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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this report is to document conformance with the requirements of The Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) project design validation standards by Asociación para 
la Investigación y el Desarrollo Integral - AIDER, who are the project proponents, hereafter referred to 
as ―Company‖. The report presents the findings of SmartWood auditors who have evaluated company 
systems and performance against the applicable standard(s). Section 2 below provides the audit 
conclusions and any necessary follow-up actions by the company through corrective action requests.     
 
This evaluation follows Climate, Community and Biodiversity Project Design Standards, Second 
Edition, December 2008. These were not developed by Rainforest Alliance, but by the CCBA. 
SmartWood CCBA evaluation reports are kept confidential in the draft stage. When finalized and 
successfully approved, the report is posted on SmartWood‘s website and that of the CCBA.   
 
The Rainforest Alliance‘s certification program, SmartWood, was founded in 1989 to certify 
responsible forestry practices and now focuses on providing a variety of certification and auditing 
services.  In 2005, Rainforest Alliance extended our role as a forest assessor/auditor to standards and 
services that included verification of forest carbon projects. Rainforest Alliance has the following 
status with the listed climate related standards and systems:  

 Climate, Community & Biodiversity Alliance – we are a member and an approved verifier  
 Plan Vivo – we are a verifier  
 Verified Carbon Standard – we are an accredited validator & verifier 

 
The CCBA Standards are primarily project design standards and demonstrated conformance to the 
standard in this audit related to the planning, development, and design of the project in the inception 
or start-up phase. Conformance related to systems, design, and proposed activities in the process of 
development by the project. The standards were not used to measure project implementation, thus 
conformance to the standard was not meant to evaluate any delivery of emissions reductions, 
community or biodiversity benefits, or other results hoped to be achieved through future performance 
of the project. The CCBA Standards were designed to be a tool to demonstrate high-quality project 
design that should lead to multiple-benefits in addition to carbon sequestration and emissions 
reductions. Use of the standards may increase confidence in forestry carbon projects. 
 
Dispute resolution:  If SmartWood clients encounter organizations or individuals having concerns or 
comments about Rainforest Alliance / SmartWood and our services, these parties are strongly 
encouraged to contact SmartWood Headquarters directly.  Formal complaints or concerns should be 
sent in writing. 
 

2 AUDIT CONCLUSIONS 
 

2.1 Summary of Conformance to CCBA Standards 
 

 
General Section Conformance:  
G1. Original Conditions in the Project Area Yes   No   
G2. Baseline Projections Yes   No   
G3. Project Design & Goals Yes   No   
G4. Management Capacity and Best Practices Yes   No   
G5. Legal Status and Property Rights Yes   No   

 
 
Climate Section Conformance:  
CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts Yes   No   

http://www.climate-standards.org/
http://www.planvivo.org/
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CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (―Leakage‖) Yes   No   
CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring  Yes   No   

 
Community Section Conformance:  
CM1. Net Positive Community Impacts Yes   No   
CM2. Offsite Stakeholder Impacts Yes   No   
CM3. Community Impact Monitoring  Yes   No   

 
Biodiversity Section Conformance:  
B1. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts Yes   No   
B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts Yes   No   
B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring  Yes   No   

 
Gold Level Section Conformance:  
GL1. Climate Change Adaptation Benefits Yes   No   
GL2. Exceptional Community Benefits Yes   No   
GL3. Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits Yes   No   

 
 

CCBA Validation Level Attained: 
Approved Yes   No   
Gold Yes   No   

 
 

2.2 Auditor Recommendation   
 

 Based on Company‟s conformance with CCBA requirements, the auditor makes the following 
recommendation: 

 
Validation approved: 

No CARs issued 

 
Validation not approved: 

Conformance with CAR(s) required 

Additional comments: See the Appendix D and E 

 
 

2.3 Corrective Action Requests 

2.3.1 Corrective Action Requests (CARs) 

 
Note:  CARs describe required actions or improvements that address COMPANY non-
conformances identified during audits.  CARs include defined timelines for completion.  CARs 
issued during assessments /reassessments shall be closed prior to issuance of Validation. CARs 
issued during audits shall be closed within timeline or result in suspension. 

 
Note: See Appendicies D and E at the end of this report for two additional Corrective Action 
Verification Audits (CVA) that were conducted to close all open CARs prior to the report 
finalization and project validation. 
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CAR 01/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G.1.2 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has described 10 types and 12 subtypes of existing 
vegetation in the project area based on physiographic-floristic criteria 
(Document No. 20 referring to the INRENA Master Plan for RNTAMB and 
PNSB), the description of the vegetation conditions is not conclusive. It 
mentions scarce or no intervention in the project area; however, it quantifies 
990 hectares as deforested and, likewise, documents degradation (Doc 33) 
due to the entry of Brazil nut and lumber gatherers into the project area. And 
on the other hand the description of human impact on page 6 of Document No. 
20 indicates that the scale used for the analysis provides no evidence of the 
total amount of land cleared for this activity and it makes reference to INRENA, 
2003b. This raises doubts as to the qualification of the vegetation conditions in 
the project area. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall describe the current vegetation conditions and support 
the description based on updated, verifiable sources. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: PENDING 

On Page 12 to 16 of PDD June 2011 the proponent indicates 2593.49 of 
deforested areas and 523.56 ha and agriculture and secondary forest 
patches from a total of 573387.53 ha covering the project area. Footnote 
call 3 indicates information has been updated to 2008 (footnote 3 PDD 
June 2011) however no source of information is provided referring the 
deforestation estimation of such a reference year.  As such the information 
submitted to address this CAR was not found to be sufficient to close this 
CAR. 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 02/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G1.3 

Non-conformance: The proponent has not described the project area according to the definition of 
area and zone (see footnotes 1 and 2 of the standard). The current project 
limits coincide with the RNTAMB and PNBS buffer zone according to the 
Master Plan, and at the same time the latter has been called a leakage belt; 
however, the PDD indicates that other communities exist outside the buffer 
zone that could be impacted by the project. The project area map and the 
estimate of leakage have been presented based on current project zoning but 
an explanation of the existence, or not, of a potential impact on communities 
outside the buffer zone has been omitted.  As the delineation of the project 
zone is not clear, it is not transparent whether or not the identified potentially 
impacted communities reflects a complete list of all those communities likely to 
be impacted by proposed project activities.  Furthermore, based on the final 
designation of the leakage belt, the most probable sites must be justified and 
the leakage must be estimated. Calculations used must accompany the report 
for verification. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall indicate which criteria were used to designate the 
project zone based on the definition in the standard, according to footnotes 1 and 2 of the CCBS.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On page 16 of PDD June 2011 the proponent updated the definition of 
project area and zone. Project area has been designated as the area 
within the limits of RNTAMB administration contract and zone as the buffer 
zone of the reserve which has been designated as project potential impact 
communities in the buffer zone of reserve plus two km North the main 
highway and river limits on prevision of new settlements and deforestation 
threats. However doubts on whether delineation zone 2 km North highway 
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is arbitrary or whether is based on information or analysis of potential 
leakage risk on impacted communities. Also doubts arise when findings of 
Dourojeanni, M. (2006) applies that land most prone to deforestation is 2 
km along highway. No analysis has been provided on whether this not 
have happened already along the selected project zone.  As such the 
revised PDD was not found to be sufficient to close this CAR. 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 03/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G 1.4, CL1.1 

Non-conformance: Although existing carbon stocks in the project area have been described based 
on temporary plots, and divided up by type of vegetation, the VCS REDD 
Methodology Framework version 1, 2009, the carbon pool modules have not 
been completely applied and any modifications made to them have not been 
explained (see footnote 4 of the standard). Therefore the omission of other 
carbon pools (soil, deadwood and litter and necromass) has not been 
sustained. There is no explanation on the validation of the allometric equations 
used based on the variables required by the CP-A (III. Data/parameter not 
monitored). It does indicate the Winrock and AIDER methodologies were 
fused, but does not explain how they were fused. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall describe any changes made to the published 
methodology used to estimate carbon stocks according to footnote 4 of the standard. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On Annex 12 of PDD June 2011 the Proponent has described the changes 
made on published methodology to estimate carbon stocks in the project 
area   The additional description was found to be sufficient to close this 
CAR. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 04/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G1.5 

Non-conformance: During the field audit AIDER presented the auditing team with a Socioeconomic 
Diagnostic (Doc. No. 11) on the following communities located in the project 
zone/area: Nueva America, Las Mercedes, San Francisco, San Bernardo, 
Filadelfia, Sol Naciente, Sonene, Union Progreso, Virgen de La Candelária. 
Despite this, during the review of documents AIDER presented the auditing 
team with agreements signed to carry out activities with the communities of 
Nueva América, Loero and Jorge Chávez (Doc. No. 7); APAYLOM (Doc. No. 5); 
and Infierno (Doc. No. 1). These agreements are mentioned in the August 2010 
PDD, Section G5.2 (page 118), However, the descriptions of these 
communities, with the exception of Nueva América and APAYLOM, are not in 
the August 2010 PDD. 
The audit team also discovered that AIDER is carrying out a pilot forest 
recovery project in 3 gold mining concession areas. In an interview with the 
AIDER technical team, it was revealed that this activity is part of the work 
timeline described in the PDD in Section G3.4 (page 96) and is called Manejo 
Florestal Madereiro (Forest Management of Wood Products) as they foresee 
recovering the species that may be of economic interest in this area. Therefore, 
it is not clear how all stakeholders were identified and described in the August 
2010 PDD. 

Corrective Action Request:  The project proponent shall consistently describe all of the communities with 
which AIDER has signed agreements and/or is developing activities. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On PDD version June 2011 (page 25-42)  the project proponent describes  
the communities which AIDER has signed agreements and/or is developing 
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activities and let clear that other communities can be involved in the project 
activities during the project‘s lifetime.  

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 05/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G1.6 

Non-conformance: Section G1.6 of the August 2010 version of the PDD describes the process 
followed to create the RNTAMB and PNBS (project areas). However, it 
mentions superficially how the native communities were involved in this 
process, as well as the conflicts with the communities against the creation of the 
RNTAMB and PNBS (‗The has caused Ese‘eja indigenous groups to claim they 
want to conserve the ancestral territory that belongs to them and they want to 
maintain their freedom, without restrictions, to exploit the natural resources in 
the area‘ – August 2010 version of the PDD (Doc. No. 17), page 21). The 
project proponent scarcely indicates how this conflict was dealt with, with the 
community of Palma Real. During the field audit discussions with the Palma 
Real community revealed a desire to increase the size of their territory. 
However, this issue is not dealt with in terms of any of the communities in the 
PDD. 

 

Chart No. 10 (page 28 – August 2010 version of the PDD) shows the zoning of 
the RNTAMB and PNBS. However, during the field audit the audit team found 
that the Nueva América community (a settlement) is located inside the project 
area of the RNTAMB in an area classified as a Recovery Area. Only zones 
classified for special uses permit the establishment of human settlements that 
existed prior to the creation of the park. According to interviews done during the 
field audit, the new RNTAMB management plan is being prepared and will 
contemplate re-zoning the Nueva América area which will be re-classified as a 
special uses zone. However, this issue is not included in the PDD. 

 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall present consistent information regarding the 
RNTAMB and PNBS creation process, and clearly explain all conflicts and resolution process with the 
traditional communities / settlements in this process within the PDD. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On PDD version June 2011 (page 42-52) the project proponent points the 
RNTAMB and PNBS creation process and how this process dealt with 
social conflicts (Annex 13). The PDD presents clearly more information 
regarding the Ese‘eja indigenous group claims as well how the government 
has been dealing with this issue. Furthermore it makes clear about the 
Nueva America situation on RNTAMB zoning and how the RNTAMB 
management plan updating has been working by the government with the 
communities in a participative way (Annex 16).     

CAR Status: CLOSED  

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 06/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G1.8.2 

Non-conformance: The proponent has evaluated the existence of areas of great national and 
global significance and has identified the Bahuaja Sonene National Park and 
the RNTAMB as the nucleus of the Amboro-Vilcabamba highway which is part 
of a network of protected areas that extend all the way to Bolivia. However, the 
information on the existence of viable populations, their occurrence in natural 
distribution patterns, and their abundance, is not conclusive in Doc. 20 
delivered during the validation. 

Corrective Action Request:  The project proponent shall clearly indicate the species distribution and 
abundance within the landscape areas identified by the project as being of global and regional 
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importance. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On Page 61 of PDD June 2011 a list of main species at landscape level 
has been presented although stressing the data of abundance and 
distribution is scarce. Natural distribution patterns and information about 
their abundance has been presented for lobo de río (Pteronura 
brasiliensis. Information on presence of jaguar (Panthera onca), lobo de 
crin (Chrysocyon brachyurus). Regarding guacamayo militar (Ara militaris) 
a study of population of this species in the buffer zone of the project has 
been presented. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 07/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G2.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent has not completed the description of the range of potential soil 
uses and the drivers associated with GHG emissions to justify the selection of 
the most probably scenario (for example product prices as a variable to explain 
deforestation and degradation). As verified in the validation this area is 
undergoing the final review process (Doc. 36). As to the use of the 
methodology and modifications to the requirement of the standard in the 
footnote on page 14, the reasons for which some modules such as the X-STR 
for stratification have been omitted, have not been explained. Likewise, the 
parameters and suppositions of the Dinámica EGO model are not explicit.  The 
PDD does not explicitly explain the changes or modifications made to the 
modules.  Additionally, the PDD does not present the analyses requested in 
each of the steps required by the modules. As such, it is not clear how the 
most probably baseline scenario is justified. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall describe the most probably baseline scenario 
selected from an analysis of a range of scenarios, agents and drivers and their respective correlations 
with historic deforestation and its influence of future trends.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR:  On PDD-2 June 2011has been described the most probably baseline 
scenario following step 1 of Module VT 0001.  However is mandatory for 
this step the application of whether step 2 or 3 and then step 4 (common 
practices). No explicit mention has been done to step 4. Therefore 
omissions or modifications of the methodology is not addressed. About the 
justification of the most probable scenario is mentioned a fusion of two  i) 
business as usual land use change scenario and iii) limited impact of 
NGO´s and privates to prevent deforestation. As such it is not clear how 
the second alternative has been incorporated in the without-project 
baseline scenario.  As such the revised PDD was not found to be sufficient 
to close this CAR. 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A. 
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CAR 08/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G2.3, CL1.2 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has calculated the changes in carbon stocks in the 
without-project scenario for each strata identified and based on the reservoirs 
selected by the project (2010 version of the PDD, charts 24 and 25), these do 
not include emissions due to degradation (see footnote 19). For the estimated 
CO2-e extracted from literature or from the knowledge of regional experts there 
is no commitment to evaluate specific carbon stocks in the area prior to 
initiating the project (see footnote on page 20). Likewise, the proponent has not 
accurately assessed the materiality of non-CO2 GHG emissions following the 
proposed methodology (see footnote on page 18).  As such no evidence has 
been provided to justify the omission of non-CO2 GHG emissions. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall include all significant emissions due to 
degradation in the calculation of changes in carbon stocks for the without-project scenario, as specified 
in the footnote on page 19.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On Table 19 on page 30 of PDD-2 June 2011 the proponent justified the 
selection of carbon pools significant to the without project scenario and 
exclude non-CO2 GHG emissions following VCS methodology decision 
criteria (Table 19, page 30 PDD June 2011).  

The analysis of relevant drivers and rates of deforestation has followed 
VCS REDD Methodological Modules BL-UP and required data and 
modules therein. Analysis of degradation has been also included (page 16 
of PDD 2 June 2011). Note version number should be updated in the PDD 
June 2011 (see also Annex 18). Temporal limits of historical deforestation 
are now 2000 to 2008 however the BL-UR module requires about 10-15 
years. The crediting period has been set to 10 years although the 
methodology calls for 20 years at least (Annex 18). However on page 57 
of PDD 2 June 2011 the crediting period is set to 20 years. This cast 
doubts on consistency of documentation process.  

In the case of estimation of deforestation the approach, data and 
assumptions to perform this analysis has been changed compared the one 
presented on PDD 2010. PDD-2 June 2011 presents the cost of 
opportunity approach to define without-project scenario different to the 
former PDD 2010 based on increase of population. Although a much more 
complex analysis have been made for PDD June 2011 (Annex 18) doubts 
arise on the conservativeness of the new approach due to lack of full 
references of documents used as secondary source and justification of 
data utilized for calculations via validation. Some activities such as timber 
and non-timber extraction cost of opportunity are not incorporated in the 
analysis but no discussion about the decision has been presented. A 
complete reference of secondary sources of the cost of opportunity 
approach is not available in the PDD nor assumptions behind the model 
outputs of such studies. As such how overestimation of the deforestation 
rate has been avoided is not clear cut described neither the goodness of fit 
or sensibility analysis to select the most probable scenario. An application 
of  the module  X-UNC to calculate uncertainty has been presented but  
calculations are not clear cut presented. Net reduction of emissions are 
now 4 643 658,70 tCO2-e for 10 years period of PDD 2011 compared the 
6795074,61 tCO2-e  for 20 years period of PDD 2010 but no discussion 
has been made to explain differences of both scenarios.  
 
