www.reuters.com/finance/stocks/CCEC.L/key-
developments/article/2634183. Camco International Group, Inc. is 100% owned by Camco Clean Energy
as evidenced on pg 62 of Camco’s 2012 Annual Report
http://www.camcocleanenergy.com/files/Reports%20and%20Downloads/Annual%20Report%202012.pdf.
Camco's information has been relocated to Section 1.4 as suggested, and references updated to reflect
the new name of Camco Clean Energy in the Monitoring Report. Camco has an Authorized
Representation agreement document availabe for review upon request.

Auditor Response: The updated monitoring report ("Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.1")
indicates that Camco Clean Energy is a project proponent. The audit team has been provided with
explanation, including supporting documents, pertaining to the relationship between the entities Camco
Global, Camco International Ltd, Camco International Group, Inc. and Camco Clean Energy Plc. The
information request has been satisfied.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.3 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: VCS Standard Version 3.4, Section 3.6.1

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1; PROJ_DESC 872 17 MAY_2012
Finding: Section 3.6.1 of the VCS Standard states that "Deviations from the project description are
permitted at verification", but further clarification is provided in Section 3.6.1(2) that "Where the deviation
does not impact the applicability of the methodology, additionality or the appropriateness of the baseline
scenario, and the project remains in compliance with the applied methodology, the deviation shall be
described and justified in the monitoring report. This shall include a description of when the changes
occurred and the reasons for the changes. The deviation shall also be described in all subsequent
monitoring reports.” The instructional text in Section 2.2.2 of the VCS Monitoring Report Template
provides a further requirement to "ldentify whether the deviation impacts the applicability of the
methodology, additionality or the appropriateness of the baseline scenario and provide an explanation of
the outcome."

The following project description deviations have been noted by the audit team:

1. As documented in NIR 2013.2, a change appears to have been made in the identity of the project
proponents.

2. As described in Section 4.1.5 of the monitoring report, "... the LST model was run for 30 years using an
annual time step instead of 100 years using a 5-year time step”. This is a deviation from the quantification
of baseline emissions as reported in the project description, which states (Section 4.1) "Both the baseline
and project scenarios in the Landscape Summary Tool were calculated with 5-year time steps for a total
of 100 years."

The above deviations have not been documented, as required by the language cited above, in the
monitoring report.

Client Response: Text has been in added in Section 2.2.1 describing the use of the annual time step
version of the LST model as a deviation from the project description document. A rationale is provided
and a case is made that it does not influence other aspects of the project.

Auditor Response: Section 2.2.2 of the VCS Monitoring Report Template requires the following:
"Describe any project description deviations applied during this monitoring period and explain the reasons
for the deviation. Identify whether the deviation impacts the applicability of the methodology, additionality
or the appropriateness of the baseline scenario and provide an explanation of the outcome. "

Because no change has been made to the text of Section 2.2.2 of the monitoring report, this finding
remains open, because the specific requirement was for information to be added to Section 2.2.2.

Client Response 2: A descpription of the deviation from the Project Description Document (PDD v2.3)
has been moved from Section 2.2.1 to Section 2.2.2 in the updated version of the Monitoring Report
(v1.2)

Auditor Response 2: The audit team can confirm, through review of the updated monitoring report
entitled "Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.3", that project description deviation is described, and
the reasons for it are explained, as required by the VCS Monitoring Report Template. Therefore, the non-
conformity has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.4 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permance Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.2.1

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 1.1

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool requires that a score of 2 be assigned, for item (d) in
the project management sub-category, in the case that "Management team does not maintain a presence
in the country or is located more than a day of travel from the project site, considering all parcels or
polygons in the project area." The non-permanence risk report states that "The ALC and RMEF have an
ongoing active programs in Alaska and proximal to Afognak Island. Camco and 3GreenTree are located
within easy travel distance to the project site in Colorado and British Columbia, respectively." However, it
should be noted that, unless 3GreenTree maintains a presence within the United States of America,
3GreenTree cannot be said to maintain a presence within the country. ALC, RMEF and Camco do appear
to maintain a presence in the country, but it is unclear whether these entities are located within a day of
travel from the project site.

Given the above, please provide evidence that the management team maintains a presence in the
country and is located within a day of travel from the project site.

Client Response: The VCS Non-Permanence Risk Assessment Tool specifies either the management
team is in-country OR within a days travel, so both Camco and 3GreenTree meet this requirement (noting
the "OR"). More specifically: as the project proponent representative, Camco is directly responsible
overall management of the project, along with the Project Proponents (ALC & RMEF). All three of these
entities are located in the project country. Flights from Denver, CO (Camco's US offices are less than 1
hour from the Denver Int'l Airport) to Kodiak, AK range from 11.5-14 hrs on commercial flights from
multiple carriers occuring multiple times per day, including connections (over 10 daily flights appeared in
a travel search website from DEN to ADQ). Kodiak is the closest establishment to the project area (the
project site does not have any facilities or lodging), and is located 20-30 min by floatplane or helicopter.
So, it is clearly possible to reach the project site with a day. 3GreenTree, as the implementing partner, is
located in Canada (and so as noted, not within the project country), however, logistically is also within a
similar travel period from the project site. The project is in compliance with this requirement, and hence
no documentation changes have been made.

Auditor Response: Evidence has been provided indicating that the Lone Tree, Colorado offices of
Camco Clean Energy are within a day of travel from the project site. Therefore, the information request
has been resolved. This evidence will be further assessed during the site visit.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.5 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permance Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.2.2

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 1.2

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool indicates that a score of 0 be assigned, under item (c)
in the financial viability sub-category, in the case that "Project cash flow breakeven point is 4 years or less
from the current risk assessment." The non-permanence risk report states that "The project has achieved
breakeven, with sales from previously issued credits exceeding the project costs to date. Therefore the
project has selected item d) with a cashflow breakeven point less than 4 years." Please provide evidence
to support the assertion that the project has achieved breakeven. Please provide evidence that the
breakeven point has been determined, in accordance with the requirements of Section 2.2.2(1) of the
AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool.

Client Response: Per the guidance provided in the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, the cash flow
breakeven point is defined as the year in which cumulative cash flow is positive and stays positive.
Incoming cash flow is represented by a single source; revenue from the sale of verified VCUs. Outgoing
cash flows include the costs associated with credit generation such as validation, verification, registration
as well as monitoring & re-measurement activities every five years. A cash flow analysis was prepared
during project validation and is provided as an attachment for review: Afognak Financial Modelling.xIsx.
Camco has sold the majority of the credits issued to date, however the actual selling prices are
contractually confidential. Therefore, a very conservative price estimate has been used based on a
recent carbon broker price release as a proxy for Camco's actual prices. This conservative analysis
shows the breakeven point of the project occurred in 2013, which is less than four years from the current
risk assessment.

Auditor Response: As indicated, a cash flow analysis has been provided in the document "Afognak
Financial Modelling_v1". Therefore, the information request has been resolved. This document will be
further reviewed as part of the on-site assessment.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.

NIR 2013.6 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permance Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.2.2(1)

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 1.3

Finding: The non-permanence risk report indicates that "The NPV of the timber harvesting in the baseline
scenario is likely between 20% more to 20% less than the returns from carbon in the project scenario, on
an operational EBITDA basis and excluding consideration of acquisition capital." Please provide evidence
of a NPV analysis for the project crediting period that complies with all the requirements of Section
2.2.2(1) of the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool.

Client Response: In the initial Validation and Verification, basic financial models were provided (within
the file: Afognak Carbon Model v3.2) which provided basic evidence for this area of risk assessment. The
financial tabs from this assessment have been re-provided now in the file "Afognak Financial Modelling".
As the original files did not specifically outline the result for this risk assessment item (i.e. originally it was
demonstrating breakeven, not an NPV comparison specifically), some minor modifications have been
made to properly reflect this analysis. This is simplistic modelling that demonstrates the project and
baseline scenarios are roughtly within +-20% on an NPV or DCF Analysis basis. We have not updated
details within these models as they are still reasonably representative of the timber and carbon markets
for this monitoring period (i.e. there have been no abnormal market changes in either scenario outside the
historical range of variation). Also note this opportunity cost risk rating is subsequently fully offset by the
mitigation factors within the tool totally -10 points in this section, and hence is immaterial in terms of
affecting the overall risk rating for this section.

Auditor Response: As indicated, a NPV analysis has been provided in the document "Afognak Financial
Modelling_v1". Therefore, the information request has been resolved. This document will be further
reviewed as part of the on-site assessment.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.7 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Requirements V3.4, Section 3.7.3; VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report
Template (Short Form) V3.0

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 1.3; Afognak - VCS Risk Report Calculation Tool, v3.0 2012-2014 MR

Finding: The AFOLU Requirements states that "Projects shall prepare a non-permanence risk report in
accordance with VCS document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool at both validation and verification...
The non-permanence risk report shall be prepared using the VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report
Template..." The instructions for the VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template (Short Form) state that
"This document is intended to be used in combination with the risk report calculation tool."

