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Summary: 

AENOR started the validation process on November 25, 2013 when AENOR submitted the PDD for 

public comments. The field visit took place on December 09-12, 2013 in which the auditors visited the 

plantation projects, interviewed key stakeholders, staff and other related experts, and also reviewed the 

PDD, and supporting documents. The purpose of the visit was to determine the conformance of the 

project with respect to the CCB Standard Second Edition which is still in force. 

The auditor submitted to the PPs a final validation report version 2 in which the 7 Non Conformities and 

6 Clarification were reported. However, all these issues raised during the validation process where 

appropriately closed by means of corrections, more clear explanations and other supported documents. 

Thus, once all issued detected were appropriate solved, AENOR have carried out this final validation 

report and deems with reasonable level of assurance that the project complies with all validation 

requirements of the CCB Standard.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Objective 

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

against all defined criteria as defined by the Climate Biodiversity and Community Alliance. 

Validation will result in a conclusion by AENOR whether the project activity is in compliance with 

the CCB Standard second version and whether the project should be submitted for registration with 

CCBA. 

1.2 Scope and Criteria 

The project was assessed against the CCB Standards Second Edition to determine which of the 

fourteen required and three optional CCB Standards criteria the project satisfies. Any potential or 

actual material discrepancies identified during the assessment process were resolved through the 

issuance of findings.  

The types of findings issued by AENOR were characterized as follows:  

A Clarification Request (CL) is raised if information is insufficient or not clear enough to determine 

whether the applicable CCB requirements have been met. 

Where a non-conformance arises the validation team shall raise a Non Conformity (NC). A NC is 

issued, where: 

Non-Conformity (NC): An NC signified a material discrepancy with respect to a specific 

requirement. This type of finding could only be closed upon receipt by AENOR of evidence 

indicating that the identified discrepancy had been corrected. Resolution of all open NCs was a 

prerequisite for issuance the final validation report and the validation statement. 

A Forward Action Request (FAR) is raised during validation to highlight issues related to project 

implementation that require review during the first verification of the project activity. FARs shall not 

relate to the CCB requirements for registration. 

The project participants were requested to address all validation findings and finally provided the 

validation team with sufficient evidence to determine that the applicable CCB requirements have 

been met. The project participant modified the initial PDD to resolve the validation team concerns 

and resubmitted a final version of the PDD. AENOR has prepared this report based on the final 

PDD.  

All the validation findings are detailed in section 3 below. 

1.3 Project Description 

This project was designed to promote sustainable development through the establishment of 

natural rubber tree plantations in two distinct regions of Guatemala. Previously to search the 
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validation under CCB Standard, the project areas are certified under the Forest Stewardship 

Council (FSC), i.e, a forest management certification, but also it has been implemented under VCS 

scheme as an Afforestation, Reforestation, and Revegetation (ARR) project (number 514), being 

registered in 2010. 

The project involves the reforestation of 2,366.16 hectares of degraded pastureland, with a variety 

of clones of Hevea brasiliensis. This project aims to be the first FSC certified rubber tree plantation 

in Guatemala, but also it implies other benefits in Climate, Community and Biodiversity issues such 

as carbon removal,  increase of work opportunities for local communities,  buffer zone and 

biological corridor for the natural forests and areas of High Conservation Value in the project area 

and project zone. 

The project area includes seven different farms, divided geographically in both the north (3 farms) 

and the south (4 farms) of Guatemala.  

Section G.1.1 of the PDD identifies the location of the seven farms and their property rights. The 

project proponent, Producción, Industrialización, Comercialización y Asesoría de Hule Natural, S.A. 

(PICA) does not have any property rights over the farms. 

1.4 Summary of Validation Results 

This report of our validation findings addresses each of the CCB criteria and indicators. For each 

criterion, the CCB indicators are listed along with a description of the evidence that was 

considered, and reference the findings from the audit when applicable. These findings can include 

Non-Conformity, Clarifications and Forward Actions Requests. To carry out this final validation 

report all issues have to be closed. A summary of results is provided below. 

 Criterion Required/

Optional 

Conformance  

Y/N N/A 

G1 Original Conditions in the Project area Required Y 

G2 Baseline projections Required Y 

G3 Project design and goals Required Y 

G4 Management capacity and best practices Required Y 

G5 Legal Status and property rights Required Y 

CL1 Net positive climate impacts  Required Y 

CL2 Offsite climate impacts Required Y 
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CL3 Climate impact monitoring Required Y 

CM1 Net positive community impacts  Required Y 

CM2 Offsite community impacts Required Y 

CM3 Community impact monitoring Required Y 

B1 Net positive biodiversity impacts  Required Y 

B2 Offsite biodiversity impacts Required Y 

B3 Biodiversity impact monitoring Required Y 

GL1 Climate change adaptation Benefits Optional N/A 

GL2 Exceptional community benefits Optional N/A 

GL3 Exceptional biodiversity benefits Optional Y 

 

 

2 METHODOLOGY 

AENOR was retained to assess the project’s conformance to the CCB Standard, beginning work in 

November 2013, with submission of the PDD for public comments from 26 November 2013 to 26 

December 2013. No comments were received. 

The AENOR validation team composed of Jose Luis Fuentes and Manuel García-Rosell visited the 

project area from 9 December to 12 December 2013 in order to collect information about the 

project’s conformance with the Standard. Though public comment period ended after the site visit, 

there was no need to return to the project site as no comments were received. 

Following the steps defined in the “Rules for the Use of the Climate, Community and Biodiversity 

Standards”, after site visit the AENOR validation team performed a draft validation report with all 

issues (NCs, CLs, FARs) raised to the project proponent. Once all reported issues were 

appropriately closed, AENOR prepared the final validation report and Statement. 

2.1 CCBA Standards 

AENOR conducted its evaluation to validate claims that the Project conforms to the CCBA Climate, 

Community and Biodiversity Project Design Standards (Second Edition). The CCB Standards 

require conformance to 14 criteria in each of 4 categories: 1) General (5 criteria), 2) Climate (3 
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criteria), 3) Community (3 criteria), and 4) Biodiversity (3 criteria). In addition, applicants can 

achieve a higher level of validation through the application of three criteria in the Gold Level 

section. Gold level validation can be achieved by projects that meet the core requirements and at 

least one optional Gold Level criterion. 

2.2 Validation Team 

Lead Auditor: Jose Luis Fuentes Pérez 

Mr. Fuentes is Master Science in Forestry Engineering from the Polytechnic University of Madrid 

(Spain), Master in Business Administration from Industrial Organization School of Madrid and 

Environment Management Postgraduate from the Polytechnic University of Madrid. 

Mr. Fuentes have been working for 8 years as Lead auditor, qualified by AENOR in Validation and 

Verification of Sustainable Development Projects under Clean Development Mechanism 

Requirements (CDM projects) and other voluntary schemes as Carbon Standard (VCS), Gold 

Standard, REDD+ and CCB.  Mr. Fuentes has experienced in Forestry Management Certification 

(PEFC), Quality System (ISO 9000 and 14000) and forestry consultancy tasks. 

Auditor: Manuel García-Rosell is Forestry Engineer and Diploma of Specialization in Management 

of Agriculture business from Nacional Agraria La Molina University (Perú) and Diploma in Natural 

Resources Management from Universidad Científica del Sur. 

Mr García-Rosell is qualified by AENOR in Validation and Verification of Sustainable Development 

Projects under Clean Development Mechanism Requirements (CDM projects) and other voluntary 

schemes as Carbon Standard (VCS), Gold Standard, REDD+ and CCB. Mr García-Rosell has 

experience in Social Development Projects with NGOs and forestry consultancy tasks. 

2.3 Audit process 

The audit process included the following steps: 

 Initial Review of PDD for public comment. 

 Site visit 9-12 December that included meetings with project team, with project field 

technicians and local communities. 

 Review of stakeholder comments  

 Issuance of NCs, CLs and FARs, if applicable.  

 Project proponent response to NCs, CLs, and FARs  

 Further document review and draft report preparation  

 Technical review and approval of the draft report by SCS  

 Issuance of the final report to Conservation International  

http://www.linkedin.com/college/?eduSchool=Korea+Environment+%26+Resources+Corporation+%E2%80%93+ENVICO&trk=prof-edu-school-name
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3 STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

The Project Design Document (PDD) was posted on the CCBA website on 26 November 2013  and, 

the public comment period extended through 26 December 2013. No comments were received via 

the CCBA online comment process. The project proponents also conducted their own processes to 

engage stakeholders. The first one occurred in 2009 due to the implementation of the VCS 

requirements. The project was registered under that scheme in 2010 and, the second one was 

carried in 2013 for CCB implementation. Enough evidence (pictures of meetings, procedure for 

consulting process, templates used and meeting reports) were provided to support comments in the 

PDD. These documents detail the way in which project documentation was distributed throughout 

the project zone and stakeholders were invited to comment. The project proponent additionally held 

a series of meetings in the different farms to explain the project to stakeholders and invite comment. 