Additionally there are some other doubts on outputs. For instance for the 
2.4 of BL-UR (Map accuracy assessment) a number of 49 points have 
been calculated for verification of forest and non-forest classes. However 
the matrix of results shows only 35 points evaluated (page 25 Annex 18) 
but no explanation is given why this discrepancy occurs.  
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Based on the identified inconsistencies described above, this CAR cannot 
be closed and shall remain open until clear evidence of conformance is 
presented by the Project Proponent. 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 09/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G3.1 

Non-conformance: In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G3.1 (page 78) the project 
proponent presents the main project objectives as they relate to climate, 
community and biodiversity and adds the objective of contributing to the 
financial sustainability of the RNTAMB and PNSB in the Madre de Dios area. 

 

However, during the validation the proponent reported that the analysis of 
drivers will be extended to estimate deforestation rates and the without-project 
scenario. This will likely affect carbon stocks and, therefore, the amount of CO2 
equivalent avoided. Regarding these changes, during the presentation of the 
project for validation (December 14-18, 2010) (CONAFOR 2010, PowerPoint) 
the correlation with the price of gold in the deforested area is indicated. Through 
the date on which this report was drafted, no updated information had been 
received. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall include revised analysis of objectives after 
applying the changes indicated during the validation. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: The proponent updated project objectives on climate after presenting 
changes in the PDD June 2011, as such this CAR is closed. However, 
please refer to CAR07/11 above regarding uncertainties that still exist 
regarding the the selection of the most probable baseline scenario.  . 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 10/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G3.2 

Non-conformance: During the field audit, according to the interviews carried out with the AIDER 
technical team, who are responsible for the social portion of the project, the 
Socio-economic Diagnostic is essential in order to carry out the productive 
activities foreseen with the community. The audit team found the Diagnostic had 
been carried out in 9 settlements/communities (Doc. No. 11) located in the 
project zone/area; however, those activities are not described in the PDD.  
Additionally, the PDD did not include a clear list of those communities where the 
diagnostic had been completed, or which communities will be involved in future 
activities. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly describe the methodology  used by 
Socio-economic Diagnostic  within the PDD.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: In PDD version June 2011 (page 107-108) the project proponent presents 
on chart 24 the communities where the diagnostic had been completed by 
AIDER. In addition the PDD describes in Annex 22 the Socio-Economic 
Diagnostic methodology and includes a list of all smallholders, miners and 
indigenous communities located in the buffer zone of the Tambopata 
National Reserve and Bahuaja Sonene.     This evidence was found to be 
sufficient to close this CAR. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 
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CAR 11/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G3.3 

Non-conformance: In the August 2010 version of the PDD, figure 1 (page 9) and Annex II, the 
project proponent presents maps that illustrate the project area as well as the 
borders of the areas in which its activities will be carried out (buffer zone), 
located to the south of the interoceanic highway. However, during the field audit 
the auditing team was shown forest recovery activities in 3 mining areas located 
to the north of the highway. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly define the project boundary within project 
maps. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: In PDD version June 2011 the project proponent presents a map that 
shows the location of the activities proposed by the projects, including 
activities in 3 mining areas (figure 33 – page 119) plus 9 maps (from figure 
34 to 42 – pages 119-124) that let clear project boundary.   The revised 
PDD was found to include sufficient maps to close this CAR. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 12/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G3.8 and G5.2 

Non-
conformance: 

During an interview with the AIDER technical team, they explained that the 
Socioeconomic Diagnostic serves as a basis for defining the project‘s priority 
activities in these communities. Nevertheless, the August 2010 version of the PDD 
does not present the actions taken to carry out the diagnostic. Furthermore, the 
project proponent does not present, in the PDD, how these dialogues with the 
communities/settlements were documented or how the communities‘/settlements‘ 
comments regarding the project are/will be handled by the project proponent. 

Furthermore, the PDD does not describe any effective consultation process or work 
plan that would demonstrate that the consultation took place with the native Sonene, 
Palma Real, Infierno and Kotsimba communities that lived in the project area prior to 
the creation of the RNTAMB and PNSB; the Nueva América and Lago Sandoval 
settlements that live inside the RNTAMB; or the Brazil nut producers that carry out 
activities in the project area. 

 

Finally, the PDD does not present a work plan that includes a consultation timetable 
regarding the project titled ―Reduction of Deforestation and Degradation in the 
Tambopata National Reserve and the Bahuaja-Sonene National Park in the Madre 
de Dios Region of Peru‖, that contemplates the communities/settlements located in 
the project zone with whom the proponent has already developed, or has the 
intention of carrying out, project activities, and the native Sonene, Palma Real, 
Infierno and Kotsimba communities; the Nueva América and Lago Sandoval 
settlements; and the Brazil nut producers who carry out activities in the project area. 
This work plan must also describe the methodology that will be sued for consultation 
with these communities and what AIDER will do to carry out an evaluation to ensure 
the consultation takes place in an informed and effective manner. In addition, AIDER 
must indicate how the comments received during the consultation will be 
documented and handled. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall describe the methodology used to identify and 
communicate with the communities present in the project area/zone. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On PDD version June 2011 (page 139-145) the project proponent 
described the steps involved to identify and communicate with the 
communities present in the project area/zone, included action  planning of 
how AIDER will conduct consultation with the traditional  communities and 
what they will do to carry out an evaluation to ensure the consultation takes 
place in an informed and effective manner. . 
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CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 13/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G3.9 

Non-conformance: During the field audit there was no evidence that the project proponent had 
carried out the actions described in the August 2010 version of the PDD, 
section G3.9 (pages 102-103). 

The auditing team was given a file with printed materials that are being 
distributed by AIDER and SERNANP. However it is not clear how these 
materials are being distributed. 

During the CCBA consultation period, the project received a comment 
questioning acknowledgement and respect of the indigenous peoples‘ rights, 
the indigenous peoples‘ rights to territory, and respect for the need to obtain the 
free, prior and informed consent of the indigenous peoples with regards to the 
project. 

The auditing team considered the comments during its field evaluation and it 
was sent to the project proponent, who provided a formal response to the 
comments. 

In the field, the auditing team verified that the points questioned by the FPP are 
project weaknesses. These points are required by the CCB standard and are 
being handled in this report under indicators G3.8, G5.2 and G5.3. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall present conscious and clear information on the 
actions it took to reveal, and facilitate the participation of local communities and actors in, the CCBA 
public consultation process. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On PDD version June 2011 (page 145-147) the project proponent 
describes a consultation planning in 3 different levels: Public (public 
authorities, universities and research institutions) Community (leaders and 
general population) and Federations (FENAMAD and FADEMAD).  The 
described consultation process was found to be sufficient to close this 
CAR.  

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 14/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G 3.11 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has shown the financial mechanisms, including the 
sale of carbon credits, for its project execution cash flow, it omits information 
on how it handles unforeseen circumstances, contract termination risks, and 
changes in the prices of carbon credits that may affect cash flow. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall demonstrate project feasibility, taking into 
account contract termination risks and changes in prices that could affect the project‘s financial flow. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: The proponent presented project financial sources and an analysis of 
investment returns  assuring cash flow to project activities for a five year 
period.   Recognizing that the project crediting period is set at 20 years 
(see page 57 of PDD 2 June 2011 where the crediting period is set to 20 
years), the 5 year project financial cash flow demonstrated was not found 
to be sufficient to demonstrate project financial viability for the entire 
project lifetime. 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 
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CAR 15/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G4.2 

Non-conformance: In the August 2010 version of the PDD, in section G4.2, the project proponent 
does not describe its team‘s technical abilities to work with the social aspects 
the project requires. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly describe the entire team involved in 
project implementation, and indicate the team‘s technical abilities to address social aspects related to 
project activities. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On PDD version June 2011 (page 149-155) the project proponent 
describes the entire team involved in the project (included the social team) 
and pointed out at chart 31 includes all the specialist involved in the project 
as well their abilities and roles in the project.    The revisions to the PDD 
were found to be sufficient to close this CAR. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 16/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G4.3 

Non-conformance: In the August 2010 version of the PDD, Project Proponent does not present 
information on the strategies it will use during project activities to ensure local 
capacities are not lost when the team is substituted, or which generated the 
OBS 05/10 in the pre-validation report. During the field audit AIDER presented 
to the auditing team the information described in the document titled ‗Survey of 
observations from the pre-validation report prepared by Rainforest Alliance, 
section G4.3 – page 23‘ (Doc No. 20); however, this information is not 
described in the August 2010 version of the PDD. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly describe within the PDD the strategies 
used to ensure local capacities are not lost as a result of project activities. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On PDD version June 2011 (page 149-155) the project proponent 
incorporates  the information presented in doc # 20, but also makes new 
strategies to ensure that  local capacities are not lost along the project 
lifetime.   The revisions to the PDD were found to be sufficient to close this 
CAR. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 17/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G5.3 

Non-conformance: In the August 2010 version of the PDD the project proponent discusses whether 
or not the project will affect rights relating to free access and the right to use the 
project area for hunting, fishing, religious/mystic used by the native communities 
(Palma Real, Sonene, Infierno and Kotsimba), as well as the Nueva América 
and Lago Sandoval communities.  However, this discussion was found by the 
audit team to not be adequate, and represent an in-depth assessment of the 
project impacts on native community rights to free access to the project area.  
Additionally, the project proponent has not shown the documented agreements 
regarding prior, free and informed consent by those who will be affected by the 
project. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall present clear evidence documenting whether or 
not the project will affect the hunting, fishing and religious/mystic rights of the native communities 
(Palma Real, Sonene, Infierno and Kotsimba), and the Nueva América and Lago Sandoval 
communities, in the project area.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: In the PDD version June 2011 (page 168-170) the project proponent  
justifies how the project will not affect the hunting, fishing and 
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religious/mystic rights of the native communities and the Nueva América 
and Lago Sandoval communities, in the project area.    The revisions to the 
PDD were found to be sufficient to close this CAR. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 18/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.1.1 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has estimated the net flow of emissions using the ratio 
tCO2-e initial scenario + tCO2-e degradation – tCO2-e with project scenario + 
tCO2-e leakage in which the with-project scenario corresponds to the post-
deforestation category (2010 PDD), the information is not in conformance with 
the requirements of the CCBS 2

nd
 edition standard which indicates that the net 

change is equal to the change in ―with project‖ stock minus the change in 
―without-project‖ stock (estimated in G2).  

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall present the calculation of net changes in 
carbon stocks in conformance with the CCBS 2

nd
 edition requirements for calculation of net changes in 

carbon stocks. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Net changes in carbon stocks with and without project has been presented 
on table 37 of PDD 2 June 2011 (page 107). However as without-project 
baseline needs further justification and documentation this item remains 
open until CARs related to the baseline selection are closed. 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 19/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.1.3, CL2.4 

Non-conformance: The calculation of emissions from burning biomass, emissions from fuel, the 
use of fertilizers and emissions from decomposing nitrogen-fixing plants, 
among others, have been omitted by the proponent on the basis that the VCS 
methodology does not include these sources. No other arguments or evidence 
were presented to support the data omitted. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall clearly explain the assumptions used to omit non-CO2 
GHGs. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: In the PDD June 2011 the proponent assumed emissions of N2O and CH4 

as non-significant for the project, but pledge for an ex-post application of 
Módulo VCS VMD0013 ―Estimation of emissions of GEI from biomass 
burning‖ when fire occurs in the project zone (E-BB). 

CAR Status: CLOSED  

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 20/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.1.4 

Non-conformance: The proponent has not explained the calculation of the project‘s net impact 
based on the net change in carbon stocks plus the net change in GHG that are 
different from CO2 (if applicable) minus any other GHG resulting from project 
activities minus any other unmitigated emission due to climactic impact. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall explicitly explain the calculation of net project impacts 
based on the requirements of the standard. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: GHG different to CO2 has been considered as insignificant for the project 
therefore in the calculation of net change in carbon stocks these gases are 
not accounted for.  This omission was found to be consistent with 
prevailing carbon accounting practices, including the CDM, as such this 
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CAR is closed. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 21/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.2.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent identifies displacement as a type of leakage caused by the 
project. Although the estimate of the increase in GHG due to project activities 
or ex ante (due to migrating and local agents) and the ex post or potential 
leakage (or in the absence of the project) have been calculated for the buffer or 
leakage zone, the proponent has indicated on page 136 of the PDD that there 
could be communities outside the buffer zone that may be impacted by the 
project (see also G1.3). Therefore, the justification of most probable leakage 
sites and the respective emissions estimates are not conclusive. Additionally, 
the proponent did not attach the spreadsheets used in the application of the 
equations relating to these calculations and only presented consolidated data.  
As such it is not clear how emissions from the selected leakage sites was 
calculated. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall justify the selection of the most probable 
leakage sites based on the definition of the project zone and, based on this definition, must estimate 
the leakage and attach calculations for verification. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Two types of leakage (displacement and market) has been identified in the 
PDD 2 June 2011 and increase in emissions has been calculated, 
however as noted in CAR 02/11, nonconformances with the project zone 
delineation criteria were observed. Therefore this item remains open until 
the project zone has been clearly defined.  

  

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A  

 

CAR 22/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.2.3 

Non-conformance: Although the 2010 PDD indicates that 5% of the emissions from the leakage 
belt will be uncontrollable, and on page 129 of the same document indicates 
that this percentage has been incorporated into the calculations to determine 
project carbon flow (Chart 30), the explanation has been omitted as well as the 
documents that could be used to verify this affirmation.  As such, the PDD does 
not clearly explain the process for the calculation of the 5% uncontrollable 
leakage. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly explain the subtraction of the 
percentage defined as unmitigated leakage from the climactic benefits claimed and the calculations 
used to evaluate net project impact.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: The proponent indicates cuadro 31 of CL 1.1. to explain the subtraction of 
unmitigated leakage from the climatic benefits. Note page 106 of CL 1.1 in 
PDD June 2011 does not contain such a table and therefore this item has 
not been properly addressed.  The PDD and supporting documents must 
consistently address the subtraction of unmitigated leakage. 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 
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CAR 23/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.3.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent presented an initial plan indicating the types of reservoirs that 
would be monitored and the monitoring frequency (aboveground and 
belowground biomass) for degradation and deforestation. The reservoirs to be 
monitored include those that are due to project activities outside the project 
area (leakage). Although it indicates that the information on carbon reservoirs 
will be updated every 5 years, the document does not include information on 
how the leakage will be monitored after five years past project displacement. 
The PDD lacks a clear description of how field measurements will be made 
based on a scientifically sound method for identified carbon reservoirs. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly describe all planned monitoring 
activities, including frequency, to be implemented as part of project activities.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: The proponent developed an initial monitoring plan including monitoring 
objectives, methodology, activities, frequency and tools. After five years 
the proponent commits to review the baseline scenario including leakage 
belt, reference region, carbon pools and project area (PDD 2 June 2011, 
Page 120) 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 24/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.3.2 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent establishes that the monitoring information will be 
disseminated to the stakeholders both directly and on its website, the 
commitment to develop a complete monitoring plan of climate criteria within six 
months of the initial project or within 12 months of validation of the project is 
missing. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly document its commitment to prepare a 
monitoring plan of climate criteria within 6 to 12 months of validation against the standard. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: The proponent expressed commitment to prepare a monitoring plan within 
12 months of validation against the standard and to disseminate the 
information to stakeholders. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 
 

CAR 25/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CM1.1 

Non-conformance: Per the text presented by the project proponent in the August 2010 PDD, 
section CM1.1 (page 134), it is not possible to clearly understand the specific 
benefits that may be expected for each of the communities involved throughout 
project duration. Moreover, no comparison between the with-project and the 
without-project scenarios has been presented in terms of the socioeconomic 
wellbeing of the communities. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly and consistently identify the specific 
benefits expected for each community involved in the project, including a comparison between the with- 
and without-project scenarios. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: In the PDD version June 2011 (page 188-192) the project proponent 
identifies the specific benefits expected for each community involved in the 
project (Chart 39) and makes a  comparison between the with- and without-
project scenarios.     

CAR Status: CLOSED 
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Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 26/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CM1.2, CM3.3 

Non-conformance: In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM1.2 (page 135) AIDER 
makes reference to information presented in the PDD of the Voluntary Carbon 
Standards – VCS (Doc. No. 21). This is cross-reference with another PDD is not 
appropriate as one PDD must not depend on information presented in another. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly present all evidence regarding 
community impacts and monitoring community impacts within the CCB PDD.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: In the PDD version June 2011 the project proponent clearly points all 
evidence regarding community impacts (page 192-193).  Furthermore the 
PDD includes Annex 33 (Doc No 33) which make a Draft Environmental 
Impact Assessment  as well as describes a monitoring community planning 
(page 196-199).   The submission of this revised data and additional 
documentation was found to be sufficient to address this CAR. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 

CAR 27/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL2,2 

Non-conformance: The leakage mitigation activities have been described as the promotion of 
economic alternatives and resource governance among the stakeholders in the 
August 2010 version of the PDD. However, there is not an explicit explanation 
of what sort of activities economic activities would be implemented to reduce 
the impacts. The proponent has determined that 5% of the leakage cannot be 
avoided, this being understood as a reduction of the scope of the project‘s 
mitigation activities. This estimate was based on criteria from the REDD 
Methodology Framework Version 1 2009. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall present an explicit description of mitigation activities to 
be implemented to reduce impact in the leakage belt.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: On pages 39 to 51 the proponent presented a description of mitigation 
activities to reduce impact in the leakage belt.   This information was found 
to be sufficient to close this CAR. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

2.3.2 Observations 

 
Note: Observations are issued for areas that the auditor sees the potential for improvement in 
implementing standard requirements or in the quality system; observations may lead to direct non-
conformances if not addressed. 