In general, the non-permanence risk report is consistent with the risk report calculation workbook.
However, Section 1.3 of the non-permanence risk report states "ALC/RMEF are non-profit conservation
organizations, however the project has selected risk mitigation rating “i” instead. Afognak is protected by
a Federal Conservation Easement over 100 years vs. a project crediting period of 30 years, however the
project has selected risk mitigation rating “i” instead." This implies that risk mitigation ratings (g) and (h)
have not been selected. However, the risk report calculation workbook indicates that both of these ratings
have, in fact, been selected. Therefore, the VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template (Short Form)
has not been fully used in combination with the risk report calculation tool.

Client Response: The risk report calculation workbook has been modified to remove selection of "(g)" as
it seems to overlap with the mitigation used in (h). This change is immaterial to the risk assessment
results.

Auditor Response: The mitigation score for risk factor (g), contrary to the indication in the Client
Response, is selected in the updated risk report calculation workbook ("Afognak - VCS Risk Report
Calculation Tool, v3.0 2012-2014 MR v1.1"). The mitigation score for risk factor (h) is no longer selected.
However, the updated risk report ("Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report 2012-2013 MR v1.1")
continues to not clearly reflect the selection of risk factors (g) and (i), as the repeated usage of "however"
and "instead" implies that these factors have not been selected. Therefore, the non-conformity has not
been fully resolved.

Client Response 2: The Risk Report Calculation Tool is correct, with the mitigation factors "g" (for not-
for-profit proponents) and "I" (for the conservation easement), and this file is unchanged and remains
v1.1. Note the score total for this Opportunity Cost section remains at zero due to the function of this
locked spreadsheet, despite VCS allowing negative values (to our understanding). This is immaterial to
the overall risk rating score. The Risk Report has been updated to clarify the language in Section 1.3 to
make it consistent with the Tool. The Risk Report has been updated to v.1.2.

Auditor Response 2: The audit team can confirm, through review of the updated risk report entitled
"Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report 2012-2013 MR v1.2", that the language of the risk report
has been changed to clearly reflect the selection of risk factors (g) and (i). Therefore, the non-conformity
has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.8 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permance Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.2.4(5)

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 1.4

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool states that "Any project with a legally binding
agreement that covers at least a 100 year period from the project start date shall be assigned a score of
zero for project longevity." The non-permanence risk tool states that "The Afognak has a legally binding
Federal Conservation Easement that mandates continuation of the project scenario conservation
management in perpetuity.” Please provide the Federal Conservation Easement along with a reference to
the specific clause(s) that mandate "continuation of the management practice that sequesters carbon or
avoids emissions" in perpetuity.

Client Response: This element has been both Validated in the PDD (and simultaneously Verified) and
there has been no changse to the documentation or agreements during this assessment period. The key
agreement and conservation easement details are outlined in the PDD Section 7. Specifically, the
language related to the Federal Conservation Easement (which are fairly standard, well proven
documents) are referred to in paragraph 5 under the second header in Section 7, along with an extensive
table of documents by parcel. Validators reviewed the underlying documentation for this section as part
of the validation process. There is a lengthy set of transactional documentation for these properties
which could be re-openned and reviewed if necessary, however we would suggest this is a Validation
issue not requiring further re-review at each Verification.

Auditor Response: Subsequent to the issuance of this finding, the audit team received the following
generic clarifying guidance from the VCSA:

“In response to your question, it is the expectation of VCS that where a VVB is performing a risk
assessment at the time of verification, the focus of the VVB should be on the circumstances and
conditions which have transpired since the previous validation or verification. More specifically, VCS
would not expect it to be necessary to assess all claims made in the risk analysis from first principles. In
other words, where a previous VVB has made a determination regarding a question of principle (e.g. is an
easement a legally binding agreement that covers at least a 100 year period from the project start date?)
we would not expect the current VVB to readdress these sorts of questions from scratch at each
subsequent verification. Rather, the verifying VVB'’s responsibility is to determine whether any
circumstances or conditions have transpired such that the determination made by the previous VVB is no
longer valid, and to assess whether items meant to address certain risks are in place and functioning as
intended (e.g. has due process been undertaken to determine whether any new disputes have arisen
since the past risk assessment, and if disputes have arisen, have those been addressed accordingly?)."
Because the VCSA clarified that the risk analysis does not need to be reassessed "from first principles"
during each subsequent risk assessment, the audit team agrees that, because the previous
validation/verification body already confirmed that the conservation easements collectively constitute "a
legally binding agreement that covers at least a 100 year period from the project start date", this does not
need to be re-assessed as part of the current verification audit. Therefore, it is agreed that the finding was
inappropriately issued, and it will be withdrawn.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.9 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permance Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.3.1(8)

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 2.1

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool requires that "Evidence shall be provided that due
process has been undertaken to discover any disputes over ownership and land/resource access/usage
rights, including to determine whether there are overlapping boundaries or competing claims on the land
or resources that may place carbon stocks in pools included in the project boundary at risk of reversal.
The onus is upon the project proponent to demonstrate such process has been undertaken, failing which
the project shall fail the risk assessment and shall not be eligible."

The non-permanence risk report states that "There are no known land ownership disputes, as asserted by
ALC/RMEF as per title search and insurance processes and government due diligence during the
transactions". Please provide evidence of the title search, insurance and/or "government due diligence"
processes, or any other evidence of due process that would satisfy the requirements quoted above.
Client Response: This element has been previously Validated (under ownership tests) and then
previously Verified. There have been no changes to ownership documentation or related during this
Monitoring Period, and hence it is not clear why the previous validation is not sufficient for this finding. As
noted in the PDD and initial Monitoring Report, land ownership and disputes are an important task in the
acquisition due diligence of all experienced land trusts (such as ALC and RMEF, who both have
extensive land acquisition histories), and particularly transactions involving State Governments and the
US BLM such as the project area parcels. Further, these property parcels are related to former
government lands which were transfered to private ownership by local Tribal Corporations as part of
treaty settlements in the 1970's. These properties were then sold in a private transaction(s) to the project
proponents, and therefore there are no underlying treaty claims or complex ownership/transaction history
on the project areas. The bottom line is there is very little risk of these due diligence processes not
discovering any ownership disputes. For evidence, the primary point for registering property ownership
and any competing claims or liens is the State of Alaska Recorder's Office (a searchable database from
the State of Alaska Recorder’s Office that can be found at www.recorder.alaska.gov), and the parcel plat
identifiers for the project area are list in the PDD. These records were checked during the PDD writing
process and no competing claims were found. Validators also reviewed these records.

Auditor Response: Subsequent to the issuance of this finding, the audit team received the following
generic clarifying guidance from the VCSA:

“In response to your question, it is the expectation of VCS that where a VVB is performing a risk
assessment at the time of verification, the focus of the VVB should be on the circumstances and
conditions which have transpired since the previous validation or verification. More specifically, VCS
would not expect it to be necessary to assess all claims made in the risk analysis from first principles. In
other words, where a previous VVB has made a determination regarding a question of principle (e.g. is an
easement a legally binding agreement that covers at least a 100 year period from the project start date?)
we would not expect the current VVB to readdress these sorts of questions from scratch at each
subsequent verification. Rather, the verifying VVB'’s responsibility is to determine whether any
circumstances or conditions have transpired such that the determination made by the previous VVB is no
longer valid, and to assess whether items meant to address certain risks are in place and functioning as
intended (e.g. has due process been undertaken to determine whether any new disputes have arisen
since the past risk assessment, and if disputes have arisen, have those been addressed accordingly?)."
The guidance provided by the VCSA clarified that the current verification audit may be limited to an
assessment of those circumstances that may have transpired since the previous risk analysis. Therefore,
it is not necessary for the audit team to re-assess all of the information presented to the previous
validation/verification body as evidence of the "due process" referred to in the AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool (and, therefore, it is not necessary to provide evidence of the title search, insurance and/or
"government due diligence" processes that were referenced in the text of the finding). However, it is
necessary for evidence to be provided of due process that has been undertaken to discover any disputes
over ownership and land/resource access/usage rights since the last risk analysis. Please provide
evidence of such due process.

Client Response 2: The database of the Recorder's Office within the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources was re-queried for all plats identifying the project lands. All disputes over ownership of
land/resource access/usage rights would be documented as public records and filed on the specific plat
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number. Screenshots of search results for each plat have been provided as evidence of due process. No
additional documents representing encumbrances on the project lands have been filed since the previous
verification was completed in June 2012

Auditor Response 2: Through review of the screenshots included in the Word document "Afognak -
NIR2013-9 DNRRecordersDB", the audit team confirmed that all of the documents displayed in the
screenshots are dated prior to 2012, as noted in the Client Response. The audit team agrees that this
presents adequate evidence of due process to discover any disputes over ownership and land/resource
access/usage rights since the last risk analysis. Therefore, the information request has been satisfied.
Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.

NIR 2013.10 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permance Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.4.1

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 3.2

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool requires that "The frequency and significance of events
shall be estimated based on historical records, probabilities, remote sensing data, peer-reviewed
scientific literature, and/or documented local knowledge, such as survey data in project areas, and may
include projected climate change impacts. Where data are available for at least 20 years, but less than
100 years, projects shall conservatively extrapolate using available data. Where such data are not
available for the project area, likelihood and significance shall be determined based on conservative
estimates (ie, not underestimating the possible frequency or severity) of historical events in the region in
which the project is located."

