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Summary:
Environmental Services, Inc., (ESI) was contracted by the Tasmanian Land Conservancy (TLC) on 03
April 2013 to conduct the 2010 to 2012 monitoring period verification of the New Leaf Carbon Project
[Project Description (PD) dated 14 September 2013)]. The New Leaf Carbon Project is an Improved
Forest Management (IFM) project implemented by the TLC in the Australian state of Tasmania. The
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TLC is a registered environmental organisation and private land owner in Tasmania who “aims to
1
protect areas of high conservation values for species which are not adequately protected.” The
project is achieving Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reductions through avoiding logging events.
Forests Alive Pty Ltd. has assisted in the design of this project on behalf of the project proponent (legal
landowner). Forests Alive conducted the field work and the calculations for this project in accordance
with their validated and verified Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). The project proponent (the
TLC) is the legal landowner and the signatory to a contract with Forests Alive Pty. Ltd. The TLC is
responsible for project implementation and on-going monitoring throughout the project’s lifetime.
The project area is contained within 26 separate properties (collectively known as the New Leaf estate)
that have a combined total area of 22,793 ha. The properties contain 12,143 ha of native forests that
have been declared as Private Timber Reserves through the Forest Practices Act of 1985. These
commercial forest areas compose the area from which avoided emissions have been calculated; they
include vegetation communities dominated by Eucalyptus delegatensis, E. oblique E. pauciflora, E.
amygdalina, and E. dalrympleana. Myrtle Beech (Nothofagus cunninghamii) is also a dominant
species on some properties and wattle species are also present, specifically Acacia dealbata.
The project is monitored biennially upon the anniversary of its start date. These monitoring events
assess all of the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) and Climate Community and Biodiversity Alliance
(CCBA) requirements (i.e. natural disturbance, changes to project area, market leakage, and
community and biodiversity impacts), except for field work regarding measurement for verification of
the tree growth and carbon sequestered. Changes in the carbon stock will be calculated through
modeling and extrapolation. Every five years, a more comprehensive monitoring event will be
completed to assess changes in carbon stocks through fieldwork.
The monitoring period verification objective for this project included an assessment of compliance with
the validated PD, both the VCS Version 3 (and associated updates) and the CCB Project Design
Standards (Second Edition), as well as the likelihood that implementation of the GHG project resulted
in the GHG emission removal enhancements as stated by the project developer (ISO 14064-3:2006).
The scope of the verification included the assessment of the VCS/CCB Monitoring & Implementation
Report, and the implementation of GHG project as stated in the validated PD for the 20 October 2010
to 19 October 2012 monitoring period (first period).
The monitoring period verification criteria followed ISO 14064-3 and the guidance documents provided
by the VCS and CCBA, and included the following: VCS Program Guide (v3.4, October 2012), VCS
Standard (v3.3, October 2012), Program Definitions (v3.4, October 2012), Agriculture, Forestry, and
Other Land Use (AFOLU) Requirements (v3.3, October 2012), AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool
(v3.2, October 2012), VM0010 (v1.2, March 2013), CCB Project Design Standards (Second Edition,
December 2008), and Rules for the use of the Climate, Community, & Biodiversity Standards (June
2010).
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Summaries of all findings are included in Appendices B and C. There are no restrictions of uncertainty.
ESI confirms all monitoring period verification activities, including objectives, scope and criteria, level of
assurance, monitoring and project documentation adherence to the selected methodology (VM0010,
v1.2), VCS Version 3 (and updates), and CCB Project Design Standards (Second Edition), as
documented in this report are complete. ESI concludes without any qualifications or limiting conditions
that the New Leaf Carbon Project meets the requirements of the VCS and CCB to a reasonable level of
assurance for the first monitoring period.
The GHG assertion provided by TLC, and verified by ESI, has resulted in the GHG emissions reduction
or removal of 86,212 tCO2 equivalents by the project during the verification period/reporting period (20
October 2010 to 19 October 2012). This value is gross of the 14.5% (12,501 tCO2 equivalents) buffer
withholding based on the non-permanence risk assessment tool.
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1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Objective
The monitoring period verification objective included an assessment of compliance with the
validated Project Description (PD), the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) Version 3 (and all
associated updates), the selected methodology (VM0010 Version 1.2 - Methodology for Improved
Forest Management: Conversion of Logged to Protected Forest), and the Climate, Community
and Biodiversity (CCB) Project Design Standards (Second Edition). This verification assessed
whether the Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) Improved Forest Management
(IFM) – Logged to Protected Forest (LtPF) project resulted in the GHG emission removal
enhancements as stated by the project developer (ISO 14064-3:2006).

1.2

Scope and Criteria
The scope of the monitoring period verification included the assessment of the VCS/CCB
Monitoring & Implementation Report, and the implementation of GHG project as stated in the
validated PD for the 20 October 2010 to 19 October 2012 monitoring period. The scope of the
monitoring period verification is re-defined below:

Baseline Scenario
Activities/Technologies/Processes

Sources/Sinks/Reservoirs

GHG Type
Time Period

Project Boundary

v3.0

Continued planned selective timber harvests; forest has
been under logging regimes for the last 50 years.
Project activities include ending timber harvesting and
monitoring forest growth, promoting recreation,
educational, and research uses of the land.
Implementation of VCS (VM0010 v1.2 – IFM-LtPF) and
CCB Project Design Standards.
Aboveground biomass
Emissions from wood product retirement
Decomposition of dead wood from harvest trees
Fire Disturbance
CO2 and CH4
Project Start Date: 20 October 2010
Project Validated: 29 October 2013
Crediting Period: 20 October 2010 to 20 October 2040
Monitoring Period: 20 October 2010 to 19 October 2012
The project is located in the Central Highlands and
northeastern regions of Tasmania, comprising 12,143 ha
of commercial forest/Private Timber Reserves.
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1.3

Level of assurance
The level of assurance was used to determine the depth of detail that the verifier placed in the
Verification and Sampling Plan to determine if there were any errors, omissions, or
misrepresentations (ISO 14064-3:2006). Environmental Services, Inc., (ESI) assessed the
project (general principles, data, sampling descriptions, documentation, calculations, monitoring
report, project implementation, etc.) to provide reasonable assurance to meet the Project Level
requirements of the VCS and CCB programs. The evidence used to achieve a reasonable level of
assurance is specified in the following sections.

1.4

Summary Description of the Project
As stated in the project description (PD), “the project area for the New Leaf Forest Estate
encompasses 12,143 ha of Native Tasmanian forest. The entire project area is within a declared
‘Private Timber Reserve’ through the Forest Practices Act 1985. In the absence of this IFM
project the forest would continue to be harvested and carbon stocks would be degraded. The
forest contains a significant number of high conservation values, including habitat values for
endangered species such as the Tasmanian Devil, the Wedge Tailed Eagle and the Tasmanian
Spotted Quoll. This project will allow for a change in the management of the area from on-going
commercial logging to conservation.
Due to the high climate, biodiversity and community benefits of this project, it has been developed
for validation and verification under both the CCBA and VCS standards.
The major project objectives are split between climate, community and biodiversity objectives and
are listed below. The specific activities to achieve these objectives are listed in section 2.2 of this
PDD.
Climate Objectives


Avoid emissions by converting logged forest to protected forest.



Protect forest to allow on-going carbon sequestration to take place.

Community Objectives

v3.0



Provide employment opportunities in rural areas to help manage and monitor the land for
conservation.



Provide research and educational opportunities to the local communities and
collaborating institutions.



Provide recreational opportunities to allow communities to enjoy the area.



Collaborate with institutions to develop understanding of Tasmanian wildlife and
conservation values.
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Engage and consult with Aboriginal communities living close to the project site to ensure
management respects traditional values.

Biodiversity Objectives


Manage the land for the conservation of flora and fauna.



Manage the area to favour habitat connectivity and reduce the risk of landscape scale
disturbances.



Provide on-going management of the area to manage weed and pest populations.”

2

VALIDATION PROCESS, FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION

2.1

Validation Process

2

The Validation process closely follows the VCS Standard; VCS Program Guide; AFOLU
Requirements; the CCB Project Design Standards, ISO14064-3 and ISO 14065, as well as ESI’s
Management System and Management System Manual. ESI’s Validation and Sampling Plan
was prepared and followed by the validation team. The sample size for the desktop portion of the
validation included a complete review of the PD and supporting documents.
The field validation included an onsite review of the project area (please refer to Section 2.4 of
ESI’s New Leaf Carbon Project VCS/CCB Validation Report, dated 29 October 2013 for
additional information). The project areas and selected plots were visited and observed to allow a
review of a sufficient sample to meet a reasonable level of assurance, as directed by the
professional judgment of the Validation team.
The validation criteria followed the guidance documents provided by VCS and CCB and included
the following: VCS Program Guide (04 October 2012, v3.4), VCS Standard (04 October 2012,
v3.3), Program Definitions (04 October 2012, v3.4), AFOLU Requirements (04 October 2012,
v3.3), AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool (04 October 2012, v3.2), VM0010 (v1.2, March 2013),
CCB Project Design Standards (Second Edition, December 2008), and Rules for the use of the
Climate, Community, & Biodiversity Standards (June 2010). The discussion of Method and
Criteria, Document Review, Interviews, Site Inspections, and Resolution of Material
Discrepancies can be located in Section 2, of ESI’s New Leaf Carbon Project VCS/CCB
Validation Report, dated 29 October 2013.

2.2

Validation Findings

2.2.1

Gap Validation
Not applicable.

2

New Leaf Carbon Project (Project Description), dated 14 September 2013.
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2.2.2

Methodology Deviations
As stated in the PD, the following the deviations from VM0010 v1.2 apply to the New Leaf Carbon
Project:
“Calculating the merchantable volume of timber Vl,j,i,sp;
Yield tables or allometric equations must be used to convert field measurements of diameter
(DBH, at typically 1.3 m [4.3 ft.] aboveground level or above buttress where they exist), and total
height H of each tree in the sample plots to merchantable volume, Vl,j,i,sp. As part of the field
work activities, a random sample of each species is selected to measure DBH and height. The
DBH of a tree is measured using a measuring tape with tree diameter increments (cm). The same
tree is then measured using a Laser Ace Range Finder to find its height. The heights and DBH
are then processed by the FFT to provide a height curve and a merchantable volume for each
species. Using the DBH for each tree the merchantable volume is assigned from the FFT curve.
Forests Alive have a large dataset for tree height and DBH for the Central Highlands region of
Tasmania. These recorded heights are used to assess the datasets’ suitability to provide
estimated heights for the project area.
Graphs are provided to the validator to assess the height curves and compare them to height
curves produced from all data in the Central Highlands of Tasmania.
The merchantable volume of timber produced by the FFT is the parameter Vl,j,i,sp.
Equations 17-19 are subject to a deviation as described and justified below;
The same data and model parameters entered into FullCAM for Equation 10 were used to
calculate the carbon stock in aboveground trees (tC/ha), the required output of Equation 19. Its
inputs are based on local taxonomix-, geographic- and climatic-specific information, and
allometric relationships identified in the Technical Reports prepared for the National Carbon
3
Accounting System. FullCAM is part of the Australian National Carbon Accounting System (NCAT) and international best practice in modelling carbon flows. However, the program does:
“tend to be highly conservative and radically underestimates forest carbon generated from mixed
4
native species (Brendan and Mackey, 2008).”

3

4

Raison, J. (2001) Carbon Accounting and Emissions Trading Related to Bioenergy, Wood Products and Carbon Sequestration:
Development of a ‘Toolbox’ for Carbon Accounting in Forests, IEA Bioenergy Task 38: Workshop in Canberra/Australia, CSIRO,
Forestry and Forest Products. Available from <http://www.ieabioenergy-task38.org/workshops/canberra01/cansession1.pdf>
[accessed 7th March 2011]
as cited by Kapambwe, M.; Keenan, R.; (2009) Biodiversity Outcomes from Carbon Biosequestration, The University of
Melbourne, commissioned by The Department of Sustainability and Environment, pp 23. Available from
<http://www.dse.vic.gov.au/CA256F310024B628/0/761E59489BC57A9ACA2576810079C4D4/$File/Biosequestration+and+Biod
iversity.pdf> [accessed 4th March 2011]
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Moreover, for each stratum, FullCAM’s output was calibrated according to fieldwork estimates of
aboveground trees (m^3/ha) in 2012, and consistent between the baseline and project scenarios
until the first harvest. Because FullCAM was available as a best practice option, Forests Alive is
submitting a deviation from the less precise, accurate and conservative requirements of the
GreenCollar IFM methodology. Equations 17-19 were therefore not required, and FullCAM used
5
to calculate the product of Equation 19 (tC/ha).”
The validation process confirmed that these methodology deviations are reasonable and have
been appropriately justified. Further, the project is still in compliance with VCS rules while
applying the methodology deviations. The deviations represent a deviation from the criteria and
procedures relating to monitoring and/or measurement of GHG emission reductions or removals
set out in the selected methodologies. Moreover, the deviations do not negatively impact the
conservativeness of the quantification of GHG emissions reductions or removals.
2.2.3

Project Description Deviations
Not applicable.

2.3

Validation Conclusion
ESI confirmed all validation activities, including objective, scope and criteria, level of assurance
and the PD are complete and in adherence to the selected methodology (VM0010 v1.2), VCS
Version 3 (and updates), and CCB Project Design Standards (Second Edition), as documented in
ESI’s New Leaf Carbon Project VCS/CCB Validation Report (dated 29 October 2013). ESI
concluded without any qualifications or limiting conditions that the PD New Leaf Carbon Project
dated 14 September 2013 (Version 5.1) met the requirements of the VCS and CCB to a
reasonable level of assurance, and is likely to achieve the estimated climate, community, and
biodiversity benefits, including Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits, stated therein.

3

VERIFICATION PROCESS

3.1

Method and Criteria
The verification criteria followed ISO 14064-3 and the guidance documents provided by VCS and
CCBA, and included the following: VCS Program Guide (v3.4, October 2012), VCS Standard
(v3.3, October 2012), Program Definitions (v3.4, October 2012), AFOLU Requirements (v3.3,
October 2012), AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool (v3.2, October 2012), the previously
validated PD entitled “New Leaf Carbon Project” dated 14 September 2013, VM0010 Methodology for Improved Forest Management: Conversion of Logged to Protected Forest,
Version 1.2 (27 March 2013), CCB Project Design Standards (Second Edition, December 2008),
and Rules for the use of the Climate, Community, & Biodiversity Standards (June 2010).

5

New Leaf Carbon Project (Project Description), dated 14 September 2013.
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The Verification & Sampling Plan methodology was derived from all items in our verification
process stated above. Specifically, the sampling plan utilized the VCS guidance documents and
ISO 14064-3. Sample size and techniques were based on the project parameters, scope, and
best professional judgment of the Verification Team. Sites selected for detailed review were
chosen at the discretion of the Lead Verifier. A risk based approach was used to select the tracts
to allow a review of a wide geographic range of sites; sufficient to provide the necessary sample
size to meet a reasonable level of assurance; as directed by the professional judgment of the
Lead Validator (see Section 3.4 below for further detail).

3.2

Document Review
A detailed review of all project documentation was conducted to ensure consistency with, and
identify any deviation from the VCS and CCB program requirements, the methodology (VM0010 Methodology for Improved Forest Management – Logged to Protected Forest, Version 1.2), and
the validated PD.
Initial review focused on the validated PD, and the Monitoring & Implementation Report, and
included an examination of the project details, implementation status, data and parameters, and
quantification of GHG emission reductions and removals. Along with a review of the Monitoring &
Implementation Report, selected documentation was requested, provided, and subsequently
reviewed for consistency, accuracy, and appropriateness with regard to VCS and CCB program
requirements, methodological requirements, and the validated PD. Documents reviewed include,
but are not limited to, land ownership documentation, carbon rights contracts, property
boundaries, maps and aerials, data from monitoring, biomass and carbon calculation
spreadsheets, and responses to non-conformity/clarification requests.
The verification also included a review of the Non-Permanence Risk Report. The AFOLU NonPermanence Risk Tool (v3.2, October 2012) was used by the project proponent to assess overall
project risk. The final score was calculated to be 14.5%. The information in this report was
evaluated by verifiers and found to have been conducted appropriately and in compliance with
VCS Version 3. Any discrepancies were corrected by the project proponent.
Please see Appendix A for a complete list of documents received and reviewed by ESI.

3.3

Interviews
The verification site visit occurred between 22 April and 03 May 2013. Onsite interviews and
informal discussions were conducted with project staff. An additional interview was also
conducted via phone with the Tasmanian Land Conservancy (TLC). No negative comments were
received, and information provided in the PD was supported. Meetings included discussions with:

v3.0

Name

Title

Jarrah Vercoe

Project Manager, Forests Alive Pty.
Ltd.
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Lawrence Rimmer

Technical Specialist, Forests Alive
Pty. Ltd.

Andrew Ratcliffe

Chairman, Forests Alive Pty. Ltd.

Daniel Sprod

New Leaf Project
Manager/Landscape Ecologist, TLC

Ian Hall

New Leaf Project Marketing
Manager, TLC
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3.4

Site Inspections
The verification site inspection was conducted during 22 April to 03 May 2013. Sites selected for
detailed review were chosen at the discretion of the Lead Verifier. A risk based approach was
used to select the tracts to allow a review of a wide geographic range of sites; sufficient to provide
the necessary sample size to meet a reasonable level of assurance; as directed by the
professional judgment of the Lead Verifier.
Ten (10) inventory points (approximately a 5% sample) were randomly selected within the chosen
tracts and re-measured during the site visit. Re-measurement was conducted using the same
inventory methods described by the project developer (see “ReddForests Fieldwork: Standard
Operating Procedures”). The verifiers also requested that the project team demonstrate the
inventory methodology on a sample plot, which further demonstrated that the inventory
methodology was sound and was able to be replicated by the field teams. The verifiers also
completed ground-truthing of the project strata to compare to PD descriptions. The points taken
were selected to allow a review of a sufficient sample to provide the necessary sample size to
meet a reasonable level of assurance, as directed by the professional judgment of the Lead
Verifier.
During the field review of the project, the following aspects of the project were assessed:


current project conditions, including reported tree species and forest cover types,
reported growth characteristics (diameter, or similar), and implementation of inventory
plan/monitoring



Potential for leakage



All reported elements of the Risk Assessment

Direct field observations were performed throughout the site inspection in order to sufficiently
satisfy the professional discretion of the Verification team.