 
 

OBS 01/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: GL1.1 

Although the proponent presented information of likely regional climate change and climate variability for 
the region (page 155), the potential changes in the local land use scenario in the absence of the project 
had not been developed. 

Observation: The proponent should describe the potential changes in local land use scenario in the 
absence of the project based on likely regional climate change and climate variability available 
information. 
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OBS 02/11  Reference Standard & Requirement: GL1.2 

Risk to the project climate, community and biodiversity benefits from likely climate change have been 
identified in the PDD. The risk range from temperature rise and drought incidence to productivity, natural 
regeneration, phenology. Loss of infrastructure and land due to flooding, loss of wildlife, hunger which at 
the same time would impact protected areas increasing the pressure over forest. Activities such as early 
warning and civil defense, contingence and management to mitigate such impacts have been presented 
in the PDD, although there is no explanation on how these activities will be implemented nor the 
assumptions to prioritize the actions. 

Observation: The proponent should provide information on how risk to project climate and biodiversity 
benefits will be mitigated based on assumptions and explanation on how activities will be implemented. 

 

OBS 03/11  Reference Standard & Requirement: GL1,3 

The proponent have not demonstrated actual or anticipated climate change impact on the well-being of 
communities and/or conservation status of biodiversity based on climate change models or participatory 
evaluations. 

Observation: The proponents should demonstrate actual or anticipated climate change  impacts on 
community wellbeing and biodiversity based on robust methodologies as noted in footnote 48 and 49 of 
the standard. 

 

OBS 04/11  Reference Standard & Requirement: GL1.4 

The proponent have not demonstrated how project activities will assist communities and/or biodiversity 
to adapt to probable impacts of climate change based on information on communities experiencing or 
expected to experience decrease access to natural resources due to climate change or indicating how 
communities will be prepared  to climate change.  Also it is not explicit how the project will make a 
significant contribution to mitigate impacts of climate change on range, phenology and habitat loss 
impacts on biodiversity. 

Observation: The proponents should demonstrated how activities to assist communities and 
/biodiversity to adapt to probable climate change are based on explicit analysis of communities and 
species being affected or prone to climate change and how the contributions of the project will be. 

 

OBS 05/11  Reference Standard & Requirement: GL3.1 

The proponent mentioned that project area have not registered critically endangered species-CR. There 
are three species of fauna and two species of flora endangered-EN. This information is in tables 35 and 
36 in PDD. There are species vulnerable-VU in tables 37 and 38 in PDD, too. 

However, monitoring is not enough to validate the population data.  

Observation: The proponents should demonstrated information about presence of endangered species, 
vulnerable species, and critically endangered species. 

 

2.4 Actions Taken by Company Prior to Report Finalization 
 

Following the completion of the Draft Report, AIDER submitted revised documents and additional 
evidence (see 3.3 below Docs 49 – 61).  This additional evidence was found to be sufficient to 
close 19 of the 27 CARs identified in the Draft Report. However, insufficient evidence was 
provided to close all CARs.  As such 8 CARs remain open (see section 2.2 above).  Prior to 
validation all CARs must be addressed.  As such a CAR Verification Audit (CVA) will be required 
to close the following CARs: 01/11, 02/11, 07/11, 08/11, 14/11. 18/11, 21/11, and 22/11. 

 

 
 

3 AUDIT PROCESS 
 

3.1 Audit Overview  
 

Note:  The table below provides an overview of the audit scope.  See standard checklist appendix 
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for specific details on auditor qualifications, staff interviewed, and audit findings per facility audited. 

 
 

Location/Facility Date(s) Length of Audit Auditor(s) 

AIDER office – Lima 

Opening meeting with AIDER representatives: 
Jorge Mario Palomares – President; Percy 
Recavarren Estares – Coordinator of the 
Environmental Services Program; Alonso 
Castro Revilla – Forestry Engineer.  

Project Presentation: Percy Recavarren 
Estares,  Alonso Castro Revilla, Yolanda 
Ramírez Villacorta (Anthropologist) 

13/12/2010  

 

45 minutes 

 

 

45 minutes  

Talía M. Bonfante and 
Violeta Colán  

Bosques Amazônicos Office (BAM)  Lima 

Meeting with Jorge Cantuarias and Jorge 
Torres. 

13/12/2010 2 hours Talía M. Bonfante and 
Violeta Colán 

Conservación International Office (CI) Lima 

Eddy Mendoza. 

13/12/2010 1 hour Talía M. Bonfante and 
Violeta Colán 

Servicio Nacional de Áreas Naturales 
Protegidas por el Estado (SERNANP) Office 
Lima. 

Marcos Pastor Rozas, Rudy Valdivia 

13/12/10 1,5 hour Talía M. Bonfante and 
Violeta Colán 

AIDER Office – Puerto Maldonado 

Meeting with members of the AIDER team 
who are located in Puerto Maldonado and 
carry out activities linked to the project. 

 

Reconnaissance of the project areas and 
logistical planning. 

                                  

Interview with the people responsible for the 
project‘s communities section: Johnny Davilla 
Flores – Anthropologist; Roberto Rojas Chacpi 
– Anthropologist; and Aldo Ramírez Reyes 
Agronomy Engineer. 

 

Interview with the person responsible for 
biodiversity monitoring: Deyvis Huaman. 

14/12/2010  

1  hour                                                                                                                       

 

 

                                            
1 hour 

 

                                         
2,5 hours 

 

 

 

2,5 hours 

 

Galia Selaya, Talía Bonfante 
and Violeta Colán 

 

 

Galia Selaya, Talía Bonfante 
and Violeta Colán 

 

Talía Bonfante  

 

 

 

Violeta Colán 

                                               

Interview with the person responsible for 
environmental services: Percy Recavarren,  
responsible for preparing the PDD, Alfonso 
Castro, Forest Management, Carlos Sanchez 

14/12/2010 4 hours Galia Selaya 

RNTAMB carbon plots with two types of 
vegetation. RNTAMB La Torre post, park 
rangers‘ office. Interview with the people in 
charge of the RNTAMB. Marcelo Ramos 
Quispe, Luciano Guaman, Percy Arias, 
Alfredo Montes, Luis Benitez 

15/12/2010 9 hours Galia Selaya 

Visit/Interview Community of San Bernardo 15/12/2010 1,5 hour Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

Community of Las Mercedes 15/12/2010 45 minutes Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

Community of Las Candelarias 

 

15/12/2010 45 minutes Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

Mining Concession 

Visit to the gold mining area 

Visit to a greenhouse to be used as a pilot 
project on recovery of degraded areas. 

15/12/2010 1,5 hour Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

 

Caritas Association 

 

15/12/2010 40 minutes Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 
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AIDER Offices – Puerto Maldonado  

Interview with members of the Filadelfia 
Community 

 

Interview with members of the Infierno 
Community: Rolando Diaz; Carlos Dejavijo, 
Marcelo Aguirre.  

 

Review of documents 

15/12/2010  

1,5 hour 

 

 

1,5 hour  

 

1,5 hour  

 

Talía Bonfante 

 

 

Violeta Colán 

 

Talía Bonfante 

 

FENAMAD Offices – Puerto Maldonado 

Julio Pareja 

 

16/12/2010 1 hour Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

Office of the Tambopata National Reserve 
Management Committee 

Interview with the Chairman of the Tambopata 
National Reserve Management Committee: 
Víctor Zambrano 

16/12/2010 2 hours Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

Servicio Nacional de Áreas Naturales 
Protegidas por el Estado (SERNANP) Office – 
Puerto Maldonado 

Interview with the Head of the Tambopata 
National Reserve: José Carlos Nieto 

16/12/2010 1 hour Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

AIDER Office 

Interview with the President of the Federal 
Indigenous Association of Madre de Dios 
(AFIMAD). 

 

Document review 

16/12/2010  

1 hour  

 

 

1,5 hour 

 

Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

 

Talía Bonfante 

Violeta Colán 

Interview with members of the Association of 
Brazil Nut Producers at the Tambopata 
Reserve (ASCART). 

 

16/12/2010 1 hour Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

 

AIDER Office, Puerto Maldonado, Interview 
with APAYLOM Leaders. Gold miners. 

16/12/2010 2 hours Galia Selaya 

Environmental Secretary  16/12/2010 45 min Galia Selaya 

AIDER Office, Puerto Maldonado, AIDER 
Environmental Services 

16/12/2010 2 hours Galia Selaya 

Offices of ACCA, an NGO 16/12/2010 45 min Galia Selaya 

SA  / BAM Company 16/12/2010 45 min Galia Selaya 

Environmental Secretary, Responsible for the 
SIG 

17/12/2010 1 hour Galia Selaya 

SERNANP Office, Puerto Maldonado, Park 
Rangers Division 

17/12/2010 1 hour Galia Selaya 

Communities of Nueva América and Jorge 
Chavez 

Interview with inhabitants 

17/12/2010 3 hours Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

Jorge Chavez Control Post 

Interview with park ranger 

 

Document review, preparation for closing 
meeting 

17/12/2010 1 hour  

 

 

4 hours 

Talía Bonfante and Violeta 
Colán 

 

Galia Selaya, Talia Bonfante 
and Violeta Colán 

 

AIDER Office 

 

Closing meeting: Validation Team and AIDER 
Team 

18/12/10 2 hours Galia Selaya, Talía Bonfante 
and Violeta Colán 
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3.2 Description of Audit Process 
 

The validation process took place taking three main aspects into account: 1) the visit to the project 
area; 2) interviews of the institutions and communities that are part of the project; 3) interviews of 
other project stakeholders. 
 
1. Visit to the project area: The audit team visited two carbon assessment plots within the Tambopata 

National Reserve, in the La Torre section, to verify the information compiled and to verify the 
carbon stock calculations. In the same sector we interviewed the people in charge of the 
Tambopata NR control post at La Torre to learn about activities being carried out in the zone. The 
audit team also visited the Jorge Chavez and Nueva América zones where sharecroppers who do 
not belong to any indigenous group but do live in the area are located. AIDER carried out a 
diagnostic in this jurisdiction. At the Jorge Chavez control post we interviewed the person in 
charge of biodiversity protection. 

2. Interviews of project counterparts. The interviews took place at the central offices in Lima and at 
regional offices in Puerto Maldonado of the Servicio National de Areas Naturales Protegidas por 
el Estado (SERNANP, National Government-Protected Natural Areas Service), owner of the area 
in which the project is being carried out; at Bosques Amazónicos, a company that will 
commercialize the validated carbon credits and which will also be participating in determining the 
baseline. Indigenous communities which, although not within the project area, have the right to 
give their consent on the use of resources in the project area, were also interviewed: Infierno, 
Nueva América, Jorge Chávez. 

3. Interviews of other stakeholders. The communities located in the Tambopata National Reserve 
buffer zone were taken into account in these interviews: San Bernardo, Las Mercedes, Las 
Candelarias and Filadelfia, and mining concessions. In addition the audit team interviewed 
regional environmental authorities, and institutions that carry out activities with communities and 
provide environmental services; indigenous community associations; ecotourism companies; 
Brazil nut producer associations, and the Tambopata National Reserve Forest Management 
Committee. 

 
The audit team conducted a validation report and upon completion of the final draft report on October 
2011, there were a number of open NCRs.  A CVA process was initiated to close the outstanding 
NCRs.  The Project Proponent realized two CVA processes.  During the first CVA process the audit 
team reviewed the new PDD and Annexe submitted to Rainforest Alliance but was not possible to 
close all the NCRs and several new NCRs were added. This resulted in opening a second CVA 
process to close the remaining NCRs.  The documents submitted for the second CVA process were 
found to be provide appropriate and sufficient information to close all outstanding NCRs. 
 
 
 

3.3 Documents reviewed 
 

Ref Title, Author(s), Version, Date 

1 Specific agreement for inter-institutional coordination between AIDER, the Association for 
Integral Research and Development, and the native Esse‘Eja community of Infierno (Date 
03/03/10) 

2 Minutes from Infierno Project meetings (the records of the meetings are in electronic version 
and are related to the community‘s REDD-ITTO project) 

3 Attendance list from the presentation of the Nueva América Participative Socioeconomic 
Diagnostic (Date: 25/06/10) 

4 Inter-institutional coordination framework agreement between AIDER, the Asociación para la 
Investigación y Desarrollo Integral and Mr. Leonardo Huaman Huaca, owner of the Josue 
Luis – Guacamayo mining concession (Date: 26/08/10) 



 

Doc. No. C-25 27May09            Page 22 

5 Cooperation agreement – integral research and development – between AIDER and the 
association of agricultural producers and artisanal gold washers of Malinowski – APAYLOM 
(Date: 25/05/10) 

6 Encounter and dialogue to coordinate socioeconomic development opportunities in the buffer 
zone with identified social stakeholders. MANUAL FOR THE TECHNICAL OPERATING 
TEAM (ETO). Johnny Davila Flores (ETO-AIDER, 2010) 

7 Fondo de las Américas (Americas Fund) – participative management and promotion of 
sustainable production systems as an alternative to reducing deforestation within the 
Tambopata National Reserve (Nueva América) and its buffer zone (Loero and Jorge 
Chávez). 06/12/2010 Code: 012.1.10.09 

8 Letters from AIDER to the representatives of the following communities: (Lago Sandoval, Los 
Cedros, Isuyama, Bajo Tambopata, San Francisco, Jorge Chávez, Loero, Santa Rita Alta, 
Nueva Esperanza Santa Rosa, Virgenes del Sol, San Juan, Union Progresso, Sul Marciete, 
Virgem de La Candelária, Alto dos Demayo, Associación Agrários Progresso Verde, Águas 
Blancas, Florida Baja, Santo Domingo, Residentes Cusqueños, Tahuantisuyo, Victor Raul 
Hoya de La Tores, São Bernado, Primavera Alta), inviting them to participate in coordination 
meetings of AIDER activities within the Tambopata National Reserve and Bahuaja Sonene 
National Park buffer zone 

9 Attendance list from the AIDER presentation 

10 Interview form (Gregoriu Ccanahuri Huarsalla – President Sul Vacielte; Owvaldo Quispe 
Roamos – President Alto Libertad) 

11 Participative Socioeconomic Diagnostic: Nueva America, Las Mercedes, San Francisco, San 
Bernardo, Filadelfia, Sol Naciente, Sonene, Union Progreso, Virgen de La Candelária 

12 Attendance List from the Participative Socioeconomic Diagnostic Workshop: San Francisco 
(21/07/2010); Virgen de La Candeia  (26/06/2010 and 17/07/2010);San Bernardo (03 and 
17/07/2010); Sonene (03 and 04/06/2010); Las Mercedes ( 03 and 10/07/2010); Union 
Progresso ( 30/08/2010) and Filadélfia (19/06/2010) 

13 Minutes from the Participative Diagnostic Delivery Event: San Bernardo (11/12/10); Filadélfia 
(12/12/2010), San Francisco (12/12/2010); Las Mercedes (12/12/2010) 

14 Map of the location of population centers. Date: March 2010. Source: Peru Digital – 
GOREMAD Master Plan RNTAMB-PNBS 

15 Project agreement between Infierno and AIDER 

16 Cooperation agreement between AIDER and APAYLOM 

17 PDD Reduction of deforestation and degradation at the Tambopata National Reserve and 
the Bahuaja-Sonene National Park in the Madre de Dios region of Peru, under La Alianza 
para el Clima, Comunidad y Biodiversidad (CBB) standards. August 2010 

18 Letter of invitation from AIDER to the president of the Santa Rita community to participate in 
an AIDER activities coordination meeting within the RNTAMB and PNBS buffer zone 

19 Training course of the design and implementation of Conservation Agreements. 
Conservation International Peru. Puerto Maldonado – 16 and 17 November 2010 

20 Compiling of observations from the pre-validation report prepared by Rainforest Alliance 
through December 2010 

21 Reduction of deforestation and degradation at the Tambopata National Reserve and the 
Bahuaja Sonene National Park in the Madre de Dios region of Peru under Voluntary Carbon 
Standards – VCS. August 2010 

22 Minutes from the general assembly of members of the Tambopata National Reserve 
Management Committee (RNTAMB) – 19 August 2009 

23 Report II: ―Symposium on biological research and monitoring at the Tambopata National 
Reserve and Bahuaja Sonene National Park in the Madre de Dios region‖ – September 2010 

24 Minutes from the meeting between regular and substitute members of the RNTAMB 
Management Committee – 03 July 2009 

25 Minutes from the general assembly of members of the Tambopata National Reserve 
Management Committee (RNTAMB) – 29 November 2010 