The non-permanence risk report indicates, with respect to the fire risk, a significance of "major" and a
likelihood of "Every 100 years or More". The non-permanence risk report states that "there is no fire
history for the Afognak project area (the stands are primary forests with no known fire history)", but the
temporal extent of the record on fire occurrence in the project area is unclear. Please clarify which of the
following statements is correct with respect to the historical record on fires in the project area, and
present documentary evidence (in accordance with Section 2.4.1(1) of the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk
Tool) to support any claims of a historical record:

1. There is a historical record of any fire occurrence going back over 100 years.

2. There is a historical record of any fire occurrence going back at least 20 years, but less than 100 years.
3. There is a historical record of any fire occurrence, but the temporal extent of the record goes back less
than 20 years.

Depending on the option that is correct, please provide evidence that the determination of the likelihood
of natural fire is compliant with the requirements quoted above.

Client Response: The fire risk assessment is made based on a series of data relating to fire history and
risk on the project area. Specifically for historical records, the State of Alaska publishes geospatial fire
records for the entire state since 1930 (http://fire.ak.blm.gov/predsvcs/maps.php and
http://fire.ak.blm.gov/content/maps/aicc/Alaska_Fire History.pdf). These records show no fire records on
or near the project area, so: "at least 20 years, but less than 100 years". Published scientific study of
forest types very similar to the project area (i.e. western maritime or hypermaritime Sitka Spruce/Hemlock
forest types in Alaska, BC, and or Western WA) have shown wildfire is a very rare occurance. For
example, Agee (1994) estimated a mean fire return interval for W. Hemlock/Sitka coastal forests in
Western WA at 1,146 years. Other sources refere to fire return intervals of at least >250 years up to 1000
years. Further, tree and stand age records from the installed carbon plots show average stand ages of
190 years (ranging 152 to 233 years), which is an indicator that significant fire has not occured over this
time period. The risk assessment document has been updated to include these statements and
additional references. No change to the risk rating has been made.

Auditor Response: The information provided in response to this finding appropriately clarifies which of
the three situations described in the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool is correct, and provides
corresponding justification for the applied risk rating. The information request has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.11 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permance Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.4.1

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 3.3

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool requires that "The frequency and significance of events
shall be estimated based on historical records, probabilities, remote sensing data, peer-reviewed
scientific literature, and/or documented local knowledge, such as survey data in project areas, and may
include projected climate change impacts. Where data are available for at least 20 years, but less than
100 years, projects shall conservatively extrapolate using available data. Where such data are not
available for the project area, likelihood and significance shall be determined based on conservative
estimates (ie, not underestimating the possible frequency or severity) of historical events in the region in
which the project is located."

The non-permanence risk report indicates, with respect to the risk of pest and disease outbreaks, a
significance of "major" and a likelihood of "Every 50-100 Years". The non-permanence risk report states
that “there is no apparent history of historical pest or disease on the project area”, but the temporal extent
of the historical record regarding the project area is unclear. Please clarify which of the following
statements is correct with respect to the historical record on pest and disease outbreaks in the project
area, and present documentary evidence (in accordance with Section 2.4.1(1) of the AFOLU Non-
Permanence Risk Tool) to support any claims of a historical record:

1. There is a historical record of pest and disease outbreaks going back over 100 years.

2. There is a historical record of pest and disease outbreaks going back at least 20 years, but less than
100 years.

3. There is a historical record of pest and disease outbreaks , but the temporal extent of the record goes
back less than 20 years.

Depending on the option that is correct, please provide evidence that the determination of the likelihood
of pest and disease outbreaks is compliant with the requirements quoted above.

Client Response: Pest and disease outbreaks in AK are monitored State-wide by the AK Division of
Forestry since at least 1999. Report have been published online since 2002. In particular, the 2010
survey path overflew the project area (see:
http://forestry.alaska.gov/pdfs/insects/FHP20116_ 2010 FHProtRpt.pdf) and with no observations noted in
the area. Therefore, technically the data exists for "less than 20 years". However, tree and stand age
records from the installed carbon plots show average stand ages of 190 years (ranging 152 to 233 years),
which is an indicator that significant mortality due to pest and disease has not occured over this time
period. The risk assessment document has been updated to include these statements and additional
references. No change to the risk rating has been made.

Auditor Response: The information provided in response to this finding appropriately clarifies which of
the three situations described in the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool is correct, and provides
corresponding justification for the applied risk rating. The information request has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.12 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permance Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.4.1

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 3.4

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool requires that "The frequency and significance of events
shall be estimated based on historical records, probabilities, remote sensing data, peer-reviewed
scientific literature, and/or documented local knowledge, such as survey data in project areas, and may
include projected climate change impacts. Where data are available for at least 20 years, but less than
100 years, projects shall conservatively extrapolate using available data. Where such data are not
available for the project area, likelihood and significance shall be determined based on conservative
estimates (ie, not underestimating the possible frequency or severity) of historical events in the region in
which the project is located."

The non-permanence risk report indicates, with respect to extreme weather risk, a significance of
“Insignificant” and a likelihood of "Every 50 to 100 Years". The non-permanence risk report states that
“there is no evidence of visible or stand replacing weather damage events on the project area", but the
temporal extent of the historical record regarding the project area is unclear. Please clarify which of the
following statements is correct with respect to the historical record on extreme weather in the project area,
and present documentary evidence (in accordance with Section 2.4.1(1) of the AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool) to support any claims of a historical record:

1. There is a historical record of any extreme weather occurrence going back over 100 years.

2. There is a historical record of any extreme weather occurrence going back at least 20 years, but less
than 100 years.

3. There is a historical record of any extreme weather occurrence, but the temporal extent of the record
goes back less than 20 years.

Depending on the option that is correct, please provide evidence that the determination of the likelihood
of pest and disease outbreaks is compliant with the requirements quoted above.

Client Response: There are no published or formal records of extreme weather events for the project
area, so technically data exists for "less than 20 years". However, as noted in the risk assessment report,
there are no material observable wind or weather related damage on the project area from either on the
ground or on aerial photos, and stand age data from the plot program indicate stands with ages averaging
190 years. The risk assessment document has been maodified to reflect this information. No change to
the risk rating has been made.

Auditor Response: The information provided in response to this finding appropriately clarifies which of
the three situations described in the AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool is correct, and provides
corresponding justification for the applied risk rating. The information request has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.13 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: VCS Standard V3.4, Section 3.16.6; VCS Monitoring Report Template V3.3,
Section 1.2

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1

Finding: The VCS Standard requires that "The project proponent shall use the VCS Monitoring Report
Template and adhere to all instructional text within the template."

The monitoring report does not comply with the instructional text within the VCS Monitoring Report
Template in the following instances:

1. The VCS Monitoring Report Template requires, in Section 1.2, an indication of "whether the project is a
grouped project". This indication is not provided.

2. The introductory instructional text within the VCS Monitoring Report Template states that "where a
section is not applicable, same must be stated under the section (the section must not be deleted from
the final document)." Section 1.9 has been deleted from the monitoring report.

3. The monitoring report does not provide the information required by VCS Monitoring Report Template
under Section 1.9 with respect to the "Other Forms of Environmental Credit" and "Participation under
Other GHG Programs" topics.

4. The VCS Monitoring Report Template requires, in Section 2.1, an indication of "Any other changes (eg,
to project proponent or other entities)." The apparent change to the entities comprising the project
proponent, as documented in NIR 2013.2, is not described in this section.

5. The VCS Monitoring Report Template requires, in Section 2.2.1, evidence to demonstrate that any
methodology deviations relate "only to the criteria and procedures for monitoring or measurement, and do
not relate to any other part of the methodology". The description of the methodology deviation applied
does not provide the specific evidence requested.

6. The VCS Monitoring Report Template requires that information for "all data and parameters that are
determined or available at validation, and remain fixed throughout the project crediting period" be
provided in Section 3.1. Information for the following parameters, which are available in Section 3.1 of the
project description, are not included in the monitoring report: f(BSL,BARK), f(BSL,COARSE),
f(BSL,FINE), f(PRJ,BARK), f(PRJ,COARSE), f(PRJ,FINE), BEF.

7. The VCS Monitoring Report Template requires that information for "all data and parameters monitored
during the project crediting period" be provided in Section 3.2. Information for the parameter E(P), which
is available in Section 3.2 of the project description, is not included in the monitoring report.

8. The VCS Monitoring Report Template requires, in Section 4.4, that "the net GHG emission reductions
and removals" be summarized using the table included in that section. The monitoring report includes a
table (Table 10) including "Baseline emissions or removals (tCO2e)" and "Project emissions or removals
(tCO2e)", but the table does not include "Leakage emissions (tCO2e)". In addition, the "Net GHG
emission reductions or removals (tCO2e)" as included in the table in the monitoring report, is not actually
the net GHG emission reductions or removals (as calculated using Equation 58 of the methodology) but
rather what is termed the "gross carbon emissions reductions" by the methodology (as calculated using
Equation 57). Finally, the VCS Monitoring Report Template requires that Section 4.4 "include
guantification of the net change in carbon stocks" (for use in calculating the total number of buffer credits).
This information is not included.