This process is further discussed in the findings related to the indicator G3.8. 

3.1 General Section 

The General Section of the CCB Standards addresses original conditions in the project are 

baseline projections, project design and goals, management capacity and best practices, and legal 

status and property rights.  

3.1.1 G1. Original Conditions in the project area 

The original conditions at the project area and the surrounding project zone before the project 

commences must be described. This description, along with baseline projections (see G2), will help 

to determine the likely impacts of the project. 

Indicator G1.1 – The location of the 

project and basic physical 

parameters (e.g. soil, geology, 

climate). 

The project area consists of seven different farms 

comprising discrete areas located in two different 

regions of Guatemala. The farms situated in the North 

of Guatemala along the Atlantic Coast are located in 

the Departments of Izabal and Alta Verapaz. The 

farms situated in the South of Guatemala along the 

Pacific Coast are located in the Department of 

Suchitepéquez. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, KML file, field visit. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G1.2 – The types and 

condition of vegetation within the 

PDD describes the vegetation in the project area for 
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project area.  

 

every farm. 

In most of the farms, the vegetation coverage was 

peppers in small proportions of the land, grasslands 

and some infrastructure, with surrounding area 

dedicated to rubber plantations, melina plantations, 

teak plantations, pasture for cattle, etc. Some trees 

are present within the project boundary, in both the 

north and south. These are shade trees for grazing 

animals scattered throughout the landscape and 

isolated live fences. Land use and cover maps for 

1990 and 2006 of the project areas have been stored 

in a GIS environment (Annex H: Eligibility Analysis 

and Project Boundary\Maps). 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Management plans, GIS files, cover maps for 1990 

and 2006. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G1.3 – The boundaries of 

the project area and the project zone  

 

PDD described in an accurate way the project area of 

each farm under carbon project boundary, and under 

the control of the project proponent. Likewise, project 

zones were defined considering the boundaries of the 

adjacent communities potentially affected by the 

project. In this regard, project zones were defined 

based on the location where the farms workers live. 

The distances between locations were summed and 

an average distance was acquired as the most 

significant project zone. There are two other defined 

zones which represent one and two standard 

deviations from the mean (95% of workers). The outer 

zones are less likely to receive additional benefits 

from the farm besides the wages and respective 

benefits that the workers receive. The villages at a 

closer proximity are likely to see improvements in their 

landscape if they can see the farm, infrastructure, 

erosion and water quality.  
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Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

KML file, maps and list of municipalities in 

surroundings areas. 

Finding Clarification 1 

Based on first evidence provided, a clarification 

was raised to the project participants to define the 

project area and project zone according to the 

definitions in footnote 3 and 4 of the CCB 

Standard v.2. 

This clarification was closed as further clear 

information was provided in the PDD. Project areas 

and project zones were delimited taking into account 

the definitions from CCB Standard. New maps were 

provided to AENOR along with lists of municipalities in 

surrounding areas. AENOR validated that boundaries 

of project areas are correctly defined. In this regard, 

evidence used for VCS purposes were provided such 

as Management plans, KML files, land tenure 

documents, etc. For project zones, new criteria and 

maps were provided along with list of municipalities. 

Thus, AENOR deems clarification closed. 

 

Indicator G1.4 - Current carbon 

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.  

 

The baseline carbon stocks were estimated based on 

the approved Clean Development Mechanism 

methodology AR-ACM0001 Version 03: “Afforestation 

and reforestation of degraded land”. Tables in 

indicator G.1.4 of the PDD show the strata selected 

for the baseline calculation and the baseline carbon 

stocks. The project is undergoing the fourth VCS 

verification, also performed by AENOR. Baseline was 

determined correctly using the above mentioned 

methodology and is concurrent with CCB standards.  
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Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, baseline spreadsheet calculation 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G1.5 – A description of 

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 Peoples 

and describes any community 

characteristics.  

  

 

Information on the communities in the project zone is 
presented. Information on community diversity, 
population, gender, age, and main economic activity.  
 
There are no local communities living within the 

project area since the area is private property as 

AENOR validated with land tenure evidence. Project 

proponents provided a list of all communities affected 

by the project. Moreover, the PDD describes the 

ethnic communities in Departments affected.  

Concerning indigenous people, there is only one 

indigenous group located near the Project zone in 

Cubilguitz, Alta Verapaz. The Maya Q’eqchi are 

located in Mesoamerica, with the strongest 

concentration in the northern part of Alta Verapaz, and 

are found within the Concepci n project zone. The 

Maya Q’eqchi population has inhabited the 

municipalities of Coban, Chamelco, Carcha, Lankin, 

Cahabon, Tucuru and Senahu for over ten centuries. 

Most villages were located along the rivers in elevated 

zones in order to provide protection. Their official 

language is Q’qeqchi and according to the XI national 

population census and VI residential census of the 

National Statistical Institute (INE) of Guatemala, there 

were 852,012 Q’eqchi speakers in 2002. Their religion 

is a mix between Christian catholic and a variety of 

rituals with food and religious beverages. The group 

shares many customs and beliefs that are a mix 

between pre-hispanic and Christian catholic, with 

special significance given to water. Historically the 

group has engaged in subsistence farming and in 

present time most members own their land, commonly 

cultivating beans and corn, and migrating to work in 

coffee farms. Many compliment their diets through 

hunting. In regards to their economic system, they 
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have theocratic orientation with a despotic tax regime 

that functions hierarchically. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

List of municipalities, Guatemala National Institute of 

Statistic, PDD and interviews during on site visit. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G1.6 – A description of 

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 

identifying and describing any 

disputes over land tenure that were 

resolved during the last ten years 

(see also G5) 

  

Final PDD details in a complete way the original land 

use in project area and project zone. Basically, the 

project areas were degraded land used for cattle and 

surroundings areas in the north were mainly dedicated 

to commercial forestry plantations (Rubber, Melina, 

Teak, African Palm) and pasture for cattle. The 

surrounding areas in the south consist of agro forestry 

plantations of rubber, sugar, and corn and cattle 

grassland. In the project zone, there are road 

infrastructure, private farms dedicated to agro forestry 

plantations or grassland, water streams, and natural 

reserves. Regarding property rights of the project 

area, all farms are private properties. Project 

proponents have provided Certificates of land 

ownership for the different farms.    

There have been no disputes over land tenure in the 

project zone over the last ten years. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Land Ownership Certificates, PDD, interviews during 

on site visit, Management plans, cover maps, areal 

imagery, baseline report. 

Finding Non Conformity 1. 

This indicator has not been analyzed in the first 

version of the PDD. 

This NC has been closed, as project participant has 

assessed such indicator in compliance with CCB 

requirements. According to evidence provided and 
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checked during the validation process, land tenure of 

project area is private. Certificates were submitted to 

AENOR. Moreover, to assess the land use before the 

project implementation, project participants provided a 

“Baseline report” elaborated for VCS validation. This 

report along with areal imagery, cover maps and 

management plants allowed to determine the land use 

as identified above. All these data sources were used 

during VCS validation process. 

 

Indicator G1.7 – A description of 

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.  

Based on soil degradation maps from FAO, project 

areas and project zones are highly degraded as they 

were mainly used for grassland. Accordingly, 

biodiversity is low. However, as AENOR could verify 

during the on site visit to the project, especially in 

North region, that there are natural forests areas 

inside farms that are conserved and allow real 

biodiversity corridor between lands, and make easier 

the reintroduction and movement of species. 

Biodiversity is described for each farm and project 

zones. Likewise, the main threats have been 

highlighted in the PDD. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

On site visits, Management Plans, National Soil 

Degradation Maps, Guatemala Biodiversity and 

Tropical Forest Assessment report, Segeplan reports, 

Red List of Threatened species by FUNDAECO and 

CONAP 

Finding Non Conformity 2. 

The information provided in the first PDD for this 

indicator G.1.7 only includes Concepcion farm and 

Rio Frio farm, thus, the fulfilment with this 

indicator shall be demonstrated for all project 

areas and project zones considered in the project 

activity. 

This NC is closed. Final PDD gathers a complete 

analysis for each project area and project zones. 
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Biodiversity is described and evidence to support 

information was also submitted to AENOR and 

mentioned in the PDD. In addition, threats are broken 

down in section G.1.7 of PDD. 