26 Minutes from the meeting of regular and substitute members of the RNTAMB Management 
Committee – 23 March 2009 

27 AC-ZA Carbon Stock Database (24-04-10) Brown (Excel Spreadsheet) 

28 Carbon Calculations (Excel) 
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29 Paca allometric equation. Sept. 2008. Sept. 2008. Percy Recavarren, Manuel Llanos Aguilar, 
Maria Azucena Angulo, Miriam Delgado 

30 Estimates of carbon stored in the Tambopata biomass. Sept. 2008. Percy Recavarren, 
Manuel Llanos Aguilar, Maria Azucena Angulo, Miriam Delgado 

31 Location and quantification of unplanned deforestation threats in the baseline scenario. BL-
UL 2010 

32 Calculation of the unplanned deforestation rate in the baseline scenario. BL-UR 2010 

33 Calculation of forest degradation in Tambopata National Reserve and Bahuaja-Sonene 
National Park in the Madre de Dios region 2010 

34 Calculation of REDD Project Leakage in the Bahuaja-Sonene National Reserve in the Madre 
de Dios Region. LK-ASU 

35 Calculation of changes in stored carbon and greenhouse gas emissions produced by 
unplanned deforestation in the baseline scenario for the REDD project at the Tambopata 
National Reserve and Bahuaja-Sonene National Park. Carlos Sanchez D., Miriam Delgado 
O., Alonso Castro R., 2010 

36 CONAFOR 2010. Percy Recavarren Estares – AIDER V2 

37 Reports on Mining Violations. SERNANP 2010 

38 Reports on Tree Cutting Violations. SERNANP 2010 

39 General Budget. 

40 Econometric calculation of the deforestation rate. Tambopata National Reserve and the 
Bahuaja-Sonene National Park. Percy Recavarren, Paul Ramirez, Marco Llanos, Alejandro 
Leon, 2010 

41 Benchmarks List. Excel 

42 Community Control and Surveillance Plan. WCS, CSA, CDC2010 

43 Perú 2007 National Census 

44 Diagnostic of artisanal mining activities in the Madre de Dios region. Cesar Mosquera, Mary 
Luz Chavez, Victor Hugo Pachas, Paola Moschella. 2009 

45 Carbon storage in the Los Amigos Concesion, Amazon, Moore, Winrock , May 2006 

46 Winrock Standard Operating Procedures. Sarah Walter, Timothy Pearson, Nancy Harris, Ken 
MacDicken and Sandra Brown. 2007 

47 Tambopata National Reserve Master Plan. Various 

48 EGO Dynamics Guide 

49 Project Design Document_CCBA_Version Junio 2011 

50 Project Design Document CCBA Tambopata 2011. Version 7-7-2011 Parte 01 y 02 

51 Anexos PDD-CCB Actualizados Parte 1 

52 Anexos PDD-CCB Actualizados Parte 2 

53 PDD CCB Tambopata Junio Parte 1 

54 PDD CCB Tambopata Junio Parte 2 

55 Anexo 18 Estimación de la linea base de deforestación RNTAMB y PNBS 23-2011 BL-UP 
Vs2 

56 Anexo 12 Estimación de carbono almacenado 

57 Anexo 10 Estratificación del área del proyecto 

58 Anexo 31 Estimación de fugas por desplazamiento 

59 Anexo 32 Fugas por el efecto de mercado 

60 Anexo 34 Estimación de incertidumbre 

61 Anexo 35 Informe final de degradación 

 

 
 

3.4 Stakeholder consultation process (if applicable)    
 

Following CCBA requirements, the PDD was sent to the CCBA coordinator on 8 November 
and was published on its website as of 16 November for a period of 30 days. Rainforest 
Alliance, through its regional South America office, made a public announcement to 



 

Doc. No. C-25 27May09            Page 24 

stakeholders in coordination with AIDER on 8 November, requesting comments at the 
national level. 
 
During the field visit the validation team met with stakeholders in Lima and Puerto 
Maldonado, among whom were; Servicio Nacional de Areas Naturales Protegidas por el 
Estado - SERNANP; the regional government of Madre de Dios; NGOs in the region 
(ACCA, CI), and indigenous community associations (FENAMAD). 
 
Prior to initiating the field visit, CCBA received comments from the Forest Peoples 
Programme (FPP), were sent to the members of the validating team. The comments were 
taken into account during the field visit. 
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Appendix A:  COMPANY DETAILS 
 
 
1 CONTACTS 

 

1.1 Primary Contact for Coordination with SmartWood 
 

Primary Contact, Position:  Percy Recavarren Estares 

Coordinador del Programa de Servicios Ambientales de AIDER. 

Address: Av. Jorge Basadre 180 - Oficina 6. San Isidro, Lima - Perú.  

Tel/Fax/Email: +51 1 4215835 

precavarren@aider.com.pe 

lima@aider.com.pe  

 

1.2 Billing Contact 
 

Contact, Position:  See item 1.1 

Address: See item 1.1 

Tel/Fax/Email: See item 1.1 

 
2 SmartWood Website Customer Fact Sheet 
 

Note: upon Validation, the SmartWood website posts and maintains Customer Fact Sheets for 
companies with the information in the table below at  http://www.ra-smartwood.org/   

 
 

Field Text for Customer Fact Sheet Has this Info Changed? 

Contact, Title:  

(Sales & Marketing) 

Jaime Nalvarte Armas, 

Director Ejecutivo AIDER 
Yes   No  

Address: Av. Jorge Basadre 180, Oficina 6. San Isidro, 
Lima - Perú 

Yes   No  

Tel/Fax/Email/Website: +51 1 4215835 

lima@aider.com.pe 

www.aider.com.pe 

Yes   No  

Products/Descriptions: N/A Yes   No  

 
 
3 Validation Scope 
 

3.1 Scope Definition:   

The scope of the validation audit is to assess the conformance of the Reducción de la 
deforestación y degradación en la Reserva Nacional Tambopata y en el Parque Nacional 
Bahuaja-Sonene del ámbito de la región Madre de Dios REDD project in Peru against the CCB 
2nd Edition standard.  The objectives of this audit included an assessment of the project‘s 
conformance with the CCBS 2nd edition requirements and any additional requirements of 
identified methodology.  In addition, the audit assessed the project with respect to the baseline 
scenarios presented in the project design document.  The project covers an area of 573,299.97 
ha.  The land is publically owned.  The project has a lifetime of 20 years, and estimates it will 
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avoid emissions of 4,577,502.5 tCO2e over the first 10 years of the validated baseline. The audit 
will assess the GHG assertions and baseline estimates made by the project against agreed 
validation criteria of the VCS. 

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

 CCBS 2nd Edition 

 Identified REDD Methodology 
 

 
 

3.2 Type of Legal Entity:  Non-governmental Organization 
 

3.3 Jurisdiction:  Peru. 
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Appendix B:  STANDARD CHECKLIST CCBA STANDARDS 

 
 

1 Evaluation of Project 
 

Project Name:  Reduction of deforestation and degradation in the Tambopata 
National Reserve and the Bahuaja Sonene National Park in the 
Madre de Dios region of Peru. 

Contact for Validation: Percy Recavarren 

Address: Av. Jorge Basadre 180, Oficina 6. San Isidro, Lima - Perú. 

Tel/Fax/Email: +51 1 4215835 

precavarren@aider.com.pe  

 

2 Evaluation Details   
Auditor(s) Qualifications 

Violeta Colán 

Lead Auditor, Biodiversity Specialist 

Forestry engineer with a master‘s degree in Integrated 
Management of Renewable Natural Resources and a 
specialization in Natural Forest Silviculture. She has 
carried out published research on forest management 
practices applied by lumber companies in the 
production forests of the Peruvian Amazon. In addition 
to her education, she has been formally trained in: the 
gradual approximation to SAGC certification system, 
voluntary FSC forest certification, the FSC CoC chain 
of custody, ISO 14001 environmental auditing, and she 
took a Rainforest Alliance training course on carbon 
project validation and verification processes. She has 
participated in over thirty FSC evaluations and audits 
both in forest management and in chain of custody. To 
date she has participated in seven carbon project 
evaluations and validations using CCBA, VCS, CCX 
and CarbonFix standards. She is an ISO 14001 Lead 
Auditor. 
 

Galia Selaya 

Audit Team Member, Climate Specialist 

Interdisciplinary approach for environmental 
management and climate change adaptation; 
Application of best management practices and eco-
efficiency in forest and agroforestry sectors; Monitoring 
and verification of carbon stocks and forest 
environmental services conservation; Environmental 
perturbations and land use changes impacts on forest 
succession pathways and biodiversity; Scaling up 
species specific biomass allocation and carbon 
dynamics to canopy structure and species assembly in 
response to environmental changes. Lead Auditor ISO 
14001. 
 

Talia Bonfante 

Audit Team Member, Social Specialist 

Experience in research relating to the Carbon Market. 
Knowledge of: the Kyoto Protocol, UNFCCC Approved 
Methodologies, Voluntary Market (Gold Standard, CCB 
Standards, CCX) and Economic Feasibility Analyses for 
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Carbon Projects; Has done research on 
socioenvironmental responsibility and environmental 
programs; speaker on activities carried out to create 
community environmental awareness; experience 
working with IBAMA in which main activities were: 
feasibility analyses and methodology for scientific 
projects; support for apprehension activities and 
accusations of illegal wildlife possession: compiling 
statistical data on environmental projects; verification of 
the regularity of zoos and breeders according to 
Current Regulatory Instructions; work with NGOs on 
forest and native wildlife conservation projects; solid 
knowledge of the Integrated Management System - 
Environmental Management, ISO 14001, the 
Environmental Risk Prevention Program, Occupational 
Health and Safety (NRs); a dynamic person who is 
easy to relate to. Strong knowledge of management 
controls; facility for oral and written communication.  

 

Jared Nunery, Rainforest Alliance, 
SmartWood Program Carbon Technical 
Specialist 

 

Technical Reviewer 

Jared has led the technical review of multiple validation 
assessments for the VCS.  In addition he has 
participated in two Improved Forest Management 
methodological assessments for the VCS.  Before 
joining the Rainforest Alliance, Jared worked as a 
member of the Carbon Dynamics Lab at the University 
of Vermont, where he conducted research on the 
effects of forest management on carbon sequestration.  
Jared has published multiple scientific articles on forest 
carbon dynamics as well as general forest ecological 
processes. 
 

Jared has a B.S. in Environmental Sciences from the 
University of Vermont and earned his M.Sc. in Forestry 
from the University of Vermont.  Jared has extensive 
experience in forest stand dynamics, forest carbon 
dynamics, forest mensuration, GHG quantification, 
forest growth and yield modeling, and wildlife habitat 
conservation.  In addition, Jared is a certified lead 
auditor with the Climate Action Reserve for Forest and 
Urban Forest projects. 

 

 
 
 
 

3 Standard Checklist 
 

Climate, Community and Biodiversity Project Design Standards 
Second Edition, December 2008 

 
GENERAL SECTION 
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G1.  Original Conditions at Project Site - Required 
 
Concept 
The original conditions at the project area

1
 and the surrounding project zone

2
 before the project 

commences must be described. This description, along with baseline projections (G2), will help to 
determine the likely impacts of the project.  
 
Indicators 
The project proponents must provide a description of the project zone, containing all the following information: 
 
General Information 

1) The location of the project and basic physical parameters (e.g. soil, geology, climate). 

Findings The proponent has described the location and physical parameters of the project zone 
(soil, physiography and climate) in addition to describing hydrology and tributaries of 
influence in the project site (page 8 to 11 of the August 2010 version of the PDD and 
the list of geographical coordinates). 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 
2) The types and condition of vegetation within the project area. 

Findings Although the proponent has described 10 types and 12 subtypes of existing vegetation 
in the project area based on physiographic-floristic criteria (Document No. 20 referring 
to the INRENA Master Plan for RNTAMB and PNSB), the description of the vegetation 
conditions is not conclusive. It mentions scarce or no intervention in the project area; 
however, it quantifies 990 hectares as deforested and, likewise, documents 
degradation (Doc 33) due to the entry of Brazil nut and lumber gatherers into the 
project area. And on the other hand the description of human impact on page 6 of 
Document No. 20 indicates that the scale used for the analysis provides no evidence of 
the total amount of land cleared for this activity and it makes reference to INRENA, 
2003b. This raises doubts as to the qualification of the vegetation conditions in the 
project area. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 01/11 

 
 

3) The boundaries of the project area and the project zone. 

Findings The proponent has not described the project zone according to the definition of area 
and zone in footnotes 1 and 2 of the standard. The current project borders coincide 
with the RNTAMB and PNBS buffer zone according to the Master Plan; however, page 
136 of the PDD indicates there are other communities outside the buffer zone that 
could be impacted by the project. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 02/11 

 
 
Climate Information 

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 

                                                           
1
 The ‗project area‘ is defined as the land within the carbon project boundary and under the control of the project proponent.  

2
 The ‗project zone‘ is defined as the project area and the land within the boundaries of the adjacent communities potentially 

affected by the project. 
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Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use
3
 (IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU) or a more robust and detailed 

methodology.
4
     

Findings Although the proponent has described existing carbon stocks in the project area based 
on temporary plots, and divided up into temporary plots by type of vegetation, the VCS 
REDD Methodology Framework version 1, 2009, the carbon pool modules have not 
been completely applied and any modifications made to them have not been explained 
(see footnote 4 of the standard). Therefore the omission of other carbon pools (soil, 
deadwood and litter and necromass) has not been sustained under the observations 
section. There is no explanation on the validation of the allometric equations used 
based on the variables required by the CP-A (III. Data/parameter not monitored). It 
does indicate that Winrock and AIDER methodologies were used, but does not explain 
how they were used. Note: In the presentation made during the validation, the 
proponent presented deadwood and litter as one of the measurements made, and 
other variables such as wood density to estimate carbon per individual sampled; 
however, this was not evident in Doc 20 presented during the validation. 

 

Additionally, during the validation the audit team found that the PDD lacked a clear 
explanation of why mountain forest and its associated vegetation was excluded. The 
field and office information in some cases are contradictory; for example, in the 
document titled Carbon Data Base, Excel, Page R-5-16-30, in the field plot 114 is 
reported as swamp with vegetation and in the office it is noted as secondary forest. An 
explanation is missing on how information is handled when determining final units for 
the assignment of corresponding carbon stock. In the carbon stock spreadsheets 
(Carbon Calculations) only carbon obtained from 7 strata is reported; however, in the 
tables in the summary in Document 20, 11 strata and their respective carbon values 
are mentioned. 

 

A sampling method was used in which the number of plots was determined based on 
the strata size. The equation used to determine the number of plots is presented, but it 
omits which ex-ante deviation standard values were used to obtain the number of plots. 

 

During the validation AIDER mentioned that up to 10% of plots was sampled to verify if 
measurement work on diameter, height and other attributes of the plots was carried out 
according to quality criteria. However, information is missing on the results of this 
quality control work. This came up because in the field there were discrepancies in the 
quantification of individuals in one of the plots visited. 

 

The annex explains that the number of plots was increased to 10% of plots to 
determine the existence of trees on Pampas de Heath (Heath Plains) (page 5). 
However, the PDD includes no explanation of the results. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 03/11  

 
 
Community Information  

5) A description of communities
5
 located in the project zone, including basic socio-economic and cultural 

information that describes the social, economic and cultural diversity within communities (wealth,  cc

                                                           
3
 Volume 4 Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/vol4.html  

4
 In cases where a published methodology is used, the full reference must be given and any variations from the published 

methodology must be explained. 
5
 ‗Communities‘ are defined as all groups of people—including Indigenous Peoples, mobile peoples and other local 

communities—who live within or adjacent to the project area as well as any groups that regularly visit the area and derive 
income, livelihood or cultural values from the area. (See Appendix B: Glossary for more information.) 

http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/vol4.html
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 gender, age, ethnicity etc.), identifies specific groups such as Indigenous Peoples
6
 and describes any 

community characteristics.
7
  

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G1.5 (pg. 18) the project proponent 
presents a socioeconomic description on the communities located in the project zone, 
acknowledging the presence of nearly 50 unplanned settlements in the RNTAMB and 
PNBS buffer zone. It also identifies and describes the following social stakeholders in 
areas adjacent to, and inside, the project area: 4 native communities (Palma Real, 
Sonene, Infierno, and Kotsimba); Brazil nut producers, tour operators, intermediaries, 
and farming families in Nueva América, Lago Sandoval, and APAYLOM mining 
concessionaires (described superficially). 

 

During the field audit, AIDER presented the auditing team with a Socioeconomic 
Diagnostic (Doc. No. 11) on the following communities located in the project area: 
Nueva America, Las Mercedes, San Francisco, San Bernardo, Filadelfia, Sol Naciente, 
Sonene, Union Progreso, Virgen de La Candelária. In addition, in the document review, 
AIDER presented the auditing team with signed agreements to carry out activities with 
the communities of Nueva América, Loero and Jorge Chávez (Doc. No. 7); APAYLOM 
(Doc No. 5); and Infierno (Doc No. 1). These agreements are mentioned in the August 
2010 version of the PDD, section G5.2 (page 188). Nevertheless, these communities, 
except for Nueva América and APAYLOM, are not described in the August 2010 
version of the PDD. 