9. The introductory instructional text within the VCS Monitoring Report Template states that "All items in
the box at the bottom of the title page must be completed using Arial 10pt, black, regular (non-italic) font."
The title contain page contains some gray font in the "Report ID", "Date of Issue" and "Project ID" fields.
The introductory instructional text also states that "All sections must be completed using Arial 10pt, black,
regular (non-italic) font." There are many non-conformities to this requirement, with examples as follows.
There is some red text in various locations throughout the monitoring report (likely the result of tracked
changes in Microsoft Word; see Section 3.3.1 for an example). Italic text is also used for section sub-
headings throughout the report (for example, with respect to the sub-heading "Activity shifting leakage:"
under Section 3.3.2) and elsewhere in various contexts. Some tables (e.g., Table 8) appear to be in a font
other than Arial. The caption for Figure 3 appears not to be in Arial font.

Client Response: 13.1. Text has been added to 1.2

13.2. Section 1.9 has been added back

13.3. Text has been added to Section 1.9

13.4. Text has been added as a footnote to Section 1.3

13.5. Text has been added to Section 2.2.1 to clarify this matter.
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13.6. The missing parameters and values have been added to Table 3.1 in the MR.

13.7. The missing parameter has been added to Table 3.2 in the MR

13.8. Table 10 in the MR has been updated to meet the VCS requirements identified by the auditor.
13.9. Various formatting changes have been made

Auditor Response: The audit team's findings regarding responses to the list of issues is as follows:

1. Clarification has been added to Section 1.2 indicating that the project is not a grouped project.

2. Section 1.9 has been reinstated.

3. The monitoring report states "This project does not participate in any other environmental crediting
program.” This is sufficient to "indicate whether the project has sought or received another form of GHG-
related environmental credit, including renewable energy certificates, during this monitoring period".
However, the monitoring report contains no indication of whether the project is registered under any other
GHG programs.

4. Information on the linkage between the entities "Camco Global" and "Camco Clean Energy" has been
added to Section 1.3 of the monitoring report, as stated. However, this information is missing from
Section 2.1 of the monitoring report, wherein it is required.

5. For both of the deviations reported in Section 2.2.1, the monitoring report contains various attestations
that deviations relate only to the criteria and procedures for monitoring or measurement, and do not relate
to any other part of the methodology. However, this is not equivalent to the demonstration that is required
by the VCS Monitoring Report Template. The Merriam-Webster dictionary (accessed online at
http://www.merriam-webster.com/) defines "demonstrate” as "to show clearly" and "to prove or make clear
by reasoning or evidence", and the monitoring report does not contain information that meets this
definition.

6. A description of the parameters f(BSL,BARK), f(BSL,COARSE), f(BSL,FINE), f(PRJ,BARK),
f(PRJ,COARSE), f(PRJ,FINE) and BEF is included, as required, in Section 3.1 of the monitoring report.
7. A description of the parameter E(P) is included, as required, in Section 3.2 of the monitoring report.

8. All of the required information has been added to Section 4.4.2 of the monitoring report.

9. Many instances of non-conforming text have been corrected; however, some instances of italic text
remain within the report. For example, the text "Crediting Period: 30 years — Jan 1, 2006 through Dec 31,
2035", in Section 1.6, and "Development of Analysis Units", in Section 4.4.1, is in italics.

In addition, while the methodology deviation pertaining to the monitoring of activity-shifting leakage has
been adequately, described and justified, evidence to demonstrate the following, in accordance with the
VCS Monitoring Report Template, has not been provided: "The deviation does not negatively impact the
conservativeness of the quantification of GHG emission reductions or removals... The deviations relates
only to the criteria and procedures for monitoring or measurement, and do not relate to any other part of
the methodology". For this reason, and because of the discrepancies noted with respect to items 3, 4, 5
and 9 above, this finding remains open.

Client Response 2: 3 - Section 1.9 has been updated.

4 - Section 2.1 has been updated.

5 - Text related to deviations has been clarified. Email attestations from RMEF and ALC have been
provided as additional evidence that neither project proponent has conducted commercial timber
harvesting on any other property under their ownership or control.

9 - The report document has been updated.

Auditor Response 2: Through review of the updated monitoring report, entitled "Afognak Monitoring
Report 2012-2013 v1.3", the audit team can confirm the following:

1. The monitoring report contains an indication of "whether the project is registered under any other GHG
programs", as required.

2. Information regarding the change from Camco International Ltd to Camco Clean Energy Plc has been
added to Section 2.1 of the monitoring report (although it should be noted that, subsequent to the
issuance of this finding, it was discovered that Camco Clean Energy Plc is, in fact, not one of the entities
comprising the project proponent, as documented thereafter in NCR 2013.24).

3. No information has been added in response to the following comment from the first Auditor Response.
For both of the deviations reported in Section 2.2.1, the monitoring report contains various attestations
that deviations relate only to the criteria and procedures for monitoring or measurement, and do not relate
to any other part of the methodology. However, this is not equivalent to the demonstration that is required
by the VCS Monitoring Report Template. The Merriam-Webster dictionary (accessed online at
http://www.merriam-webster.com/) defines "demonstrate" as "to show clearly" and "to prove or make clear
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by reasoning or evidence", and the monitoring report does not contain information that meets this
definition.

4. While corrections to non-conforming text have been made throughout the report, some words that
contain hyperlinks to tables and figures are in Arial 11pt font, which does not conform to the requirements
of the VCS Monitoring Report Template. One example is the phrase "Figure 3" in the sentence "These
geo-referenced images were used to identify and digitize non-productive land that had not been spatially
identified during the appraisal process (see Figure 3)" in Section 3.3.1.

5. No information has been added in response to the following comment from the first Auditor Response.
In addition, while the methodology deviation pertaining to the monitoring of activity-shifting leakage has
been adequately, described and justified, evidence to demonstrate the following, in accordance with the
VCS Monitoring Report Template, has not been provided: "The deviation does not negatively impact the
conservativeness of the quantification of GHG emission reductions or removals... The deviations relates
only to the criteria and procedures for monitoring or measurement, and do not relate to any other part of
the methodology".

Due to the discrepancies highlighted in items 3, 4 and 5 above, the finding cannot be closed.

Client Response 3: 3. Text and references to application sections within VM0012 have been added to
Section 2.2.1 in an updated Monitoring Report document (v.1.4).

4. All text section and Figure/Table captions have been modified to non-bold and Arial 10 pt.

5. Additional text has been added to Section 2.2.1

Auditor Response 3: For item 3, an appropriate demonstration has been provided, for the first two
deviations described in the monitoring report, in accordance with the requirements of the VCS Monitoring
Report Template.

For item 4, all instances of non-conforming text within the previous monitoring report have been
corrected. For administrative purposes, additional instances of non-conforming text have been addressed
through an additional finding.

For item 5 an appropriate demonstration has been provided, for the first two deviations described in the
monitoring report, in accordance with the requirements of the VCS Monitoring Report Template.
Therefore, the non-conformities reported in this finding have been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.14 dated 05-02-2014

Standard Reference: VM0012 V1.1, Section 8.3.1

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1, Section 4.3

Finding: The methodology requires that the steps labeled as "STEP 1" and "STEP 2" be carried out to
confirm the absence of activity-shifting leakage. In accordance with these steps, please provide the
following:

1. The locations and descriptions of all forestlands within the project country over which one or more
project proponents have ownership, management, or legally sanctioned rights of use

2. A demonstration that there is no activity shifting leakage to areas that are outside the project area but
within the project proponents operating areas, and that the management plans and/or land-use
designations of all other lands operated by the project proponent(s) have not materially changed as a
result of the project activity (e.g., harvest rates have not been increased), using the demonstration
methods set out in the methodology

Client Response: As noted in the MR, the project proponents are not-for-profit land conservation
organizations who do not undertake commercial timber harvesting on any parcels of land they own or
control. A full listing of property ownerships from ALC and RMEF is not readily available, and apparently
difficult to produce; however, they are able to produce a list of all properties on which timber harvesting
(and hence potentially activitiy shifting leakage) has occured, and this list is empty, as shown in the MR.
Due to the fact that the definitional intent of activity-shifting leakage relates to harvesting on other lands, it
is not applicable in this case. However, the methodology does refer to monitoring activity-shifting activity
as per "methods in Section 8.3.1", which does list the 2 steps mentioned, and hence we have included a
minor methodology deviation for clarity on Step 1.

Auditor Response: A methodology deviation is applied in the updated monitoring report ("Afognak - VCS
Non-Permanence Risk Report 2012-2013 MR v1.1") related to the requirement to provide "The locations
and descriptions of all forestlands within the project country over which one or more project proponents
have ownership, management, or legally sanctioned rights of use". Therefore, the request for that
information has been withdrawn.