 

Indicator G1.8 – An evaluation of 

whether the project zone includes 

any of the following High 

Conservation Values (HCVs) and a 

description of the qualifying 

attributes:  

8.1. Globally, regionally or nationally 

significant concentrations of 

biodiversity values;  

8.1.1 Protected areas  

8.1.2 Threatened species  

8.1.3 Endemic species  

8.1.4 Areas that support significant 

concentrations of a species during 

any time in their lifecycle (e.g. 

migrations, feeding grounds, 

breeding areas)  

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;  

8.3. Threatened or rare ecosystems  

8.4. Areas that provide critical 

ecosystem services (e.g., 

hydrological services, erosion 

control, fire control);  

All High Conservation Values apply to the project 

activity. Areas that provide critical ecosystem services 

such as hydrological services and erosion control can 

be found under the areas designated as old forest, 

new forest and water. These HCV4 areas are located 

in all project zones as maps show. However, farms in 

north region, Concepción and mainly in Rio Frio and 

Bello Horizonte, also present HCVs 1,2,3,5 and 6 due 

to presence of Cerro San Gil Natural Reserve and Rio 

Dulce National Park. Evidence submitted and site 

visits to these areas confirmed their high relevance. 

The farms Rio Frio and Bello Horizonte have the 

largest biodiversity due to their proximity to the Natural 

Reserve “Cerro San Gil,” which make them critical 

components in the improvement of environmental 

services generated for society and for biodiversity. 

The Natural Reserve “Cerro San Gil” is the largest 

remaining humid tropical forest in Guatemala and 

hosts an extensive biological variety with rare endemic 

species. The natural forest within the “Rio Frio” farm 

boundaries is located within the buffer zone and 

natural reserve zone, with a small part within the Rio 

Dulce National Park. 
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8.5. Areas that are fundamental for 

meeting the basic needs of local 

communities (e.g., for essential food, 

fuel, fodder, medicines or building 

materials without readily available 

alternatives); and  

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). 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

On site visits, interviews with local stakeholders and 

Maps. Management Plan Cerro San Gil 2006-2010, 

Management Plan Rio Frio BAVC,  

Finding Non conformity 3 

Based on maps provided, the HCV evaluation was 

carried out only for project areas. No project 

zones were evaluated. 

Non conformity 3 is closed. New maps were 

elaborated by Project participants identifying the 

HCVs in the project areas and project zones. The 

most relevant areas, Cerro San Gil Natural Reserve 

and Rio Dulce National Park, are located in North 

region where Rio Frio and Bello Horizonte are located.  

 

3.1.2 G2. Baseline projections 

A baseline projection is a description of expected conditions in the project zone in the absence of 

project activities. The project impacts will be measured against this ‘without-project’ reference 

scenario.  

Indicator G.2.1 - 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, 

Most likely land-use scenarios in the absence of the 

project were identified for VCS assessment using the 

five-step Methodological Tool “Combined tool to 

identify the baseline scenario and demonstrate 

additionality in A/R CDM project activities (Version 



  

  VALIDATION REPORT  

17 

 

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. 

01)”. 

The application of the combined tool, which is detailed 

in VCS project documentation and replicated in 

indicator G.2.1 of the PDD, includes descriptions of 

the range of potential land use scenarios and 

associated drivers of greenhouse gas emissions and 

justification of the selected baseline land use scenario. 

The application of the combined tool was already 

assessed during the validation process under VCS 

scheme. 

As a result of the analysis, the baseline scenario is the 

continuation of pastureland. This is an scenario do not 

affected by the identified barriers.  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

VCS P.D and evidence used during VCS validation 

which is detailed in the CCB PDD. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.2.2 - 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. 

According to information provided, the project benefits 

would not have occurred in the absence of the project 

due to the various barriers that reforestation faces in 

the project areas, including investment barriers, 

barriers related to prevailing practice, and barriers 

related to market, transport and storage. 

  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

VCS P.D and evidence used during VCS validation 

which is detailed in the CCB PDD. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 
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Indicator G.2.3.- Calculate the 

estimated carbon stock changes 

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. 

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.   

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 project-

specific spatial analysis of 

deforestation and/or degradation 

using an appropriately robust and 

The project was validated and registered in 2010 

against the VCS standard, and applied the approved 

CDM Methodology AR-AC0001 v03. This 

methodology includes calculation of estimated carbon 

stock changes in each land use class in both the with-

project and without-project scenarios. The carbon 

stock changes associated with the “with-project” and 

“without-project” scenario were checked during 

validation of the project under the VCS standard. 

AENOR is performing the 4
th 

verification event of the 

VCS scheme and reproduced the calculation of 

carbon stock changes occurred during the monitoring 

period, included, carbon stocks in baseline scenario.  
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detailed carbon accounting 

methodology before the start of the 

project. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

VCS P.D and spreadsheet calculation used under 

VCS scheme. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.2.4.- 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. 

Section G.2.4 of the PDD includes an assessment of 

the impacts of the without project scenario on 

communities in the project area. The role of the forest 

in regulating the hydrologic cycle of the region is 

assessed. In the absence of the project, the soil would 

continue to be used for unsuitable purposes such as 

cattle pasture or would be neglected due to its poor 

conditions. In addition, the project also proposes to 

create a model of sustainable forestry exploitation, 

avoiding intense treatments in soils, misuse of 

chemical products, creating biological corridors, etc. In 

a “without project scenario” the land would have 

remained as grassland for cattle, reducing the 

possibilities of new jobs, new infrastructure for local 

communities. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

This scenario was consistent with interviews 

conducted by the audit team during the on site visit.  

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

 

Indicator G.2.5.- Describe how the 

‘without project’ reference scenario 

An increases in degradation and fragmentation of 
lands, conversion of relevant habitats (biological 
corridors and other HCVs areas) to degraded or 
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would affect biodiversity in the 

project zone (e.g., habitat availability, 

landscape connectivity and 

threatened species). 

deforested areas, are the primary impacts of the 
without project reference scenario on biodiversity in 
the project zone.  
 
Without the project, biodiversity within these reserves 

is at a higher risk of predation and degradation. An 

increment of illegal hunting, contamination of rivers 

are other impacts in a “without” scenario. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

This scenario was consistent with interviews 

conducted by the audit team during the on site visit. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

 

3.1.3 G3. Project Design and Goal 

The project must be described in sufficient detail so that a third-party can adequately evaluate it. Projects 

must be designed to minimize risks to the expected climate, community and biodiversity benefits and to 

maintain those benefits beyond the life of the project. Effective local participation in project design and 

implementation is key to optimizing multiple benefits, equitably and sustainably. Projects that operate in a 

transparent manner build confidence with stakeholders and outside parties and enable them to contribute 

more effectively to the project. 

 

Indicator G.3.1.- Provide a summary 

of the project’s major climate, 

community and biodiversity 

objectives. 

Section G3.1 of the PDD provides an appropriate 

summary of the project’s goals and objectives with 

respect to climate, community, and biodiversity. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, interviews with stakeholders.  

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 
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Indicator G.3.2.- Describe each 

project activity with expected 

climate, community and biodiversity 

impacts and its relevance to 

achieving the projects objectives. 

Section G3.2 of the PDD describes each project 

activity. Main activities are detailed in the PDD. As a 

result of their implementation new and long term jobs 

will be reachable for local people, training activities in 

multiple practices will allow them to acquire specific 

skills. The forestry techniques are friendly with 

biodiversity, avoiding fires, contamination of water 

sources, the permanence of biological corridors, etc 

and the removal of GHG emissions. 

A summary of these project activities is below: 

Nursery activities will minimize costs and 

contamination related to transportation, while 

generating permanent jobs and training for local 

workers. 

Due to differences in soil quality, soil preparation 

practices differ in the North and South. Though fire is 

common practice in Guatemala to soil preparation, it is 

a project ´commitment to avoid burning for these 

purposes. In North, the existing vegetation will be 

cleared prior to soil preparation by mechanical means 

and its elimination will be avoided to prevent soil 

erosion in sloping lands. In South, to control the soil 

erosion, nitrogen fixing species will be planted 

between rubber tree rows and when possible, annual 

crops (beans or maize) are established between rows 

and maintained for the first two or three years of the 

plantation.  

Soil preparation methods to be used will help recover 

some soil characteristics and nutrients that have been 

lost due to the lands previous conversion to 

grasslands for cattle. This will also generate jobs for 

the community nearby and train them with the skills 

necessary. 

The planting configuration and designed regime will 

help maximize the amount of trees that can be planted 

with efficient production. This will serve to reduce 

carbon emissions and serve as buffer zones for high 

conservation value areas and forests as well as 
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protection of watersheds. 

A proper maintenance has been defined for ensuring 

a proper development of rubber plantation. The 

appropriate maintenance will create permanent jobs 

since the trees need to be continuously cared for, it 

will give workers skills in maintenance activities, 

knowledge in diseases, monitoring and surveillance 

activities. 

Taking into account that rubber production is the 

primary objective for the plantation and this practice is 

carried out during 30 years, workers must be trained 

in rubber harvesting practices, and proper 

maintenance for practicing it during that period. That 

means, long term work, training and development of 

specific skills. Timber harvesting implies additional 

incomes. 