3.5

Public Comments
Stakeholders were identified by their proximity to the project area as well as interest in the project
area by research, conservation and governmental groups. Identified stakeholders were involved
in the planning of the project.
The public comment period for CCB activities was advertised in the local Tasmanian newspaper,
“The Mercury,” on 3 July 2013. It is widely read on Tasmania, and considered the best means of
notifying stakeholders. In addition, the TLC distributes a quarterly newsletter to supporters and
stakeholders describing the project and providing instructions for feedback.
No comments were received.

v3.0
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3.6

Resolution of Any Material Discrepancy
During the verification process, there was a risk that potential errors, omissions, and
misrepresentations would be found. The actions taken when errors, omissions, and
misrepresentations were found included: notifying the client of the issue(s) identified, and
expanding our review/sample to the extent that satisfied the Lead Verifier’s professional
judgment.
During the course of the verification, several Non-conformity Reports (NCRs) /Clarifications (CLs)
were identified. All NCRs/CLs were satisfactorily addressed. The NCRs/CLs provided necessary
clarity to ensure the project was in compliance with the requirements of the VCS and CCB for
GHG projects. For a complete list of all NCRs/CLs and their resolutions, please refer to Appendix
B (VCS) and Appendix C (CCB).

VERIFICATION FINDINGS
4

GENERAL

4.1

Summary Description of the Project (G3)
Please see Section 1.4 of this report for a summary description of the New Leaf Carbon Project.
The project involves a change in land management practices from selective timber harvesting to
forest protection in order to avoid GHG emissions and to protect the habitat of threatened
species. The project proponents provided land title documentation, the logging history of the
lands, as well as Forest Practices Plans (FPPs), as evidence of historical management. It is
highly unlikely that selective timber harvesting would cease in absence of the project.
The land is habitat to endangered, endemic species, like the Tasmanian Devil, Wedge Tailed
Eagle, and Spotted Quoll. Camera trap photos and survey results are provided in the PD.
In addition, the project will provide a small number of jobs to local people, as well as research,
education, and recreational opportunities to a large number of stakeholders. Evidence of use by
stakeholders includes checkout records for gate keys to the properties. Jobs expected to be
directly created are modest and reasonable in number.

4.2

Project Location (G1 & G3)
“The project area is contained within 26 separate properties that have a combined total area of
22,793 ha. The project is situated in the State of Tasmania. The majority of land, 20,271 ha, is in
the “Central Highlands” of Tasmania, a region situated centrally on the island. 2,522 ha of land is
in the North Eastern region. Together this land is known as the New Leaf estate and contains
12,143 ha of native forest which comprises the area from which avoided emissions have been
6
calculated.”

6

New Leaf Carbon Project (Project Description), dated 14 September 2013.

v3.0

14

VERIFICATION REPORT
VCS Version 3, CCB Standards Second Edition
The project proponent provided the validators a list of coordinates (decimal degrees) and satellite
images to identify/locate the location of the project areas. As required by VCS, a kml file has
been provided that defines the extent of the geographic area of the project, and this is shown in
the PD. Copies of the deeds for each separate parcel were provided to the verifiers, establishing
ownership. The site visit also confirmed location of the parcels. Maps depicting the project zone,
based on distance from project area boundaries, are provided. General, verifiable information
regarding local soils, climate and geology was provided and confirmed by the verifiers. Project
boundaries and locations were confirmed to a reasonable level of assurance for all properties.

4.3

Conditions Prior to Project Initiation (G1)
The verifiers confirmed that there are no conflicts or legal disputes over the ownership or the right
of use within the project areas. Land titles for the parcels within the project area were provided to
the verifiers and a summary is provided in the PD. The verifiers also confirmed the various forest
types within the project area as described in the PD. “In the North Eastern properties the forest
type is wet eucalypt forest. Properties such as Weeks, Archer-Whareham, Archer-Nunamara and
Towns are predominantly wet Eucalyptus oblique forest, whilst to the east of these in Nook, Ben
Nevis, and Phillip Rose Tier the dominant species is E. dalrympleana and E. delegatensis. The
remaining northern properties, Forest Lodge, West Pyengana and Blue Tier are a temperate
rainforest with Myrtle Beech (Nothofagus cunninghamii) as the dominant species; the only
properties with no Eucalypt forest in the project.
The southern properties in the project are typically drier, and are predominantly dry Sclerophyll
forest which have a mixture of Eucalypt species. The Eucalypt species typical to this area include
Eucalyptus amygdalina, E. dalrympleana, E. delegatensis, and E. pauciflora. Wattle species are
7
also present, particularly Acacia dealbata.”
Evidence of native forest harvesting prescriptions/practices was provided as well as information
regarding how the intensive harvesting led to the degradation of the forest. This has resulted in
the current carbon stocking being lower than the carrying capacity of the native forest types.
The PD uses data from the national census to characterize the communities within the project
zone. Impact of the project on local communities is likely positive but minimal due to land
ownership laws and since the local communities derive little from these lands, aside from rare,
low value timber harvest opportunities.
Biodiversity within the project area is established by citing surveys and sightings near and within
the project zone. Photos from camera traps in the project area are provided. Threatened
species, including the Tasmanian Devil and Wedge Tailed Eagle, use the project area lands.

4.4

Project Proponent (G4)
Project
Proponent

7

Point of
Contact

Roles/ Responsibility

Contact Details

Ibid.
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The Tasmanian
Land
conservancy
(TLC)

Daniel Sprod

Project Manager

827 Sandy Bay Rd, Sandy Bay,
Tasmanian, 7005
(+61) 03 6225 1399
dsprod@tasland.org.au

The roles and responsibilities of the project proponent and the science and monitoring team are
listed in section 1.4 of the PD. Based on verification activities, it is clear that the project
proponent is capable and possesses the skills required to conduct the project activities, and is
capable of overseeing project activities conducted by others.
In addition to the Mr Sprod, Dr Sally Bryant and Matt Taylor are filling the roles required to handle
the project activities that were identified in section 1.4 of the PD. The skills listed have been
verified, and it is clear that TLC personnel possess these skills.

4.5

Other Entities Involved in the Project (G4)
In addition to the project proponents, Forests Alive Pty. Ltd is playing an operative role in the
project. Forests Alive has successfully implemented thee other validated and verified VCS IFMLtPF projects in Tasmania and has assisted in the design of this project on behalf of the TLC.
They have acted as the main contact point during the verification and their contact info is below:
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Other Entities

Forests Alive
Pty. Ltd.

4.6

Point of contact

Jarrah Vercoe

Roles/ Responsibility Contact Details

Project Manager

210 Collins Street, Hobart,
Tasmania, 7000
0417 137 751
Jarrah@forestsalive.com

Project Start Date (G3)
The project start date is 20 October 2010. As stated in the PD, “this is the date of the land
acquisition contract, and subsequently the date in which TLC took ownership and managerial
8
responsibility of the New Leaf estate.” This date represents a change in management decisions
by the properties’ fee owner and, as such, the date on which activities that lead to the generation
of GHG emission reductions or removals were implemented.
The verifiers confirmed the date of acquisition occurred on 20 October 2010 and that this date
also represents the start of the fixed baseline period and the first monitoring period.

4.7

Project Crediting Period (G3)
The project crediting period for this project is 30 years, beginning on 20 October 2010 and ending
on 20 October 2040. The verification period will start on October 20th each year and end on
October 19th of every other year.
There is no discrepancy between the project lifetime and the project crediting period.

5

IMPLEMENTATION OF DESIGN

5.1

Description of the Project Activity (G3)
The project activities and Monitoring Plan, as described in the validated PD, have been fully
initiated. There are no remaining issues from the validation. As this is the initial verification,
many activities are still being implemented, but the Verifiers observed much progress during the
Verification Site Inspection.
The Verifiers requested to visit examples of all activities during the various Site Inspections and
subsequently confirmed the initial implementation of all items related to climate, community, and
biodiversity as stated below:

8

Ibid.
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“Climate Activities
The purpose and objective of the project is to protect native forest that will be logged in the
absence of carbon finance. Protecting forests from timber harvesting reduces emissions caused
by harvesting and maintains the forest carbon stock. The forest will therefore be monitored
regularly, with a verification period on a biennial basis and a calculation event every five years.
The forest will be monitored for any signs of leakage, logging activities and natural disturbances.
The biennial monitoring event will include an assessment of the non-permanence risk buffer. Full
details on the monitoring schedule and activities can be viewed in the Monitoring Plan.
By implementing these monitoring activities, the avoided emissions claimed can be verified
throughout the project period.
Community Project Activities
The community-related project activities to be undertaken under this project and related impacts
are described below. Examples of the project activities are given in sections 6 and 7.

Activity

Impacts

Provide economic opportunities for the
community

The community supports the project because members derive
economic benefits from the project

Provide opportunities for community involvement
in planning and land management

The community supports land management

Provide education and research opportunities

Community engagement and knowledge is increased

Provide recreational opportunities

Community wellbeing and connection to the project area is
increased

Biodiversity Activities”
Activity

9

9

Impacts

Monitoring of conservation significant species

Adaptive management of conservation significant species

Monitoring of habitat condition

Adaptive management of habitat values

Monitoring of landscape scale ecological
processes

Adaptive management of ecosystems

Fire management

Ecosystems are maintained in natural condition

Weed management

Impact of weeds on native ecosystems is removed

Feral animal management

Impact of feral animals on native ecosystems is reduced

Ibid.
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v3.0

Activity

Impacts

Access management

Impact of human actives on native ecosystems is reduced

Livestock management

Impact of livestock on native ecosystems is prevented
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It is clear that protecting land previously managed for selective timber harvesting is reducing
GHG emissions from harvesting and sequestering more carbon in biomass than the withoutproject scenario.
In addition, habitat for native forest species is being improved and
fragmentation is being reduced.
Community impacts are modest but positive.

5.2

Management of Risks to Project Benefits (G3)
Within the PD (Table 10), the project proponent outlined the potential risks to the project benefits,
and mitigation measures for those risks. The verifiers confirmed the potential risks as being fire,
pest and disease, extreme weather events, land ownership change, financial failure, collapse of
the carbon market, and regulatory change.
Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures were also confirmed during the verification
event. Measures taken to maintain project benefits into the future revolve around the educational
experiences that are being provided, the legacy of the research projects, and the experiences of
diverse stakeholders working together toward a common goal.

5.3

Measures to Maintain High Conservation Values (G3)
The project proponent has outlined the measures that are being taken to maintain the high
conservation values in the project area; these were confirmed by ESI during the verification
event. As stated in the PD, “The measures to maintain the high conservation values in the
project area include the following;
1. Managing potential risks including fire, pest and diseases, among others (see section
2.3)
a. Managing weeds and pests are particularly important for the conservation of the
floral species listed in section 1.3. Weed strategies have been developed to
prevent the spread of weeds in the project sites which could out-compete the
high conservation floral species. Pests also need to be controlled, for example a
plan to control feral animals will be implemented as part of this project because
their grazing and trampling habits could also have negative consequences on the
delicate species this project is trying to protect.
b. The control of feral animals, such as foxes, will also be important for the
conservation of the Tasmanian Devil. It is illegal to introduce foxes to Tasmania
but there are some suspicions that small populations already exist in native forest
areas. These species, if prolific, could out-compete Tasmanian Devils for food
resources.
c.

Fire mitigation measures are in place to reduce the likelihood of fire degrading
the forest habitats.

2. Design and implement management plans to specific areas or species to avoid and
mitigate disturbances

v3.0
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a. The management plans will be continually revised to address new threats to high
conservation value species over the lifetime of the project.
3. Monitor the forest in the project area through the annual verification events and when
required to ensure that the climate, community and biodiversity benefits are
10
maintained.”

5.4

Project Financing (G3 & G4)
The verifiers confirmed that the project proponent (TLC) contracted with Forests Alive and
provided funding for the project design, fieldwork, calculations, and preparation/submission of
required project documentation. The project was also supported by a grant via the Global
Alliance (run by conservation International).
TLC is responsible for project implementation, monitoring, and verification costs.
The New Leaf Estate 30 Year Financial Plan, supplied by the project proponent, shows that
expected revenue from the sale of offset credits will cover the cost of the project. The TLC annual
report for 2011 – 2012 shows net income of over $7.5 million (Australian dollars).

5.5

Employment Opportunities and Worker Safety (G4)
Employment of people from the community including graduates, local experts and institutions is
being implemented in order to carryout project activities such as surveys, research, and
recreational activities. The verifiers confirmed that TLC has advertised employment opportunities
on its website and in local newspapers. Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) are being used
to train new employees and a safety plan is prepared for each site. TLC is complying with the
Australian Workplace Safety Standards Act 2005 and the Tasmanian Workplace Health and
Safety Regulations 1998, including the Forest Safety Code.
Employment law in Australia forbids employment discrimination; it is clear that the project
proponent is only hiring on the basis of merit.
Section 2.5 of the PD provides a table of risks to employees, along with reasonable remedies that
are being implemented.

5.6

Stakeholders (G3)
No negative stakeholder impacts were identified during the verification event. Stakeholders were
identified by both proximity to the project areas and the interest of groups in the project area
(government, education/research, Non-Government Organizations (NGOs)). Section 2.7 of the
PD describes the process of stakeholder identification. Methods of contact with stakeholders
include direct one-on-one talks, telephone, newsletters and websites.

10
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An advertisement in the local newspaper announced the 30-day comment period for the PD and
its posting on the CCBA website. TLC newsletters had notified readers of the project and the
opportunity to comment.
A conflict and grievance resolution process is presented in section 2.7 of the PD.

6

LEGAL STATUS

6.1

Compliance with Laws, Statues, Property Rights and Other Regulatory
Frameworks (G4 & G5)
All relevant information on the project’s compliance with laws, statutes, and other regulatory
frameworks can be found in Section 3.1 of the PD. The project proponent declares that all of the
laws, rules and decrees stated there apply to the whole geographic region considered for the
project activity. Compliance with these laws was confirmed to a reasonable level of assurance
during verification. The agreements that have been signed as part of the project are legally
binding. No violation of laws as a result of the project activities was observed during the site visit.

6.2

Evidence of Right of Use (G5)
The verification activities confirmed that, based on the Australian and Tasmanian legal system,
the New Leaf Carbon Project does not encompass land that is subject to traditional, customarily
tenured requirements. Land ownership was proven with a title registered in a title register
maintained by the Recorder of Titles. TLC owns the project area, required no approval from
authorities to undertake the project activities, and has clear and uncontested title to the carbon
rights. Documentation of these items has been reviewed and verified. Additional confirmation
was obtained through the site visit and forest sampling efforts by comparing the ownership details
submitted with the maps and aerial photos of the project sites.

6.3

Emissions Trading Programs and Other Binding Limits (CL1)
No emission reductions generated by the project are part of an emissions trading program.

6.4

Participation under Other GHG Programs (CL1)
The project has not been registered, and is not seeking registration, under any other GHG
programs.

6.5

Other Forms of Environmental Credit (CL1)
Not applicable. The project has not created wetland mitigation, water quality, air pollution, other
non-VCS GHG emission reduction, or any other form of environmental credit.

6.6

Projects Rejected by Other GHG Programs (CL1)
The project has neither applied to receive credits from, nor has it been rejected by any other GHG
program.
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6.7

Respect for Rights and No Involuntary Relocation (G5)
As confirmed during the verification process, TLC owns the project area and no communities live
within the project area. Thus, the project will not involve the relocation of people or activities.
Please see Section 6.2 of this report for further detail.

6.8

Illegal Activities and Project Benefits (G5)
The project proponent asserted through a Preliminary Rural Appraisal (PRA) that the threat to the
project area from illegal logging activities is negligible within Tasmania; however, the threat from
legally permitted logging is significant. These assertions were confirmed by ESI during the
verification event.

7

APPLICATION OF METHODOLOGY

7.1

Project Description Deviations
Not applicable.

7.2

Baseline Scenario (G2)
Based on verifier research, review of project documentation, and site visits conducted, the
findings support the justification that the baseline land use scenario without the project is the
continuation of pre-project land-use, including the logging of native forests.
As stated in the PD, “The New Leaf project baseline reflects relevant national and sectoral
policies or circumstances, and historical practices for the project activity. As mentioned in section
1.3, FPPs were provided for historic logging events between 1999 and 2009. These FPPs can be
linked to Weighbridge records and together they provide areas and volumes extracted for each
event. The FPPs also provide logging compartment information which has been used to
determine the location of these events.
Events prior to 1999 have been identified using information provided in GIS files by the TLC’s
Daniel Sprod and Bruce Hay. This information has been collated from known rotations and
prescriptions of the forest areas. This additional information has been used in conjunction with the
FPP data to build a reliable baseline scenario.
The full process of building the baseline scenario and modelling this using the Australian
Governments Full Carbon Accounting Model (FullCAM) can be found in the Timber Harvest Plan.
In summary, the prescriptions for the forests were known and provided, along with the years and
areas in which the logging would take place. This information was used to provide a percentage
biomass removed for each stratum each year, based on information provided by Bruce Hay of the
percentage biomass typically removed for each prescription. FullCAM was used to project the
forest volume at the time of harvest and therefore provide an output of the projected volume to be
11
extracted.”