However, the request for "A demonstration that there is no activity shifting leakage to areas that are
outside the project area but within the project proponents operating areas, and that the management
plans and/or land-use designations of all other lands operated by the project proponent(s) have not
materially changed as a result of the project activity (e.g., harvest rates have not been increased), using
the demonstration methods set out in the methodology" remains in effect. The updated monitoring report
states, in Section 2.2.1, that "this Monitoring Report includes a listing of all properties on which any
commercial harvesting has occurred in the monitoring period (in this case, none)." As part of providing
"Other evidence and justification to demonstrate activity shifting related to the project is not occurring”, as
allowed for as option 3 in the methodology, please provide evidence of the actions undertaken to confirm
that no commercial harvesting has occurred during the monitoring period covered by the monitoring
report.

Client Response 2: Email attestations from RMEF and ALC have been provided as additional evidence
that neither project proponent has conducted commercial timber harvesting on any other property under
their ownership or control.

Auditor Response 2: The audit team reviewed the email attestations provided in the files "Afognak - ALC
statement for Activity Shifting Leakage" and "Afognak - RMEF statement for Activity Shifting Leakage"
and confirmed that the attestations provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that activity shifting
leakage is not occurring. Therefore, the information request has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.15 dated 08-08-2014

Standard Reference: VM0012 V1.1, Equations 19, 22, 26a, 26b and 27

Document Reference: Afognak Carbon Model v3.3- Monitoring 2006-2013; Afognak LST April 20, 2012
Finding: Equations 19, 22, 26a, 26b and 27 of the methodology make use of the sum of
[(LBLBSL,FELLINGS,i,t - LBLBSL,FELLINGS,i,t @ Ri + LBLBSL,OTHER,i,t - LBLBSL,OTHER,i,t @ Ri)
@ (1 - fBSL,BRANCH,i,t) @ (1 - fBSL,BUCKINGLOSS,i,t)] across all strata i for a given year t. (This term
can be informally described as the carbon extracted in merchantable volume in a given year t of the
baseline scenario). The merchantable volume values used to compute the values of this term, as copied
into cells K15 and K16 of worksheet "Ann. Summary Tables & Figs" of workbook "Afognak Carbon Model
v3.3- Monitoring 2006-2013" (which is then used for calculation of the GHG emission removals as
reported in the monitoring report), are 94033.3078437558 and 94494.026536803 for years 2012 and
2013, respectively. These values can ultimately be traced back to the values 497.6180352 and
500.056128, for the same respective years, as found in cells K194 and K195 of worksheet "Spruce C
Curve" of workbook "Afognak LST April 20, 2012". As disclosed to the audit team by project personnel,
these values are incorrectly calculated, as they incorporate a defect for rot (i.e., 1 -
fBSL,BUCKINGLOSS,it, in the terminology of the methodology) that is quantified in a single calculation
based on the age of the oldest of the two modeled cohorts, rather than applying the rot defect
independently to each of the two modeled cohorts.

Client Response: The annual net merchantable volume values located in column K of the 'Spruce C
Curve' have been updated to the correct values taken directly from the same source used for the 5-year
values in the project validation work. The values now reflect the fact that there are two age cohorts
present. This led to small changes in the landscape-scale volume harvested calculations in column U of
the 'Annual Curve based calculations' worksheet. An updated version of the LST file has been created
'‘Afognak LST Augl4, 2014. In addition, the corrected values for years 2012 through 2017 (cells
U22:U27) have been updated in column K of the 'Ann. Summary Table' worksheet of the 'Afognak Carbon
Model v3.4- Monitoring 2006-2013.xIsx' file. They are also corrected in the associated (Table 7) and
dependent tables (Tables 9, 10, 11) in the monitoring report .

Auditor Response: Through review of the workbook "Afognak LST Augl4, 2014", the audit team was
able to confirm that the same values for merchantable volume values are now used as were sourced from
the "Afognak LST Jan 23, 2012" workbook (which the audit team understands contains the information
that was approved at validation). The audit team was able to confirm that the downstream values, as
calculated in the workbook "Afognak LST Augl4, 2014", have been correctly transcribed to the "Afognak
Carbon Model v3.4- Monitoring 2006-2013" workbook. Therefore, the non-conformity has been resolved.
Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.16 dated 08-08-2014

Standard Reference: VM0012 V1.1, Equations 22, 23a, 23b, 23c and 24

Document Reference: Afognak Carbon Model v3.3- Monitoring 2006-2013

Finding: The explanatory text below Equation 22 of the methodology states that "the final summation
term in BRESIDUAI [in Equation 22] is therefore calculated for all product types, except paper." As
explained to the audit team by project personnel, Equations 22, 23a, 23b, 23c and 24 are implemented in
cells J35 and J37 (for year 2012) and K35 and K37 (for year 2013) of worksheet "Annualized HWP
Carbon Model" of workbook "Afognak Carbon Model v3.3- Monitoring 2006-2013". All of these equations
include a calculation of Equation 22 for all product types, including (rather than excluding, as required)
paper.

Client Response: The paper term has been removed from the equations in cells J35, J37 and K35,K37.
It was also removed from future years in rows 35 and 37. The resulting values have been updated in
Table 5 (Column AF), Table 1 (Column C) and Table 6 (Columns AY:BK) in the Ann. Summary Tables
and Figs sheet in the updated version of the Afognak Carbon Model v3.4 - Monitoring 2006-2013.xIsx and
from associated Tables in the MR v.1.2.

Auditor Response: Through review of the workbook "Afognak Carbon Model v3.4- Monitoring 2006-
2013", the audit team can confirm that calculations pertaining to paper have been removed from cells J35
and J37 (for year 2012) and K35 and K37 (for year 2013) of worksheet "Annualized HWP Carbon Model".
Therefore, the non-conformity has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client's response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.17 dated 08-08-2014

Standard Reference: VM0012 V1.1, Sections 8.2.3 and 9.3.5

Document Reference: Afognak plot data & UF Jan. 2012

Finding: Section 5.3.1 of the VCS Standard requires that "Where the project does not fully comply with
the methodology, the validation/verification body shall determine whether this represents a methodology
deviation or a methodology revision (in accordance with the specifications for each), and the case shall
be handled accordingly."

Section 9.3.5 of the methodology requires the following: "All living trees within a sample plot with DBH =
5cm must be measured for height (m) and diameter (cm) at breast height (1.3m). Tree-level
measurements (kg biomass per tree) must be converted to area-based stand-level measurements (t ha-
1). A description of the steps and equations employed in the process are provided in Section 8.2.3."
Section 8.2.3 of the methodology requires the following: "Average aboveground biomass for measured
polygon, i, in year, t (BAG,i,t) is determined by converting the aboveground, tree-level measurements (kg
biomass per tree) described in Section 9.3.2 to area-based, stand-level measurements (t ha-1). This is
achieved by summing the aboveground biomass of all the trees within a sample plot, converting kg to t,
and then dividing the sum by the plot area in ha." Similarly, for standing dead trees, Section 8.2.3 of the
methodology requires that "The average quantity of dead organic matter contained in standing snags for
measured polygon, i, in year, t (DOMSNAG,i,t is calculated by summing the mass (aboveground only) of
all the measured standing dead trees within a sample plot (converting kg to t) and dividing the sum by the
plot area in ha (see Section 9.3.2)."

Taken together, the above requirements clearly indicate that all live and dead trees meeting certain
diameter and height criteria, on a given sample plot, must be measured and included in the calculations
carried out in Section 8.2.3 of the methodology. While it appears that both alder and spruce trees have
been measured (as evidenced by the procedures described in the field measurement protocol, entitled
"3GreenTree - Base PSP Plot SOP 2011 v1.0", and the presence of both alder and spruce trees in the
treelist in worksheet "Tree Data" of workbook "Afognak plot data & UF Jan. 2012"), project personnel
have disclosed to the audit team that an attempt was made to systematically exclude alder trees from the
calculations in Section 8.2.3 of the methodology (as evidenced by the absence of values in column T of
worksheet "Tree Data" of workbook "Afognak plot data & UF Jan. 2012" for all alder trees aside from two
trees, trees 633 (plot 20) and 817 (plot 131), that were included by mistake). Because the methodology
requires inclusion of all trees in the calculations in Section 8.2.3, the project does not fully comply with the
methodology.

If applying a deviation to the methodology relating to the discrepancy described above, please provide a
justification that such a deviation complies with each of the criteria set out in Section 3.5.1 of the VCS
Standard.

Client Response: To be consistent with the Methodology, the measured red alder trees (Dr) have been
added into the calculations of plot biomass and the uncertainty factor using the appropriate coefficients
from the Standish paper (see Afognak plot data & UF July 2014.xIsx, changed cells in Tree Data sheet
are highlighted yellow). The summary sheet was updated by rerunning pivot tables and error terms
updated in the Uncertainty Factor Calculation sheet). The updated UF value was subsequently corrected
in the Afognak Carbon Model v3.4 - Monitoring 2006-2013.xIsx spreadsheet for years 2012 onward.
Auditor Response: The audit team can confirm, through review of workbook "Afognak plot data & UF
July 2014 v", that aboveground live carbon in alder trees has been fully included in the calculation of
uncertainty. Therefore, the non-conformity has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.18 dated 08-08-2014

Standard Reference: VM0012 V1.1, Section 8.5.3

Document Reference: Afognak plot data & UF Jan. 2012

Finding: Section 5.3.1 of the VCS Standard requires that "Where the project does not fully comply with
the methodology, the validation/verification body shall determine whether this represents a methodology
deviation or a methodology revision (in accordance with the specifications for each), and the case shall
be handled accordingly."