During the application of chemical products, workers 

use appropriately equipment. The handling of 

fungicides and insecticides is carried out in special 

conditioning areas and technical personnel in charge 

of applications are careful with water resources. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, interviews with stakeholders. These project 

activities were checked during the site visits to the 

plantations and installations of the project participants. 

AENOR could verify the special areas for handling, 

the equipment used by technical personnel, the 

practices in soil preparation, nursery, design of 

plantation, etc. 

Finding Clarification 2 

Further information shall be provided in PDD 

related to impacts in biodiversity as a 

consequence of fungicides and insecticides. 

This issue was closed, as project participants included 

more information regarding the use of fungicides and 

insecticides. Section G.3.2 of the PDD describes the 

main procedures followed for their application. In 

addition, the main threats are describes like the ways 



  

  VALIDATION REPORT  

23 

 

to fight them, chemical products used, etc. 

 

Indicator G.3.3.- 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).  

Section G.3.3 of the PDD includes maps of the seven 

farms identifying the boundaries of the project area 

and project zones. Apart from maps in PDD a KML file 

was also provided to AENOR. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Maps in PDD, KML file. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.3.4.- 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. 

Both the project lifetime and the GHG accounting 

period is 42 years, from 30 June 2007 to 29 June 

2049. An implementation schedule is provided in the 

PDD. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.3.5.- Identify likely natural 

and human-induced risks to the 

The natural and human induced risks to the Climate, 

Community and Biodiversity benefits are evaluated 
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expected climate, community and 

biodiversity benefits during the 

project lifetime and outline measures 

adopted to mitigate these risks. 

through the Environmental Impact Assessments 

carried out for each plantation as Guatemalan 

legislation requires. The E.I.As were provided to 

AENOR. These documents identify the potential risks 

and measures to diminish them. Complementary, as a 

result of the VCS scheme, a Non Permanence risk 

report is elaborated annually. This report assesses the 

natural and human induced risks in the climate 

benefits. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, Non Permanence Risk Reports and 

Environmental Impact Assessment.  

Finding Clarification 3 

The latest Non Permanence Risk Report carried 

out shall be provided. 

As AENOR is also performing the fourth monitoring 

event (from 1/09/2012 to 31/08/2013) under VCS 

scheme, the latest Non permanence risk report was 

provided to AENOR. Thus, AENOR deems clarified 

and resolved the clarification. 

 

Indicator G.3.6.- Demonstrate that the 

project design includes specific 

measures to ensure the maintenance or 

enhancement of the high conservation 

value attributes identified in G1 

consistent with the precautionary 

principle. 

Section G.3.6 described a summary of the most 

relevant measures to ensure the maintenance and 

enhancement of the HCVs identified. The threats to 

the HCVs are gathered in the Management plants of 

each plantation as well as the measures to mitigate 

them.  

On the other hand, the project proponents will monitor 

the implementation of these mitigation measures 

through the monitoring plans. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Management plants of rubber plantations, monitoring 

plans.  
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Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.3.7.- Describe the 

measures that will be taken to 

maintain and enhance the climate, 

community and biodiversity benefits 

beyond the project lifetime. 

Though the timber harvesting will be carried out at the 

end of the project lifetime span (36 years), the project 

proponents have the commitment to replant rubber 

again. This is mentioned in the management plans. 

So, beyond project lifetime, new plantations will be 

implemented. But also, the training activities in 

climate, biodiversity, and forestry issues will last 

beyond the project.  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Management plants, interviews on site. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.3.8.- 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 

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 

As a result of the CCB implementation, Stakeholder 

consultations were held from 11/19/13 to 11/21/13 to 

inform communities and workers near the farms about 

the project’s plans to incorporate the certification. The 

project’s strategy for ongoing communication with 

stakeholders and incorporation of feedback into 

project design is outlined in the document 

“Stakeholder Communication Strategy” provided to 

AENOR. To hold an effective communication in 

compliance with the principles and values of the 

project participant is the main goal of the 

communication strategy. Written and verbal 

communications are accepted.  
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facilitate adaptive management 

throughout the life of the project. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Pictures, meeting reports, Communication strategy, 

list of participants and even video of explanations to 

the stakeholders. 

Finding Non Conformity 4 

Evidence of the Stakeholder consultation process 

carried out in November 2013 was not provided. 

This Non conformity was closed as a complete set of 

evidence was provided.  

 

Indicator G.3.9.- 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. 

Communities and other stakeholder were contacted 

through managers from different units within the 

Project. During the stakeholder meetings, the project 

proponents explained the design of the project and the 

requirements of the Climate, Community and 

Biodiversity standard required from the project. 

Neighbours were also informed about activities that 

would be done with their communities and impacts in 

relation to reforestation, climate change, employment, 

biodiversity, and communities.  

After explanations, there was a period for all members 

to express concerns and questions, even in an 

anonymous format. Stakeholders were also informed 

about the 30 day of public comments period required 

by the CCB Standard.  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Pictures and video of meeting, meeting reports, 

Communication Strategy, list of participants.  

Finding Non Conformity 5 

Evidence of steps taken for CCBA public 

comments shall be provided. 
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During the on site visit, AENOR inquired about these 

matters with people in charge of communications with 

stakeholders. Further explanations were included in 

the PDD and a complete set of evidence were 

provided. Thus, the non conformity is closed. 

 

Indicator G.3.10.- 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. 

The project proponent will identify a qualified third 

party to manage grievances. PPs will try to use a non-

profit organization with a specific focus in conservation 

and natural resources that is well known and has a 

strong reputation within the regions. Once the 

proposal is set communities will be informed about the 

conflict resolution process and will be given clear 

verbal and written guidance on how grievances can be 

raised to the proponent through the third-party 

intermediary.  

 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, field visit 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.3.11.- Demonstrate that 

financial mechanisms adopted, 

including projected revenues from 

emissions reductions and other 

sources, are likely to provide an 

The project proponent provided the audit team with 

detailed project budgets and audited financial 

statements that demonstrate that the financial 

mechanisms adopted are likely to provide an 
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adequate flow of funds for project 

implementation and to achieve the 

anticipated climate, community and 

biodiversity benefits. 

adequate cash flow for the described project activities 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, financial analysis rubber. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.1.4 G4.  Management Capacity and Best Practices. 

The success of a project depends upon the competence of the implementing management team. Projects 

that include a significant capacity-building (training, skill building, etc.) component are more likely to 

sustain the positive outcomes generated by the project and have them replicated elsewhere.  

Best practices for project management include: local stakeholder employment, worker rights, worker 

safety and a clear process for handling grievances. 

Indicator G.4.1.- 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. 

A table in section G.4.1 of the PDD provides 

information of roles and responsibilities in each farm. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD and procedures provided for monitoring 

purposes and rubber cultivation. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 
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Indicator G.4.2.- 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 

or have a recruitment strategy to fill 

the gaps. 

The PDD explains that the management team has a 

long background in natural resources management 

and experience in implementing other similar scheme 

such as VCS, then, in accounting GHG emissions 

reductions, monitoring activities, etc. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, field visit, interviews with project proponents. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.4.3.- 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 

Training activities are an intensive activity in the 

project as AENOR could verify during the on site visit. 

The training areas are multiple. They are highlighted 

in table 8 of the PDD, but core activities are those 

related to silvicultural production and environmental 

issues.  



  

  VALIDATION REPORT  

30 

 

not be lost. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, field visit, interviews with project proponents, 

workers files 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.4.4.- 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. 

The PDD along with information got during the site 

visit confirmed that most of the workers are hired from 

nearby communities. People are chosen based on 

achievement, not gender, education or social status. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, field visit, interviews with project proponents, 

workers files. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.4.5.- 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 

The PDD lists the following pertinent employment 

related laws: 

 Código de Salud – Decree 90-97  

 Código de Trabajo, Decree 1441  

 Reglamento sobre Higiene y Seguridad en el 
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applicable laws and/or regulations 

covering worker rights and, where 

relevant, demonstrate how 

compliance is achieved. 

Trabajo, Presidential Accord 21-12-1957  
 

Evidence used to assess conformance  PDD, field visit, interviews with project proponents.  

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.4.6.- 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. 

AENOR verified during the on site visit the measures 

implemented by the project proponents in farms for 

safety purposes, equipment used and some files of 

engaged workers showing safety training sessions. 

These safety measures are specially relevant in some 

activities such as fumigation activities, handling of 

chemical products, harvesting tasks,  etc.  

PDD breaks down the main measures for avoiding 

working accidents. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, field visit, interviews with project proponents, 

workers files. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.4.7.- Document the 

financial health of the implementing 

organization(s) to demonstrate that 

financial resources budgeted will be 

adequate to implement the project. 