11
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“The baseline scenario proposed has been tested using the current VT0001 Tool for the
Demonstration and Assessment of additionality in VCS Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use
12
(AFOLU) Project Activities (see Section 4.6). This tool was developed and is issued by the
13
VCSA, and approved on 21 May 2010.”
The impacts of the baseline scenario on communities in the project zone include an increase in
erosion and decrease in water quality, along with a reduction in aquatic biodiversity, as would be
expected when comparing a forest subject to logging and land protected from logging. The PD
also provides a list of community members who have checked out gate keys to use the land for
recreational purposes. These visits would not have occurred in the absence of the project.
Impacts on biodiversity in the absence of the project include habitat degradation, loss of
connectivity, and the introduction of weed species – all common problems associated with
logging.

7.3

Additionality (G2)
VM0010 v1.2 requires the use of VT0001: Tool for the Demonstration and Assessment of
Additionality in VCS AFOLU Project Activities (T-ADD) v3.0 (01 February 2012);” details of its use
can for this project can be found in the Section 4.6 of the PD.
The verifiers confirmed that the alternative scenarios identified by the project proponent represent
realistic and credible land-use scenarios that could have occurred within the project area in the
absence of the AFOLU project activity under the VCS.
As stated in the PD, the alternative scenarios identified by project proponent are:
1. “Native forest remains standing without registering as an AFOLU activity
2. Covenant all of the forested land
3. Selective logging
4. Clearance and native regeneration
5. Clearance and conversion to plantation
6. Clearance and conversion to pasture”

12

13

14

14

Verified Carbon Standard, VT0001 Tool for the Demonstration and Assessment of additionality in VCS Agriculture, Forestry and
Other Land Use (AFOLU) Project Activities, Version 3.0, 2012.
New Leaf Carbon Project (Project Description), dated 14 September 2013.
Ibid.
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These land use scenarios are in compliance with all mandatory applicable legal and regulatory
requirements and are permissible by law. Following demonstration of legal permissibility, the
project proponent selected which of the alternatives identified above represent the most plausible
baseline scenario. Continuation of the pre-project land use (selective logging) was justified and
selected as the most plausible baseline scenario as this is the common practice in the region.
As stated in the PD, “Evidence to support this choice has been provided in the form of Forest
Practice Plans (FPPs), Weighbridge extracted volume records and landowner interviews.”
Following the selection of the most plausible baseline scenario, the project proponent, as per
VT0001, documented the costs associated with the VCS AFOLU project and demonstrated that
the activity produces no financial benefits other than VCS related income. Following the simple
cost analysis, the common practice analysis required by VT0001 (see PD Section 4.64) indicated
that the proposed project is not common practice in the region, is not the baseline scenario, and,
thus, is additional.
The history of land use in the area and the logging history of the project area in particular, along
with plans filed with the government for additional logging operations, make it very unlikely that
the forests on these lands would have been conserved in absence of the project.

8

QUANTIFICATON OF GHG EMISSION REDUCTIONS AND REMOVALS

8.1

Accuracy of GHG Emission Reduction or Removal Calculations (G2)
ESI conducted an intensive review of all input data, parameters, formulas, calculations,
conversions, statistics and resulting uncertainties and output data to ensure consistency with the
VCS and CCB standards, the project PD and the methodology. Further, ESI reproduced
calculations for selected samples to ensure accuracy of the results. Samples of data with
associated conversion factors, formulas, and calculations were provided by the project proponent
in spreadsheet format to ensure all formulas were accessible for review. The verifier recalculated
subsets of the analysis to confirm correctness. The project proponent also provided a step-bystep overview of calculations to ensure ESI understood the approach and could confirm its
consistency with the methodology and PD.
ESI also reviewed a comprehensive assessment of data collection and storage procedures to
ensure all opportunities for error in transposition of data between data were minimized.
Uncertainty was assessed as required. The Verifier recalculated the statistics independently to
confirm the accuracy of the reported precision. The Verifier confirmed no confidence deduction
was required.
Field data collection utilized appropriate principles of forestry data collection, including
appropriate tools and methods. Collected data was handled appropriately, including a structured
process for QA/QC. Analysis of collected data used appropriate formulas, conversions, and
parameters, supported by scientific literature. Where ranges of parameters exist, or other types
of formulaic uncertainty, appropriately conservative values were used in data analysis.
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8.2

Quality of Evidence to Determine GHG Emission Reductions or Removals
During ESI’s verification, the evidence provided by the project proponent was more than sufficient
in both quantity and quality to support the determination of GHG emission removals reported by
the project. Throughout the verification, the project proponent demonstrated a commitment
toward conservativeness and took all measures appropriate to ensure the reliability of evidence
provided. Interviews conducted (oral evidence) are outlined in Section 3.3, and the final
documents received from the project proponent supporting the determination of GHG removals
can be viewed in Appendix A.

8.3

Management and Operational System
The management system employed by the project proponent utilizes appropriate field
measurement methods (systematic, appropriate measurement tools and techniques), high quality
data collection and management techniques (database, with data entry oversight by one person;
clearly identified responsibilities for data accuracy; appropriate data quality control), and data
analysis. The project proponent has demonstrated that they effectively carry out their
responsibilities and are appropriately experienced and trained for these responsibilities.
Accordingly, in the process of the verification, ESI confirmed the suitability and appropriateness of
the project proponent’s management system for monitoring and reporting.

8.4

Climate Change Adaptation Benefits (GL1)
Not applicable.

9

COMMUNITY

9.1

Net Positive Community Impacts (CM1)
The project proponent demonstrated that communities derive very little from the lands in the
‘without project’ (or baseline) scenario. It is privately owned timberland with timber of low market
value in an area where the timber industry has been declining, especially in terms of employment
opportunities, for many years. The overall amount of timberland represented by the project area
is small in comparison to the land available for timber harvest in Tasmania, so the effects of
removing this land from production are slight, at most, on local timber industry employment
opportunities.
The project supports a small number of jobs for local people, has demonstrably increased
recreational use of the project area by locals, and provides educational and research
opportunities to the academic community. Removing the land from production is also having a
positive impact on soil erosion, stream sedimentation and water quality. Overall, the project has
little effect on local employment, and some positive impacts for recreational, educational and
ecosystem services for local communities.
No community-related High Conservation Values (HCVs) are claimed for the project area.
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9.2

Offsite Stakeholder impacts (CM2)
The only negative stakeholder impact is related to employment in the logging industry. An
analysis of the industry in Tasmania shows that there has been a long term decline in logging
industry employment in the area before the project was initiated. Timber that grows in the project
area is also not considered of high value.
Due to the small size of the project area in comparison to the land available for logging in
Tasmania, the reduction in employment due to the project is miniscule, and overshadowed by the
long-term decline of the industry.
A few monitoring jobs have been created, and employment in ecotourism has increased as a
result of project activities. Net impacts on communities are positive, especially when considering
the increased recreational and research opportunities, as well as enhanced ecosystem services.

9.3

Exceptional Community Benefits (GL2)
Not applicable.

10

BIODIVERSITY

10.1

Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts (B1)
The project protects forestland for the benefit of forest habitat. While it is not possible to quantify
the biodiversity impact of protecting a relatively small area from timber harvest, it is clear that the
impact on biodiversity is positive for the species of concern in Tasmania. Additional habitat is
being created or improved, soil quality is improving, and connectivity of habitat on neighbouring
lands is being increased.
The HCV of the project area are the threatened species that live on it or pass through it. These
threatened species are animals requiring forest habitat, including the Tasmanian devil
(Sarcophilus harrisii) and Wedge Tailed Eagles (Aquila audax feayi). Protecting the forest and
monitoring the wildlife is not negatively affecting this HCV.
There has been no replanting as part of project activities, so no alien species or Genetically
Modified Organisms (GMOs) have been introduced.

10.2

Offsite Biodiversity Impacts (B2)
No negative offsite biodiversity impacts were identified during the verification event.

10.3

Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits (GL3)
The project provides exceptional biodiversity benefits by virtue of the documented presence of
Tasmanian Devils and Wedge Tailed Eagles in the project area. See section 7 of the PD for
further detail.
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11

VERIFICATION CONCLUSION
After review of all project information, procedures, calculations, and supporting documentation
and site visits, ESI confirms that the monitoring conducted by the project proponent, along with
the supporting Monitoring & Implementation Report, are accurate and consistent with all
aforementioned VCS and CCB criteria, the validated PD, and the selected methodology (VM0010
v1.2). ESI confirms that the New Leaf Carbon Project, Monitoring & Implementation Report
(Version 4.1 dated 14 September 2013) has been implemented in accordance with the validated
PD.
ESI confirms all verification activities, including objectives, scope and criteria, level of assurance,
monitoring and project documentation adherence to VCS Version 3 (and all associated updates),
and CCB Project Design Standards (Second Edition), as documented in this report are complete.
ESI concludes without any qualifications or limiting conditions that the New Leaf Carbon Project
(14 September 2013), meets the requirements of VCS Version 3 (and all associated updates) and
CCB Project Design Standards (Second Edition) for the first monitoring period. The project is
achieving the climate, community, and biodiversity benefits, including Exceptional Biodiversity
Benefits as described in the Monitoring & Implementation Report dated 14 September 2013.
The GHG assertion provided by the project proponent and verified by ESI has resulted in the
GHG emission reduction or removal of 86,212 tCO2 equivalents by the project during the first
monitoring/verification period (20 October 2010 – 19 October 2012). This value is gross of the
14.5% (12,501 tCO2 equivalents) buffer withholding based on the non-permanence risk
assessment tool.

GHG Emission Reductions or Removals

tCO2e

Baseline Emissions

60,056

Project Emissions

-26,156

Leakage

0

Net GHG emission reductions or removals

86,212*

*Gross of buffer deduction

v3.0

28

VERIFICATION REPORT
VCS Version 3, CCB Standards Second Edition

CCB STANDARDS CRITERIA CHECKLIST:
GENERAL SECTION

CONFORMANCE

G1. Original Conditions in the Project Area (Required)

YES X_

NO __

G2. Baseline Projections (Required)

YES X_

NO __

G3. Project Design and Goals (Required)

YES X_

NO __

G4. Management Capacity and Best Practices (Required)

YES X_

NO __

G5. Legal Status and Property Rights (Required)

YES X_

NO __

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts (Required)

YES X_

NO __

CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (“Leakage”) (Required)

YES X_

NO __

CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring (Required)

YES X_

NO __

CM1. Net Positive Community Impacts (Required)

YES X_

NO __

CM2. Offsite Community Impacts (Required)

YES X_

NO __

CM3. Community Impact Monitoring (Required)

YES X_

NO __

B1. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts (Required)

YES X_

NO __

B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts (Required)

YES X_

NO __

B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring (Required)

YES X_

NO __

GL1. Climate Change Adaptation Benefits (Optional)

YES __

NO X_

GL2. Exceptional Community Benefits (Optional)

YES __

NO X_

GL3. Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits (Optional)

YES X_

NO __

CLIMATE SECTION

COMMUNITY SECTION

BIODIVERSITY SECTION

GOLD SECTION

v3.0

29

VERIFICATION REPORT
VCS Version 3, CCB Standards Second Edition

Submittal Information:
Report Submitted to:

Report Submitted by:

Verified Carbon Standard Association
1730 Rhode Island Ave. NW, Suite 803, Washington, D.C. 20036
Tasmanian Land Conservancy
827 Sandy Bay Road, Sandy Bay 7005 ABN 88743 606 934,
Tasmania 7000
Environmental Services, Inc. -Corporate Office
7220 Financial Way, Suite 100
Jacksonville, Florida 32257

ESI Lead Validator
Name and Signature
Shawn McMahon
Lead Validator
ESI Division Regional
Technical Manager
Name and Signature

Date:

Janice McMahon
Vice President and Forestry, Carbon and GHG Division Regional
Technical Manager
20 March 2014

SMM/JPM/rmb VO13025.00 New Leaf VCS/CCB Verification Report-final-v2.doc
K 03/20/14f

v3.0

30

VERIFICATION REPORT
VCS Version 3, CCB Standards Second Edition
APPENDIX A – DOCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM CLIENT
Documents received 9 April 2013
 Fieldwork
o New Leaf Plot Maps
Reference.kmz
o New Leaf Estate Datasheets
o New Leaf Estate Plots (1).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots (2).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots (3).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots (4).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots (5).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots (6).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots (7).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots (8).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots (9).jpg
o New Leaf Estate Plots and
Waypoints.gdb
 Ownership
o TitleDocsLIST.xlsx
o Archer – Nunamara
 252034-2-ft.pdf
 6500-1-fp.pdf
 6500-1-ft.pdf
 21622-2-fp.pd"
 21622-2-ft.pdf
 201628-1-fp.pdf
 201628-1-ft.pdf
 212935-1-fp.pdf
 212935-1-ft.pdf
 238003-1-fp.pdf
 238003-1-ft.pd"
 243454-1-fp.pdf
 243454-1-ft.pd"
 252034-1-fp.pdf
 252034-1-ft.pdf
 252034-2-fp.pdf
o Archer – Whareham
 252034-2-ft.pdf
 6500-1-fp.pdf
 6500-1-ft.pdf
 21622-2-fp.pdf
 21622-2-ft.pdf
 201628-1-fp.pdf
 201628-1-ft.pdf
 212935-1-fp.pdf
v3.0

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

 212935-1-ft.pdf
 238003-1-fp.pdf
 238003-1-ft.pdf
 243454-1-fp.pdf
 243454-1-ft.pdf
 252034-1-fp.pdf
 252034-1-ft.pdf
 252034-2-fp.pdf
Bardenhagen
 205582-1-ft.pdf
 46162-1-fp.pdf
 46162-1-ft.pdf
 200601-1-fp.pdf
 200601-1-ft.pdf
 205582-1-fp.pdf
Ben Nevis
 246845-1-ft.pdf
 246845-1-fp.pdf
Blue Tier
 162042-1-ft.pdf
 162042-1-fp.pdf
Cockatoo Hill
 127910-12-ft.pd
 127910-12-fp.pdf
Forest Lodge
 238246-1-ft.pdf
 238246-1-fp.pdf
Hall
 248756-1-ft.pdf
 248756-1-fp.pdf
Jinks Tier
 222695-1-ft.pdf
 101028-3-fp.pdf
 101028-3-ft.pdf
 222695-1-fp.pdf
Lake River
 225651-1-ft.pdf
 209968-1-fp.pdf
 209968-1-ft.pdf
 225651-1-fp.pdf
Lake Sorrell
 248106-1-ft.pdf
 43183-1-fp.pdf
 43183-1-ft.pdf
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 201129-1-fp.pdf
 201129-1-ft.pdf
 248106-1-fp.pdf
Lles
 228177-1-ft.pdf
 228177-1-fp.pdf
London Marsh
 164812-8-fp.pdf
 164812-1-fp.pdf
 164812-1-ft.pdf
 164812-2-fp.pdf
 164812-2-ft.pdf
 164812-3-fp.pdf
 164812-3-ft.pdf
 164812-4-fp.pdf
 164812-4-ft.pdf
 164812-5-fp.pdf
 164812-5-ft.pdf
 164812-6-fp.pdf
 164812-6-ft.pdf
 164812-7-fp.pdf
 64812-7-ft.pdf
Nook
 231423-1-ft.pdf
 231423-1-fp.pdf
Not in project
 251977-1-ft.pdf
 238959-1-fp.pdf
 238959-1-ft.pdf
 240366-1-fp.pdf
 240366-1-ft.pdf
 251977-1-fp.pdf
Phillip Rose Tier
 247609-1-ft.pdf
 247609-1-fp.pdf
Pine Tier Lagoon
 127908-1-ft.pdf
 127908-1-fp.pdf
Prossers Forest
 246868-1-ft.pdf
 246635-1-fp.pd"
 246635-1-ft.pdf
 246868-1-fp.pdf
Roscarborough
 248752-3-ft.pdf
 29400-1-fp.pdf

o

o

o

o

 29400-1-ft.pdf
 43181-1-fp.pdf
 43181-1-ft.pdf
 43181-2-fp.pdf
 43181-2-ft.pdf
 102181-1-fp.pdf
 102181-1-ft.pdf
 248105-1-fp.pdf
 248105-1-ft.pdf
 248752-1-fp.pdf
 248752-1-ft.pdf
 248752-2-fp.pdf
 248752-2-ft.pdf
 248752-3-fp.pdf
Serpentine
 227512-1-ft.pdf
 43176-2-fp.pdf
 43176-2-ft.pdf
 43177-3-fp.pdf
 43177-3-ft.pdf
 43178-4-fp.pdf
 43178-4-ft.pdf
 43179-5-fp.pdf
 43179-5-ft.pdf
 43180-3-fp.pdf
 43180-3-ft.pdf
 227512-1-fp.pdf
Sheene
 9409-1-ft.pdf
 9409-1-fp.pdf
Silver Plains
 248099-1-ft.pdf
 102772-1-fp.pdf
 102772-1-ft.pdf
 111917-1-fp.pdf
 111917-1-ft.pdf
 212215-1-fp.pdf
 212215-1-ft.pdf
 240752-1-fp.pdf
 240752-1-ft.pdf
 248099-1-fp.pdf
Skullbone Plains
 225253-1-ft.pdf
 224902-1-fp.pdf
 224902-1-ft.pdf
 225253-1-fp.pdf
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Soldie
 222696-1-ft.pdf
 101027-1-fp.pdf
 101027-1-ft.pdf
 101027-2-fp.pdf
 101027-2-ft.pdf
 222696-1-fp.pdf
o Towns
 217992-1-ft.pdf
 54350-1-fp.pdf
 54350-1-ft.pdf
 217991-1-fp.pdf
 217991-1-ft.pdf
 217992-1-fp.pdf
o Viormy
 122094-2-ft.pdf
 44971-4-fp.pdf
 44971-4-ft.pdf
 102182-1-fp.pdf
 102182-1-ft.pdf
 122094-1-fp.pdf
 122094-1-ft.pdf
 122094-2-fp.pdf
o Viormy - Peninsula Block
 102184-1-ft.pdf
 102184-1-fp.pdf
o Viormy - Pine Tier Lagoon
 122105-2-ft.pdf
 102179-1-fp.pdf
 102179-1-ft.pdf
 122105-1-fp.pdf
 122105-1-ft.pdf
 122105-2-fp.pdf
o Weeks
 163247-2-ft.pdf
 163247-2-fp.pdf
o West Pyengana
 240592-1-ft.pdf
 240592-1-fp.pdf
Stratification
o Winrock Sampling Calculator
 New Leaf Estate
Winrock sampling
calculator.xlsx
o GIS Layers
 Strata Shapefiles

o

 GIS Layers\KML Files
Strata Maps
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(9).jpg
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(1).jp"
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(2).jpg
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(3).jpg
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(4).jpg
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(5).jpg
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(6).jpg
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(7).jpg
 New Leaf Estate Plots
(8).jpg