Section 9.3.5 of the methodology states the following: "The objective of the field plot network is to
determine the statistical accuracy of the modeled carbon stocks by polygon or analysis unit. The field-
measured values of the tree biomass and dead organic matter pools described below will be compared
against the associated modeled values described in Section 8.2 to determine error in the modeled value
for a particular polygon or analysis unit (see Section 8.2.2). Some deviation of the field-measured values
from the modeled values can be expected, which is then accounted for in the uncertainty factor
calculation (Section 8.5.3)." With respect to the dead organic matter carbon pool, the methodology then
states that "Once the biomass of standing dead trees within a plot has been calculated, the tree-level
measurements (kg biomass per tree) must be converted to area-based stand-level measurements (t ha-1)
by summing the total mass (aboveground + belowground) of all the standing dead trees within a sample
plot (converting kg to t) and dividing the sum by the plot area in ha. All plots within a particular polygon
should be averaged to get an average estimate of stand-level live biomass (t ha-1)." Among other things,
this is taken to mean that the methodology requires full inclusion of calculated carbon values for "the tree
biomass and dead organic matter pools" in the calculations carried out in Section 8.5.3 of the
methodology, including incorporation of the following components:

1. Coarse woody debris

2. Belowground biomass in standing dead wood

It has been observed that the values in column F of worksheet "Uncertainty Factor Calculation™ of
workbook "Afognak plot data & UF Jan. 2012", as used directly in the uncertainty factor calculation, have
been copied over from the sum of the values in columns K and M (for each plot) of worksheet "Summary"
of the same workbook. These values do not include carbon in coarse woody debris. In addition, these
values do not include carbon in belowground biomass in standing dead trees, as column R of worksheet
"Tree Data" of the same workbook, wherein calculation of belowground biomass is carried out, contains a
value of zero for all standing dead trees. As not all components of the dead organic matter pool have
been included in the calculations carried out in Section 8.5.3, the project does not fully comply with the
methodology.

If applying a deviation to the methodology relating to the discrepancy described above, please provide a
justification that such a deviation complies with each of the criteria set out in Section 3.5.1 of the VCS
Standard.

Client Response: The calculation of the Inventory and Model Error terms used in the calculation of UF
factor (cells P14,P15 in Uncertainty Factor Calculation sheet, Afognak plot data & UF July 2014.xIsx)
have been corrected to address the identified errors. Specifics include: 1. Column O in the Summary
sheet now properly inlcudes measured live biomass, dead trees+snags, and CWD. 2. The modeled C
value now includes only total live biomass, snags and CWD. Dead belowground biomass has been
excluded. The updated UF value is reflected in the Afognak Carbon Model v3.4 - Monitoring 2006-
2013.xIsx spreadsheet and the associated tables in the MR v1.2

Auditor Response: The audit team can confirm, through review of workbook "Afognak plot data & UF
July 2014 v", that carbon in the coarse woody debris pool has been fully accounted for in the
guantification of uncertainty. Therefore, the aspect of the finding pertaining to coarse woody debris can be
considered resolved.

However, belowground biomass in standing dead wood is still not accounted for in the quantification of
uncertainty. As documented in the text of the finding, the methodology clearly requires that belowground
biomass in standing dead wood be accounted for in the quantification of uncertainty. While a discrepancy
with respect to this requirement remains in place, a justification that such a deviation complies with each
of the criteria set out in Section 3.5.1 of the VCS Standard has not been provided. Therefore, the
information request has not fully been resolved.

Client Response 2: While the methodology does state that dead-below ground biomass is one of the
pools that should be included as part of total carbon stocks, it allows for modelled results to be used in
place of field measured values. Section 8.2.3 states that " The belowground component of snags is
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treated as dead belowground biomass ... and is not directly measured". In Section 8.5.3 there is
no specific mention of dead belowground biomass, in fact, it only specifies that plot measured carbon
values be compared against equivalent modelled values -- "The project-level uncertainty factor is
calculated as follows:

Step 1 — Calculate the average percent model error (EM) for the project based on the average area-
weighted difference between measured values in monitored plot observations and model-predicted
values using Equations 60a,b. In the case where analysis units have been used for stratification, the
difference between the plot observation and model-predicted value (both expressed on a per hectare
basis) for a given analysis unit (yd,h,i) is weighted by the area of its associated analysis unit (APRJ,h )
(Eqg. 60a). Since dead-belowground biomass has not been measured it is not included in the calculation
of the uncertainty factor. Even if it were included, it would make no difference because the modeled
value is used for the measured value (see above)

Auditor Response 2: It has been correctly pointed out that, while the methodology requires the inclusion
of belowground biomass of dead trees in the project boundary, the methodology does not specifically
require calculation of a non-zero value for belowground biomass in standing dead trees.

As quoted in the text of the finding, Section 9.3.5 of the methodology does state that "Once the biomass
of standing dead trees within a plot has been calculated, the tree-level measurements (kg biomass per
tree) must be converted to area-based stand-level measurements (t ha-1) by summing the total mass
(aboveground + belowground) of all the standing dead trees within a sample plot (converting kg to t) and
dividing the sum by the plot area in ha." This had been read by the auditor as requiring calculation of
belowground biomass in standing dead trees. However, closer reading of the text revealed that the
accounting for belowground biomass with a value other than zero is not actually required by the
methodology. Furthermore, it is correct that the methodology allows the substitution of modeled values for
measured values, provided that an uncertainty factor is correctly applied. It should be noted that, if
belowground biomass is not included in the calculation of measured values but is included in the
calculation of modeled values, a higher (and thus conservative) calculation of uncertainty would result, all
other things being equal. Therefore, as a non-conformity to the methodology does not currently exist, the
finding can be withdrawn.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.

NCR 2013.19 dated 08-08-2014

Standard Reference: VCS Standard V3.4, Section 3.16.2; Validation and Verification Manual V3.1,
Section 3.2

Document Reference: Afognak plot data & UF Jan. 2012

Finding: The VCS Standard requires that "Quality management procedures to manage data and
information shall be applied and established." The Validation and Verification Manual states that "While all
material errors, omissions and misrepresentations must be addressed for a project to receive a positive
validation or verification opinion, if non-material errors are found in the project documents, VVBs should
ensure that such errors are addressed by the project proponent where practicable."

If project personnel intend to apply a methodology relating to the topic described in NIR 2013.17, it should
be noted that, as documented within that finding, values were mistakenly included in column T of
worksheet "Tree Data" of workbook "Afognak plot data & UF Jan. 2012" for the alder trees 633 (plot 20)
and 817 (plot 131). Project personnel have reported this to the audit team as an error. In this case, the
VCS rules state that it should be corrected.

Client Response: See response to NCR 2013.17

Auditor Response: As the discrepancy identified in NCR 2013.17 has been resolved, this finding is no
longer relevant and may be withdrawn.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.

65




VCS g VERIFICATION REPORT: vCS Version 3

NIR 2013.20 dated 08-08-2014

Standard Reference: VM0012 V1.1, Section 8.1.9; VCS Standard V3.4, Sections 5.3.1 and 3.5.1
Document Reference: Afognak Carbon Model v3.3- Monitoring 2006-2013

Finding: Section 5.3.1 of the VCS Standard requires that "Where the project does not fully comply with
the methodology, the validation/verification body shall determine whether this represents a methodology
deviation or a methodology revision (in accordance with the specifications for each), and the case shall
be handled accordingly."

As explained to the audit team by project personnel, the calculations carried out in cells J55 and K55 of
worksheet "Annualized HWP Carbon Model" of workbook "Afognak Carbon Model v3.3- Monitoring 2006-
2013" were intended to account for emissions from secondary processing in the baseline scenario.
However, the methodology contains no equations or other procedures for such accounting. The only
equation in the methodology which describes procedures for quantifying fossil fuel emissions from
processing or manufacturing is Equation 27. The term calculated in Equation 27,
ACBSL,EMITMANUFACTURE.t, is defined as "the annual fossil fuel emissions associated with the
manufacturing of raw material" in the methodology. This appears to explicitly exclude secondary material
from inclusion in the calculation. Furthermore, Equation 27 involves the multiplication of carbon emission
intensity factors (i.e., cMANUFACTUREK) and fractions of allocation (i.e., fBSL,PRODUCTK) for each
product type k. The product types described in Table 4 of the methodology are all types of primary
products. Given the above, it appears clear to the auditor that Equation 27 does not contain procedures
for quantification of baseline emissions from secondary processing. Given the inclusion of said
procedures in the quantification of GHG emission reductions as reported in the monitoring report, the
project does not fully comply with the methodology, and this instance of non-compliance constitutes either
a deviation or a revision to the methodology.