PICA is part of Occidente, a group of different 

business and has its own investment banking 

institution (Financiera de Occidente). PICA presents a 

financial analysis as evidence to support the reach of 

the Project cash flow breakeven point. PICA has 

demonstrated financial viability and funding resources 

higher than is needed to reach the project breakeven. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  Financial analysis. 
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Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.1.5 G5.  Legal Status and Property Rights. 

The project must be based on a solid legal framework (e.g., appropriate contracts are in place) and the 

project must satisfy applicable planning and regulatory requirements.  

During the project design phase, the project proponents should communicate early on with relevant local, 

regional and national authorities in order to allow adequate time to earn necessary approvals. The project 

design should be sufficiently flexible to accommodate potential modifications that may arise as a result of 

this process.  

In the event of unresolved disputes over tenure or use rights to land or resources in the project zone, the 

project should demonstrate how it will help to bring them to resolution so that there are no unresolved 

disputes by the start of the project. 

Indicator G.5.1.- 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. 

A list of relevant national and local laws and 

regulations is provided in section G5.1 of the PDD. In 

addition, the project proponent provided evidence to 

demonstrate the compliance of the project with 

regulations. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Environmental Impact Assessment, contract with 

workers, employee rights and safety instructions. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.5.2.- Document that the 

project has approval from the 

appropriate authorities, including the 

established formal and/or traditional 

All farms included in the project boundary are private 

properties. Project participants own 5 of the 7 farms 

and the rest are legally leased. PICA does not lease 

any lands within the project, every farm has its 
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authorities customarily required by 

the communities. 

ownership, which is a legal document demonstrating 

proof of title. Project participants have submitted the 

legal titles as well as the legal leased contract in the 

case of the Asuncion and Los Patos farms. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Legal contracts and Leasing contracts. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.5.3.- 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. 

All farms included in the project boundary are private 

properties. Project participants have submitted the 

legal titles of all farms, as well as the legal leased 

contract in the case of the Asuncion and Los Patos 

farms. The signed leased contracts between parties 

and legal properties titles are evidence of they were 

obtained in a free way, prior and with the consent of 

those whose rights are affected by the project. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Environmental Impact Assessment, contract with 

workers, employee rights and safety instructions. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.5.4.- 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 

The project area is a private property and no 

relocation of people is needed. 
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informed consent of those 
concerned and includes provisions 
for just and fair compensation. 
 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, site visit, interviews with stakeholders. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.5.5.- 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. 
 

Unlawful hunting and logging are identified as 

potential illegal activities that could affect the project’s 

climate, community and biodiversity impacts. AENOR 

identified during the field visit several signs warning 

about forbidden practices as poaching or “not 

trespassing”. 

The project will also implement security measures to 

ensure that any individual within the project area 

complies with the laws. Nearby communities will be 

informed about the value of preserving biodiversity 

within the area and the projects located near natural 

reserves such as Rio Frio, searching collaboration 

with NGO’s such as FUNDAECO to improve 

mitigation methods. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, site visit, interviews with stakeholders. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator G.5.6.- Demonstrate that 
the project proponents have clear, 
uncontested title to the carbon 
rights, or provide legal 
documentation demonstrating that 

AENOR is performing the fourth verification period of 

the project under VCS Scheme. For these purposes, 

project proponent must present a Deed of 

Representation in order to prove that the project 
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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. 

proponents have the clear, uncontested title to the 

carbon rights.  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Deed of Representation 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

 

3.2 Climate Section 

3.2.1 CL1 Net Positive Climate Section 

The project must generate net positive impacts on atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases 

(GHGs) over the project lifetime from land use changes within the project boundaries. 

Indicator CL.1.1- 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 or carbon stocks over the 
duration of the project or the project 
GHG accounting period. 

The project was validated and registered against the 

VCS standard in 2010, thus, in the validation report 

there is a full discussion of the assessment of the 

project’s net change in carbon stocks. Based on that 

report, calculation reproduced by AENOR for the 

fourth monitoring period under VCS and explanations 

included in the PDD for CCB purposes, the audit team 

concludes that the project conforms to indicator 

CL1.1. In summary, the project has applied the 

approved CDM methodology AR-ACM0001 v3. to 

estimate the net change in carbon stocks due to 

project activities.  
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Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

CCB PDD, documents for VCS Scheme. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator CL.1.2- Estimate the net 
change in the emissions of non-CO2 
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-
equivalent) of the project’s overall 
GHG emissions reductions or 
removals over each monitoring 
period. 

Under the AR-ACM0001 V 03 fire is not likely to be a 

major source of GHG emissions in the site 

preparation. Furthermore, as defined in the 

Management Plans, burning will not be applied as a 

part of site preparation activities, and non-CO2 GHG 

emissions are assumed to be equal to zero in most of 

the farms. However, fire was used in site preparation 

in Palmeras and Los Patos farms. Thus, an estimation 

of increases in GHG emissions within the project 

boundary was calculated and it is provided in section 

CL1.1. of the PDD. These emissions does not account 

for more than a 5% increase or decrease of the 

project’s overall GHG emission reductions or removals 

over each monitoring period. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Spreadsheet calculations. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

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 

No other GHG emissions resulting from project 

activities are applicable. GHG emissions resulting 

from removal of herbaceous vegetation, combustion of 

fossil fuel, fertilizer application, use of wood, 

decomposition of litter and fine roots of N-fixing trees, 

construction of access roads within the project 

boundary, and transportation attributable to the project 

activity shall be considered insignificant and therefore 

accounted as zero. This information is available in 
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decomposition of N-fixing species. registered PDD under VCS Standards.  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

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). 

The Net changes in carbon stocks due to the project 

activities are provided in the PDD and shows a 

positive impact. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

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. 

The project is not seeking to generate any other 
environmental credits other than carbon credits 
associated with the VCS. FSC certification for project 
activities will not generate environmental credits. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD 
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Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.2.2 CL2 Offsite Climate Impacts (Leakage) 

The project proponents must quantify and mitigate increased GHG emissions that occur beyond the 

project area and are caused by project activities (commonly referred to as ‘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. 

Methodology AR-ACM0001 V 03 allows accounting for 
leakage from the displacement of pre-project grazing 
activities. They are appropriately considered under 
VCS scheme. AENOR verified spreadsheet 
calculation and documents provided by the different 
farms related cattle movements. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, calculations, registers of cattle movements. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

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. 

Leakage is due to displacement of grazing animals 

outside project areas. Most of the cattle was 

slaughtered or was transferred to identified grasslands 

areas. In none of the farms receiving grazing animals 

the area required to sustain grazing activities exceed 

the total area of the receiving parcel. Therefore, the 

methodology allows the assumption that displacement 

of animals to these parcels does not result in leakage. 

Nevertheless, and considering the applicable 

methodology for VCS purposes , Leakage due to 

grazing must be monitored ex post according to the 

monitoring plan. AENOR verified during the fourth 

verification process, that leakage was correctly 

monitored and considered in calculations. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  PDD, calculations, registers of cattle movements. 
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Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

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). 

AENOR verified that project participants applied 

correctly equations and assumptions for leakage 

calculation in compliance with the methodology AR-

ACM0001 v3. Accordingly, applicable leakage to the 

project activity was appropriately gathered in 

calculations. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, calculations, registers of cattle movements. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

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 CO2-
equivalent) of the net change 
calculations (above) of the project’s 
overall off-site GHG emissions 
reductions or removals over each 
monitoring period. 

No non-CO2 gases are expected to account for more 

than a 5% increase or decrease of the project’s overall 

offsite GHG emissions. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, calculations, registers of cattle movements. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.2.3 CL3 Climate Impact Monitoring 

Before a project begins, the project proponents must have an initial monitoring plan in place to quantify 

and document changes (within and outside the project boundaries) in project-related carbon pools, 
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project emissions, and non-CO2 GHG emissions if appropriate. The monitoring plan must identify the 

types of measurements, the sampling method, and the frequency of measurement.   

Since developing a full monitoring plan can be costly, it is accepted that some of the plan details may not 

be fully defined at the design stage, when projects are being validated against the Standards. This is 

acceptable as long as there is an explicit commitment to develop and implement a monitoring plan. 

Indicator CL.3.1.- Develop an initial 

plan for selecting carbon pools and 

non-CO2 GHGs to be monitored, and 

determine the frequency of 

monitoring. Potential pools include 

aboveground biomass, litter, dead 

wood, belowground biomass, wood 

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.39 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 

The project was validated and registered against the 

VCS standard. Registered PD states in a complete 

way the monitoring of climate benefits. Apart from 

registered P.D, AENOR checked ex-post calculations 

for the fourth verification event and during the site 

visit, AENOR reproduced some monitoring project 

activities in field to verify the correct implementation of 

monitoring plan. Based on these inputs AENOR 

deems that present indicator is fulfilled. 

The P.D and associated documents contain detailed 

procedures for monitoring all selected carbon pools 

that are in conformance with the CDM methodology. 