Documents received 15 April 2013
 VCS CCB PDD_NL validation draft
version.docx
Documents received 17 April 2013
 1. Stratification and Winrock
explanation.docx
 2a FullCAM
 2b Historical Harvesting Records
o New Leaf Estate Weighbridge
Records.xls
o New Leaf Estate Logging
Compartment Maps
o New Leaf Estate FPPs.pdf
o New Leaf Estate FullCAM and
Logging Events.xls
o New Leaf Estate Timber
Harvest Plan.docx
 2c New Leaf Estate 30 year Financial
Plan.xlsx
 2d
New_Leaf_Estate_Calculations_v2.xls"
Documents received 2 May 2013
 New Leaf Allometrics.xlsx
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ESI Field validation data New Leaf
Estate.xlsx

Documents received 3 June 2013
 VCS CCB PDD_TLC v4.docx
 New Leaf Estate Strata.kmz
 TLC VCS CCB Monitoring &
Implementation Report v3.doc
 TLC VCS CCB Monitoring Plan v4.docx
Documents received 27 June 2013
 VCS CCB PDD_TLC v4.docx
 Responses to Shawns CCBA Email
Explained.docx
Documents received 22 July 2013
 TLC VCS CCB Monitoring Plan v4.docx
 TLC non-permanence risk reports
o Non-Permanence Risk Report
New Leaf.doc
o New Leaf Estate 30 year
Financial Plan.xlsx
o Non-Permanence Risk
Calculations New Leaf.xlsx
Documents received 31 July 2013
 CCB
o CCB Validation NCRs.docx
o CCBA-NCRlistNewLeaf_PIR_FINAL-1.docx
 VCS
o 025-New Leaf-VCS Project
Valid-Verif NCR-CLOFI=Round1-v1.docx
o Supporting Documentation
 Gunns GIS File
 Land Parcel Information
 Land
Parcels.xlsx
 NCR #91 Wildfire
 NCRs- Start Date and
Proof of Ownership
Documentation
 Proof of
purchase start
date NCR.pdf
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Deed NCR
#99pdf.pdf
 NCR #39 proof
of start date
receipt.pdf
 NCR #99.docx
 NCR #17 - TLC Email
Trail - Right of Use
demonstration 'arising
in law'.docx
 NCR #44 #45 #47
contract.pdf
 NCR #63 Processing
Facilities Map.jpg
 NCR #82
Data_Entry_MASTER.xl
sx
 NCR #100 Leakage
Application.docx
TLC non-permanence risk reports
o Non-Permanence Risk Report
New Leaf.doc
o New Leaf Estate 30 year
Financial Plan.xlsx
o Non-Permanence Risk
Calculations New Leaf.xlsx
2d
New_Leaf_Estate_Calculations_v3.xlsm
Adaptive Management Plan, New Leaf,
VCS IFM Project.doc
TLC VCS CCB Monitoring &
Implementation Report v4.doc
TLC VCS CCB Monitoring Plan v5.docx
VCS CCB PDD_TLC v5 Forests Alive
Responses.docx

Documents received 1 August 2013
 IPCC V4_04_Ch4_Forest_Land.pdf
 2013-08-01 - IPCC and FullCAM
o IPCC
V4_04_Ch4_Forest_Land.pdf
o Commentary.docx
o Forest Productivity Strata 1.jpg
o FullCAM read outs.jpg
o Initial Conditions Tree Biomass
Strata 1.jpg
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Documents received 26 August 2013
 VCS CCB PDD_TLC v5.1.docx"
 Forests Alive Responses.docx
 TLC VCS CCB Monitoring &
Implementation Report v4.1.doc
 TLC VCS CCB Monitoring Plan
v5.1.docx
Documents received 6 September 2013
 New Leaf Estate Weighbridge
Records.xls
Documents received 10 September 2013
 TLC DEED FOR CARBON RIGHTS
signed by RR ILH 10 Sept 13.pdf
 Signed Carbon Deed by TLC ILH
10Sept13.pdf
Documents received 14 September 2013
 NCR #41
o NCR #41.docx
o NCR #41 Values.xlsx
 Non-Permanence Risk
o Non-Permanence Risk Report
New Leaf.doc
o Non-Permanence Risk
Calculations New Leaf.xlsx
 PLOs
o Stratum 1
o Stratum 2
o Stratum 3
o Stratum 4
o Stratum 5
o Stratum 6
o Stratum 7
o Stratum 8

o
o
o











Stratum 9
Stratum 10
Stratum 11

2d
New_Leaf_Estate_Calculations_v5.xlsm
"
025-New Leaf-VCS Project Valid-Verif
NCR-CL-OFI_Round2_DRAFT.docx
NCR #78 - Eagle Nest.docx
NCR #82 - Height graphs FFT.docx
NCR #100 Leakage Application.docx
New Leaf Estate 30 year Financial
Plan.xlsx
TLC VCS CCB Monitoring &
Implementation Report v4.1.doc
TLC VCS CCB Monitoring Plan
v5.1.docx
VCS CCB PDD_TLC v5.1.docx

Documents received 21 September 2013
 VCS CCB PDD_TLC v5.1.docx
 NCR #56 Logging files
o TLC FullCAM and Logging
Events v3.xls
o New Leaf Estate Weighbridge
Records.xls
o New Leaf Projected logging
calculations.xlsx
 2d
New_Leaf_Estate_Calculations_v6.xlsm
 025-New Leaf-VCS Project Valid-Verif
NCR-CL-OFI_Round3_DRAFT.docx
 TLC VCS CCB Monitoring &
Implementation Report v4.1.do"
 TLC VCS CCB Monitoring Plan
v5.1.docx

Documents received 20 March 2014
 Non-Permanence Risk Report_New Leaf_V1.1_20Mar2014
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APPENDIX B – VCS NCR/CL/OFI SUMMARY

1. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 11)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Table 1 Project
Management - Mitigation: Adaptive management plan in place
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc, NonPermanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc
Findings: The project proponent has been provided with an adaptive management plan that
has been developed in consultation with them. The adaptive management plan is supported
by the 30-year financial plan. The adaptive management plan identifies the project risks,
outlines existing mitigation strategies and provides for ongoing updating to ensure that
changing circumstances are incorporated into future monitoring and management of the
project area.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please provide the adaptive management plan.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

An adaptive management plan is provided in the drop box ‘Adaptive Management Plan, New
Leaf, VCS IFM Project’. This plan replicates the adaptive management plan format for
existing, VCS, IFM projects within Tasmania.
Please note that there is very little to report within this management plan because the project
is only being validated and verified for the first monitoring period. As such, there has not
been sufficient time to adapt management of the land during the project period.

Evidence used to close NCR: Adaptive Management Plan, New Leaf, VCS IFM
Project.doc; Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc - Adaptive Management Plan was
provided. Very little was reported within the plan, but this is the initial verification. The
mitigation of -2 is warranted. Item is addressed.
04 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
2. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 17)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Table 2 Financial Viability
- Project cash flow breakeven point is less than 4 years from the current risk assessment
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc, NonPermanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc and New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: Projects may demonstrate that funding has been secured through, for example,
financial statements, bank records, executed commodity purchase agreements, executed
emission reduction purchase agreements, or other signed contractual agreements. According
to cell J22 of the New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls, this point is reached in the 3rd year.
However the calculation in H22 appears to include logging revenues and multiplies them by 2
(and this project is supposed to not include any harvesting).
v3.0
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Non-conformity report (NCR): Please explain how this project reaches a breakeven point
before year 4. Please explain where existing financial resources play into this calculation as
they do not appear to be part of the equation.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

The Findings reference cell J22, which is a present value for that year. To assess where the
project breaks even cumulative present values are considered (column K).
H22 and H23 are multiplied by 2 because in 2013 the project is being validated and verified
for the first two years of the credits (up until 19th October 2012) and in 2014 it will be verified
again for another two years worth of credits (up until October 2014). After this it is assumed
sales will be evenly spread despite the continuation of the two year verification period.
The financial plans have been treated for two different cases. The first assumes that there is a
cost to the proponent who is giving up logging activities (and therefore where there was
previously a revenue benefit from logging there no longer is not). Then to the right of this,
there is the scenario where just logging is considered separate to the carbon project. This was
required for the additionality test. The cost of the lost revenue is removed for the carbon only
scenario because it was being compared to the logging scenario and the alternative would be
to include the loss of revenue generated from carbon credits in the logging scenario.
The main cost is the project implementation costs- an initial cost to the proponent. There are
monitoring costs to be included every two years (for the two-year verification period) and the
five yearly field inventory costs.
The credit sales are the value of credits based at $9 multiplied by the number of credits
issued. Despite other financial resources available to the proponent, these are not included as
to keep the project costs and benefits self contained. The state of the Forest Carbon report
2013, issued by Ecosystem Marketplace, indicates the average price to be $9.20/tCO2e in
2011. This is consistent with Forests Alive’s experience in selling VCUs where the average
price on the market is $9.10, with a listing of $9.50 per VCU on the Carbon Trade Exchange,
a trading platform. It was felt the $9 is conservative because the traded VCUs do not have the
CCB standard which this project is trying to achieve. The Forest Carbon report indicates that
“projects in this category achieve higher average prices overall”.
As the project continues these numbers will be reassessed with up to date market information
and true credit transaction volumes. The same will be applied to the logging scenario, where
wood product prices vary year to year.
Evidence used to close NCR: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc; New Leaf
Estate 30 year Financial Plan.xlsx - New Leaf Estate 30 year Financial Plan.xlsx was
reviewed and found to follow generally accepted accounting principles. Multiplying the
credit sales by 2 in 2013 and 2014 is justified and warranted. Column AA was assessed for
the breakeven point. This demonstrates the break-even point as being 4 years or less from the
v3.0

37

VERIFICATION REPORT
VCS Version 3, CCB Standards Second Edition

current assessment (Breakeven point is in 2013). The risk score of 0 for this item warranted.
Further, the verifier understands that the only existing financial resources that are included in
the calculations are the project start costs. Item is addressed.
04 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
3. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 20)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Table 2 Financial Viability
- Project has secured 40% to less than 80% of funding needed to cover the total cash out
required before the project reaches breakeven
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc, NonPermanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc, and New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: The project has claimed that the project has 'between 70 and 100%" of the total
project development cost. This range could fall to the 40-80% range or could fall in the 80%
+ range. It is impossible to tell without some evidence. Projects may demonstrate that funding
has been secured through, for example, financial statements, bank records, executed
commodity purchase agreements, executed emission reduction purchase agreements, or other
signed contractual agreements. The specific evidence is not available to verifiers at this time.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please provide financial documentation as required in the
AFOLU Non Permanence Risk Tool, items 2.2.2 (4) and (5) to show that the Project has
secured 80% or more of funding needed to cover the total cash out before the project reaches
breakeven.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

100% of the project development costs have been paid by the project developer.
Please refer to Section 6 of the document titled “NCR #44 #45 #47 contract”
Evidence used to close NCR: NCR #44 #45 #47 contract.pdf; Non-Permanence Risk Report
New Leaf.doc; New Leaf Estate 30 year Financial Plan.xlsx; New Leaf Estate 30 year
Financial Plan.xlsx; http://www.tasland.org.au/index.php/download_file/view/988/93/ - NCR
#44 #45 #47 contract.pdf is the contract between TLC and Forests Alive, effective 01 May
2012. The document stipulates that AU$157.215.30 (GST included) is to be paid to Forests
Alive as part of the project start costs. A portion was to be paid upon signing of the contract,
with the remainder being paid upon receipt of the first draft copy of the field inventory
results. It is evident that the contract has been signed and that the inventory has been
completed. It is highly unlikely that Forests Alive would continue with the project
development work had they not been paid. The value of AU$157,215.30 covers 84% of the
project start costs identified in New Leaf Estate 30 year Financial Plan.xlsx (AU$187,527)
which includes validation and verification. Other than the project start costs, only 5,000 more
AUD are required before the project reaches breakeven. Given that the Project Proponent
could pay the start costs, and the explanation/documentation given in Risk Report Section 1
indicates that additional resources are available, the risk score of 0 for this item warranted.
Item is addressed.
v3.0
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Date NCR closed:

04 September 2013

4. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 22)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Table 2 Financial Viability
- Mitigation: Project has available as callable financial resources at least 50% of total cash out
before project reaches breakeven
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc,
Non-Permanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc, and New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: The project has claimed that the project has 'between 70 and 100%" of the total
project development cost. This range could fall to the 40-80% range or could fall in the 80%
+ range. It is impossible to tell without some evidence. Projects may demonstrate that funding
has been secured through, for example, financial statements, bank records, executed
commodity purchase agreements, executed emission reduction purchase agreements, or other
signed contractual agreements. The specific evidence is not available to verifiers at this time.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please provide financial documentation as required in the
AFOLU Non Permanence Risk Tool, items 2.2.2 (4) and (5) to show that the Project has
secured 80% or more of funding needed to cover the total cash out before the project reaches
breakeven.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

100% of the project development costs have been paid by the project developer.
Please refer to Section 6 of the document titled “NCR #44 #45 #47 contract”
Evidence used to close NCR: NCR #44 #45 #47 contract.pdf; Non-Permanence Risk Report
New Leaf.doc; New Leaf Estate 30 year Financial Plan.xlsx; New Leaf Estate 30 year
Financial Plan.xlsx; http://www.tasland.org.au/index.php/download_file/view/988/93/ - Other
than the project start costs (AU$187,527) , only 5,000 more AUD are required before the
project reaches breakeven. The reference given in Risk Report Section 1 (TLCs Annual
Report for 2011 - 2012) includes a statement of comprehensive income for TLC. The income
levels in this report indicates that callable financial resources are available that would cover at
least 50 % of the total cash out before the project reaches breakeven. The mitigation score of
-2 for this item warranted. Item is addressed.
04 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
5. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 30)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Table 3 Opportunity Cost NPV from project activities is expected to be at least 50% more profitable than the most
profitable alternative land use activity
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc, NonPermanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc, and New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
v3.0
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Findings: Project activity appears to be more than 100% more profitable than the logging
option. The financial discount rates used shall be based on published sources and represent the
appropriate risk for the relevant land use scenario. Estimates of prices for GHG credit sales
shall be based on published sources such as market intelligence reports.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please present the source of the discount rate and the GHG
price estimate.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

A 5% discount rate has been consistently applied across all VCS, IFM projects in Tasmania.
This rate is based upon guidance in the document titled ‘Estimating the Profitability of Farm
Forestry’ ‘Discount Rate’ and states;
A good way to choose the discount rate is to look at the rate which the capital needed for the
forestry project might return if invested in an alternative venture. If, for example, the
capital can earn five percent elsewhere, use this discount rate in the NPV calculation to allow a
direct comparison to be made between forestry and the alternative.
http://www.pir.sa.gov.au/forestry/forestry_development/fact_sheets2/estimating_the_profitabilit
y_of_farm_forestry
The alternative chosen involves the proponent placing the funds into an Australian Bank
Account through which an interest rate of 5% can be expected.
The source of the GHG price represents the actual value of credits sold to date for other
validated and verified VCS, IFM projects within Tasmania.
Evidence used to close NCR: Client Response; Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc;
New Leaf Estate 30 year Financial Plan.xlsx; http://carbontradexchange.com/; State of the
Voluntary Carbon Markets 2013 - The chosen 5.5 % discount rate used in NPV calculations is
that of an alternative venture, in this case placing the funds into an Australian Bank Account. A
web search indicated that it is possible for a 5.5 % rate to be achieved through Australian banks,
depending on deposit type and length of investment. The discount rate used in the NPV
analysis is warranted. Both the Carbon TradeXChange and State of the Voluntary Carbon
Markets 2013 indicate that a VCU price of AU$9/VCU is feasible. Item is addressed.
04 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
6. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 32)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Table 3 Opportunity Cost Mitigation: Project is protected by legally binding commitment (see Section 2.2.4) to continue
management practices that protect the credited carbon stocks over the length of the project
crediting period
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc, Nonv3.0
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Permanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc, and New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: Project claims to have a legally binding agreement. None is found.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please present the legally binding agreement that satisfies
this requirement.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

Please refer to page 2 of the document titled:
NCR #44 #45 #47 contract.
Findings: NCR #44 #45 #47 contract.pdf; Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc NCR #44 #45 #47 contract.pdf is the contract between TLC and Forests Alive, effective 01
May 2012. Page 2 of the contract indicates that TLC will enter into a minimum 25-year
project and maximum 100 year project to undertake an IFM project. Given that the stated
minimum commitment is 25 years, the contract does not legally bind TLC to the crediting
period (30 years). Thus, this mitigation cannot be claimed. Loss of the mitigation does not
affect the Total Opportunity Cost Risk score as it may not be less than zero.
Clarification (CL): Please remove the claimed mitigation for Opportunity Cost item h in
Risk Report Section 1.
10 September 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:
Date Received: 14 September 2013
The mitigation has been removed from the risk calculations and risk report with not affect on
the risk buffer percentage.
Evidence used to close CL: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc - Confirmed the
claimed mitigation for Opportunity Cost item h in Risk Report Section 2 has been removed as
indicated. Item is addressed.
17 September 2013
Date CL closed:
7. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 36)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Table 4 Project Longevity
- Without legal agreement or requirement to continue the management practice
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc, NonPermanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc, and New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: 24 - (project longevity/5)
= 24-(30/5)
= 24-6
= 18 This score appears to be accurately calculated, however,
2) Evidence shall be provided that right of use (see the VCS Standard for specification with
respect to right of use) can be maintained for the entire project longevity (e.g., where control
is secured through a concession that is shorter than the project longevity, such concession is
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renewable for the full longevity period being claimed).
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please provide evidence of right of use for the project
longevity period.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