If claiming a deviation to the methodology, please provide a justification that such a deviation complies
with each of the criteria set out in Section 3.5.1 of the VCS Standard.

Client Response: Emissions values calculated from secondary manufacturing (incorrectly labeled as
'nonstructural panels’) have been deleted in row 55 starting in year 5 (Column J) and going forward.
These were included in error. The resulting values have been updated in Table 5 (Column AF), Table 1
(Column C) and Table 6 (Columns AY:BK) in the Ann. Summary Tables and Figs sheet in the updated
version of the Afognak Carbon Model v3.4 - Monitoring 2006-2013.xIsx and from associated Tables in the
MR v.1.2.

Auditor Response: Through review of the workbook "Afognak Carbon Model v3.4- Monitoring 2006-
2013", the audit team can confirm that all instances of accounting for emissions attributable to secondary
processing have been removed. As a methodology deviation or revision is no longer applied, this finding
is no longer relevant and may be withdrawn.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.

NIR 2013.21 dated 09-15-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.2.2(2)

Document Reference: Afognak Financial Modelling_v1

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool states that “The cash flow breakeven point is the year
in which the cumulative cash flow is positive (ie, cash flow in exceeds cash flow out) and stays positive.”
While the analysis in the worksheet “Breakeven Analysis from 2014” of workbook “Afognak Financial
Modelling_v1” provides evidence that the cumulative cash flow was positive at the time of the most recent
risk analysis, evidence that cumulative cash flow will stay positive past the year 2015 has not been
provided. Please provide such evidence.

Client Response: [A response to this finding was provided outside the cover of the findings workbook.]
Auditor Response: In response to this finding, the workbook “Afognak Financial Modelling_v2” was
provided to the audit team. This workbook contains an extension of the breakeven analysis to the end of
the crediting period, and provides evidence that the cumulative cash flow will remain positive up until the
end of the crediting period. Therefore, the information request has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NIR 2013.22 dated 09-15-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool V3.2, Section 2.2.3(1)

Document Reference: Afognak Financial Modelling_v1

Finding: The AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool requires that “The opportunity cost analysis shall
include a net present value (NPV) analysis, covering the project crediting period, of such alternatives as
compared to the project, taking into consideration a conservative estimate of revenue from GHG credit
sales and other project revenue streams, and potential price fluctuations of commodities impacted by the
project... The analysis shall be undertaken in a transparent manner and shall provide all relevant
assumptions, parameters, and data sources such that a reader may reproduce the analysis and
determine the same results.” During the site visit, it was indicated to the audit team that the stumpage
value used for the opportunity cost analysis was derived from an appraisal report. In order for the audit
team to assess the extent and impact of any changes to the assessed stumpage value since publication
of the appraisal report, please provide the appraisal report to the audit team.

Client Response: The Property Appraisal documents have been replaced with the Timber Appraisal
documents have been provided in the updated materials. Note the financial modeling cell comment that
references the "Conversion Return" number on pg. 29 (which has been simply rounded from $100.99 to
$100).

Auditor Response: The appraisal report has been provided to the audit team. Therefore, the information
request has been satisfied.

Closing Remarks: The Client's response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.23 dated 09-15-2014

Standard Reference: VM0012 V1.1, Sections 9.3.1 and 9.3.2; VCS Validation Verification Manual V3.1,
Section 2.3

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.1

Finding: Section 9.3.2 of the methodology requires that “Projects will undertake remote and ground-
based monitoring (for example: satellite and aerial photography, aerial observation, ground observation,
aerial and ground-based GPS mapping, etc.) to identify and update inventory data for: a. Natural
disturbance events > 4ha (i.e. fires, pest & disease outbreaks, slides and other disturbances; b. Planned
project activities (i.e. harvests, road construction, reforestation, etc.); and c. Unplanned man-made
disturbances (for example, non-de minimis illegal or unplanned harvests).” Section 9.3.1 of the
methodology requires that “The results of implementing the monitoring plan shall be produced in a project
monitoring report for each monitoring period; prior to each verification.” The monitoring report contains a
documented process, in Appendix 3, for confirming that no disturbance occurred during the monitoring
period. In discussion of this process, Appendix 3 states that “The .kmz file was imported into Google
Earth and overlaid on top of the Landsat Imagery from April 9, 2013.” During the site visit, the audit team
was informed that the date used in the analysis (9 April 2013) was sourced from the display in Google
Earth, which shows that date as the “Imagery Date” under certain conditions. The audit team was able to
confirm that this information was sourced from Google Earth in the manner described to the audit team.
However, the audit team was also able to confirm, using two independent data sources, that the imagery
displayed in Google Earth cannot possibly be dated 9 April 2013. (The main indicator of this is that said
Google Earth imagery indicates the area directly below the right-most Shuyak parcel to have mature
forest cover, whereas other imagery sources assessed by the audit team show that the area in question
was harvested in the late summer or fall of 2009.) The “Imagery Date” feature in Google Earth is poorly
documented, and the audit team is aware of no guarantee or claim made by Google Earth regarding the
accuracy of the information provided by this feature. The information described above suggests that this
feature does not necessarily provide reliable information.

Two specific non-conformities have been identified.

1. The Validation & Verification Manual states that “While all material errors, omissions and
misrepresentations must be addressed for a project to receive a positive validation or verification opinion,
if non-material errors are found in the project documents, VVBs should ensure that such errors are
addressed by the project proponent where practicable.” While the representation of the date of the
Google Earth imagery in the monitoring report is not a material error, it is an error that (according to the
Validation & Verification Manual) should be corrected.

2. Given that the Google Earth imagery is dated prior to the monitoring period, the visual assessment of
the Google Earth imagery is not relevant for the monitoring of disturbances within the project area during
the monitoring period. The monitoring report does not document any processes undertaken to “undertake
remote and ground-based monitoring (for example: satellite and aerial photography, aerial observation,
ground observation, aerial and ground-based GPS mapping, etc.) to identify and update inventory data”
(as required by Section 9.3.2 of the methodology) using data relevant to the monitoring period.

Client Response: you were correct that despite being labeled as 2013 imagery, the Google Earth images
were in fact from 2006. We have since acquired new satellite imagery from July 2013, which have now
been used for the visual monitoring analysis. The Monitoring Report appendix has been updated with
new figures and text, and the image files and raw TIFF images have been provided in the folder "July
2013 monitoring images" within the October 8 2014 Updates folder.

Auditor Response: Through review of the updated monitoring report, entitled "Afognak Monitoring
Report 2012-2013 v1.3", the audit team can confirm that all references to the Landsat imagery as viewed
through Google Earth (including the date of acquisition) have been removed. In addition, the updated
monitoring report contains documentation of monitoring through the use of imagery acquired in July 2013.
The imagery thus acquired, as displayed in the figures in the monitoring report, clearly shows that no
notable disturbance occurred in the mature spruce areas. The audit team also agrees that the "low level
helicopter-based inspection of the project area", as reported in the monitoring report, is a valid form of
monitoring that is explicitly allowed for in the monitoring plan (per page 52 of the project description,
which specifically mentions property aerial observation flight(s) covering the entire project area".
Therefore, the monitoring reported in the monitoring plan fulfills the requirements of the methodology and
monitoring plan, and the non-conformity has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.24 dated 09-15-2014

Standard Reference: VCS Standard Version 3.4, Section 3.16.6; VCS Monitoring Report Template V3.3,
Sections 1.3 and 1.4

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.1

Finding: The VCS Standard requires that “The project proponent shall use the VCS Monitoring Report
Template and adhere to all instructional text within the template.” The VCS Monitoring Report Template
requires that “contact information for the project proponent(s)” be provided in Section 1.3 and that
“contact information and roles/responsibilities for any other project participant(s)” be provided in Section
1.4. It was disclosed during the site visit that Camco Clean Energy is not a project proponent (and would
thus be categorized as an “other project participant”). However, contact information for Camco Clean
Energy is provided in Section 1.3 of the monitoring report.

Client Response: Camco's contact information has been moved back to the correct section.

Auditor Response: Through review of the updated monitoring report, entitled "Afognak Monitoring
Report 2012-2013 v1.3", the audit team can confirm that contact information for Camco Clean Energy has
been moved from Section 1.3 to 1.4, which correctly reflects the role of Camco Clean Energy in the
project. Therefore, the non-conformity has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client's response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.25 dated 10-15-2014

Standard Reference: VCS Standard V3.4, Section 3.16.2; Validation and Verification Manual V3.1,
Section 3.2

Document Reference: Afognak plot data & UF Jan. 2012

Finding: The VCS Standard requires that "Quality management procedures to manage data and
information shall be applied and established." The Validation and Verification Manual states that "While all
material errors, omissions and misrepresentations must be addressed for a project to receive a positive
validation or verification opinion, if non-material errors are found in the project documents, VVBs should
ensure that such errors are addressed by the project proponent where practicable.”