The selected pools include all significant pools, and 

include direct field measurements of forest biomass, 

the largest carbon pool impacted by the project.  

Most relevant information is detailed in PDD for CCB 

scheme. 
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site and specific forest type.  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, calculations, field visit, monitoring plan. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator CL.3.2.- 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. 

A monitoring plan has been provided to AENOR. On 

the other hand, a public summary of the monitoring 

plan was published in 2012. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

Monitoring plan 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.3 Community Section 

3.3.1 CM1 Net Positive Community Impacts 

The project must generate net positive impacts on the social and economic well-being of communities 

and ensure that costs and benefits are equitably shared among community members and constituent 

groups during the project lifetime.  

Projects must maintain or enhance the High Conservation Values (identified in G1) in the project zone 

that are of particular importance to the communities’ well-being. 

Indicator CM1.1.- Use appropriate There are no local communities living within the 
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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 wellbeing, 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 

wellbeing in the absence of the 

project (completed in G2). The 

difference (i.e., the community 

benefit) must be positive for all 

community groups. 

project area since it is a private property. In regards to 

the project zone, project activities have been 

evaluated so that they do not alter social and 

economic wellbeing, and avoid negative impacts on 

natural resources and ecosystem services that are 

identified as important by the communities. 

The PDD details the baseline scenario for each farm 

concerning environmental, social and economic 

issues based on information by the Planning 

Secretary’s Presidency (SEGEPLAN). Based on a 

defined baseline scenario, project participants carried 

out consultation processes in 2009 and 2013 to inform 

them about the VCS and CCB Standards, respectively 

and how the implementation of the project activities 

could affect to communities. At the same time, 

communities could transmit their opinions about the 

project. Project participants registered comments 

received during the consultation process and 

submitted to AENOR. In general, comments are 

positive as communities receive the project as a new 

opportunity for finding jobs. New jobs and different 

from the traditional ones in the affected regions. 

Moreover, as a result of the forestry plantations new 

or restoration of infrastructure have occurred. AENOR 

during the site visit verified that local people request 

and receive additional collaboration from project 

proponents for local project communities. 

Concerning to environmental impacts, one of the 

goals is to achieve a change in perception and 

understanding about the importance of environmental 

management and ecosystem stability, including the 

role that forests play in improving watersheds, 

reducing soil erosion, improving biodiversity and 

enhancing livelihood activities. Other important issue 

is to awareness communities about the use of fire for 

soil preparation using good and friendly environmental 

practices.  

 

Evidence used to assess conformance  Field visit, interviews with stakeholders, SEGEPLAN, 

pictures, video, meeting reports, list of participants. 
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Finding Non conformity 6 

Further information about the methodological 

steps followed to estimate the impacts in 

communities shall be provided as well as the 

evaluation of the impacts by the affected groups. 

To evaluate the potential impacts on communities that 

result from project implementation, project proponents 

carried out an evaluation of the baseline scenario on 

environmental, social and economic issues. Based on 

this assessment and data collected during 

participatory evaluations with community, the impacts 

were detected. The PDD outlines those impacts. The 

process used to identify them included a description of 

the evaluations conducted which is described in 

supported documents to the PDD such as meetings 

report carried out in the consultation process, pictures, 

videos, lists of participants. Reviewing this package of 

evidence, AENOR deems that the process is credible, 

consistent with the CCBA standards and well 

documented. The outcomes described in the PDD are 

consistent with interviews conducted by AENOR team 

and observations made during the site visit. A 

comparison of the with-project scenario to the without 

project scenario based on this information indicates 

that the project is expected to have positive impacts 

on communities in the project zone. Thus, non 

conformity is closed. 

 

 

Indicator CM1.2.- Demonstrate that 

no High Conservation Values 

identified in G1.8.4-6 will be 

negatively affected by the project. 

The project activities are designed to ensure the 

conservation of high conservation values. After 

reviewing the HCVs identified and interviewing project 

participants and employees about the project 

activities, the audit team found no reason to believe 

that HCVs would be negatively affected by the project. 



  

  VALIDATION REPORT  

44 

 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, interviews, monitoring plan. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.3.2 CM2 Offsite Stakeholder Impacts 

The project proponents must evaluate and mitigate any possible social and economic impacts that could 

result in the decreased social and economic well-being of the main stakeholders living outside the project 

zone resulting from project activities. Project activities should at least ‘do no harm’ to the well-being of 

offsite stakeholders. 

Indicator CM2.1.- Identify any 

potential negative offsite stakeholder 

impacts that the project activities are 

likely to cause. 

The project proponents has evaluated offsite impacts 

and determined that the impacts to offsite 

stakeholders are positive. The project description 

identifies among others the protection of ecosystem 

services such as clean water or control of erosion, and 

the creation of new jobs opportunities as positive 

impacts to offsite stakeholders. No negative impacts 

were detected during consultation processes in 2009 

and 2013. The audit team found this evaluation to be 

credible and consistent with the CCB standard after 

review of supporting documentation and interviews 

with project participants, and community leaders. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, interviews, meetings reports. 

Finding Clarification 4 

Further information and documents to support it 

shall be provided. 

This clarification was closed. A full package of 

evidence was provided related to evaluation of 

impacts and consultation process that confirm 

information in PDD. 
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Indicator CM2.2.- Describe how the 
project plans to mitigate these 
negative offsite social and economic 
impacts. 

No negative impacts were identified. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, interviews, meetings reports. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

Indicator CM2.3.- Demonstrate that 

the project is not likely to result in 

net negative impacts on the 

wellbeing of other stakeholder 

groups. 

The project activities are designed to result in net 

positive impacts on the well-being of other stakeholder 

groups. In the course of the document reviews, 

interviews, and site visits conducted by the audit team, 

no evidence was observed that would suggest the 

project is likely to result in a net negative impact to the 

well being of any stakeholder group. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, interviews, meetings reports. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.3.3 CM3 Community Impact Monitoring 

The project proponents must have an initial monitoring plan to quantify and document changes in social 

and economic well-being resulting from the project activities (for communities and other stakeholders). 

The monitoring plan must indicate which communities and other stakeholders will be monitored, and 

identify the types of measurements, the sampling method, and the frequency of measurement.  

Since developing a full community monitoring plan can be costly, it is accepted that some of the plan 

details may not be fully defined at the design stage, when projects are being validated against the 

Standards. This is acceptable as long as there is an explicit commitment to develop and implement a 

monitoring plan. 

Indicator CM3.1.- Develop an initial 

plan for selecting community 

The project has provided a complete plan for 

monitoring community impacts. The monitoring plan 
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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). 

describes measureable indicators that provide an 

objective means of assessing the impacts of the 

project. The impacts are monitored using a variety of 

data sources, including the results of surveys 

administered by the project team, interviews, reports 

that result from project activities such as trainings or 

patrols, etc. The variables presented and frequency of 

monitoring are described in the documentation 

provided. This document clearly and transparently 

illustrates how each variable relates to impacts of the 

project identified in indicator CM1.1 of the PDD.  

Variables selected appear to be directly linked to the 

project´community development objectives and 

relative to anticipated impacts. Thus, AENOR deems 

that present indicator is in compliance with CCB 

Standard. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, monitoring plan. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

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 wellbeing (G1.8.4-6) 

present in the project zone. 

The only HCV within the project areas is HCV4, 

however, HCV 5 and 6 are located in the 

surrounding areas identified as the project zone, 

more specifically within the Cerro San Gil Natural 

Reserve area. In order to assess the 

effectiveness of measures used to maintain or 

enhance HCV related to community wellbeing, 

water quality as well as contributing factors such 

as soil quality and flora and fauna impacts will be 

monitored and documented to see improvement 

in the area. HCV 5 and 6 are mostly located in 

the project zone and through contact with 

FUNDAECO, which is the institution in charge of 

managing the protected area we will ensure that 

the communities have not noticed any negative 
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impacts because of the project. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, monitoring plan. 

Finding Clarification 5 

It shall be clarified whether HVC5 related to 

community wellbeing is present in the present 

zone or project area. 

According to explanations by project participants and 

documentation supporting information in the PDD, the 

HCV5 is located in the project zone of farms in North 

Guatemala. This information is correctly mentioned in 

the final version of the PDD. Thus, this clarification is 

closed. 

 

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 

A monitoring plan has already been elaborated by 

project participants and they are committed 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 within the 12 months of 

validation against the CCB Standards. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

PDD, monitoring plan. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 
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3.4 Biodiversity Section 

3.4.1 B.1 Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts 

The project must generate net positive impacts on biodiversity within the project zone and within the 

project lifetime, measured against the baseline conditions.  

The project should maintain or enhance any High Conservation Values (identified in G1) present in the 

project zone that are of importance in conserving globally, regionally or nationally significant biodiversity.  

Invasive species populations must not increase as a result of the project, either through direct use or 

indirectly as a result of project activities.  