The landowner is the project proponent. The landowner has right of use to log the land within
the project area. There are no timeframes associated with the ownership or use of the land by
the landowner, i.e.. The land is subject to a ‘concession’ or any other form of time specific
arrangement.
This is evidenced by the land title documentation.
Please refer to page 2 of the document titled:
NCR #44 #45 #47 contract.
Evidence used to close NCR: Client response; Ownership Documentation - The verifier has
confirmed with reasonable assurance through ownership documentation that TLC has the
right of use in the project area and that here are no timeframes associated with the ownership
or use of the land by TLC. Item is addressed.
04 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
8. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 65)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Natural Risks - Fire
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc, NonPermanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc, and New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: Project is claiming the likelihood of fire is every 10-25 years and is claiming a
mitigation of .25. The RA Tool states "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 (i.e., not underestimating the possible frequency
or severity) of historical events in the region in which the project is located." There is not
enough evidence presented to accept this score.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please provide evidence used to estimate this likelihood
score. Please present evidence of the mitigation activities including proven history of
effectively containing natural risk and evidence that the fire breaks are in place AND
maintained on a regular basis.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:
v3.0
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From: "Jonathan Pomp" <jpomp@ESINC.CC> Subject: Initial Clarification on New Leaf
NCRs 49 and 100 Date: Mon, July 29, 2013 3:04 pm To: "jarrah@forestsalive.com"
<jarrah@forestsalive.com>,"lawrence@forestsalive.com" <lawrence@forestsalive.com>
Cc: "Shawn McMahon" <smcmahon@ESINC.CC>,"Stewart McMorrow"
<smcmorrow@ESINC.CC>
…………“ESI is retracting Item # 49 based on field observations”……………….
Evidence used to close NCR: ESI witnessed some of the fire breaks while onsite. Given
that TLC has only owned the property for 3 years, we have determined that the observations
while on site are sufficient for this demonstration. There isn’t really any additional info that
could be provided beyond the 3 year ownership. Given this, ESI is retracting Item # 49 based
on field observations. In terms of not having any proven history of containing risk, that was
not really the point of the NCR, merely just part of the language used to support the
mitigation credit in the Risk Analysis Tool. Item is addressed.
04 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
9. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 66)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Natural Risks – Pest and
Disease
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc, NonPermanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc, and New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: A score of 0 is given however a minor significance level is selected but no
likelihood score is given. It is assumed this is meant to be 0 but it does not indicate in the
report. A web search found the same conclusion as the project developer; however this item
needs to be completed properly.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please complete this section to include a possible likelihood
score and please elaborate on why this likelihood score is plausible given that there are some
outbreaks.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

The risk tool has been updated. Likelihood: Every 50 to less than 100 years. LS Score = 0.
In terms of evidence, this is provided in the Non Permanence Risk Tool. There have been no
recorded large-scale disease outbreaks within Tasmanian native forests that have resulted in
significant mortality of Eucalyptus trees.
In the absence of outbreaks resulting to native forest Eucalypt tree mortality, it is not clear
what evidence can be provided.
Findings: Client response; Supporting References; Non-Permanence Risk Report New
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Leaf.doc - The information provided in the risk report related to disease, together with
impendent internet research by the verifier, suggest that a Risk Score of zero for Pests and
Disease is warranted. Confirmed that a Likelihood of Every 50 to Less than 100 years and a
LS Score of 0 was added to the Risk Report. However, a Likelihood of Every 50 to less than
25 years and Minor Significance does not equate to a LS of zero as per Table 10 of the
AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool: VCS Version 3.
Clarification (CL): Please revise the Natural Risk: Disease Table in Risk Report Section 3 to
include a Significance and Likelihood that equates to a LS score of zero as per Table 10 of the
AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool: VCS Version 3.
10 September 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:
Date Received: 14 September 2013
The disease table has been changed in the risk report.
Evidence used to close CL: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc - Confirmed the
Natural Risk: Disease Table in Risk Report Section 3 has been revised to include a
Significance and Likelihood that equates to a LS score of zero as per Table 10 of the AFOLU
Non-Permanence Risk Tool: VCS Version 3. Item is addressed.
17 September 2013
Date CL closed:
10. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, VM0010, line 141)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VM0010, v1.2, 8.2.2.1 Natural disturbance - Where fires occur ex post in the
project area, the area burned shall be delineated.
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: NA in Monitoring Report
Findings: Monitoring Report does not mention any information related to fires occurring
over the monitoring period. MR Section 6.4 implies there were no fires over the monitoring
period. Monitoring Plan indicates ex post fire is monitored using “Spot Imagery to determine
area burnt, field inventory to determine stock changes. Fire reports by the Tasmanian Fire
Service which defines location and extent of fire can be used if available."
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please include detailed information in the Monitoring
Report related to ex-post fire occurrences. Please include the monitoring "data" supporting
the discussion as specified in the Monitoring Plan (SPOT Imagery or Fire Reports by the
Tasmanian Fire Service). Please identify where this information was added.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:
Date Received: 31 July 2013
No fire has occurred in the project area over the 2010-2012 verification period. A shape file
has been provided to show the fires in Tasmanian in the last 50 years, supplied by the
Tasmanian Fire service. Please not a small area was affected by fire in 2013 at Interlaken and
this will be recorded in the 2012-2014 verification. The site affected in 2013 was visited by
Shawn when he did the site visits.
Evidence used to close NCR: Client Response, Site Visit Observations, 5aFiresTas_PlusNL_carbon.shp - Monitoring Report Section 8.1.2 now states "In this
verification period, no fire has been reported within the project site." This was confirmed
v3.0
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during the site visit and by reviewing 5a-FiresTas_PlusNL_carbon.shp. Item is addressed.
09 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
11. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, VM0010, line 147)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VM0010, v1.2, 8.2.2.1b Natural Disturbance - Non-Fire - Where non-fire
natural disturbances occur ex post in the project area, the area disturbed shall be delineated.
(see methodology for calculations - eqn 23)
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: PD Section 5.6; 2d
New_Leaf_Estate_Calculations_v2.xlsm
Findings: Monitoring Report does not mention any information related to non-fire natural
disturbances occurring over the monitoring period. MR Section 6.4 implies there were no
natural disturbances over the monitoring period.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please include detailed information in the Monitoring
Report related to the occurrence of ex-post non-fire natural disturbances. Please identify
where this information was added.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

There have been no ‘ex-post non-fire natural disturbances (pest and disease outbreaks) within
the monitoring period (2010 to 2012).
This is consistent with the Non Permanence Risk report i.e..
Likelihood: Every 50 to less than 100 years. LS Score = 0.
In terms of evidence, this is provided in the Non Permanence Risk Tool. There have been no
recorded large-scale disease outbreaks within Tasmanian native forests that have resulted in
significant mortality of Eucalyptus trees.
In the absence of outbreaks resulting to native forest Eucalypt tree mortality, it is not clear
what additional evidence can be provided.
Text has been added to section 6.4 of the monitoring report accordingly.
Evidence used to close NCR: Client response; TLC VCS CCB Monitoring &
Implementation Report v4.doc; Site Visit Observations; 5a-FiresTas_PlusNL_carbon.shp Monitoring report Section 2.2.1 now states "In this verification period no natural disturbance
has occurred and no mass tree death." This was confirmed with reasonable assurance during
the site visit. Item is addressed.
09 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
12. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, VM0010, line 166)
Verification
VCS Criteria: At each verification, documentation must be provided covering the other
v3.0
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lands controlled by the project proponent where leakage could occur, including, at a
minimum, their location(s), area and type of existing land use(s), and management plans.
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Monitoring Report Section 6.3
Findings: The Section on activity shifting leakage contains word for word ex ante text from
the PD related to activity shifting leakage. There is no evidence of an assessment being
conducted and there is no mention of any information related to other lands controlled by the
project proponent.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please indicate in Monitoring Report Section 3 whether the
project proponent owns multiple parcels of land within the country and provide details of the
assessment of activity shifting leakage as stipulated in PD Section 5.2. Please provide
appropriate evidence supporting the claim, including documents showing there have been no
newly acquired commercially viable forestlands outside of the Project Area and no
dispositions within the project area over the monitoring period.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

The TLC have confirmed that they do own land outside of the project area. This has been
provided in an email document called “NCR 99”. This land is not relevant in the
consideration of activity shifting because it is subject to a purchase agreement that states;
Purchase for this Fund is subject to Clause 3.1 of the deed Agreement (provided in the drop
box called “Deed NCR 99”) between the TLC and the Commonwealth of Australia. This
clause sets out that the land is purchased "to provide a mechanism for the purchase,
covenanting and on-selling of areas of old-growth and under-reserved forested land to be
managed for nature conservation purposes in perpetuity".
The New Leaf Estate was purchased with private funds with no such clauses attached as is
evidenced in the documentation provided to date plus the document in drop box called
“Ownership Deed of Agreement and Mortgage Elsie Cameron Foundation to TLC”
The land does not constitute commercial forest and is not relevant in consideration of activity
shifting.
These land purchases did not occurring during the monitoring period but are reported
nevertheless.
This has been added to section 6.3 of the Monitoring Report.
Evidence used to close NCR: This item is repetitive. See Item # 40 above. This Item can
be closed.
09 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
13. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, VM0010, line 189)
Verification
VCS Criteria: Inventory Sampling Error
v3.0
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Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: 2d New_Leaf_Estate_Calculations_v2.xlsm
Findings: It is unclear how inventory sampling error was quantified. The values presented in
the Equation 29 Tab do not represent the % of the Margin of Error or the variance expressed
at the 95 CI where it exceeds 15 % of the mean.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please demonstrate how the values for Inventory Sampling
Error were quantified. Note that the values presented in the Equation 29 Tab do not represent
the % of the Margin of Error or the variance expressed at the 95 CI where it exceeds 15 % of
the mean.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

This has been provided in the uncertainty discussion in section 5.6 of the PDD.
Evidence used to close NCR: This item is repetitive. See Item # 101 above. This Item can
be closed.
10 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
14. Clarification (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, VM0010, line 190)
Verification
VCS Criteria: Inventory Sampling Error
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: 2d New_Leaf_Estate_Calculations_v2.xlsm
Findings: The sampling error is included in the project but not the baseline, baseline harvest
volumes are based on the inventory, so should that error not be applicable the baseline as
well?
Clarification (CL): Please justify the non-inclusion of the uncertainty associated with
Sampling Errors in the baseline. Else account for it accordingly in the "Eq29" Tab.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

The sampling error is only included once for each strata because by including it in the
baseline as well as the project scenario uncertainty, the error is included twice in the project
uncertainty. This should not be the case.
Evidence used to close CL: Client Response - The verifier agrees that only including the
Sampling Error in the project case is sufficient. Item is addressed.
10 September 2013
Date CL closed:
15. Clarification (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, VM0010, line 192)
Verification
VCS Criteria: Harvest Levels
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: N/A
Findings: It is unclear how the uncertainties associated with harvesting levels were
quantified.
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Clarification (CL): Please show the verifier how uncertainties associated with harvest levels
were determined.
26 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

This has been provided in the uncertainty discussion in section 5.6 of the PDD.
Evidence used to close CL: CCB PDD_TLC v5 Forests Alive Responses.docx; 2d
New_Leaf_Estate_Calculations_v3.xlsm - Confirmed that the quantification of uncertainty is
now discussed in PD Section 5.6 as indicated. Given that this is not a calculated metric in this
case, rather an estimate; verifiers feel that the estimates of uncertainty for harvest levels
appear to be relevant and reasonable. Issue addressed.
Date CL closed:

10 September 2013

16. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 67)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Natural Risks – Extreme
Weather – Changes in Weather Patterns
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc;
Non-Permanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc; New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: No information is presented in the Risk Report.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please provide a plausible score for this item that is based
on an analysis in the Risk Report that provides a discussion and evidence or references to
support the score.
29 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

A score of 0 for ‘extreme weather’ is plausible.
There is no reference to ‘changes in weather patterns’ within the VCS AFOLU NonPermanence Risk Tool, V3.2, the tool does however refer to ‘extreme weather’, hurricanes
and cyclones.
To justify the score of zero, the following text has been added to the Non Permanence Risk
Report;
Extreme Weather:
Tasmania is not located within a part of the planet that experiences cyclone / hurricane
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activity. The main contributing factor to cyclones is an ocean surface temperate above 26.5
degrees15. Tasmania is located at latitude of 40 degrees south from the equator and ocean
temperatures do not permit cyclonic activity.
Tasmania does experience cold winter conditions including ice and snow. Ice and snow is
experienced predominantly within the mountainous, western portion of the island although
snow seldom lies for more than a few weeks 16. There are no records of ice storms such as
those experienced within the northern hemisphere. Furthermore, the frequency of cold
outbreaks with snow declined over the 40-year period to 1996, the most marked decline being
during the 1980s17. The frequency of cold occurrences of the lower troposphere as measured
by the above parameters also declined to 1990, but then increased again during 1992 to 1996.
The decline in cold outbreaks with snow may be associated with this reduction in cold
occurrences of the lower troposphere as well as reduced precipitation18.
The Tasmanian State Emergency Services recorded a detailed history of flood events from
2000 to 200919. During this period, no floods were reported on or near the project area.
Owing to the size of Tasmania and the topography, flood events within Tasmania are
typically short in duration and low in intensity. The documented flooding history below
supports this, with almost of the historical references referring to minor flooding events.
Moreover, flooding typically occurs in floodplains, which are largely cleared of forests for
agricultural use.
Tasmania enjoys for the most part a "temperate maritime" climate with the sea, never more
than 115 km distant, suppressing temperature extremes. The prevailing westerly airstream
leads to a West Coast and highlands that are cool, wet and cloudy and an East Coast and
lowlands that are milder, drier and sunnier. Annual rainfall varies markedly across the state,
averaging less than 600 mm in the Midlands but over 3500 mm in some part of the

15

Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteorological Laboratory: Hurricane Research Division. "Frequently Asked
Questions: How do tropical cyclones form?", National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
<http://www.aoml.noaa.gov/hrd/tcfaq/A15.html> <accessed 21/02/2011>

16

Parks and Wildlife Service, Tasmania, <http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/index.aspx?base=3216> [accessed
21/02/2011]

17

M. C, Jones (2003) Climatology of cold with outbreaks of snow over Tasmania Australian Meteorological Magazine
9 Tasmania and Antarctica Region, Bureau of Meteorology, Australia Antarctic Cooperative Research Centre,
University of Tasmania, Australia

18

M. C, Jones (2003) Climatology of cold with outbreaks of snow over Tasmania, Australian Meteorological Magazine
9 Tasmania and Antarctica Region, Bureau of Meteorology, Australia Antarctic Cooperative Research Centre,
University of Tasmania, Australia

19

Tasmanian State Emergency Services (2009) Floods and You
<www.ses.tas.gov.au/.../Floods%20and%20You%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf> [accessed 21/02/2011]
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mountainous west. Therefore, droughts have not plagued Tasmania to the same degree or
severity as the mainland states of Australia20. Drought in Tasmania is generally not
widespread: it is not unknown for one part of the state to be suffering very low rainfall, while
in another the rainfall is considerably above normal21.
Evidence used to close NCR: The validator/verifier conducted a cursory search of evidence
of changes in weather patterns and did not find anything of note. The field visit observations
further supported the claim. Issue addressed.
09 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
17. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 68)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Natural Risks – Geological
Risk
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc;
Non-Permanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc; New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: No information is presented in the Risk Report.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please provide a plausible score for this item that is based
on an analysis in the Risk Report that provides a discussion and evidence or references to
support the score.
29 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

A score of 0 for ‘Geological Risk such as earthquakes and volcanoes is plausible.
To justify the score of 0, the following text has been added to the Non Permanence Risk
Report;
The last recorded volcanic activity within Australia was over 5000 years ago22 There are no
active volcanoes in Tasmania, or indeed on the Australian continent23.