In review of worksheet "Tree Data" of workbook "Afognak plot data & UF July 2014 v", the following errors
have been identified:

1. Most of the alder trees have a root-to-shoot ratio of 0.23 applied in column S, and the audit team finds
this to be consistent with the project description. However, some alder trees have root-to-shoot ratios that
diverge significantly from this value. For example, a root-to-shoot ratio of 11.23 has been applied for tree
817 of plot 131.

2. Some trees have a negative value calculated for aboveground biomass in column Q. For example, tree
753 of plot 8 has a value of -0.3 kg. The audit team understands that this is the value that results from
correct implementation of the Standish equations, but it is not possible for a tree to have a negative value
for aboveground biomass, and so this must be considered in error. The audit notes that this error has
been precluded in the code for calculation of biomass for some trees in the dataset (e.g., tree 634 of plot
20).

As it is practicable to address the above errors, project personnel are requested to do so.

Client Response: The deviations in the BG biomass ratio for some red alder was clearly a fill error in
Excel. This his been fixed. With respect to the issue that a few trees have negative biomass, the
equation has been modified such that very small trees are assigned a value of zero if the Standish
biomass equation returns a negative number. After making these changes the error calculations were
redone and the values have been updated. There were small changes in the model error term (was -
4.2% now is -4.1%) and the inventory error term (was 11.7% now is 11.8%) and the resulting project error
(was 7.5% now is 7.8%). These have been updated in the Monitoring report. The changes did not effect
the uncertainty factor (still at 1.5%).

Auditor Response: Through review of the updated document "Afognak plot data & UF Oct 2014", the
audit team has confirmed the following:

1. All instances of erroneous root-to-shoot ratios have been corrected.

2. While negative values exist, in column Q, for some of the tree records in "Tree Data" worksheet, these
values only exist for tree records for which the absolute aboveground biomass value is very close to zero
(i.e., less than 0.1 kg), such that the value displays as being zero in the workbook used by the client. In
the judgment of the audit team, it is not practicable to address the remaining discrepancies, and they
have an immaterial impact on the quantification of GHG emission removals. Therefore, the non-
conformity has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.

NCR 2013.26 dated 10-15-2014

Standard Reference: VCS Standard V3.4, Section 3.16.6; VCS Monitoring Report Template V3.3,
Section 1.2

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.3

Finding: The VCS Standard requires that "The project proponent shall use the VCS Monitoring Report
Template and adhere to all instructional text within the template.” The VCS Monitoring Report Template
requires that the date of issue be stated, on the cover page, using the format "DD-Month-YYYY". This
format has not been used to display the date of issue.

Client Response: The date format has been corrected.

Auditor Response: Through review of the updated monitoring report, entitled "Afognak Monitoring
Report 2012-2013 v1.4 with track changes"”, the audit team can confirm that the date of issue is stated in
the format required by the VCS Monitoring Report Template. Therefore, the non-conformity has been
resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.27 dated 10-15-2014

Standard Reference: VM0012 V1.1, Section 8.5.3, Step 1

Document Reference: Afognak plot data & UF July 2014 v

Finding: The methodology defines parameter y(d,h,i) as "area-weighted difference between measured
and predicted carbon storage in analysis unit, h, plot observation i". This definition appears below
Equation 60b and also appears in the text of Step 1 of Section 8.5.3. The definition of "difference"”, in
mathematical terms, requires that the value of the parameter be calculated, for each analysis unit, by
taking the measured carbon storage and subtracting (from that) the predicted carbon storage. This
operation has been carried out in reverse (i.e., by taking the predicted, or "modeled”, storage and
subtracting the measured carbon storage) in column K of worksheet "Uncertainty Factor Calculation" of
workbook "Afognak plot data & UF July 2014 v".

Client Response: The auditor has correctly identified a discrepancy between the equation (60B) used to
calculate model error in the Methodology and that employed in the in the "uncertainty factor calculation’
worksheet of the 'Afognak plot data & UF July 2014.xIsx' file. While Eq. 60B of the Methodology is
presented as follows: yd,h,i = APRJ,h « (ym,h,i - yp,h,i); where ym,h,i = measured values and yp,h,i =
predicted values. It should have been written as : yd,h,i = APRJ,h ¢ (yp,h,i - ym,h,i). This is the form in
which it has been used in this project. The reason it must be applied in the latter form is that if the
modeled carbon amount ( yp,h,i) is higher than the plot measured carbon amount (ym,h,i) the model error
term Em should be positive thus increasing the project error term. The converse is also true. | believe
this error was missed because the methodology developer confused the m in the ym,y,i variable with
'm'odeled instead of 'm'easured. This has been confirmed with the developers of VM0012, 3 GreenTree
Ecosytem Services. In any case, a methodology deviation has been added in Section 2.2.1 to explain this
and VCS will be notified that Eg. 60B in the Methodology must be corrected.

Auditor Response: Given the evidence presented, the audit team agrees that an error in the
methodology has been identified. The audit team agrees that the deviation in response to the finding is an
acceptable deviation in accordance with Section 3.5.1 of the VCS Standard. Therefore, the non-
conformity has been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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Standard Reference: VCS Standard Version 3.4, Section 3.16.6; VCS Monitoring Report Template V3.3,
Section 1.8

Document Reference: Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.4 with track changes

Finding: The VCS Standard requires that “The project proponent shall use the VCS Monitoring Report
Template and adhere to all instructional text within the template.” The monitoring report exhibits the
following non-conformities with respect to the VCS Monitoring Report Template:

1. The VCS Monitoring Report Template requires that "All sections must be completed using Arial 10pt,
black, regular (non-italic) font". The paragraph beginning with "The third deviation stems..." and the word
"where:", in Section 2.2.1 of the monitoring report, are in Calibri 11pt font. The paragraph beginning with
"This is the form in which it has been used..." in Section 2.2.1 of the monitoring report is in Arial 11pt font.
2. The third deviation described in Section 2.2.1 of the VCS Monitoring Report Template does not include
evidence to demonstrate that "The deviation does not negatively impact the conservativeness of the
guantification of GHG emission reductions or removals" and that "The deviations relates only to the
criteria and procedures for monitoring or measurement, and do not relate to any other part of the
methodology"”, as required by Section 2.2.1 of the VCS Monitoring Report Template.

3. The VCS Monitoring Report Template requires that "All items in the box at the bottom of the title page
must be completed using Arial 10pt, black, regular (non-italic) font." The box at the bottom of the title
page has been completed using Arial 11pt font.

Client Response: The noted font discrepancies have been corrected. Section 2.2.1 has been updated.
The title font has been corrected. The updated document is not v1.5.

Auditor Response: The audit team can confirm, through review of the updated monitoring report entitled
"Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.5", that all of the identified discrepancies have been corrected.
The previously identified font discrepancies have been corrected, and Section 2.2.1 contains a
demonstration that the third methodology deviation complies with the criteria of Section 3.5.1 of the VCS
Standard.

However, an additional discrepancy with respect to the requirements of the VCS Monitoring Report
Template has been introduced. The VCS Monitoring Report Template states the following regarding the
title page: "Monitoring reports may also feature the monitoring report title and preparers’ name, logo and
contact information more prominently on the title page, using the format below (Arial 24pt and Arial 11pt,
black, regular font)." The preparers’ names (below the title) have been featured using Arial 10pt font,
rather than Arial 11pt font.

Client Response 2: Fixed. The final version remains v1.5.

Auditor Response 2: The audit team can confirm, through review of the updated monitoring report
entitled "Afognak Monitoring Report 2012-2013 v1.5", that the discrepancy regarding font usage has been
corrected. Therefore, all non-conformities regarding the requirements of the VCS Monitoring Report
Template have been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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NCR 2013.29 dated 10-29-2014

Standard Reference: AFOLU Requirements V3.4, Section 3.7.3; VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report
Template (Short Form) V3.0

Document Reference: Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template Short 2012-2013 MR,
Section 1.3; Afognak - VCS Risk Report Calculation Tool, v3.0 2012-2014 MR

Finding: The AFOLU Requirements states that "Projects shall prepare a non-permanence risk report in
accordance with VCS document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool at both validation and verification...
The non-permanence risk report shall be prepared using the VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report
Template..." The VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template (Short Form) states the following
regarding the title page: "All items in the box on the title page must be completed using Arial 10pt, black,
regular (non-italic) font. This box must appear on the title page of the final document. Non-permanence
risk reports may also feature the report title and preparers’ name, logo and contact information more
prominently on the title page, using the format below (Arial 24pt and Arial 11pt, black, regular font)." The
risk report exhibits the following non-conformities with respect to these requirements:

1. The items in the box on the title page have been completed using Arial 11pt font, rather than Arial 10pt
font.

2. The preparers’ names (below the title) have been featured using Arial 10pt font, rather than Arial 11pt
font.

3. The text "Date of Issue" in the box on the title page has been deleted and replaced with "09".

Client Response: The noted font discrepancies have been corrected. The document has been updated
tov.1.3.

Auditor Response: The audit team can confirm that all discrepancies have been corrected in the
updated risk report, entitled "Afognak - VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report 2012-2013 MR v1.3".
Therefore, the non-conformities have been resolved.

Closing Remarks: The Client’s response adequately addresses the finding.
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