Projects may not use genetically modified organisms (GMOs) to generate GHG emissions reductions or 

removals. GMOs raise unresolved ethical, scientific and socio-economic issues. For example, some GMO 

attributes may result in invasive genes or species. 

 

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. 

 
In order to estimate the net impact on biodiversity a 

project Environmental Impact Assessment was 

developed for each farm included into the project, in 

accordance with the national regulation. 

The “with project scenario” has been compared with 

the baseline scenario and the difference is considered 

positive, based in the change of 2,366.16 ha from 

pasture to natural rubber tree plantations and the 

recovering of degraded soil. Also the project area will 

function as a buffer zone to rivers and natural reserve.  

According to the assessment, the project is expected 

to have a net positive impact on the environment. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 CCB PDD. 

 Environmental Impact Assessment (Bello 

Horizonte, Asunción, Patos; Las Palmeras, Rio 

frio, El Horizonte and Concepción Farms). 

 Environmental licenses from Ministry of 

Environment. 

Finding No Conformity 7. 
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The methodological steps to estimate the net 

impact in biodiversity have not been detailed in 

the PDD. 

The Client’s response adequately addresses the 
finding.  Then NC 7 is closed. 
 

 

B.1.2. Demonstrate that no High 

Conservation Values identified in 

G1.8.1-3 will be negatively affected 

by the project. 

To protect HCVs of negative impacts is one of the 

project objectives. Furthermore, as indicated in the 

PDD, the management plans of each farm has include 

several mitigation efforts proposed against identified 

external threats to HCVs. 

 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 CCB PD  

 Management Plans of Farms (Bello Horizonte, 

Asunción, Patos; Las Palmeras, Rio frio, El 

Horizonte and Concepción Farms). 

 HCVA maps. 

 Statement of Intent. PICA 2007. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised 

 

B.1.3. Identify all species 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. 

An Invasive Species Assessment Protocol (Morse et 

al, 2004) has been applied. In accordance with that 

assessment the project proponents will not use 

invasive species and the population of any invasive 

species will not increase as a result of the project. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 “An Invasive Species Assessment Protocol” 

 CDM PDD. 
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Finding Clarification 6 

An evidence to demonstrate that “Kudzu” is not 

an invasive species shall be provided and that 

population of any invasive species will not 

increase as a result of the project.  

The Client’s response adequately addresses the 
finding.   Then CL 6  is closed 

 

B.1.4. 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. 

H. brasiliensis has been successfully cultivated in 

Guatemala and was chosen for its hardiness and 

productivity. No impacts on native species and 

disease introduction or facilitation are expected. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 CCB PDD. 

 Interviews with project staff. 

 Letters from Rubber Association of Guatemala. 

 Researches and clones information. Rubber 

Association of Guatemala. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised 

 

 

B.1.5. Guarantee that no GMOs will 

be used to generate GHG emissions 

reductions or removals. 

In accordance with the PDD no GMOs will be used in 

the project activity. 

Evidence used to assess conformance   CCB PDD. 
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  Management Plans of Farms (Bello Horizonte, 

Asunción, Patos; Las Palmeras, Rio frio, El 

Horizonte and Concepción Farms). 

 FSC Forest Management Certificate. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised 

 

3.4.2 B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts 
The project proponents must evaluate and mitigate likely negative impacts on biodiversity outside the 

project zone resulting from project activities. 

B.2.1. Identify potential negative 

offsite biodiversity impacts that the 

project is likely to cause. 

Since all project areas were previously cattle farms 
with degraded land therefore the audit team considers 
that there are no potential negative offsite biodiversity 
impacts caused by the project. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 CCB PDD 

 Environmental Impact Assessment (Bello 

Horizonte, Asunción, Patos; Las Palmeras, Rio 

frio, El Horizonte and Concepción Farms). 

 Environmental licenses from Ministry of 

Environment. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised 

 

B.2.2. Document how the project 

plans to mitigate these negative 

offsite biodiversity impacts. 

It is the understanding of the audit team that there are 

no potential negative offsite biodiversity impacts 

caused by the project. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 CCB PDD 

 Environmental Impact Assessment (Bello 

Horizonte, Asunción, Patos; Las Palmeras, Rio 

frio, El Horizonte and Concepción Farms). 



  

  VALIDATION REPORT  

52 

 

 Environmental licenses from Ministry of 

Environment 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised 

 

B.2.3. 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. 

It is the understanding of the audit team that there are 

no potential negative offsite biodiversity impacts 

caused by the project. 

The PDD provides information on the expected 

positive impacts of the project on biodiversity within 

the project boundaries. The net effect of the project on 

biodiversity is positive. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 CCB PDD 

 Environmental Impact Assessment (Bello 

Horizonte, Asunción, Patos; Las Palmeras, Rio 

frio, El Horizonte and Concepción Farms). 

 Environmental licenses from Ministry of 

Environment 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised 

 

3.4.3 B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring 

The project proponents must have an initial monitoring plan to quantify and document the changes in 

biodiversity resulting from the project activities (within and outside the project boundaries). The monitoring 

plan must identify the types of measurements, the sampling method, and the frequency of measurement. 

Since developing a full biodiversity-monitoring plan can be costly, it is accepted that some of the plan 

details may not be fully defined at the design stage, when projects are being validated against the 

Standards. This is acceptable as long as there is an explicit commitment to develop and implement a 

monitoring plan. 
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B.3.1. 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). 

The audit team reviewed the initial monitoring plan 

created and verified that the selected monitoring 

variables are directly linked to the project’s biodiversity 

objectives and to anticipated impacts 

 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 CCBA PDD. 

 Social, Environmental, Legal and Forestry Impact 

Monitoring System of PICA's Plantation 

Management.  

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised 

 

B.3.2. 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. 

The initial monitoring plan described in section B.3.1  

the monitoring of the High Conservation Values 

related to biodiversity. The audit team agrees that the 

full monitoring plan will adequately monitor the 

threatened ecosystems and threatened and 

endangered species that exist within the project area.  

 

 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 CCBA PDD. 

 Social, Environmental, Legal and Forestry Impact 

Monitoring System of PICA's Plantation 

Management.  

 HCVA maps. 

 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 
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PDD, then, no findings were raised 

 

B.3.3. 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. 

The PDD contains a commitment to develop a full 

monitoring plan and to disseminate the plan and the 

results of monitoring within twelve months of validation 

against the CCB Standards.  

  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

CCB PDD  

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.5 GOLD LEVEL SECTION 

3.5.1 GL 3. Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits 

All projects conforming to the Standards must demonstrate net positive impacts on biodiversity within their 

project zone. This Gold Level Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits criterion identifies projects that conserve 

biodiversity at sites of global significance for biodiversity conservation. Sites meeting this optional criterion 

must be based on the Key Biodiversity Area (KBA) framework of vulnerability and irreplaceability. These 

criteria are defined in terms of species and population threat levels, since these are the most clearly 

defined elements of biodiversity. These scientifically based criteria are drawn from existing best practices 

that have been used, to date, to identify important sites for biodiversity in over 173 countries. 

Project proponents must demonstrate that the project zone includes a site of high biodiversity 

conservation priority by meeting either the vulnerability or irreplaceability criteria defined below: 

3.5.2 GL.3.1. Vulnerability 

Regular occurrence of a globally threatened species (according to the IUCN Red List) at the site: 
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GL.3.1.1. Critically Endangered (CR) 

and Endangered (EN) species - 

presence of at least a single 

individual; or 

The audit team reviewed the list of endangered 

species provided in Section 5 of the PDD and the 

reference provided and compared them to the species 

listed on the IUCN Red List. The team verified that the 

project meets the criteria of this gold-level indicator. 

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

 
CONAP, FUNDAECO, TNC. 2006. Plan Maestro de la 
Reserva de Manantiales Cerro San Gil. Guatemala. 
208 pp.  
 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

G.3.1.2. Vulnerable species (VU) - 

presence of at least 30 individuals or 

10 pairs. 

According to the IUCN Red List the following species 

within the project area are listed as Vulnerable:  

Keel billed motmot (Electron carinatum)  

The species listed as endangered and vulnerable 

above are considered to be located in the Rio Frio 

natural forest area or to use it as part of their habitat.  

Evidence used to assess conformance  

 

This information was collected by FUNDAECO during 

a study to identify High Conservation Values within the 

area. 

Finding This indicator has been correctly addressed in the 

PDD, then, no findings were raised. 

 

3.5.3 G.3.2. Irreplaceability 

Not applicable. The project was not assessed against GL3.2.  
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4 VALIDATION CONCLUSION 

The review and cross-check of explanations and justifications in the PDD dated on 26 January 2014 with 

sources detailed in the report have provided AENOR with sufficient evidence to determine the 

accomplishment of all stated criteria of the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standard v.2. The 

summary of Climate, Community and Biodiversity benefits that will be generated by the project included 

on the cover page of the PDD is accurate. 