 

The audit team also found that AIDER is conducting a pilot forest recovery project in 3 
gold mining concession areas. During an interview with the AIDER technical team, it 
became evident that this activity is part of the work timetable described in the PDD, 
section G3.4 (page 96) where it is called Lumber Forest Management (as it foresees 
recovering the economically interesting species in the area). However people impacted 
by these activities were not identified or described in the August 2010 version of the 
PDD. 

Conformance Yes   No    N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 04/11 

 

6) A description of current land use and customary and legal property rights including community property
8
 

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). 

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G1.6 (page 26) AIDER describes the 
current soil use in the project area/zone as well as historical usage and occupation. In 
charts 8 and 9, indicating, respectively the land titles of the native communities (Palma 
Real, Infierno, Sonene, and Kotsimba) and the project areas (Tambopata National 
Reserve and Bahuaja – Sonene National Park) which belong to the Peruvian 
government. 

 

Section G1.6 of the PDD describes the process of creating the RNTAMB and PNBS 
(project areas). However, it does not provide and in-depth assessment of how the 
native communities were involved in this process, as well as the conflicts with 
communities against the creation of the RNTAMB and PNBS („The creation of the ANP 
resulted in claims by the Ese‟eja indigenous peoples who wanted to conserve the 
ancestral lands belonging to them and maintain their liberty, without restrictions, to use 
the natural resources of the area‟ – August 2010 version of the PDD (Doc. No. 17) 
page 21). The project proponent does not adequately describe how the conflict with the 

                                                           
6
 ‗Indigenous Peoples‘ are defined as distinct, vulnerable, social and cultural groups whose members identify themselves as 

belonging to an indigenous cultural group. (See Appendix B: Glossary for more information.) 
7
 Community characteristics may include shared history, culture, livelihood systems, relationships with one or more natural 

resources, or the customary institutions and rules governing the use of resources. 
8
 Including lands that communities have traditionally owned, occupied or otherwise used or acquired. 
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community of Palma Real was handled. During the field audit the audit team found that 
Palma Real wanted to increase the size of its territory. However, this issue is not 
mentioned for any of the communities in the PDD. 

 

Annex III of the PDD (page 169) contains a map of ancestral uses (inside the project 
area) and current uses (adjacent to the project area) of the Esse‘eja ethnic group. 

Chart 10 shows the zoning of the RNTAMB and PNBS. However, during the field audit 
the audit team verified that the Nueva América community (settlement) is inside the 
RNTAMB project area in an area classified as a Recovery Zone. Only zones classified 
as being for special use allow the establishment of human settlements established prior 
to the creation of the park. According to interviews during the field audit, the new 
RNTAMB management plan is being prepared and will contemplate zoning the Nueva 
América area which will be re-classified as a special use zone. However, this issue is 
not mentioned in the PDD. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 05/11  

 
 

Biodiversity Information  

7) A description of current biodiversity within the project zone (diversity of species and ecosystems
9
) and 

threats to that biodiversity, using appropriate methodologies, substantiated where possible with 
appropriate reference material.  

Findings During the document review and interviews conducted by the audit team it was verified 
that the project area is recognized for its dedication to biodiversity conservation. The 
master plans include objectives to protect flora, fauna and ecological processes; 
generate conservation processes with the population; and contribute to sustainable 
development based on knowledge of biological diversity. The master plans contain 
detailed information on the biodiversity of the area. 

 

Two bio-geographical provinces are mentioned: sub-tropical Amazon and sub-tropical 
Yungas (jungle). In addition, the only humid sub-tropical savannah in Peru is also in the 
zone. There are also two eco-regions: southwestern Amazon and the savannahs of 
Beni. 

 

The project zone is continually being researched as this is one of its conservation 
objectives. Both flora and fauna have been studied. The IUCN considers the zone as 
one of the worldwide centers of plant diversity identified, with over 150 types of trees in 
0,01 km

2 
and 1255 plants identified. Chart 13 of the PDD shows the wealth of wildlife 

species. In addition, it mentions specific studies of various sectors in which flora and 
fauna in various states of vulnerability can be found. 

 
The threats to biodiversity have been identified as factors that can cause damage both 
to biological diversity and ecological, social and human processes and include mining, 
agricultural activities, wood harvesting, urban expansion, and migration toward the 
buffer zone, in addition to a possible introduction of exotic species. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 

8) An evaluation of whether the project zone includes any of the following High Conservation Values 
(HCVs) and a description of the qualifying attributes:

10
  

                                                           
9
 Equates to habitat types, biotic communities, ecoregions, etc. 
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8.1. Globally, regionally or nationally significant concentrations of biodiversity values; 
a. protected areas

11
 

b. threatened species
12

 
c. endemic species

13
 

d. areas that support significant concentrations of a species during any time in their lifecycle 
(e.g. migrations, feeding grounds, breeding areas). 

Findings The proponent has carried out an evaluation of the AVC present in the project zone. 
This includes the importance of the region in terms of global biodiversity. Likewise, an 
evaluation was carried out considering points a) protected areas and the category II of 
the Bahuaja Sonene National Park and IV of the Tambopata National Reserve 
according to the IUCN; b) endangered species according to national legislation (D.S. 
034-2004-AG) and the IUCN 2010 list; and c) endemic species presented in a list 
extracted from various sources. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 

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; 

Findings The proponent has evaluated the existence of areas of great national and global 
significance such and the Bahuaja Sonene National Park and RNTAMB have been 
identified as the nucleus of the Amboro Vilcabamba highway which is part of a network 
of protected areas that extends to Bolivia. However, the information on the existence of 
viable populations and their occurrence in natural distribution and abundance patterns 
is not conclusive in Doc. 20 delivered during the validation. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 06/11 

 

8.3. Threatened or rare ecosystems; 

Findings The proponent has described the existence of rare or endangered ecosystems, in this 
case in Pampas del Heath, which are unique in the region and are periodically burned. 
Likewise, it reports that this ecosystem is a refuge for unique and vulnerable species, 
according to the IUCN. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

8.4. Areas that provide critical ecosystem services (e.g., hydrological services, erosion control, fire 
control); 

Findings The proponent has identified the entire project area as a provider of hydrological 
services (water for consumption and tributaries for navigation) and as a burn 
containment area, all of which are critical ecosystem services.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

                                                                                                                                                                                                       
10 These high conservation value criteria are based on those defined by the High Conservation Value (HCV) Resource 

Network http://hcvnetwork.org/. Practical help is available for using HCVs in each region, including generic guidance 
documents (Toolkits) and Country Pages. 
11

 Legally protected areas equivalent to IUCN Protected Area Management Categories I-VI (see 
http://www.iucn.org/about/union/commissions/wcpa/wcpa_work/wcpa_strategic/wcpa_science/wcpa_categories/index.cfm 
for definitions) as well as areas that have been proposed for protected area status by the relevant statutory body but have 
not yet been officially declared, and including areas protected under international conventions (e.g., Ramsar sites, World 
Heritage Sites, UNESCO Man-and-Biosphere Reserves, etc.).  
12

 Species that qualify for the IUCN Red List threat categories of Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (EN) and 
Vulnerable (VU). (See www.iucnredlist.org and Appendix B: Glossary for more information.) Additional national or regional 
listings should also be used where these may differ from the IUCN Red List. 
13

 Species for which the entire global range is restricted to the site, the region or the country (the level of endemicity must be 
defined). 

http://hcvnetwork.org/
http://www.iucn.org/about/union/commissions/wcpa/wcpa_work/wcpa_strategic/wcpa_science/wcpa_categories/index.cfm
http://www.iucnredlist.org/
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CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

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 

Findings In the August 2010 PDD, section G1.8.5, AIDER indicates that the project areas are 
fundamental to supply the basic needs of the traditional communities adjacent to the 
RNTAMB that use the reserve for subsistence hunting and fishing, as well as to collect 
medicinal plants and construction materials. The locations of these activities in the 
project area are indicated in the „Map of ancestral and current uses of the project area 
by the Ese‟eja ethnic group‟ (Annex III, page 170). 

It also mentions the importance of the project area for the collection of Brazil nuts and 
for tourism for communities/settlements located in the project zone. There is a brief 
description of these activities on pages 22 and 23 of the PDD. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 

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). 

 

Findings In the August 2010 PDD, AIDER describes areas critical for the cultural identification of 
the traditional communities located in the project zone (section G1.8.6, pages 45 and 
46), indicating the locations (in the project area) along with archeological and mystical 
records for the Ese‘eja ethnic group. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 

 
G2.  Baseline Projections- Required 
 
Concept 
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.  
 
Indicators 
The project proponents must develop a defensible and well-documented "without-project" reference scenario 
that must:  
 

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,

14
 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. 

Findings The proponent has not completed the description of the range of potential land uses 
and the drivers associated with GHG emissions to justify the selection of the most 
probable baseline scenario. Although there is a description of a probable scenario 
using the VCS REDD Methodological Framework and some modules (August 2010 
version of the PDD and ―BL-UR Estimation of Deforestation Baseline for the RNTAMB 
and PNSB)‖, during the validation on 14-18 December the proponent provided 
information on modifications to the scenario in which the variable (price of gold) was 
included as a driver which, according to the proponent, has become more important 
over the past few years (see CONAFOR 2010 Doc No. 36). The criteria for categorizing 
deforestation agents have not been explained. For example, in Chart 18 of the 2010 

                                                           
14

 In cases where a published methodology is used, the full reference must be given and any variations from the published 

methodology must be explained. 
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PDD (characterization of agents) migrants are in the same category as miners, lumber 
extractors, cattle ranchers, farmers, or Brazil nut concessionaires. As to the use of the 
methodology and modifications to the requirements of the standard in the footnote on 
page 14, the reasons for which some of the modules, such as the X-STR for 
stratification, were omitted have not been completed. Likewise the parameters and 
suppositions of the EGO Dinámica model are not explained.  

 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 07/11 
 

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.

15
 

Findings The PDD mentions that the protected areas are legally protected; however, they are 
vulnerable to activities that go against their objectives, mainly due to the small state 
budget destined to the organizations in charge of managing them. The effects and 
disadvantages of the Forestry Law and its regulations are explained as are the law to 
promote private investment in reforestation and agroforestry; the laws regarding 
artisanal mining as measures that are applicable to both plantations and environmental 
services. However, in practice they are not applied. 

 

Other visible obstacles are: the institutional budget norms under which the National 
Protected Natural Areas System operates, which directly affect the surveillance system 
but also create technological barriers because monitoring systems cannot be applied; 
the institutionality reflected in the little or no control over protected areas in which 
actions can be taken without environmental impact studies; and the fragility of the land 
occupation mechanisms such as the land titling program which has been unable to 
block invasions. Obstacles are also caused by projects working on the sustainable use 
of forest resources which promote activities such as agro-forestry which lack continuity 
and thus generate distrust among producers. 
 
In the PDD all of the existing activities are explained as short-term activities and the 
effect on the population has not been quantified due to the lack of continuity. Therefore, 
this project seeks to recover the best alternatives and consolidate them technically and 
financially. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 
 

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.

16
 The timeframe for this analysis can be either the project lifetime (see G3) or the project GHG 

accounting period, whichever is more appropriate.
17

 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.

18
 

                                                           
15

 Project proponents must demonstrate that project activities would not have been implemented under business as usual 
due to significant financial, technological, institutional or capacity barriers. Actions implemented by the project must not be 
required by law, or project proponents must demonstrate that the pertinent laws are not being enforced.  Project proponents 
must provide credible and well-documented analyses (e.g., poverty assessments, farming knowledge assessments, or 
remote sensing analysis) to demonstrate that the ‗without project‘ reference scenario reflects land-use practices that are 
likely to continue or that otherwise differ from the land-use practices expected as a result of project activities.  
16

 Above-ground biomass, below-ground biomass, deadwood, litter, soils. 
17

 In some cases, the project lifetime and the project GHG accounting period may be different. 
18

 The following CDM Executive Board tool can be used to test the significance of emissions sources:  

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/031/eb31_repan16.pdf. 

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/031/eb31_repan16.pdf
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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.

19
 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 
detailed carbon accounting methodology before the start of the project.

20
 

 

Findings Although the proponent has calculated changes in carbon stock in the without-project 
scenario for each of the strata identified, based on pools selected by the project (2010 
PDD charts 24 and 25) these do not include emissions due to degradation.  Likewise, 
the proponent has not calculated the significance of non-CO2 GHG sources, indicating 
whether or not they will be less than 5% of the quantity of GHG during each monitoring 
period (see footnote on page 18). For the CO2-e estimates extracted from literature or 
the knowledge of regional experts, there is no commitment to evaluate specific carbon 
stocks in the area prior to the beginning of the project; for example, in the secondary or 
agricultural forest (see bottom of page 20). Note: Chart 25 of the 2010 PDD shows the 
amount of aboveground carbon is less than belowground carbon. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 08/11 

 
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. 
 

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G2.4 (page 76) and section G2.1 
(pages 46-63) AIDER describes the without-project impact on the communities located 
in the project zone. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR of OBS raised 

 
5) Describe how the ‗without project‘ reference scenario would affect biodiversity in the project zone (e.g., 

habitat availability, landscape connectivity and threatened species). 

Findings The PDD (G2.5) mentions that in a without-project scenario, progress on the 
interoceanic highway will stimulate deforestation and the degradation of forest 
resources, resulting in the fragmentation of habitats, and this is considered one of the 
greatest threats to biodiversity. Thee changes are described as more critical near the 
fragmented areas of forest and in river areas, as well as bordering the highway. 
 
Mining is mentioned as the main cause for degradation of water habitats, affecting 
ecological processes and food chains. Highways result in more contaminating agents 
and pressure on resources found within the project area. 
 
During the field visit and interviews, the communities indicated their concern for the 
advance of mining activities, above all because they cause the total loss of productive 
ecosystems given than mining transforms plots into arid land with no vegetation. The 
communities know that the project will favor recovery activities in the area as well as 
mitigation of the environmental impacts caused by mining. In other sectors, the 
communities indicated that progress on the highway increases the search for land by 
outsiders interested in changing land uses. Producers and those who carry out 
ecotourism activities believe current activities will eliminate forest coverage and 
increase the amount of degraded surface area. 

                                                           
19

 The analysis may use a model that is based on historical rates and patterns of deforestation and degradation or predict 
the expected increases or decreases in deforestation and degradation. 
20

 The ‗start of the project‘ is defined as the start of implementation of activities that will directly cause the project‘s expected 
GHG emissions reductions or removals. 
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Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 
 

G3.  Project Design & Goals - Required 
 
Concept 
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.  

 
 
Indicators 
The Project proponents must: 

1) Provide a summary of the project‘s major climate, community and biodiversity objectives.  

 

Findings In the August 2010 PDD, section G3.1 (page 78) AIDER presents the main objectives 
of the project as they relate to climate, community and biodiversity, and adds the 
objective of contributing to the financial sustainability of the RNTAMB and PNSB in the 
Madre de Dios region. 

 

However, during the validation the proponent reported that the analysis of drivers will 
be extended to estimate deforestation rates and the without-project scenario. This will 
likely affect carbon stocks and, therefore, the amount of avoided CO2 equivalent. 
Regarding the changes made to the project during the validation presentation 814-18 
December 2010) (CONAFOR 2010, PowerPoint), the correlation between the price of 
gold and the deforested area is indicated. Through the date on which this report was 
written, no updated information on this has been received. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 09/11 

2) Describe each project activity with expected climate, community and biodiversity impacts and its 
relevance to achieving the project‘s objectives. 

Findings In the August 2010 PDD, section G3.2 (page 78-86) AIDER presented a description of 
the strategy (which has 4 components: conservation agreements; promotion of 
production activities; surveillance and control; and forest governance) that the project 
will use to achieve the benefits expected for Climate, Community and Biodiversity. The 
proponent adds that by means of a training plan and sustainable activities plan, a 
program called ―Sustainable forests for family or local economic initiatives- 
BOSQUEPIE (page 80)‖ will be developed, and describes the main production activities 
that will be promoted by the project, highlighting that other activities may be 
incorporated according the results of the Socioeconomic Diagnostics and agreements 
signed with the inhabitants of the project zone. 

 

During the field audit, according to the interviews conducted with the AIDER technical 
team, which is responsible for the project‘s social activities, the Socioeconomic 
Diagnostic is essential in order to carry out the production activities foreseen with a 
community. In addition, we found that the Diagnostic had already been carried out in 9 
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settlements/communities (Doc. No. 11) located in the project zone; nevertheless, there 
is no description of this activity in the PDD. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 10/11 

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)  

Findings Evidence from the 1
st
 inspection: 20 Dec 10 

In the August 2010 PDD, figure 1 (page 9) and Annex II, the project proponent presents 
maps that illustrate the project location as well as the borders of the areas in which it 
will carry out activities (buffer zones), located to the South of the interoceanic highway. 
Notwithstanding, during the field audit the auditing team was presented a forest 
recovery activity in 3 mining areas located to the North of the highway. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 11/11 

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. 

Findings The key project dates are established. The formal start-up with management of 
protected areas, the beginning of GHG accounting, the project credits period. An 
explanation is provided for each of the key periods. 

 

The PDD also contains a detailed timeline of proposed components and the activities 
each of them entail, for the 20 years of life of the project. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

5) Identify likely natural and human-induced risks to the expected climate, community and biodiversity 
benefits during the project lifetime and outline measures adopted to mitigate these risks. 