20

Australian Bureau of meteorology (2010) Services for Agriculture in Tasmania.
<http://www.bom.gov.au/lam/agment/agtas.shtml> [accessed 21/02/2011]

21

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2008) Droughts in Tasmania 1384.6 - Statistics - Tasmania <www.abs.gov.au>
<accessed 21/02/2011>

22

Volcanoes of Australia, Mount Shank Eruption
http://volcano.oregonstate.edu/vwdocs/volc_images/australia/schank/schank.html

23

Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics (2010) Australian Energy Resource Assessment:
Geothermal Energy, Australia. Available from
<http://www.abare.gov.au/publications_html/energy/energy_10/ch_7.pdf> [viewed 18/02/2011]
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There was one earthquake of significant size recorded in Tasmania in the late 1800s, which
caused some damage to buildings in Launceston.
With the last significant quake occurring more than 100 years ago, the probability of another
such quake is considered possible but unlikely24.
Evidence used to close NCR: The score for Geologic Risk is acceptable, as the
validator/verifier conducted a cursory search of evidence of volcanic and earthquake activity
and did not find anything of note. The field visit observations further supported the claim.
Issue is addressed.
09 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
18. Non-Conformity Report (VM0010 IFM-LtPF v1.2, Risk Tool v3.2, line 69)
Verification
VCS Criteria: VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, Natural Risks – Other
Natural Risk
Evidence Used to Assess Conformance: Non-Permanence Risk Report New Leaf.doc;
Non-Permanence Risk Calculations New Leaf.doc; New Leaf Estate Financial Plan.xls
Findings: No information is presented in the Risk Report.
Non-conformity report (NCR): Please provide a plausible score for this item that is based
on an analysis in the Risk Report that provides a discussion and evidence or references to
support the score.
29 July 2013
Date issued:
Project proponent response/actions:

Date Received:

31 July 2013

A score of 0 is plausible for ‘other natural risk’;
The VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, V3.2, does provide a definition for ‘Other
Natural Risk’ but does refer to “Use of plant species tolerant of salinity fluctuations in
estuarine wetlands” in reference to other natural risk.
This is not relevant for this project.
To justify the score of 0, the following text has been added to the Non Permanence Risk
Report;
In accordance with the Non Permanence Risk Tool V3.2, the project risk has assessed natural
risks associated with Fire, Pest and Disease, Extreme Weather and Geological Risk. There

24

Tasmanian Department of Infrastructure, Energy and Resources: Mineral Resources Tasmania (2010)
Earthquakes, Australia. Available from
<http://www.mrt.tas.gov.au/portal/page?_pageid=35,869828&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL> [viewed
18/02/2011]
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are no other natural risks that have been omitted from the assessment that could result in the
loss of carbon stock within the project area.
Evidence used to close NCR: Information presented indicates the lack of pest and disease
outbreaks, geologic and extreme weather in enough detail to warrant the risk rating of 0 given
for these items. Additionally, there is no known “Other Natural Risks,” warranting the score
of 0. The Risk scores have been justified in the Risk Report document. Issue is addressed.
09 September 2013
Date NCR closed:
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APPENDIX C – CCB NCR/CL/OFI SUMMARY

G1

Original Conditions in the Project Area

Indicator G1.1 – The location of the This section is now covered in section 1.2 of the
project
and
basic
physical combined template.
parameters (e.g. soil, geology,
climate).
The PIR provides a series of Google Earth images
with KML files, and decimal lat/longs of property
corners/points on property boundaries. Not sure if
the origin of the corner points comes from a GPS,
surveyors or just from the Google Earth image.
Also included are the property ID numbers and file
registration numbers for each property title.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

Physical parameters mentioned include data from
two weather stations, and some basic geology of the
area. No information on soils provided, even though
a paragraph titled Geology and Soils is on page 16,
and a geologic map, labeled a soil map, is on page
17.
Assess Sections 1.2 of the PIR.

No soils information and misleading map/subsection
title.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please provide soils information for the area, if it
exists, and label map and subsection headings
appropriately for their contents.
Date Issued:
05 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions Soil information has been provided in section 1.2.3.
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 1.2.3 of the updated PIR, v4.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
Indicator G1.2 – The types and N/A to PIR.
condition of vegetation within the
project area.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:
Indicator G1.3 – The boundaries of This indicator is now covered in section 1.2 of the
v3.0
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the project area and the project zone.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

combined template.

The boundaries of the project area are provided,
depicted on maps as well as provided via shapefile.
The project zone is described as the ten kilometer
radius from the project areas, with respect to the
potential effects that project activities might have on
the surrounding landscape. Communities within the
ten mile radii are listed. Some of the people affected
by project activities will be greater distances from the
project area. Radii of 25 and 50 km are also depicted
on a map to illustrate this. In addition, the PDD
states that broader community benefits will be felt by
the international community of academics.
Assess Section 1.2 of the PIR.
Indicator G1.3 has been adequately addressed.

Indicator G1.4 - Current carbon N/A for PIR.
stocks within the project area(s),
using stratification by land-use or
vegetation type and methods of
carbon calculation (such as biomass
plots, formulae, default values) from
the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change’s 2006 Guidelines
for National GHG Inventories for
Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land
Use5 (IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU) or a
more
robust
and
detailed
methodology.
Indicator G1.5 - A description of N/A for PIR.
communities located in the project
zone, including basic socio-economic
and
cultural
information
that
describes the social, economic and
cultural diversity within communities
(wealth, gender, age, ethnicity etc.),
identifies specific groups such as
Indigenous Peoples8 and describes
any community characteristics.
Indicator G1.6 - A description of N/A for PIR.
current land use and customary and
legal property rights including
community property in the project
zone, identifying any ongoing or
unresolved conflicts or disputes and
v3.0
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identifying and describing any
disputes over land tenure that were
resolved during the last ten years
(see also G5).
Indicator G1.7 - A description of N/A for PIR.
current biodiversity within the project
zone (diversity of species and
ecosystems) and threats to that
biodiversity,
using
appropriate
methodologies, substantiated where
possible with appropriate reference
material.
Indicator G1.8 - An evaluation of N/A for PIR.
whether the project zone includes
any
of
the
following
High
Conservation Values (HCVs) and a
description
of
the
qualifying
attributes.
Indicator 8.1 - Globally, regionally or
nationally significant concentrations
of biodiversity values:
a. protected areas
b. threatened species
c. endemic species
d. areas that support significant
concentrations of a species during
any time in their lifecycle (e.g.
migrations,
feeding
grounds,
breeding areas).
Indicator 8.2 - Globally, regionally or
nationally
significant
large
landscape-level areas where viable
populations of most if not all naturally
occurring species exist in natural
patterns
of
distribution
and
abundance.
Indicator 8.3 Threatened or rare
ecosystems.
Indicator 8.4 - Areas that provide
critical ecosystem services (e.g.,
hydrological
services,
erosion
control, fire control).
Indicator
v3.0
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fundamental for meeting the basic
needs of local communities (e.g., for
essential
food,
fuel,
fodder,
medicines or building materials
without
readily
available
alternatives).
Indicator 8.6 - Areas that are critical
for the traditional cultural identity of
communities (e.g., areas of cultural,
ecological, economic or religious
significance identified in collaboration
with the communities).

G2

Baseline Projections

Indicator G2.1 - Describe the most
likely land-use scenario in the
absence of the project following
IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU or a more
robust and detailed methodology,
describing the range of potential land
use scenarios and the associated
drivers of GHG emissions and
justifying why the land-use scenario
selected is most likely.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

The PIR states that the baseline scenario is BAU
land use, which represents the most financially
viable, legally permitted use.
The assessment is based on logging records
between 1999 and 2009, as well as GIS data for
logging activity previous to 1999. The Australian
Government’s Full Carbon Accounting Model was
used to build the baseline scenario.

Assess Section 4.4 of the PIR

Indicator G2.2 - Document that
project benefits would not have
occurred in the absence of the
project, explaining how existing laws
or regulations would likely affect land
use and justifying that the benefits
being claimed by the project are truly
‘additional’ and would be unlikely to
occur without the project.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
v3.0

This indicator is now covered in section 4.4 of the
combined template.

Indicator G2.1 has been adequately addressed.
This indicator is now covered in section 4.5 of the
combined template.
Using the VT0001 Tool for the Demonstration and
Assessment of Additionality in VCS AFOLU Project
Activities, the PDD details the steps taken during the
assessment.

Section 4.5 of the PIR.
See Appendix B
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Date Closed:
Indicator G2.3 - Calculate the This indicator is now covered in section 6.1 of the
estimated carbon stock changes combined template.
associated with the ‘without project’
reference scenario described above.
This requires estimation of carbon
stocks for each of the land-use
classes of concern and a definition of
the carbon pools included, among
the classes defined in the IPCC 2006
GL for AFOLU. The timeframe for
this analysis can be either the project
lifetime (see G3) or the project GHG
accounting period, whichever is more
appropriate. Estimate the net change
in the emissions of non-CO2 GHG
emissions such as CH4 and N2O in
the ‘without project’ scenario. NonCO2 gases must be included if they
are likely to account for more than
5% (in terms of CO2-equivalent) of
the project’s overall GHG impact
over each monitoring period.
Projects
whose
activities
are
designed to avoid GHG emissions
(such as those reducing emissions
from
deforestation
and
forest
degradation
(REDD),
avoiding
conversion of non-forest land, or
certain improved forest management
projects) must include an analysis of
the relevant drivers and rates of
deforestation and/or degradation and
a description and justification of the
approaches, assumptions and data
used to perform this analysis.
Regional-level estimates can be
used at the project’s planning stage
as long as there is a commitment to
evaluate
locally-specific
carbon
stocks and to develop a projectspecific
spatial
analysis
of
deforestation and/or degradation
using an appropriately robust and
detailed
carbon
accounting
methodology before the start of the
project.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
v3.0
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Conformance:
Findings:
See Appendix B
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:
Indicator G2.4 - Describe how the
‘without project’ reference scenario
would affect communities in the
project zone, including the impact of
likely changes in water, soil and
other locally important ecosystem
services.

This indicator is now covered in section 4.4 of the
combined template.
The PIR refers the reader to sections 6 and 7 to find
the response to indicator G2.4. The actual section
regarding community is 7.
Section 7 includes information about the assorted
positive community impacts expected from this
project, including the 15 people hired to manage it
and conduct field surveys.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

Assess Section 7 of the PIR.

This indicator is not addressed. The reader is left to
assume the consequences of the without project
scenario amount to the absence of the benefits of
the project, with no discussion.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please fully address indicator G2.4 within section 4.4
or specifically reference the parts of the PIR where
the indicator was addressed.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions Information for a “without project” scenario has been
and Date:
provided in section 4.4 of the PIR (labeled with the
comment G2.4.). The community members benefit
from the project site through recreational and
research activities (see table included in section 4.5),
which would not occur in the absence of the project.
Findings:
Section 4.4 of the updated PDD, v4, includes a list of
people who signed out keys to project land gates to
visit the project area recreational and research
purposes. They would not have been able to do so in
the absence of the project.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
The indicator is better addressed, but impacts on soil
and water are specifically requested in this indicator,
but have not been addressed.
Date issued:
21 August 2013
Project Proponent Response/Action Text has been added to the PDD in section 4.5
and Date:
(labelled “G2.4”) to address water and soils. The
same text has been added to the verification report
v3.0
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section 4.4 to address this NCR in the verification
file.
Section 4.4 of the PIR, v4.1 includes a short
discussion on the effects of the without project
scenario on soil and water resources. This indicator
has been adequately addressed.
26 August 2013

Evidence Used to Close NCR:

Date Closed:
Indicator G2.5 - Describe how the
‘without project’ reference scenario
would affect biodiversity in the
project zone (e.g., habitat availability,
landscape
connectivity
and
threatened species).

This indicator is now covered in section 4.4 of the
combined template.
The PIR refers the reader to section 6 and 7 to find
the response to indicator G2.5. The actual section on
biodiversity is 8.
Section 8 does not address the without project
scenario, with respect to biodiversity.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

The PIR states that positive impacts of the project
cannot be detected in the short term.
Assess Sections 4.4 and 8 of the PIR.

The documentation provided does not address the
consequences of the “without project” scenario, and
leaves the reader to make his/her own assumptions.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please address indicator G2.5 within section 4.4.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions Information for a “without project” scenario has now
and Date:
been added to section 4.4 of the PIR. It has been
labeled with the comment “G2.5”.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 4.4 of the revised PIR, v4. The PIR now
includes statements on the way the without project
scenario would affect biodiversity.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013

G3

Project Design and Goals

Indicator G3.1 - Provide a summary This indicator is now covered in section 1.1 of the
of the project’s major climate, combined template.
community
and
biodiversity
objectives.
The project will change the management of the land
from commercial logging to conservation. The land
contains HCVs related to endangered species.
Climate objectives include avoided emissions due to
converting from timber management, and allow
carbon sequestration to take place.
Community objectives including providing local
employment through managing and monitoring
v3.0
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activities, provide research opportunities, provide
recreational activities, institutional collaboration and
to engage and consult aboriginal communities to
ensure new management respects traditional values.
Biodiversity objectives include managing the land for
conservation of flora and fauna, increase habitat
connectivity, reduce risk of large scale disturbances
and management to reduce weed and pest
problems.
Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

Assess Sections 1.1 of the PIR, sections 7 and 8 of the PIR.
Indicator G3.1 has been adequately addressed.

Indicator G3.2 - Describe each
project activity with expected climate,
community and biodiversity impacts
and its relevance to achieving the
project’s objectives.

This indicator is now covered in section 2.2 of the
combined template.
The main climate activity is protecting forest from
timber harvesting. The impact is reduced GHG
emissions.
Community activities include providing economic
opportunities for locals, providing for community
involvement in planning and management, providing
education and research opportunities and providing
recreational opportunities. Impacts are listed in table
7, and appear to be reasonable.
Biodiversity activities and associated impacts are
listed in table 8. All appear to be reasonable
statements.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

Assess Section 2.2 of the PIR.
Indicator G3.2 has been adequately addressed.

Indicator G3.3 - Provide a map
identifying the project location and
boundaries of the project area(s),
where the project activities will occur,
of the project zone and of additional
surrounding locations that are
predicted to be impacted by project
activities (e.g. through leakage).

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
v3.0

to

This indicator is now covered in section 1.2 of the
combined template.
A series of Google Earth images with kmz files
depicting property boundaries are supplied. A map
showing the 10 km, 25 km and 50 km radii around
the project area properties is supplied for community
impact purposes.

Leakage is not expected, so no map of any leakage
impact areas are included.
Assess Sections 1.2 of the PIR. Sections on leakage.
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Findings:

Indicator G3.3 has been adequately addressed.

Indicator G3.4 - Define the project
lifetime and GHG accounting period
and explain and justify any
differences between them. Define an
implementation schedule, indicating
key dates and milestones in the
project’s development.

This indicator is now covered in sections 1.5 and 1.6
of the combined template.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

The project start date is 20 September 2010. The
project crediting period begins on the same date,
and lasts for 30 years (ending on 20 September
2040).

An implementation schedule is found in section 1.6,
table 5.
Assess Sections 1.5 and 1.6 of the PIR.

Though the monitoring plan is referenced the full
implementation schedule must be provided within the
PIR.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please provide the full implementation schedule for
the project life within the PIR, including the
anticipated dates of the monitoring events.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions The full implementation schedule from the Monitoring
and Date:
plan has now been copied into section 1.6.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 1.6 of the revised PIR, v4.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
Indicator G3.5 - Identify likely
natural and human-induced risks to
the expected climate, community and
biodiversity benefits during the
project lifetime and outline measures
adopted to mitigate these risks.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

This indicator is now covered in section 2.3 of the
combined template.

The potential risks and mitigation measures are
presented in table 9 of section 2.3 of the PIR. Risks
include fire, pests and disease, extreme weather,
land ownership change, financial failure, collapse of
the carbon markets and regulatory changes. The
associated mitigation measures are sensible.
Assess Sections 2.3 of the PIR.
Indicator G3.5 appears to have been adequately
addressed. This was confirmed during the VCS
review.

Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:
Indicator G3.6 - Demonstrate that This indicator is now covered in section 2.4 of the
the project design includes specific combined template.
measures to ensure the maintenance
v3.0
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or enhancement of the high
conservation
value
attributes
identified in G1 consistent with the
precautionary principle.
Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

Three measures are listed in section 2.4: managing
risk of fire, pests and diseases; tailor management
plans and practices to specific areas or species to
avoid disturbance; and monitoring for climate,
community and biodiversity benefits.
Assess Sections 2.4 of the PIR.

This indicator directly relates to the HCVs that were
to be explained in indicator G1.8, which is
incomplete.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please complete the HCV analysis requested in
G1.8, then link measures directly to these stated
HCVs.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions The measures to maintain high conservation values
and Date:
have been added to section 2.4 of the monitoring
report.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 2.4 of the revised PIR, v4. Risks to HCV is
now directly addressed.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
Indicator G3.7 - Describe the
measures that will be taken to
maintain and enhance the climate,
community and biodiversity benefits
beyond the project lifetime.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:

Date Closed:
Indicator G3.8 - Document and
defend how communities and other
stakeholders potentially affected by
the project activities have been
identified and have been involved in
project design through effective
consultation, particularly with a view
to
optimizing
community
and
v3.0

This indicator is now covered in section 2.3 of the
combined template.
Section 2.3 includes a table of risks and measures
that will be taken to manage them.
Section 2.3 of the PIR.
Indicator G3.7 has not been addressed.
Please address indicator G3.7 within the PIR.
This indicator is addressed in section 2.3 of the
monitoring report.
Section 2.3 of the revised PIR, v4. The PIR now
includes the mention of research opportunities,
species and habitat surveys, BMPs, land
management plans, training and monitoring. The
community’s engagement in these activities will
serve as a shared experience that can create
partnerships beyond the project’s lifetime.
21 August 2013
This indicator is now covered in section 2.7 of the
combined template.
The PIR states that stakeholders were identified
“…with consideration of their influence and interest in
project activities.” Then the reader is referred to the
section on negative offsite stakeholder impacts
which does not address this indicator.

62

VERIFICATION REPORT
VCS Version 3, CCB Standards Second Edition
stakeholder benefits, respecting local
customs and values and maintaining
high conservation values. Project
developers
must
document
stakeholder dialogues and indicate if
and how the project proposal was
revised based on such input. A plan
must be developed to continue
communication and consultation
between project managers and all
community groups about the project
and its impacts to facilitate adaptive
management throughout the life of
the project.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

Populations of local communities were determined to
be stakeholders by virtue of their proximity to the
sites (section 1.2)
The reader is referred to table 12 for examples of
stakeholders. Table 12 is in section 6.1, and is a
table
of
baseline
emissions.
Section 7 of the PIR explains that management
plans are being developed and implemented with
input from indigenous communities

Sections 1.2, 2.7 and section 7 of the PIR.

Aside from living within close proximity to the project
area, criteria for determining stakeholders is vague.
No detail is provided regarding stakeholder
discussions.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please address indicator G3.8 in section 2.7 of the
PDD.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This indicator has been addressed in section 2.7
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 2.7 of the updated PIR, v4. The PIR now
includes detail on stakeholder identification, and
efforts to engage them.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013.
Indicator G3.9 - Describe what
specific steps have been taken, and
communications methods used, to
publicize the CCBA public comment
period to communities and other
stakeholders and to facilitate their
submission of comments to CCBA.
Project proponents must play an
active role in distributing key project
documents to affected communities
and stakeholders and hold widely
publicized information meetings in
relevant local or regional languages.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

This indicator is now covered in section 2.7 of the
combined template.
The PIR states that a letter was sent to every
stakeholder informing them of the project. No
information was provided explaining how the public
comment period is being publicized.
A subsequent e-mail to the lead verifier explained
that the CCBA comment period was announced in
the public notices section of The Mercury, a
Tasmanian newspaper.
Section 2.7 of the PIR.