In opinion of AENOR, the project meets all relevant requirements for the CCB Standards. Hence,  
AENOR is recommending the project for registration by CCBA. 
 

Madrid, 2014-02-26 

Luis Robles Olmos  José Luis Fuentes Pérez 

Authorized Person  Validation Team Leader 
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5 APPENDIX 1: LIST OF EVIDENCE PROVIDED 

 

1. KML files of each farm 

2. Proof of Title rights of farms 

3. Leasing Contract between Agropecuaria Asunción, S.A. and Ingenio Magdalena. Registro General de 

la Propiedad de Guatemala.   

4. Leasing Contract between Hacienda Los Patos, S.A. and Ingenio Magdalena.  

5. Management Plans  

6. FAO (2008) National Soil Degradation Maps: http://fao.org/landwater/agll/glasod/glasodmaps.jsp  
 

7. Additionality Documents/Perfil Ambiental de Guatemala. (IARNA. 2006.)   

8. GIS environment (Eligibility Analysis and Project Boundary\Maps). 

9. AR-ACM0001 V 03 ‘Afforestation and reforestation of degraded land’ 

10. PICA Baseline Report 

11. Recavarren, P. 2007. Marupa plantation volume accumulation study in the Loreto Region.   

12 Ethnic and gender distribution in the departments of Suchitepéquez, Alta Verapaz, and Izabal. 2011. 

Retrieved from http://www.ine.gob.gt/np/poblacion/   

13. GAO Statistics Report 

14. Red list of Threatened Species (CONAP, 2001) and FUNDAECO 2005 

15 Reconstrucción Suchitepéquez. Rep. Consejo de Desarrollo Comunitario. 

http://www.segeplan.gob.gt/stan/Reconst/ReconstSuchi.pdf  

16 USAID. (2003). Guatemala Biodiversity and Tropical Forest Assessment.  

http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/Pnadf213.p   

17 Management Plan Cerro San Gil 2006-2010, 2009-2013 

18. “Combined tool to identify the baseline scenario and demonstrate additionality in A/R CDM project 

activities (Version 01)” 

19 Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganaderia y Alimentacion de Guatemala. 2006. Mapa de cobertura vegetal 

http://fao.org/landwater/agll/glasod/glasodmaps.jsp
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y uso de la tierra República de Guatemala Año 2003.; Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganaderia y 

Alimentacion de Guatemala. 2006. Memoria Tecnica: Mapa de cobertura vegetal y uso de la tierra 

República de Guatemala Año 2003.   

20. Aditionality documents/Statement of Intent  

21.Calculations Spreadsheets 

22. Gremial de Huleros de Guatemala: http://www.gremialdehuleros.org/ 

23. Instituto de Agricultura, Recursos Naturales y Ambiente – Universidad Rafael Landívar e Instituto de 

Incidencia Ambiental. 2006. Perfil Ambiental de Guatemala 2006.   

23. VCS documentation for project validation 

24. Statement for soil preparation 

25. History of M. Ulei 

26. PICA Leakage analysis 

27. Stakeholder Consultation process. Meeting report, pictures, list of participants, video, brochures, 

Communication Strategy 

28. PICA - Experience of Project participants.pdf.   

29. Environmental Impact Assessment 

30. VCS Registration Deed of Representation 

31. PICA Monitoring Plan 

32. Scientific Literature references/Morales 2000   

33. Cattle Sales Receipts and transfer of grazing animals. 

34. SEGEPLAN. Plan de Desarrollo departamental 2011-2025 

35. VCS Non Permanence Risk Report. 

36. Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganaderia y Alimentacion de Guatemala. 2006. Mapa de cobertura vegetal 

y uso de la tierra República de Guatemala Año 2003.; Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganaderia y 

Alimentacion de Guatemala. 2006. Memoria Tecnica: Mapa de cobertura vegetal y uso de la tierra 

República de Guatemala Año 2003.   
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37. Letters from Rubber Association of Guatemala. 

38. Researches and clones information. Rubber Association of Guatemala. 
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6 APPENDIX 2: STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

The project PDD was posted to the CCB website for the formal 30-day public comment period (26 

November 2013 to 26 December 2013). No comments were received as confirmed the e-mail from CCBA 

Standard Coordinator dated on 6 January 2014. 

Project participants elaborated a guide for the consultation process with communities. The main issues 

treated with local stakeholders were the followings: 

1. Type of project, design, what it is?. 

2. Activities to develop or developing  

3.  Activities and relations with neighboring  

4. Project Impacts  

a. Reforestation, Rates of positive use  

b. Climate change, why do these projects?  

c. Employment, Biodiversity, Communities, neighbors 

d. Certifications, VCS Standard, FSC, CCB  

5. Communication and questions to ask or who to ask?  

6. 30 days to submit questions 

Communities and local authorities were contacted through Managers of the different Management Units 

of the project. A list with all people consulted was filled including names, charge and their sign. 

The stakeholder participation for Asunción and Horizonte Instances was conducted on November 19st, 

2013. The Instance is located in the municipality of Santa Bárbara and Patulul, respectively, Department 

of Suchitepequez, Guatemala.  

The stakeholder participation for Rio Frio and Bello Horizonte Instances was conducted on November 

21st, 2013. The Instances are located in the municipality of Livingston, Department of Izabal, Guatemala.  

The stakeholder participation for Palmeras Instance was conducted on November 18st, 2013. The  

instance is located in the municipality of Santa Bárbara, Río Bravo, Department of Suchitepequez, 

Guatemala. 

The stakeholder participation for Los Patos Instance was conducted on November 19st, 2013. The 

Instance is located in the municipality of San Jose El Idolo, Department of Suchitepequez, Guatemala. 

The stakeholder participation for Concepcion Instance was conducted on December 3rd, 2013. The 

Instance is located in the county of Cubilgüitz municipality of Coban, Department of Alta Verapaz, 

Guatemala.  

The stakeholder consultations lasted a 3 consecutive hours, giving the opportunity to provide valuable 

information regarding the Project. 
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As the stakeholder consultation was being developed, there was time to resolve doubts and questions 

from the attendees, particularly with regard to project implementation and benefits. There was also an 

open invitation for participants to make written consults or comments and to facilitate them through the 

Administrator of the Instance and for which there were available 30 working days. 

When the consultation was finalized, a brochure containing project information such as technical as well 

as certificates acquired by the Instance was provided to each participant. The closing message was to 

share the brochure with other community members and neighbors in order to inform about the project. 

The concerns from stakeholders were basically related to possibilities for works, and safety conditions on 

the job. Project response was to inform them about different safety training sessions to implement in the 

project as well as the use of the appropriate necessary equipment for the project activities. 

Together with the meeting reports, project participant provided some pictures and videos as evidence of 

the consultation; as well as the list participants in the different events: 

 Event of Asuncion and El Horizonte: List of 104 participants from the communities El Guayabal, 

El Esfuerzo, Zona Miramar, San Rufino, Santa Adelaida, Ilusiones, Dia de Reyes, Romeo, 5 de 

Abril and Santa Barbara in case of the Asuncion and El Horizonte farms 

 Event in Rio Frio and Bello Horizonte: List of 49 participants from communities Lote 6, Aldea 

Buenos Aires, Vista Bella, Brisas del Golfete, San Marcos, El Milagro, El Zapotillo, Río Frio, 

Nueva Vista, Carboneras) 

 Event in Palmeras: List of 89 participants from 22 communities: El Guayabal, Moca, San Antonio, 

Guatalón, Parcelamiento Santa Elena, Sololateca, Guataloncito II, El Retiro, Las Flores, Río 

Seco, La Cortina, San Juan, Guataloncito, Caserío Santa Elena III, Parcelamiento II, Mendoza, El 

Guabol, Providencia, Santa Elena II, Río Bravo, La Fortuna y La Campesina, plus 

representatives from COCODES (Developmen Community Committe) and teacher’s schools;  

 Event of Los Patos: List of 89 participants from 19 communities: La Aurora, La Gloria, Aldea San 

Antonio, Labor La Florida, Santo Domingo, Monterrey, Anexo Palo Gordo, Labor Santa Rita, 

Aldea Belén, Hacienda Los Patos, El Copado, Juárez, El Pochal, Pinal del Río, Xiquina, El 

Rosario, Valle Candelaria, El Florido y San Antonio El Monte. 

 Event in Concepción: List of 24 participants from 23 communities: Esperanza Leal, Israel, 

Salvador Chitzol, Cubilgüitz, Las Promesas, Balbatzul, Chicán 2, Secocpur, Yalchacti 1, Monte 

Olivo and Cacahuilá and a representative of Health Commission of Las Promesas Community 

and a representative of COCODE Yalchactí 1. 