Findings The PDD identifies natural risks and risks induced by man on project benefits in 5 
categories: human, economic, land and resources, climactic, and political. In the case 
of land and resources, this is subdivided into land invasion, road construction, gold 
mining, other land uses, petroleum overlap, increase in land costs. The climactic and 
political risks are also detailed. 

 

The following mitigation measures have been established: forest governance, 
conservation agreements, production activities, continuous communications. In 
addition, Doc No. 20 presents a chart that indicates each type of risk, the probability of 
occurrence, and risk mitigation measures to be taken. It describes the 5 categories 
identified. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

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.

21
 

Findings Contract administration activities for the Tambopata NR and Bahuaja NP include 

                                                           
21

 The ‘precautionary principle’ is defined in the Preamble to the Convention on Biological Diversity (1992): ‘[W]here there 

is a threat of significant reduction or loss of biological diversity, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a 

reason for postponing measures to avoid or minimize such a threat.’ 
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biological research and monitoring activities. Some areas will be prioritized, such as 
forests, Brazil nuts, the Heath plains, wetlands, rivers, lakes and ponds, collpas, and 
endangered species. During the field evaluation the audit team inspected several 
research issues and documented records of work done in the project zone. 

 

However, specific measures to guarantee the maintenance of, or improvements to, 
attributes of high conservation value are not included. 

 

In Doc. No. 20 the proponent includes detailed information on monitoring activities that 
will be carried out to guarantee maintenance of the conservation attributes identified in 
the respective indicators in G1.8. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

7) Describe the measures that will be taken to maintain and enhance the climate, community and 
biodiversity benefits beyond the project lifetime. 

Findings The PDD indicates that at the end of the project life cycle, management of the 
protected natural areas will be facilitated by legal land ownership title clearance and the 
resolution of possible conflicts. It also mentions an improved control and surveillance 
system; biological monitoring that will help with ANP management, and the 
Management Committee which will be used for adequate land management, with which 
the project benefits will be maintained after the project concludes. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

8) Document and defend how communities and other stakeholders
22

 potentially affected by the project 
activities have been identified and have been involved in project design through effective consultation,

23
 

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.

24
 A plan must 

be developed to continue communication and consultation between project managers and all 
community groups about the project and its impacts to facilitate adaptive management throughout the 
life of the project. 

Findings During the field audit and an interview with the AIDER technical team, the auditing 
team was shown a presentation in which AIDER held a ―II Biological Research and 
Monitoring Symposium at the Tambopata National Reserve and the Bahuaja Sonene 
National Park in the Madre de Dios Region‖ in September 2010, which dealt with 
“environmental services at the Tambopata National Reserve and Bahuaja Sonene 
National Park. These services deforestation and carbon stock estimates, analysis and 
modeling (Doc No. 23, Page 11)”. However, this project presentation is not described in 
the August 2010 PDD. 

                                                           
22

 ‘Other stakeholders’ are defined as the main groups potentially affected by the project activities that are not living on or 

adjacent to the project site. 
23

 Effective consultation requires project proponents to inform and engage broadly with all community groups and other 

stakeholders using socially and culturally appropriate methods. Consultations must be gender and inter-generationally 

inclusive and must be conducted at mutually agreed locations and through representatives who are designated by the 

communities themselves in accordance with their own procedures.  Stakeholders affected by the project must have an 

opportunity to evaluate impacts and raise concerns about potential negative impacts, express desired outcomes and provide 

input on the project design, both before the project design is finalized and during implementation. 
24

 In cases where it is unclear whether a project will be implemented or not, it is acceptable to start with a preliminary 

community consultation, provided there are plans for appropriate full engagement before the start of the project.  Where 

conformance with the Standards is being applied to a project already under implementation, project proponents must either 

provide documentation of appropriate consultation during the project design phase or demonstrate how more recent 

consultations have been effective in evaluating community benefits and adapting project design and implementation to 

optimize community and stakeholder benefits and respect local customs.   
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The August 2010 PDD, section G3.8 (pages 101 and 102) indicates that the first stage 
of REDD project consulting was carried out by means of the Management Committee 
which is formed by representatives from civil society (representatives from the 
RNTAMB buffer zone) in August 2009. However, according to the Minutes of the 
General Assembly of Members of the Tambopata National Reserve (RNTAMB) 
Management Committee – 19 August 2009 (Doc. No. 22), during this meeting the 
methodology to be used for the “participative consultation on the current situation of our 
natural resources” was presented, and it was not a full project consultation. 

 

However, the same section describes an agreement that was signed with AFIMAD. 
During the field audit it was discovered that there had already been a first meeting 
between AIDER and AFIMAD, in which AFIMAD expressed interest in signing an 
agreement; however, at the time of the field audit nothing had been specified.  

 

Another point described by AIDER in the August 2010 PDD is that “the REDD 
consultation process is slower when dealing with regional native community 
organizations, and not so with the communities themselves. The Native Federation of 
Madre de Dios and its Tributaries – FENAMAD, considers that the REDD projects are 
not favorable for the indigenous people and rejects them; this is also argued in the 
statement disseminated by the Inter-ethnic Development Association of the Peruvian 
Amazon – AIDESEP (a national indigenous organization affiliated with FENAMAD)” 
(Doc. No. 17, page 101). However, in the interviews conducted by the auditing team 
during the field audit, the audit was informed that FENAMAD is against the type of 
contract NGOs have been offering the native communities of Peru, to carry out a 
project in their areas with 60% of the resources from the sale of carbon credits going to 
the NGO and 40% going to the native communities. Despite this, they showed interest 
in discussing the ―Reduction of Deforestation and Degradation in the Tambopata 
National Reserve and the Bahuaja-Sonene National Park in the Madre de Dios Region 
of Peru‖ project with AIDER, indicating they are in interested party in the project. 

 

Still, during the field interviews the auditing team found that ASCART (the Association 
of Brazil Nut Producers of the Tambopata Reserve) had knowledge that AIDER was 
going to implement a REDD project in RNTAMB as some association members 
participated in a congress in the municipality of Cuzco in which AIDER presented the 
project. Notwithstanding, they indicate they were not consulted regarding the project 
and believe they should have been consulted, as they believe they are interested 
parties in the project implementation process and that their activities help conserve the 
forests. 

 

During the interview of the AIDER technical team, the auditing team found that, due to 
the complexity of actors in the project zone, a methodology was applied to identify the 
communities; however, it is not described in the August 2010 PDD. 

 

The August 2010 PDD presents the methodologies and tools that are being or will be 
used with the settlements/communities located in the RNTAMB buffer zone, with the 
intention of evaluating social, cultural and economic aspects of these communities by 
means of a Socioeconomic Diagnostic. In an interview the AIDER technical team 
explained that the diagnostic will be used as a basis for defining the project‘s priority 
activities in these communities. In a field interview with the communities, in which 
AIDER stated the diagnostic had already been done, the inhabitants confirmed that the 
work had been done and that the results reflect the local reality. The document delivery 
letter was presented to the auditing team (Doc. No. 13). Despite this, the August 2010 
PDD does not present all of the actions taken during the diagnostic such as: the letter 
sent to the president of the community association inviting him to participate in the 
meeting (Doc. No. 8), the meeting to present AIDER to all the members of the 
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community and the manner in which the diagnostic was constructed, for example. In 
addition, the project proponent does not present in the PDD how these dialogues with 
the communities/settlements are documented or the manner in which 
community/settlement comments regarding the project are/will be handled by the 
project proponent. 

 

Furthermore, the PDD does not describe an effective consultation process or a work 
plan that would demonstrate that these consultations were conducted with the native 
communities of Sonene, Palma Real, Infierno and Kotsimba which lived in the project 
area prior to the creation of the RNTAMB and PNSB; with the Nueva América and Lago 
Sandoval settlements that reside inside the RNTAMB; or with the Brazil nut producers 
who carry out their activities in the project area.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 12/11 

 

9) Describe what specific steps have been taken, and communications methods used, to publicize the 
CCBA public comment period

25
 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.  

Findings During the field audit there was no evidence that the project proponent had carried out 
the actions described in the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G3.9 (pages 102-
103).  The auditing team was given a file with printed materials that are being 
distributed by AIDER and SERNANP. However it is not clear how these materials are 
being distributed, such as the ―Contract for Partial Management of Biodiversity 
Research and Monitoring Operations in the Tambopata National Reserve and the 
Tambopata Bahuaja Sonene National Park in the Department of Madre de Dios‖, 
―Research on the Tambopata National Reserve and in the Tambopata Bahuaja Sonene 
National Park Area in the Department of Madre de Dios‖, ―Conservation Targets in the 
Tambopata National Reserve and in the Tambopata Bahuaja Sonene National Park in 
the Madre de Dios Region (PNBS-MDD)‖, as well as maps indicating control and 
surveillance posts. However, it is not clear how these materials were distributed. 

 

During the CCBA consultation period, the project received a comment questioning 
acknowledgement and respect of the indigenous peoples‘ rights, the indigenous 
peoples‘ rights to territory, and respect for the need to obtain the free, prior and 
informed consent of the indigenous peoples with regards to the project.  The auditing 
team considered the comments during its field evaluation and it was sent to the project 
proponent, who provided a formal response to the comments. 

 

In the field, the auditing team verified that the points questioned by the FPP are project 
weaknesses. These points are required by the CCB standard and are being handled in 
this report under indicators G3,8, G5.2 and G5.3. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 13/11 

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 

                                                           
25

‘The CCBA public comment period’ is the process whereby CCBA posts project documents that are under evaluation by 

an auditor for conformance with the Standards on www.climate-standards.org for at least 30 days with an invitation and 

link for public comments to which the auditor must respond in the audit report. 

 

http://www.climate-standards.org/
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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.  

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G3.10 (page 103) the project proponent 
provides a description of the process/methodology to be used to handle the conflicts 
and claims that arise throughout the project planning and implementation phase. It also 
indicates how they are recorded and what the roles are of external organizations such 
as the RNTAMB Management Committee, the Forest Authorities, COFOPRI, the 
Ministry of Agriculture, and the RNTAMB Directors in this process. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

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

Findings Although the proponent has adopted a financial mechanism based on the sale of 
carbon credits and financial support from the SA-BAM company, and based on these 
criteria has determined the economic feasibility of the project including project 
implementation activities, the proponent has not included information on how 
unforeseen circumstances, contract cessation, and changes in carbon credit prices that 
can affect cash flow, will be handled. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 14/11 

 
 

 
 

G4.  Management Capacity and Best Practices - Required 
 
Concept 
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. 
 
Indicators 
The project proponents must: 
 

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.   

Findings The PDD makes reference to AIDER as the project proponent and executor of the 
contract for management of monitoring and research operations, and AIDER is 
responsible for project implementation. 

It also defines the supervisory, follow-up and political roles of SERNANP through the 
RNTambopata and PNBahuaja-Sonene Directorships and the financial role of Bosques 
Amazónicos SAC. 

The information in the PDD has been verified in interviews of the stakeholders involved 
in the contract signed for execution of these activities. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
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CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

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.  

Findings During the field audit, AIDER presented the auditing team with materials regarding 
training for the team on Conservation Agreements (Doc. No. 20) and support materials 
used by the team to carry out activities with the community (Doc. No. 6). 

 

In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G4.2, the project proponent presents its 
team‘s technical abilities for project implementation regarding the carbon and 
biodiversity. Chart 27 (page 107) describes the specialist team that was trained to work 
on biodiversity monitoring, the geographic management system (SIG), management of 
deforestation and carbon stock models. However, it does not indicate if the team is 
trained to work with the community (social aspects of the project). 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 15/11 

 
3) Include a plan to provide orientation and training for the project‘s employees and relevant people from 

the communities with an objective of building locally useful skills and knowledge to increase local 
participation in project implementation. These capacity building efforts should target a wide range of 
people in the communities, including minority and underrepresented groups. Identify how training will be 
passed on to new workers when there is staff turnover, so that local capacity will not be lost. 

Findings In the August 2010 PDD the project proponent describes the actions that will be taken 
to build capacities and increase local participation in project implementation. However, 
the August 2010 PDD does not contain information referring to strategies that will be 
used during project activities to ensure local capacities are not lost when the team is 
substituted, or generated by the OBS 05/10 in the pre-validation report. During the field 
audit AIDER presented to the auditing team the information described in the document 
titled ―Compilation of observations from the pre-validation report prepared by Rainforest 
Alliance, section G4.3 – page 23‖ (Doc. No. 20) but this information is not included in 
the August 2010 version of the PDD. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 16/11 

 
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.  

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G3.5 (page 110) AIDER describes the 
manner in which people from the communities necessary for project execution will be 
contracted. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
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 
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exceeds all applicable laws and/or regulations covering worker rights
26

 and, where relevant, 
demonstrate how compliance is achieved.  

Findings Chart 28 of the PDD contains a list of the laws relating to international labor 
agreements. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
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.  

Findings The risks associated with each activity have been identified; therefore AIDER has 
developed a security plan for work in forests and towns. The plan includes security 
during transfer, and during overnight stays in the forest. The deforestation and 
degradation mitigation activities do not present greater risks but security plans will be 
prepared for each activity with the inhabitants involved. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

7) Document the financial health of the implementing organization(s) to demonstrate that financial 
resources budgeted will be adequate to implement the project.  

Findings In the PDD the project proponent mentions that it has handled cooperation funds during 
various periods and currently is handling funding for various types of projects, including 
the rehabilitation of degraded areas, and environmental services. Implementation of 
project activities is covered by fund received as Administrator of the Protected Areas 
(RNT and PNBS) which will cover a portion of the activities. Likewise, it mentions that 
Bosques Amazónicos has covered the funds needed for formulating the PDD. This was 
corroborated during an interview with BAM executives. Additional, BAM will disburse 
amounts of the next few years to cover project implementation activities. 

 

In Doc. No. 39 the proponent presents the cash flow for the 20 years of the project 
detailing the amounts it has received since being awarded administration of the RNT 
and PNBS Protected Areas. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 

 
G5.  Legal Status and Property Rights - Required 
 

Concept 
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. 
 

                                                           
26

 ‗Workers‘ are defined as people directly working on project activities in return for compensation (financial or otherwise), 
including employees, contracted workers, sub-contracted workers and community members that are paid to carry out 
project-related work. 
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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. 
 

Indicators 
Based on information about current property rights provided in G1, the project proponents must: 
 

1) Submit a list of all relevant national and local laws
27

 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. 

Findings As it is being developed regarding protected natural areas, the PDD is under the 
jurisdiction of the State; therefore, it describes the laws (their regulations and 
complementary dispositions) that apply: the General Environmental Law, the Forestry 
and Wildlife Law, the Natural Protected Areas Law, the Management Contract, the 
SINANPE Director‘s Plan, and the RNTambopata Master Plan. Each norm is related to 
the activities contemplated by the project. 

 

Two international treaties are also mentioned. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 
 

2) Document that the project has approval from the appropriate authorities, including the established 
formal and/or traditional authorities customarily required by the communities.  

Findings Currently in Peru an environmental services law is being discussed. Still, through 
January 2011 no determination had been made. Therefore, approval from the Peruvian 
government is the only formal approval required. 

 

The project proponent presents approval from the Peruvian government, represented 
by SERNANP, by means of a contract titled ―Agreement between the national natural 
resource institute  - IRENA and Asociación para la Investigación y el Desarrollo Integral 
– AIDER and SFM BAM S.A.C. (Doc. No. 17 – Annex III, pages 174-199)‖. The 
agreement was confirmed during a field interview with SERNANP representatives. 

 

The August 2010 version of the PDD contains the following information: “The 
settlements in the buffer zones of both ANPs know about the project proposal and 
approved execution in meetings carried out with the respective management 
committees (entities that represent the interests of the towns regarding the use of the 
ANPs), or by means of Rapid Participative Diagnostics carried out in the towns” (Doc. 
No. 17, page 118). Notwithstanding, said use is not explicit in the minutes of the 
Management Committee that were given to the auditing team (Doc. No. 22, 24 and 25).  

During the interviews conducted during the field audit, there was evidence from the 
Management Committee, despite having met with the representatives of the 
communities located in the RNTAMB buffer zone (settlements and traditional 
communities), that AIDER had not effectively communicated with the community, as 
many of the representatives did not pass the information presented/discussed in the 
Management Committee on to the remainder of the community. 

 

The August 2010 version of the PDD, section G5.2 (page 118) mentions that the 
project is in an information and consultation phase. Nevertheless, the strategy that the 
proponent has been using or will use throughout the duration of the project to obtain 
formal approval from the communities (stakeholders) involved in project activities is not 

                                                           
27

 Local laws include all legal norms given by organisms of government whose jurisdiction is less than the national level, 
such as departmental, municipal and customary norms. 
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clear. 