Evidence that indicator G3.9 was addressed has not
been provided.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please address indicator G3.9 within section 2.7.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This indicator has been addressed in section 2.7.
v3.0
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and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:

Date Closed:

Section 2.7 of the updated PIR, v4, now includes the
required information on the publication and
advertisement.
21 August 2013

Indicator G3.10 - Formalize a clear
process for handling unresolved
conflicts and grievances that arise
during
project
planning
and
implementation. The project design
must include a process for hearing,
responding
to
and
resolving
community and other stakeholder
grievances within a reasonable time
period. This grievance process must
be publicized to communities and
other stakeholders and must be
managed by a third party or mediator
to prevent any conflict of interest.
Project management must attempt to
resolve all reasonable grievances
raised, and provide a written
response to grievances within 30
days.
Grievances and project
responses must be documented.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

This indicator is now covered in section 2.7 of the
combined template.

Indicator G3.11 - Demonstrate that
financial
mechanisms
adopted,
including projected revenues from
emissions reductions and other
sources, are likely to provide an
adequate flow of funds for project
implementation and to achieve the
anticipated climate, community and

This indicator is now covered in section 2.5 of the
combined template.

The PIR states a grievance policy in general
platitudes.

Section 2.7 of the PIR.

Indicator G3.10 has not been addressed.
Please read indicator G3.10 in the CCBA Standard
and address it fully.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This indicator has been addressed at the end of
and Date:
section 2.7
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 2.7 of the updated PIR, v4, now includes a
process to resolve disputes that is reasonable for a
project in Australia. No 3rd party mediator is
specified, however it is specified that the mediator
would be appointed by the President of the
Australian Commercial Disputes Centre.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013

v3.0

The PIR states that the project was initiated through
a grant. A spreadsheet titled “New Leaf Estate 30
year Financial Plan.xlsx” shows that expected
revenues from sales of offset credits will cover the
cost of the project.
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biodiversity benefits.
Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

G4

to

Assess Sections 2.5 of the PIR, Financial Plan spreadsheet.
Indicator G3.11 appears to have been adequately
addressed. This will be further confirmed in the VCS
review.

Management Capacity and Best Practices

Indicator G4.1 - Identify a single
project
proponent
which
is
responsible for the project’s design
and implementation. If multiple
organizations or individuals are
involved in the project’s development
and implementation the governance
structure, roles and responsibilities of
each of the organizations or
individuals involved must also be
described.
Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

This indicator is now covered in section 1.3 and 1.4
of the combined template.
The PIR identifies The Tasmanian Land
Conservancy as the project proponent, and Daniel
Sprod is the contact.
Project manager is Daniel Sprod

Jarrah Vercoe, of Forests Alive, is the contact for
validation and verification. Forests Alive has
designed and managed several VCS projects.
Assess Sections 1.3 and 1.4 of the PIR.

Response to this indicator is not the same as the
response in the PDD.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please explain the change in roles between those
mentioned in the PDD and PIR. Do the excluded
individuals no longer play a role in the project?
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions No individual has left the project as of yet and the
and Date:
information of individuals mentioned in the PDD has
been added to the PIR section 1.3.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 1.3 of the updated PIR, v4, now reflects the
same information as the PDD, v5.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
Indicator G4.2 - Document key
technical skills that will be required to
implement the project successfully,
including community engagement,
biodiversity assessment and carbon
measurement and monitoring skills.
Document the management team’s
expertise and prior experience
implementing land management
projects at the scale of this project. If
relevant experience is lacking, the
proponents must either demonstrate
how other organizations will be
partnered with to support the project
v3.0

This indicator is now covered in section 1.4 of the
combined template.
The PIR mentions that Forests Alive has designed
and administered three projects in Tasmania that
were validated and verified by VCS, for a total of
over 36,000 ha.
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or have a recruitment strategy to fill
the gaps.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Sections 1.3 and 1.4 of the PIR.
Conformance:
Findings:
While the PIR generally alludes to the experience of
its management and monitoring team, it does not
specifically mention the skills required to implement
the project, and which of the team members
possesses those skills.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please address the skills and experience of the staff
and management team in relation to the skills
identified as a requirement to complete the project.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions Skills required for the implementation of climate,
and Date:
community and biodiversity activities have been
listed and the description of staff involved in the
project have been modified to refer to the particular
skillsets required. This has been included in section
1.3 of the PIR.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 1.3 of the PIR, v4, now includes the list of
skills required to complete the project, and mentions
the team of Dr. Sally Bryant, Daniel Sprod and Matt
Taylor as possessing the skills needed.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
Indicator G4.3 - Include a plan to
provide orientation and training for
the project’s employees and relevant
people from the communities with an
objective of building locally useful
skills and knowledge to increase
local
participation
in
project
implementation.
These
capacity
building efforts should target a wide
range of people in the communities,
including
minority
and
underrepresented groups. Identify
how training will be passed on to new
workers when there is staff turnover,
so that local capacity will not be lost.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:

v3.0

This indicator is now covered in section 2.6 of the
combined template.
Section 2.6 covers several CCBA indicators, but the
response to this one is missing.

Sections 2.6 of the PIR.
This indicator was not addressed.
Please address indicator G4.3.
5 July 2013
This has been addressed in section 2.6 of the PIR
Section 2.6 of the updated PIR, v4, states that
training for project employees will be performed by
TLC staff at the start of employment.
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There is nothing for which local community members
need training to implement the project.
21 August 2013

Date Closed:
Indicator G4.4 - Show that people
from the communities will be given
an equal opportunity to fill all
employment positions (including
management) if the job requirements
are met. Project proponents must
explain how employees will be
selected for positions and where
relevant, must indicate how local
community
members,
including
women
and
other
potentially
underrepresented groups, will be
given a fair chance to fill positions for
which they can be trained.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:

Indicator G4.5 - Submit a list of all
relevant
laws and regulations
covering worker’s rights in the host
country. Describe how the project will
inform workers about their rights.
Provide assurance that the project
meets or exceeds all applicable laws
and/or regulations covering worker
rights
and,
where
relevant,
demonstrate how compliance is
achieved.

v3.0

Section 2.6 discusses workplace safety.

Sections 2.6 of the PIR.
This indicator was not addressed.
Please address indicator G4.4.
5 July 2013
This has been addressed in section 2.6 of the PIR.
Section 2.6 of the updated PIR, v4, now states that
TLC will advertise positions on its website and in
local newspapers, inviting interested parties to apply.
Employment law in Australia forbids employment
discrimination, and TLC will hire only on the basis of
merit, and will provide necessary training.
21 August 2013

Date Closed:

Evidence

This indicator is now covered in section 2.6 of the
combined template.

Used

to

This indicator is now covered in section 3.1 of the
combined template.
The PDD lists the following laws that cover workers’
rights:

1. Australian Workplace Safety Standards Act 2005;
2. Tasmanian Workplace Health and Safety
regulations 1998;
3. Australian Fair Work Act 2009.
4. National Employment Standards (NES)
5. ILO C100 Equal Remuneration Convention, 1951
6. ILO C111 Discrimination (Employment and
Occupation) Convention, 1958
Assess Sections 3.1 of the PIR.
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Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

Indicator G4.5 is only partially addressed.
Please explain how workers will be informed of their
rights and demonstrate how compliance is achieved.
5 July 2013

Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
This indicator has been addressed in section 3.1,
labeled g4.5

Evidence Used to Close NCR:

Date Closed:
Indicator G4.6 - Comprehensively
assess situations and occupations
that pose a substantial risk to worker
safety. A plan must be in place to
inform workers of risks and to explain
how to minimize such risks. Where
worker safety cannot be guaranteed,
project proponents must show how
the risks will be minimized using best
work practices.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

Section 3.1 of the revised PIR, v4, now states that
employees will be informed for their rights in the
employment contract and verbally. They will also be
informed, in writing, of the complaint procedures.
Employees will also be told to read up on their rights
on the Fair Work Australia website.
21 August 2013
This indicator is now covered in section 2.6 of the
combined template.
The project uses the Tasmanian Land
Conservancy’s safety policy, which is described in
section 2.6.
Comprehensive assessment of risks is not provided.

Section 2.6 of the PIR.

Indicator G4.6 was not completely addressed.
Please address this indicator, including the specific
risks faced and specific ways the risks are
minimized.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This indicator has been addressed in section 2.6 of
and Date:
the PIR, labeled g4.6.
This document is called ‘Safety Plan, TLC, Cockatoo
Hill’. This plan contain a risk section detailing site
specific hazards, strategies for dealing with each
hazard and identification of the responsible
individual.

Evidence Used to Close NCR:

Date Closed:

v3.0

Every single site has its own, specific plan.
Section 2.6 of the updated PIR, v4, now includes a
table of risks to employees and reasonable
remedies.
21 August 2013
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Indicator G4.7 - Document the
financial health of the implementing
organization(s) to demonstrate that
financial resources budgeted will be
adequate to implement the project.

This indicator is now covered in section 2.5 of the
combined template.

The PIR states that financial statements showing
that TLC has the funds to carry out the project were
given to the validator.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 2.5 of the PIR, excel spreadsheet of 30 year
Conformance:
financial plan.
Findings:
No information found regarding the financial health of
the Tasmanian Land Conservancy.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please provide assurance that the TLC is financially
stable and able to carry out this project.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This indicator has been addressed in section 2.5
and Date:
labeled g4.7.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 2.5 of the updated PIR, v4, now includes a
summary of and links to TLC’s 2011-2012 annual
report, showing a total income, after expenses, of
$7,630,269 (Australian dollars).
Date Closed:
21 August 2013

G5

Legal Status and Property Rights

Indicator G5.1 - Submit a list of all
relevant national and local laws and
regulations in the host country and all
applicable international treaties and
agreements. Provide assurance that
the project will comply with these
and, where relevant, demonstrate
how compliance is achieved.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

This indicator is now covered in section 3.1 of the
combined template.
The PIR only provides a list of relevant laws and
regulations regarding employment.

Sections 3.1 of the PIR.

This indicator was not fully addressed.
Please indicate whether laws and regulations
regarding any project activities exist, and how
compliance is achieved.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions A list of relevant laws and regulations has been
and Date:
provided in section 3.1. (labeled with the comment
G.5.1).
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 3.1 of the PIR, v4, now includes a list of
state and national laws regarding climate,
biodiversity and community, as well as international
treaties regarding the same. It states that project
proponents will observe all laws pertaining to project
activities.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013

v3.0
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Indicator G5.2 - Document that the
project has approval from the
appropriate authorities, including the
established formal and/or traditional
authorities customarily required by
the communities.
Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

This indicator is now covered in section 3.1 of the
combined template.

Section 3.1 of the PIR lists laws related to
employment, but G5.2 does not appear to have been
addressed. It may not be relevant in Australia, but
nothing is stated on the matter.
Assess Section 3.1 of the PIR.

Indicator G5.2 does not appear to have been
addressed.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please address indicator G5.2.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This has now been addressed in PIR section 3.2.
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 3.2 of the updated PIR, v4, states that no
approval from authorities is required for TLC to carry
out the project on its own lands. Carbon rights from
forests belong to the landowner in Tasmania,
specified by law.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
Indicator G5.3 - Demonstrate with
documented
consultations
and
agreements that the project will not
encroach uninvited on private
property, community property, or
government property and has
obtained the free, prior, and informed
consent of those whose rights will be
affected by the project.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

Non-conformance Request (NCR):

This indicator is now covered in section 3.7 of the
combined template.
Section 3.7 of the PIR states that TLC owns the land
and it will not infringe on anyone’s rights through the
project activities, and that no one will be relocated as
a result of the project.

Section 3.7 of the PIR.
It appears likely that no one’s rights to use these
properties are infringed, but there is no
documentation to that effect.
Please determine and state whether or not anyone
possesses rights to use these lands, and if so,
whether the project proponent has followed FPIC to
inform and discuss the situation with other right
holders.

Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This has been addressed in PIR section 3.7.
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 3.7 of the updated PIR, v4, states that no
communities live in the project; no ownership claims
on the land exist, aside from those of TLC, so no
formal FPIC process was necessary.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
v3.0
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Indicator G5.4 - Demonstrate that
the project does not require the
involuntary relocation of people or of
the activities important for the
livelihoods and culture of the
communities. If any relocation of
habitation or activities is undertaken
within the terms of an agreement, the
project proponents must demonstrate
that the agreement was made with
the free, prior, and informed consent
of those concerned and includes
provisions
for
just
and
fair
compensation.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

This indicator is now covered in section 3.7 of the
combined template.

Indicator G5.5 - Identify any illegal
activities that could affect the
project’s climate, community or
biodiversity impacts (e.g., logging)
taking place in the project zone and
describe how the project will help to
reduce these activities so that project
benefits are not derived from illegal
activities.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

This indicator is now covered in section 3.8 of the
combined template.

Indicator G5.6 - Demonstrate that
the project proponents have clear,
uncontested title to the carbon rights,
or provide legal documentation
demonstrating that the project is
undertaken on behalf of the carbon
owners with their full consent. Where
local or national conditions preclude
clear title to the carbon rights at the
time of validation against the
Standards, the project proponents
must provide evidence that their
ownership of carbon rights is likely to
be established before they enter into
any transactions concerning the
project’s carbon assets.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:

This indicator is now covered in section 3.2 of the
combined template.

v3.0

The PIR states that the project proponents own the
project lands, no one lives on them, and no one will
be relocated, nor will their activities be relocated.

Section 3.7 of the PIR, title records supplied by the
client.
Indicator G5.4 has been adequately addressed

Illegal logging is the only illegal activity that might
threaten the project. A recent survey of the
stakeholders in the timber industry found that illegal
logging was rare to non-existent in Tasmania.

Section 3.8 of the PIR.
Indicator G5.5 has been adequately addressed.

The PIR states that in Tasmania, private property
owners have right of use. TLC has certificates of title
for the project lands.

Sections 3.2 of the PDD and PIR. Title documents
supplied to the verifier.
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Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

Indicator 5.6 has been largely addressed.
Please state whether any laws or regulations treat
carbon rights as severable from other property rights.
If so, also confirm that such rights were transferred
to other entities.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This has been addressed in section 3.2 of the PIR.
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 3.2 of the updated PIR, v4, now fully
addresses forest related carbon rights in Tasmania.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013

CL1

Net Positive Climate Impacts

Indicator CL1.1 - Estimate the net
change in carbon stocks due to the
project activities using the methods
of calculation, formulae and default
values of the IPCC 2006 GL for
AFOLU or using a more robust and
detailed methodology.
The net
change is equal to carbon stock
changes with the project minus
carbon stock changes without the
project (the latter having been
estimated in G2). This estimate must
be based on clearly defined and
defendable assumptions about how
project activities will alter GHG
emissions of carbon stocks over the
duration of the project or the project
GHG accounting period.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:

This indicator is now covered in section 6.4 of the
combined template.

Insert Evidence Used
See Appendix B

Indicator CL1.2 - Estimate the net This indicator is now covered in section 6.4 of the
change in the emissions of non-CO2 combined template.
GHG emissions such as CH4 and
N2O in the with and without project
scenarios if those gases are likely to
account for more than a 5% increase
or decrease (in terms of CO2-

v3.0
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equivalent) of the project’s overall
GHG emissions reductions or
removals over each monitoring
period.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Insert Evidence Used
Conformance:
Findings:
See Appendix B
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:
Indicator CL1.3 - Estimate any other
GHG emissions resulting from
project activities. Emissions sources
include, but are not limited to,
emissions from biomass burning
during site preparation, emissions
from fossil fuel combustion, direct
emissions from the use of synthetic
fertilizers, and emissions from the
decomposition of N-fixing species.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:

This indicator is now covered in section 6.4 of the
combined template.

Indicator CL1.4 - Demonstrate that
the net climate impact of the project
is positive. The net climate impact of
the project is the net change in
carbon stocks plus net change in
non-CO2 GHGs where appropriate
minus any other GHG emissions
resulting from project activities minus
any likely project-related unmitigated
negative offsite climate impacts (see
CL2.3).
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

This indicator is now covered in section 6.4 of the
combined template.

v3.0

Insert Evidence Used
See Appendix B

Insert Evidence Used
See Appendix B
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Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:
Indicator CL1.5 - Specify how
double counting of GHG emissions
reductions or removals will be
avoided, particularly for offsets sold
on the voluntary market and
generated in a country with an
emissions cap.

This indicator is now covered in sections 3.3, 3.4, 3.5
and 3.6 of the combined template.
The PDD states the project is not under an
emissions trading scheme with binding limits or
similar.
The PDD states the project is not seeking registry
under any other GHG program (other than the
combined VCS/CBBA recognition).

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

CL2

to

Assess Sections 3.3 and 3.4 of the PIR.
Indicator CL1.5 has been adequately addressed.

Offsite Climate Impacts (“Leakage”)

Indicator CL2.1 - Determine the
types of leakage that are expected
and
estimate
potential
offsite
increases in GHGs (increases in
emissions
or
decreases
in
sequestration)
due
to
project
activities. Where relevant, define and
justify where leakage is most likely to
take place.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

This indicator is now covered in section 6.3 of the
combined template.

Indicator CL2.2 - Document how
any leakage will be mitigated and
estimate the extent to which such
impacts will be reduced by these
mitigation activities.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

This indicator is now covered in section 6.3 of the
combined template.

v3.0

The PIR states that the project produces no market
leakage or activity shifting leakage. Production and
prices continue to decrease.

Section 6.3 of the PIR.
Indicator CL2.1 appears to have been fully
addressed, which will be confirmed in the VCS
analysis.

The leakage analysis found that leakage is 0 at the
time of this validation.
Section 6.3 of the PIR.
Indicator CL2.2 appears to have been fully
addressed, which will be confirmed in the VCS
analysis.
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Non-conformance Request (NCR):

Insert NCR/CL

Indicator CL2.3 - Subtract any likely
project-related unmitigated negative
offsite climate impacts from the
climate benefits being claimed by the
project and demonstrate that this has
been included in the evaluation of net
climate impact of the project (as
calculated in CL1.4).
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:

This indicator is now covered in section 6.4 of the
combined template.