 

Also not presented was a work plan that indicates how the process to collect formal 
approval from the rights holders will be carried out, these being the native communities 
of Palma Real, Sonene, Infierno and Kotsimba (which lived in the area prior to the 
creation of the RNTAMB and PNSB); the communities of Nueva América and Lago 
Sandoval which are in the project area and whose residence in the area is protected by 
law, and the Brazil nut producers (who have been carrying out their activities in the 
project area for a long time). During the field audit we found that the project proponent 
attempted to meet with the native community of Palma Real, but the latter did not 
accept the invitation to participate in any meetings with AIDER. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 12/11 

3) Demonstrate with documented consultations and agreements that the project will not encroach 
uninvited on private property, community property,

28
 or government property and has obtained the free, 

prior, and informed consent of those whose rights will be affected by the project.
29

 

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section G5.3 (page 119) the project proponent 
demonstrates that the government, by means of two property titles for the RNTAMB 
and PNSB, has given its consent to carry out the project in this area (Doc. No. 18, 
Annex 5 page 174). It also indicates there are not towns in the project area except for 
the communities of Nueva América and Lago Sandoval, both of which have property 
rights guaranteed by law. 

 

However, the project proponent superficially discusses whether or not the project will 
affect rights relating to free access and the right to use the project area for hunting, 
fishing, religious/mystic used by the native communities (Palma Real, Sonene, Infierno 
and Kotsimba), as well as the Nueva América and Lago Sandoval communities. 

 

The project proponent has not shown the documented agreements regarding prior, free 
and informed consent by those who will be affected by the project. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 17/11 

 
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.
30

 If any relocation of habitation or activities 
is undertaken within the terms of an agreement, the project proponents must demonstrate that the 
agreement was made with the free, prior, and informed consent of those concerned and includes 
provisions for just and fair compensation.

31
 

Findings In the August 2010 PDD, section G5.4 (pages 119-120) AIDER indicates that the 
project does not require the involuntary relocation of people or activities that are 
important to the livelihoods or cultures of the communities as the RNTAMB and PNSB 
management plans contemplate the right to use of natural resources in the area by 
native communities and Brazil nut producers. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

                                                           
28

 Including lands that communities have traditionally owned, occupied or otherwise used or acquired. 
29

 In conformance with the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
30

 Restricting the evaluation to activities that comply with statutory laws or conform with customary rights. ‗Customary rights‘ 

to lands and resources refers to patterns of long-standing community land and resource usage in accordance with 

Indigenous Peoples‘ and local communities‘ customary laws, values, customs, and traditions, including seasonal or cyclical 

use, rather than formal legal title to land and resources issued by the State.  
31

 In conformance with the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
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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. 

Findings The PDD identifies 5 activities that affect project objectives. In G3.2 it details activities 
that the project will carry out to promote productive alternatives for these activities, in 
addition to increasing control and surveillance and implementing a community 
surveillance plan. 

 

The communities interviewed in the project zone have been informed regarding the 
activities that will be carried out, and are aware of the benefits to reducing illegal felling, 
informal mining, and soil degradation. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
6) Demonstrate that the project proponents have clear, uncontested title to the carbon rights, or provide 

legal documentation demonstrating that the project is undertaken on behalf of the carbon owners with 
their full consent.  Where local or national conditions preclude clear title to the carbon rights at the time 
of validation against the Standards, the project proponents must provide evidence that their ownership 
of carbon rights is likely to be established before they enter into any transactions concerning the 
project‘s carbon assets.   

Findings Even though the project proponent does not have a title showing the project‘s rights to 
the carbon, this is contemplated within a proposed law and in the Protected Natural 
Areas law. The tripartite agreement signed with the Peruvian State specifies that 
authorization will be given for carbon credits trading. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 

 
CLIMATE SECTION 

 

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts - Required 
 
Concept 
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. 
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 
 

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.

32
 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. 

 

Findings Although the proponent has estimated the flow of emissions that will be avoided by the 
project by using a ration equal to the initial scenario+degradation+with project scenario-
leakage (all in t of CO2 eq), the information must be adjusted to the requirements of the 
standard which indicates that the net change is equal to the change in ―with project‖ 
stock minus the change in ―without-project‖ stock (estimated in G2). On the other hand, 
the suppositions regarding the activities which will alter GHG emission throughout the 

                                                           
32

 In cases in which a published methodology is used, the full reference must be given and any variations from the published 
methodology must be explained. 
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project have been defined as promotion of agroforestry, forest management, and low-
impact mining. Likewise, governance, conservation agreements and surveillance. 
However, the supposition based on which they expect the activities to be feasible are 
not presented. 

 

The project utilizes the Avoided Deforestation Partners VCS REDD Modules Version 1 
(2009) for the calculation of net project emission reductions.  However, it should be 
noted that the project does not follow all required steps within the modules.  The BL-
UR, LK-ASU and BL-UL modules required to estimate the baselines rate of unplanned 
deforestation were used and a document titled ―Estimation of the deforestation baseline 
for the RNTAMB and PNSB BL-UR‖ was presented. What is missing is an explanation 
for why the LK-DFW (Calculation of emissions due displacement from lumber 
extraction), LK-ME (Calculation of leakage due to market effects) and X-SRT 
(Stratification) modules were not used. The Dinámica EGO model was applied to locate 
areas and determine historical expansion of deforestation; however, there is no 
explanation of the parameters, calibration and suppositions incorporated into the model 
to evaluate the soundness of the analysis. Finally, there is a document on degradation 
although the criteria for the field validation are not explained. Information is presented 
on the calculation of degraded areas, but it does not include supporting information to 
explain why the degraded areas in Brazil nut zones are larger than those in illegal wood 
cutting zones (see Chart 21 PDD). 

 

The following are additional findings related to the application of the modules. In 
module BL-UR there is no explanation for how mosaic deforestation will be handled. In 
order to construct a without-project scenario and project the historical and temporary 
baseline, two zones which will influence changes in soil use have been identified 
(Zones 2 and 3, pages 2-4 of the Baseline Calculation document). There is no 
explanation as to why Zone 1, which includes the native communities of Palma Real 
and Sonene, is not taken into account. According to maps, there is deforestation in this 
zone as well as the reserve‘s control posts. Information is lacking on the BL-UR 1.1.1 
Reference region page 4 indicating infrastructure in the near future in the project zone. 
A complete response has not been given to step 5 of the module regarding the 
identification of land apt for deforestation (see 5.2, BL-UR module). 

 

In module BL-UL (Location and quantification of deforestation threat in Tambopata), 
presented during the validation (14-18 December 2010), explicit information is missing 
on whether the focus is heuristic or empirical to create maps on the deforestation factor 
as requested by the module. 

 
As to the drivers chose, consistency on their designation is lacking. For example, in the 
assignment of pesos as the dynamic driver is mentioned but it does not appear on the 
list of drivers (Table 1, Doc. BL-UL). As to the map (g) of areas with potential for 
deforestation due to mining, no reference is made to verifiable sources of information 
and there is no explanation on the criteria used to determine the potential deforestation 
from mining and its respective zones (what is mentioned is the presence of 2000 
miners and then the results of a census of 1427 minters is shown in Table 11 of Doc. 
Bl-UL). 
 
The LK-ASU module requires, among others, the LK-DF2 (Calculation of emissions 
due to displacement from lumber extraction) and LK-ME (Calculation of leakage 
emissions due to market effects). There is no explanation on why these do not apply to 
the project. On the other hand the Leakage document presented in December 2010 
indicates that the LK-ASU module was adapted and that it was used as a bibliographic 
reference of the REDD project leakage methodology for the Maderacre and Madreija 
concessions. However, there is no explanation as to how the adaptation was made. No 
further explanation was given during the validation. 
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The definition of forest must be explicit in the application of the BL-UR module. 

 

The analysis of deforestation agents and drivers is missing a statement on whether the 
trend toward future degradation is conclusive or inconclusive, although a table is 
presented that shows a tendency for deforestation to increase. 

 

Step 5 only explains the land considered apt for agricultural activities that still has 
forest. What is missing is an analysis in order to conclude whether the area apt for 
conversion is more than 100 times the average of the annually deforested area within 
the reference region during the historical period as requested by the module. 

 

In step 6 to determine the unplanned deforestation rate in the reference region there is 
no explanation of why only population density was used as a variable and no other 
factors that could have an influence on the calculation for the deforestation rate. 
Likewise, the goodness of fit analysis has been omitted or there should be an 
explanation of the focus used to determine why the estimate should be preserved, 
based on multiple variables. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 03/11 

CAR 18/11 

 

 
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. 

Findings As the GHG emissions that are different from CO2 have neither been included in the 
without-project scenario or the with-project scenario, this item has been excluded from 
the analysis.  As noted in findings above, evidence to support this assumption is not 
provided within the PDD. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 08/11 

 
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,

33
 direct emissions from the use of synthetic fertilizers,

34
 and emissions from the 

decomposition of N-fixing species. 

Findings The calculation of emissions derived from burning biomass, emissions from burning 
fuel, the use of fertilizer, and emissions from the decomposition of nitrogen fixing 
species, among others, have been omitted by the proponent based on the argument 
that the VCS methodology does not include these sources.  The PDD does not include 
clearly describe the justification of the application of these assumptions. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 19/11 

 
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).   

                                                           
33

 The following CDM Executive Board tool can be used to quantify these emissions:  
http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/033/eb33_repan14.pdf  

34
 The following CDM Executive Board tool can be used to quantify these emissions:  

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/033/eb33_repan16.pdf  

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/033/eb33_repan14.pdf
http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/033/eb33_repan16.pdf
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Findings The proponent gives no explanation as to the calculation of the net impact the project 
will have, based on the net change in carbon stocks plus the net change in GHG that 
are different from CO2 (if applicable) minus any other GHG resulting from project 
activities minus any other unmitigated emission from climactic impact. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 20/11 

 
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. 

Findings The proponent has indicated in the observation collection document that the duplicate 
count will be avoided because the project is not included in an emissions trade program 
and because Peru has not made any commitments in terms of a cap on GHG 
emissions as the country does not belong to Annex 1 of the Kyoto Protocol. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 

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

Concept 
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‟).  
 

Indicators  
The project proponents must: 
 

1) Determine the types of leakage
35

 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. 

Findings The proponent identifies displacement as the type of leakage caused by the project. 

 

Although the estimate of the increase in GHG due to project activities or ex ante (due to 
migrating and local agents) and the ex post or potential leakage (or in the absence of 
the project) have been calculated for the buffer or leakage zone, the proponent has 
indicated on page 136 of the PDD that there could be communities outside the buffer 
zone that may be impacted by the project (see also G1.3). Therefore, the justification of 
most probable leakage sites and the respective emissions estimates are not 
conclusive. On the other hand, the proponent did not attach the spreadsheets used in 
the application of the equations relating to these calculations and only presented 
consolidated data. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 21/11 

 
2) Document how any leakage will be mitigated and estimate the extent to which such impacts will be 

reduced by these mitigation activities.   

Findings The leakage mitigation activities have been described as the promotion of economic 

                                                           
35

 Offsite changes in GHG emissions can result from a variety of causes including: 
 activity shifting or displacement; 
 market effects (particularly when timber harvest volumes are reduced by the project); 
 increased investment in the project zone; 
 decreased investment in the project zone; and 
 alternative livelihood programs or other leakage prevention activities. 

 



 

SmartWood Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report 
G-38 26May11 

alternatives and resource governance among the stakeholders in the August 2010 
version of the PDD. However, there is not an explicit explanation of what sort of 
activities economic activities would be implemented to reduce the impacts. The 
proponent has determined that 5% of the leakage cannot be avoided, this being 
understood as a reduction of the scope of the project‘s mitigation activities. This 
estimate was based on criteria from the REDD Methodology Framework Version 1 
2009. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 27/11 

 
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).  

Findings Although the 2010 PDD indicates that 5% of the emissions from the leakage belt will be 
uncontrollable, and on page 129 of the same document indicates that this percentage 
has been incorporated into the calculations to determine project carbon flow (Chart 30), 
the explanation and documents that could used to verify this affirmation have been 
omitted. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 22/11 

 
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.   

Findings Gases that are different from CO2 have not been included in the quantification of 
emissions from the project zone based on the argument that they would be less than 
5%.  However, as noted in the findings above, the PDD does not provide evidence to 
support this assumption. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 19/11 
 

 
 
CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring - Required 
 
Concept 
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, 
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.  
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 
 

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 
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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.

36
 Non-CO2 gases 

must be included if they are likely to account for more than 5% (in terms of CO2-equivalent) of the 
project‘s overall GHG impact over each monitoring period. Direct field measurements using scientifically 
robust sampling must be used to measure more significant elements of the project‘s carbon stocks.  
Other data must be suitable to the project site and specific forest type.   

 

Findings The proponent presented an initial plan indicating the types of reservoirs that would be 
monitored and the monitoring frequency (aboveground and belowground biomass) for 
degradation and deforestation. The reservoirs to be monitored include those that are 
due to project activities outside the project area (leakage). Although it indicates that the 
information on carbon reservoirs will be updated every 5 years, the document does not 
include information on how the leakage will be monitored after five years past 
displacement of activities. A description is missing on how field measurements will be 
made based on a scientifically sound method for important carbon reservoirs. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 23/11 

 
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.  

Findings Although the proponent establishes that the monitoring information will be disseminated 
to the stakeholders both directly and on its website, the commitment to develop a 
complete monitoring plan within six months of the initial project or within 12 months of 
validation of the standards, is missing. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 24/11 

 
COMMUNITY SECTION 

 
CM1. Net Positive Community Impacts - Required 
 
Concept  
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. 
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 

1) Use appropriate methodologies
37

 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 well-being due to 
project activities and an evaluation of the impacts by the affected groups. This estimate must be based 
on clearly defined and defendable assumptions about how project activities will alter social and 
economic well-being

38
, including potential impacts of changes in natural resources and ecosystem 

                                                           
36

 The following CDM Executive Board tool can be used to test the significance of emissions sources: 
http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/031/eb31_repan16.pdf  
37

 See Appendix A of CCB Standard ―Potential Tools and Strategies‖. 
38

 Restricting the evaluation to well-being based on activities that comply with statutory laws or conform with customary 
rights. 

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/031/eb31_repan16.pdf


 

SmartWood Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report 
G-38 26May11 

services identified as important by the communities (including water and soil resources), over the 
duration of the project. The ‗with project‘ scenario must then be compared with the ‗without project‘ 
scenario of social and economic well-being in the absence of the project (completed in G2). The 
difference (i.e., the community benefit) must be positive for all community groups. 

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM1.1 (page 134) the project 
proponent describes the methodologies and tools that will be used to measure the 
impacts of project activities on the communities involved in the project. This section 
also indicates the project‘s benefits expected for the community in a general manner. 

 

Per the text presented, it is not possible to clearly understand the specific benefits that 
may be expected for each of the communities involved throughout project duration. 
Moreover, no comparison between the with-project and the without-project scenarios 
has been presented in terms of the socioeconomic wellbeing of the communities. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 25/11 

 
2) Demonstrate that no High Conservation Values identified in G1.8.4-6

39
 will be negatively affected by the 

project. 

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM1.2 (page 135) the project 
proponent indicates that no attributes of high value for conservation will be negatively 
affected by the project. 

 

Still, in this section it makes reference to information that will be presented in the PDD 
of the Voluntary Carbon Standards – VCS (Doc. No. 22). This cross-reference with 
another PDD is not appropriate as one PDD must not depend on information presented 
in another. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 26/11 

 
 

 
CM2. Offsite Community Impacts - Required 
 
Concept 
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

40
.  

 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 

1) Identify any potential negative offsite stakeholder impacts that the project activities are likely to cause. 

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM2.1 (page 135) AIDER indentifies 
possible negative impacts resulting from the activities of people located outside of the 
project zone, relating to illegal mining and lumber extraction activities.  Assessment by 
the audit team concluded that the identified possible negative impacts were accurate, 

                                                           
39

  G1.8.4 Areas that provide critical ecosystem services (e.g., hydrological services, erosion control, fire control);  
G1.8.5 Areas that are fundamental for the livelihoods of local communities (e.g., for essential food, fuel, fodder, 

medicines, or building materials without readily available alternatives); and,  
G1.8.6 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). 
Note that High Conservation Values G1.8.1-3 that are more related to biodiversity conservation are covered in B1. 
 
40

 Restricting the evaluation to well-being based on activities that comply with statutory or conform with 
customary rights. 
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and comprehensive.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
2) Describe how the project plans to mitigate these negative offsite social and economic impacts. 

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM2.2, AIDER presents the manner in 
which the project plans to mitigate the negative impacts indicated in section CM2.1 
(page 136) of the PDD.  Assessment by the audit team concluded that the identified 
mitigation activities are sufficient to address negative offsite social and economic 
impacts.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
3) Demonstrate that the project is not likely to result in net negative impacts on the well-being of other 

stakeholder groups.   

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM2.3 (pages 136-137), AIDER 
indicates the benefits the project will provide to the communities located in the 
RNTAMB buffer zone and for other groups of local stakeholders.  Assessment by the 
audit team concluded that the likelihood of net negative impacts on the well-being of 
other stakeholder groups is adequately addressed in the PDD.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 
 
CM3. Community Impact Monitoring - Required 
 
Concept 
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.  
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must:  

 
1) Develop an initial plan for selecting community variables to be monitored and the frequency of 

monitoring and reporting to ensure that monitoring variables are directly linked to the project‘s 
community development objectives and to anticipated impacts (positive and negative).