Indicator CL2.4 - Non-CO2 gases
must be included if they are likely to
account for more than a 5% increase
or decrease (in terms of CO2equivalent) of the net change
calculations (above) of the project’s
overall off-site GHG emissions
reductions or removals over each
monitoring period.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:

Non-CO2 gases were excluded in the PDD. N/A,
assuming successful VCS validation.

CL3

The PIR states that leakage = 0.

Section 6.4 of the PIR.
See Appendix B

Insert Evidence Used
See Appendix B

Climate Impact Monitoring

Indicator CL3.1 - Develop an initial This indicator is now covered in section 5.2 of the
plan for selecting carbon pools and combined template.
non-CO2 GHGs to be monitored, and
determine
the
frequency
of
monitoring. Potential pools include
aboveground biomass, litter, dead
wood, belowground biomass, wood
v3.0
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products, soil carbon and peat. Pools
to monitor must include any pools
expected to decrease as a result of
project activities, including those in
the region outside the project
boundaries resulting from all types of
leakage identified in CL2. A plan
must be in place to continue leakage
monitoring for at least five years after
all activity displacement or other
leakage causing activity has taken
place. Individual GHG sources may
be considered ‘insignificant’ and do
not have to be accounted for if
together such omitted decreases in
carbon pools and increases in GHG
emissions amount to less than 5% of
the total CO2-equivalent benefits
generated by the project. Non-CO2
gases must be included if they are
likely to account for more than 5% (in
terms of CO2-equivalent) of the
project’s overall GHG impact over
each monitoring period. Direct field
measurements using scientifically
robust sampling must be used to
measure more significant elements
of the project’s carbon stocks. Other
data must be suitable to the project
site and specific forest type.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Insert Evidence Used
Conformance:
Findings:
See Appendix B
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Date Issued:
Project Proponent Response/Actions
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:
Indicator CL3.2 - Commit to The project proponent has submitted a monitoring
developing a full monitoring plan plan, and it is currently available for public comment.
within six months of the project start
date or within twelve months of
validation against the Standards and
to disseminate this plan and the
results of monitoring, ensuring that
they are made publicly available on
the internet and are communicated to
the
communities
and
other
v3.0
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stakeholders.
Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

Assess Monitoring plan.
Indicator CL3.2 has been adequately addressed.

CM1 Net Positive Community Impacts
Indicator CM1.1 - Use appropriate
methodologies to estimate the
impacts on communities, including all
constituent
socio-economic
or
cultural groups such as indigenous
peoples (defined in G1), resulting
from planned project activities. A
credible estimate of impacts must
include changes in community wellbeing due to project activities and an
evaluation of the impacts by the
affected groups. This estimate must
be based on clearly defined and
defendable assumptions about how
project activities will alter social and
economic
well-being,
including
potential impacts of changes in
natural resources and ecosystem
services identified as important by
the communities (including water and
soil resources), over the duration of
the project. The ‘with project’
scenario must then be compared
with the ‘without project’ scenario of
social and economic well-being in the
absence of the project (completed in
G2). The difference (i.e., the
community benefit) must be positive
for all community groups.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

This indicator is now covered in section 7.1 of the
combined template.
The PDD discusses the following impacts on
communities:






Creation of economic opportunities –
traditional logging is increasing output, but
employing fewer and fewer people. The
project will employ people for monitoring
purposes.
Engaging aboriginal communities in
conservation strategies.
Encouraging education and research.
Enhancing recreational opportunities.

Little in the way of direct comparisons between the
‘with project’ and ‘without project’ scenarios is
explicitly stated. Quantities (number of jobs created)
are lacking.

Section 7.1 of the PIR.

The ‘with project’ scenario is likely a net benefit or
zero gain for most community groups identified.
However, direct comparisons are lacking. E. g.,
monitoring jobs will be created, but how many, and in
comparison to what number in the traditional logging
sector?
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please fully address indicator CM1.1.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions Information about jobs in the forestry industry in
and Date:
Tasmania has been provided section 7.1.1 (labeled
v3.0
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Evidence Used to Close NCR:

Date Closed:

with the comment CM1.1).
Section 7.1.1 of the updated PIR, v4, now states that
forest-related jobs are expected to continue to
decline in Tasmania, while the project now employs
12 people. Forestry jobs are the only job sector
shrinking.
21 August 2013

Indicator CM1.2 - Demonstrate that This indicator is now covered in section 7.1 of the
no High Conservation Values combined template.
identified in G1.8.4-6 will be
negatively affected by the project.
The PIR does not address this indicator in section
7.1.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 7.1 of the PIR.
Conformance:
Findings:
Indicator CM1.2 has not been addressed.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
After determining whether the HCVs described by
indicators 1.8.4 – 1.8.6 are characteristics of the
project area and reporting it in the PDD, address
whether indicator CM1.2 applies and report it in
section 7.1 of the PIR.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This has been addressed in section 7.1 of the PIR.
and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 7.1 of the updated PIR, v4, now explains that
the only HCV claimed in the project area are
endangered species, and not community related
HCVs.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013

CM2 Offsite Stakeholder Impacts
Indicator CM2.1 - Identify any This indicator is now covered in section 7.2 of the
potential negative offsite stakeholder combined template.
impacts that the project activities are
likely to cause.
The PIR states that there are no negative offsite
stakeholder impacts to report for this verification
period.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 7.2 of the PDD
Conformance:
Findings:
Indicator CM2.1 has been adequately addressed.
Indicator CM2.2 - Describe how the This indicator is now covered in section 7.2 of the
project plans to mitigate these combined template.
negative offsite social and economic
impacts.
The PIR states that no negative stakeholder impacts
have occurred.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 7.2 of the PIR.
Conformance:

v3.0
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Findings:

It appears likely that this impact is minimal. Indicator
CM2.2 has been adequately addressed.

Indicator CM2.3 - Demonstrate that This indicator is now covered in section 7.2 of the
the project is not likely to result in net combined template.
negative impacts on the well-being of
other stakeholder groups.
The PIR states that no negative stakeholder impacts
have occurred.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 7.2 of the PIR.
Conformance:
Findings:
Indicator CM2.3 has been adequately addressed.

CM3 Community Impact Monitoring
Indicator CM3.1 - Develop an initial
plan
for
selecting
community
variables to be monitored and the
frequency
of
monitoring
and
reporting to ensure that monitoring
variables are directly linked to the
project’s community development
objectives and to anticipated impacts
(positive and negative).
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

This indicator is now covered in sections 5.1 and 5.3
of the combined template.

Indicator CM3.2 - Develop an initial
plan for how they will assess the
effectiveness of measures used to
maintain
or
enhance
High
Conservation Values related to
community well-being (G1.8.4-6)
present in the project zone.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

This indicator is now covered in section 5.1 and 5.3
of the combined template.

A monitoring plan was submitted. It includes the
activities that require monitoring.

Sections 5.1 and 5.3 of the PIR, monitoring plan.

No variables to be monitored are mentioned.
Please include the variables you intend to monitor to
measure the project’s community objectives.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This indicator has now been addressed in section
and Date:
5.3 of the PIR,
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 5.3 of the updated PIR, v4, and section 3 of
the updated Monitoring Plan, v5, now includes the
community variables to be monitored.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013

Date Issued:
v3.0

Indicators G1.8.4 – G1.8.6 were not addressed in the
PIR, so this is not addressed.

Non available
Not addressed.
After fully addressing G1.8 in the PDD, address
CM3.2, if applicable, in both the PDD and PIR.
5 July 2013
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Project Proponent Response/Actions This is not applicable, as shown in responses to
and Date:
G1.8.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
No community HCV is claimed, so this indicator is
not applicable.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
Indicator CM3.3 - Commit to
developing a full monitoring plan
within six months of the project start
date or within twelve months of
validation against the Standards and
to disseminate this plan and the
results of monitoring, ensuring that
they are made publicly available on
the internet and are communicated to
the
communities
and
other
stakeholders.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

B1

A monitoring plan was submitted with the PDD and
PIR.

Monitoring plan, V4.
Indicator CM3.3 has been adequately addressed.

Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts

Indicator B1.1 - Use appropriate
methodologies to estimate changes
in biodiversity as a result of the
project in the project zone and in the
project lifetime. This estimate must
be based on clearly defined and
defendable assumptions. The ‘with
project’ scenario should then be
compared with the baseline ‘without
project’
biodiversity
scenario
completed in G2. The difference (i.e.,
the net biodiversity benefit) must be
positive.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

This indicator is now covered in section 8.1 of the
combined template.
Section 8.1 includes information on the schedule for
surveys on nearby lands, and monitoring of
management effectiveness. It is stated that changes
in biodiversity are not expected this time around.
Indicator B1.1 does not appear to have been directly
addressed.

Section 8.1 of the PIR.

Indicator B1.1 does not appear to have been directly
addressed.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please fully address indicator B1.1.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This NCR has been addressed in section 7.1.1. Text
and Date:
has been added to the monitoring plan section 4.1.
v3.0
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Text has also been added to the PIR section 8.1.1.
This indicator requires the project proponent to
estimate changes in biodiversity as the result of the
project, compared to the without project scenario.
The added portion of 8.1.1 used to address this
indicator discusses potential techniques for
monitoring, but does not mention estimated changes
in biodiversity.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please address the estimated changes in
biodiversity as a result of the implementation of this
project.
Date Issued:
21 August 2013
Project
Proponent Text has been added to section 7.1.1 of the PDD to
Response/Actions.
estimate changes in the biodiversity value for this
project. The same text has been added to section
8.1.1 in the PIR to address the PIR in the verification
NCRs. Both have been labelled “B1.1”.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 8.1.1 of the PIR, v4.1, includes reasonable
predictions on the effects of the project on
biodiversity.
Date Closed:
26 August 2013
Findings:

Indicator B1.2 - Demonstrate that no This indicator is now covered in section 8.1 of the
High Conservation Values identified combined template.
in G1.8.1-3 will be negatively affected
by the project.
Indicator G1.8 was not directly addressed in the
PDD. Habitat needs for the endangered/threatened
species found in surveys is not discussed.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 8.1 of the PIR.
Conformance:
Findings:
Indicator B1.2 has not been addressed.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Please address indicator B1.2 after properly
addressing indicator G1.8 in the PDD. Explain
habitat needs of HCV species and how habitat
conditions will change under the project scenario.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions The habitat needs for the HCV species have been
and Date:
provided in section 7.1.1. This section includes the
without project scenario.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 7.1.1 of the updated PDD, v5, states that the
endangered species mentioned in G1.8.1 are
dependent on the native forests of Tasmania. Since
the project is expected to preserve and enhance
these forests, negative impacts are unlikely. The PIR
does not cover this indicator.

Date Closed:

Future PIRs will need to revisit this indicator.
21 August 2013

Indicator B1.3 - Identify all species This indicator is now covered in section 8.1 of the
v3.0
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to be used by the project and show
that no known invasive species will
be introduced into any area affected
by the project and that the population
of any invasive species will not
increase as a result of the project.

Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

combined template.
Project activities do not involve introducing any
organisms into the project area. The forest will be
allowed to regrow naturally.

Feral animals known to be in the project area will be
the subject of monitoring.
Assess Section 8.1 of the PIR, project activities.

Indicator B1.4 - Describe possible
adverse effects of non-native species
used by the project on the region’s
environment, including impacts on
native
species
and
disease
introduction or facilitation. Project
proponents must justify any use of
non-native species over native
species
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

Indicator B1.3 has been adequately addressed.
This indicator is now covered in section 8.1 of the
combined template.
No non-native species will be introduced to the
project area through project activities.

Section 8.1 of the PIR, the nature of the project.
Indicator B1.4 has been adequately addressed.

Indicator B1.5 - Guarantee that no This indicator is now covered in section 8.1 of the
GMOs will be used to generate GHG combined template.
emissions reductions or removals.
The PDD states than no GMOs will be introduced to
the project area.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 8.1 of the PIR.
Conformance:
Findings:
Indicator B1.5 has been adequately addressed.

B2

Offsite Biodiversity Impacts

Indicator B2.1 - Identify potential This indicator is now covered in section 8.2 of the
negative offsite biodiversity impacts combined template.
that the project is likely to cause.
No negative biodiversity impacts have been detected
since the project start date.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 8.2 of the PIR, the nature of the project itself.
Conformance:
Findings:
Indictor B2.1 appears to have been adequately
addressed. Indicator was addressed during VCS
review of leakage.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Indicator B2.2 - Document how the This indicator is now covered in section 8.2 of the
project plans to mitigate these combined template.
v3.0
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negative offsite biodiversity impacts.
No negative impacts are reported.
Assess Section 7.2 of the PDD. The nature of project
activities.
Indicator B2.2 appears to have been adequately
addressed. Indicator was addressed during VCS
review of leakage.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Evidence
Used
Conformance:
Findings:

to

Indicator B2.3 - Evaluate likely
unmitigated
negative
offsite
biodiversity impacts against the
biodiversity benefits of the project
within the project boundaries. Justify
and demonstrate that the net effect
of the project on biodiversity is
positive.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

This indicator is now covered in section 8.2 of the
combined template.
No negative biodiversity impacts have been detected
since the start of the project.

Section 8.2 of the PIR, the nature of the project
activities.
Indicator B2.3 appears to have been addressed.
Indicator was addressed during VCS review of
leakage.

Non-conformance Request (NCR):

B3

Biodiversity Impact Monitoring

Indicator B3.1 - Develop an initial
plan
for
selecting
biodiversity
variables to be monitored and the
frequency
of
monitoring
and
reporting to ensure that monitoring
variables are directly linked to the
project’s biodiversity objectives and
to anticipated impacts (positive and
negative).
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

This indicator is now covered in section 5.1 and 5.3
of the combined template.
The PIR directs the reader to the project monitoring
plan.

The monitoring plan includes a table with activities
that need to be monitored, the frequency of the
monitoring and desired outcomes.
Section 5.1 and 5.3 of the PIR, section 4.1 of the
monitoring plan.
Indicator B3.1 has not been adequately addressed.
Develop a plan that includes the variables to be
monitored that will be used to assess the success of
the project activities.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions Section 4.1 of the Monitoring plan does state 3
and Date:
variables to be monitored and the frequency with
which they will be monitored. Information has been
provided below on how these variables will be
monitored.
v3.0
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Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Date Closed:

Section 4.1 of the updated monitoring plan.
21 August 2013

Indicator B3.2 - Develop an initial
plan for assessing the effectiveness
of measures used to maintain or
enhance High Conservation Values
related to globally, regionally or
nationally significant biodiversity
(G1.8.1-3) present in the project
zone.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:
Non-conformance Request (NCR):

This indicator is now covered in section 5.1 and 5.3
of the combined template.

Indicator B3.3 - Commit to
developing a full monitoring plan
within six months of the project start
date or within twelve months of
validation against the Standards and
to disseminate this plan and the
results of monitoring, ensuring that
they are made publicly available on
the internet and are communicated to
the
communities
and
other
stakeholders.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess
Conformance:
Findings:

A monitoring plan was submitted to the validators,
and is available for public comment.

This indicator is vaguely addressed by the first row of
the table in section 4.1 of the monitoring plan, but
G1.8 was not properly addressed originally.

Section 4.1 of the monitoring plan.

Indicator B3.2 has not been adequately addressed.
Please address indicator B3.2 after completing
section G1.8.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project Proponent Response/Actions This has been addressed in section 4.1 of the
and Date:
monitoring plan.
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 4.1 of the monitoring plan, v5, covers
evaluation of measures taken to maintain the
endangered species HCV.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013

Monitoring plan
Indicator B3.3 has been adequately addressed.

Gold Level Section
Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits
Indicator GL3.1 – Vulnerability
This indicator is now covered in section 8.3 of the
Regular occurrence of a globally combined template.
threatened species (according to the
IUCN Red List) at the site:
The PIR indicates that it is very likely that some
endangered species, including the Tasmanian devil,
v3.0
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1.1 - Critically Endangered (CR) and exist in the project area, based on surveys of nearby
Endangered (EN) species - presence lands.
of at least a single individual;
or
1.2 - Vulnerable species (VU) presence of at least 30 individuals or
10 pairs.
Evidence
Used
to
Assess Section 8.3 of the PIR.
Conformance:
Findings:
No surveys were done on the actual project area, but
it is reasonable to assume some of these species
may be there.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Gold level requires positive evidence of critically
endangered or vulnerable species in the project
area. Please demonstrate.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project
Proponent Evidence of the occurrence of Tasmanian Devils in
Response/Actions and Date:
the project area, an Endangered species under the
IUCN Red List, has been included in Section 7.3 of
the PDD (labeled with the comment GL3 Exceptional
Biodiversity Benefits).
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
Section 7.3 of the updated PDD, v5, now includes
photos of Tasmanian devils taken by camera traps in
the project area.
Date Closed:
21 August 2013
OR

Indicator GL3.2 – Irreplaceability

This indicator is now covered in section 8.3 of the
combined template.

A minimum proportion of a species’
global population present at the site at
any stage of the species’ lifecycle
according to the following thresholds:
2.1 - Restricted-range species species with a global range less than
50,000 km2 and 5% of global
population at the site; or
2.2 - Species with large but clumped
distributions - 5% of the global
population at the site; or
2.3
Globally
significant
congregations - 1% of the global
population seasonally at the site; or
2.4 - Globally significant source
populations - 1% of the global
population at the site.
v3.0
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Evidence
Used
Conformance:

Assess The project documents do not indicate that any
surveys have been performed within the project
area.
Findings:
Not addressed.
Non-conformance Request (NCR):
Address, if desired.
Date Issued:
5 July 2013
Project
Proponent N/A
Response/Actions and Date:
Evidence Used to Close NCR:
N/A
Date Closed:
N/A
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