41
  

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM3.1 (page 139) AIDER presents the 
variables that the project will monitor regarding its activities with local communities in 
the project area/zone, as well as the frequency with which the results obtained will be 
revealed.  These variables were found to be adequate by the audit team. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
                                                           
41

 Potential variables may include but are not limited to: income, employment generation, health, market access, 
schools, food security and education. 



 

SmartWood Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report 
G-38 26May11 

2) Develop an initial plan for how they will assess the effectiveness of measures used to maintain or 
enhance High Conservation Values related to community well-being (G1.8.4-6) present in the project 
zone. 

Findings In the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM3.3 (page 138) AIDER presents the 
methodology it will use to monitor the effectiveness adopted to improve or maintain the 
HCVs related to the communities‘ wellbeing.  The proposed methodology was found to 
be adequate by the audit team. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
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.  

 
 
 

BIODIVERSITY SECTION 
 
B1. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts - Required 
 
Concept  
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

42
 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)

43
 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. 
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 
                                                           
42

 ‗Invasive species‘ are defined as non-native species that threaten ecosystems, habitats or species in the project zone as 
identified in the Global Invasive Species Database: http://www.issg.org/database, from scientific literature, and from local 
knowledge. 
43 
‗Genetically modified organisms‘ are defined as any living organism that possesses a novel combination of genetic 

material obtained through the use of modern biotechnology and which is capable of transferring or replicating genetic 
material. 

Findings The project proponent states in the August 2010 version of the PDD, section CM3.3 
(page 138) that it will prepare a complete monitoring plan within a maximum of 12 
months as of project validation using the CCB standard. 

 

Yet in this section, it makes reference to information that was presented in the 
Voluntary Carbon Standards (VCS) PDD (Doc. No. 21). This cross-reference with 
another PDD is not appropriate as one PDD should not depend on information 
presented in another. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS CAR 26/11 

http://www.issg.org/database
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1) Use appropriate methodologies
44

 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. 

 

Findings In the project scenario the PDD mentions that project activities will have a net benefit 
for biodiversity because they will contribute to maintaining the natural forest dynamic by 
land for use of resources and reducing violations due to illegal activities. Participative 
processes and planning and monitoring methodologies have been proposed to define 
conservation targets; likewise, the ANP Master Plans, The Nature Conservancy‘s 
(TNC) participative methodologies, and the Wildlife Conservation Society‘s (WCS) area 
conservation planning, have been used with its proposal for conservation based on 
landscape species. 
 
The PDD mentions 8 conservation targets that have been included in the biological 
monitoring system which will be implemented in the area: 1) types of forest: alluvial, 
hilly and terraced; 2) Brazil nut plantations; 3) the Heath Plains; 4) wetlands, rivers, 
lakes and ponds; 5) colpas; 6) Jaguar (Panthera onca); 7) large endangered mammals: 
maquisapa, river otter; 8) endangered birds: harpy eagle, hyacinth macaw. 
 
Figure 32 of the PDD shows the biological landscape integrated into human landscape 
approach as a monitoring proposal. 
 
In the without-project scenario, the PDD mentions that the forest cover loss processes 
described, and the fragmentation and degradation of habitants would give rise to loss 
of biodiversity and would alter essential ecological processes. In addition, information 
systems to measure impacts at the landscape level would not be implemented and the 
conservation status would not be known. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 
2) Demonstrate that no High Conservation Values identified in G1.8.1-3

45
 will be negatively affected by the 

project.   
 

Findings The PDD mentions that project objectives and the ANP objectives seen to maintain 
high conservation values in the project area. All of the activities proposed will be 
promoted in the buffer zone. In only 3 cases will handling of high conservation values 
be considered: 1) tourism, in which landscape and species conservation is the main 
purpose; 2) harvesting of Brazil nuts, for which there is a management plan and there 
are monitoring and research activities; 3) the Heath Plains, with natural succession 
managed by native communities. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 

                                                           
44 
See Appendix A of CCB Standard ―Potential Tools and Strategies‖ for further guidance.   

 
45

   G1.8.1 Globally, regionally or nationally significant concentrations of biodiversity values, including protected areas, 

threatened species, endemic species and areas that support significant concentrations of a species during any time 
in their lifecycle(e.g., migrations, feeding grounds, breeding areas);  
G1.8.2 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;  
G1.8.3 Threatened or rare ecosystems. 

Note that High Conservation Values G1.8.4-6 that are more related to community well-being are covered in CM1. 
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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. 

Findings According to the PDD, the species that will be used in the project are native or have 
been validated in the Madre de Dios zone. Production activities and the species that 
will be used in each of them are described. For aquaculture, chart 32 presents a 
detailed list of the species that will possibly be used. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
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. 

 
5) Guarantee that no GMOs will be used to generate GHG emissions reductions or removals.   

Findings The PDD explains that the project will not use GMOs and that the project will only use 
biodiversity management and validated production systems to reduce emissions. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 

 
 
B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts - Required 
 
Concept 
The project proponents must evaluate and mitigate likely negative impacts on biodiversity outside the 
project zone resulting from project activities.  
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 
 

1) Identify potential negative offsite biodiversity impacts that the project is likely to cause. 

Findings The PDD identifies displacement of illegal activities outside the project zone as a 
potential negative impact; however, the land is deforested, degraded or its resources 
are of low commercial value. Therefore this could result in restrictions on the use of 
resources and an increase in the price of land. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
2) Describe how the project plans to mitigate these negative offsite biodiversity impacts. 

Findings The PDD mentions that the project strategies will avoid displacement of illegal activities 
outside the project zone because the expectation is that the sustainable economic 
activities that are generated will modify the development of traditional production. The 
project will promote formalizing property (legalizing property ownership) in the buffer 
zone. Low impact techniques are proposed for mining activities, which involves the use 
of clean methodologies, without mercury to extract gold; in the methodology is planned 
the recyle of water to reduce consumption too. 

Findings Two non-native species are considered by the project: pineapple and citrus fruit. The 
PDD describes their characteristics, and justify why their use is acceptable within the 
proposed project activities. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 
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Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
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.  

Findings The PDD analysis states that pressure due to the use of resources and land will 
continue outside the project zone in both with-project and without-project scenarios; 
therefore a proposed mitigation measure is to strengthen local and regional forest 
governance. 

 

The justification for the control and surveillance measures the project will develop is 
that they will increase control posts inside the project area; and production activities in 
the buffer zone will avoid deforestation and degradation, resulting in more benefits to 
biodiversity. This scenario would be evaluated every 5 years. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
 
 
B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring - Required 
 
Concept 
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.  
 
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must:  
 

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).

46
   

Findings The PDD describes the steps taken for the biodiversity monitoring plan: 

- Determination of the biodiversity and conservation objectives for the RNTambopata 
and PNBahuaja-Sonene 

- Selection of biodiversity components and their changes; endangered species, 
ecosystems, abiotic resources 

- Analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of the elements selected 

- Frequency of monitoring, generally variable, between one month and one year.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 

                                                           
46

 Potential variables may include but are not limited to: species abundance; population size, range, trends and diversity; 
habitat area, quality and diversity; landscape connectivity; and forest fragmentation. 
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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. 

Findings Chart 33 of the PDD shows the matrix of biodiversity monitoring methodologies for 
conservation targets. According to the PDD the information compiled will allow for early 
alerts that will serve as feedback to project activities and the monitoring plan. This was 
defined during participative processes between groups of specialized institutions, the 
SERNANP, WCS, and AIDER.  This initial plan was found to be adequate for assessing 
the effectiveness of measures used to maintain or enhance HCVs. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 
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. 

Findings The PDD mentions that there is a preliminary version of the monitoring system 
prepared jointly with the SERNANP and AIDER, but the complete document will be 
integrated into the biological monitoring and sustainable production activities.   

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS No CAR or OBS raised 

 

 
 

GOLD LEVEL SECTION 
 

GL1. Climate Change Adaptation Benefits - Optional 
 
Concept 
This Gold Level Climate Change Adaptation Benefits criterion identifies projects that will provide 
significant support to assist communities and/or biodiversity in adapting to the impacts of climate 
change. Anticipated local climate change and climate variability within the project zone could potentially 
affect communities and biodiversity during the life of the project and beyond.  Communities and 
biodiversity in some areas of the world will be more vulnerable to the negative impacts of these 
changes due to: vulnerability of key crops or production systems to climatic changes; lack of diversity 
of livelihood resources and inadequate resources, institutions and capacity to develop new livelihood 
strategies; and high levels of threat to species survival from habitat fragmentation.  Land-based carbon 
projects have the potential to help local communities and biodiversity adapt to climate change by: 
diversifying revenues and livelihood strategies; maintaining valuable ecosystem services such as 
hydrological regulation, pollination, pest control and soil fertility; and increasing habitat connectivity 
across a range of habitat and climate types.   
 
 
Indicators 
The project proponents must:  
 

1) Identify likely regional climate change and climate variability scenarios and impacts, using available 
studies, and identify potential changes in the local land-use scenario due to these climate change 
scenarios in the absence of the project. 

Findings Although the proponent presented information of likey regional climate change and 
climate variability scenarios and impacts (page 155), potential changes in the local land 
use scenario in the absence of the project had not been developed. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
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CAR/OBS OBS 01/11 The proponent presented studies on climate change impacts. Also 
potential changes in local land use scenarios such as increase in drought events 
and fires which at the same time makes the region prone to land use change. 
However no analysis is included on potential changes due to an increase in 
precipitation nor a discussion on how this phenomena is expected or not to 
affect the region.  

2) Identify any risks to the project‘s climate, community and biodiversity benefits resulting from likely 
climate change and climate variability impacts and explain how these risks will be mitigated.

47
   

Findings Risk to the project climate, community and biodiversity benefits from likely climate 
change have been identified in the PDD. The risk range from temperature rise and 
drought incidence to productivity, natural regeneration, phenology. Lost of infrastructure 
and land due to flooding, lost of wildlife, hunger which at the same time would impact 
protected areas increasing the pressure over forest. Activities such as early warning 
and civil defense, contingence and management to mitigate such impacts have been 
presented in the PDD, although there is no explanation on how this activities will be 
implemented nor the criterion to prioritize the actions. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS OBS 02/11 Although more information has been provided regarding activities to 
be implemented to mitigate likely climate change impacts on project´s climate, 
community and biodiverisity benefits especially regarding drought and fire this 
item lacks information on how the project is planning to anticipate location of 
activities based on anticipated land cover changes (see footnote 47).  

 
3) Demonstrate that current or anticipated climate changes are having or are likely to have an impact on 

the well-being of communities
48

 and/or the conservation status of biodiversity
49

 in the project zone and 
surrounding regions.   

Findings The proponent have not demonstrated actual or anticipated climate change impact on 
the well-being of communities and/or conservation status of biodiversity based on 
climate change models or participatory evaluations.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS OBS 03/11 On PDD 2 June 2011 (page 171) the proponent presented general 
information regarding climate change expected impacts of Peru but not specific for the 
region. No information (based on climate change models or participatory evaluation, 
footnote 48) is provided regarding how climate change are having or are likely to have 
impact on well-being of communities and biodiversity of the region (see footnote 49). 
No documentation or studies has been presented for the region therefore impact on 
communities and stakeholders on project zone being remains unconclusive.  

 

                                                           
47

 Examples of how risks from climate change can be mitigated include the choice of species (adapted to various 
temperatures, precipitation, seasonality, salinity of water table, diseases/pests, etc.), the methods used to implement GHG 
emissions reduction activities, certainty of water sources critical for project success and location of activities in relation to 
anticipated land cover changes (e.g. flooding) expected as a result of climate change. 
48

 Project proponents can demonstrate, for example, evidence of decreased access to natural resources of importance for 
communities‘ livelihoods and overall well-being.  Climate change models that detail the predicted effects on these natural 
resources, such as freshwater, and participatory evaluations can be used to demonstrate anticipated impacts on 
communities.   
49

 Project proponents can demonstrate evidence of a change in actual range, phenology or behavior of a species found 
within the project zone.  For a range change, the project proponents should demonstrate that the change affects the entire 
range of the species and not just a subset of the range (which might be part of natural variation and offset by gains in other 
parts of the species range). Alternatively, the project proponents can demonstrate anticipated negative changes in the range 
of one or more species found in the project area using modeling techniques. The recommended modeling tool is Maxent 
because of its ease of implementation and performance (http://www.cs.princeton.edu/~schapire/maxent/).  Recommended 
climatologies are IPCC4 A1 or A2 scenarios, Hadley or Japan high resolution GCM, downscaled to 1km (also available on 
the internet at http://www.worldclim.org).  Best practice is to have this analysis conducted by a researcher who has published 
on climate and species distribution modeling using Maxent in the peer-review literature.   

http://www.cs.princeton.edu/~schapire/maxent/
http://www.worldclim.org/
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4) Demonstrate that the project activities will assist communities
50

 and/or biodiversity
51

 to adapt to the 
probable impacts of climate change. 

Findings The proponent have not demonstrated how project activities will assist communities 
and/or biodiversity to adapt to probable impacts of climate change based on 
information on communities experiencing or expected to experience decrease access 
to natural resources due to climate change or indicating how communities will be 
prepared  to climate change.  Also it is not explicit how the project will make a 
significant contribution to mitigate impacts of climate change on range, phenology and 
habitat loss impacts on biodiversity. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS OBS 04/11 Information on how to assist communities on climate change events remains 

general. No new information has been provided on PDD 2 June 2011 regarding communities 
predicted to experience or are experiencing decreased access to natural resources and impact 
on biodiversity because climate change and plannification at specif level therein (see footnote 50 
and 51 of the standard) 

 

 
 
GL2. Exceptional Community Benefits – OPTIONAL 
 
Concept 
This Gold Level Exceptional Community Benefits criterion recognizes project approaches that are 
explicitly pro-poor in terms of targeting benefits to globally poorer communities and the poorer, more 
vulnerable households and individuals within them. In so doing, land-based carbon projects can make a 
significant contribution to reducing the poverty and enhancing the sustainable livelihoods of these 
groups. Given that poorer people typically have less access to land and other natural assets, this 
optional criterion requires innovative approaches that enable poorer households to participate 
effectively in land-based carbon activities. Furthermore, this criterion requires that the project will „do 
no harm‟ to poorer and more vulnerable members of the communities, by establishing that no member 
of a poorer or more vulnerable social group will experience a net negative impact on their well-being or 
rights.  

 
Indicators 
Project proponents must: 

1) Demonstrate that the project zone is in a low human development country OR in an administrative area 
of a medium or high human development

52
 country in which at least 50% of the population of that area 

is below the national poverty line.   

Findings The proponent has not applied to the Golden Level for Exceptional Community Benefits 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

                                                           
50

 Where communities are predicted to experience or are experiencing decreased access to natural resources because of 
climate change, project proponents must demonstrate that activities are likely to decrease communities‘ dependence on 
these natural resources.  For example, where freshwater access is affected by climate change, a project can improve water 
management for maximum efficiency or provide alternative agricultural methods or products that require less water.  Project 
activities may also help communities adapt to new planting and harvesting schedules to ensure maximum yields.  Other 
climate change adaptation assistance can involve helping communities prepare for ‗extreme events‘ such as floods, droughts 
and mudslides. 
51

 Where an actual range or phenology change in a species is identified, project proponents must demonstrate that the 
project activities will make a significant contribution to mitigating this impact of climate change.  Examples include: creating 
suitable habitat in an area that is becoming climatically suitable for a species that is losing climatically suitable habitats in 
other parts of its range; and providing a native food source for a species that is suffering population declines because of 
timing mismatches between its food needs and food availability linked to climate change (such as spring emergence of 
vegetation or insects). Where a modeled range impact is demonstrated, project proponents should demonstrate that the 
project significantly contributes to improving species' ability to occupy a new range or creates habitat in areas to which the 
species is migrating. 
52

 Low, Medium, and High Human Development Countries defined in the latest UNDP Human Development Report 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_20072008_en_complete.pdf 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_20072008_en_complete.pdf
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CAR/OBS N/A 

 

2) Demonstrate that at least 50% of households within the lowest category of well-being (e.g., poorest 
quartile) of the community are likely to benefit substantially from the project.  

Findings The proponent has not applied to the Golden Leve for Exceptional Community Benefitsl 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS N/A 

3) Demonstrate that any barriers or risks that might prevent benefits going to poorer households have 
been identified and addressed in order to increase the probable flow of benefits to poorer households.  

Findings The proponent has not applied to the Golden Level for Exceptional Community Benefits 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS N/A 

4) Demonstrate that measures have been taken to identify any poorer and more vulnerable households 
and individuals whose well-being or poverty may be negatively affected by the project, and that the 
project design includes measures to avoid any such impacts. Where negative impacts are unavoidable, 
demonstrate that they will be effectively mitigated. 

Findings The proponent has not applied to the Golden Level for Exceptional Community Benefits 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS N/A 

5) Demonstrate that community impact monitoring will be able to identify positive and negative impacts on 
poorer and more vulnerable groups. The social impact monitoring must take a differentiated approach 
that can identify positive and negative impacts on poorer households and individuals and other 
disadvantaged groups, including women. 

Findings The proponent has not applied to the Golden Level for Exceptional Community Benefits 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS N/A 
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GL3. Exceptional Community Benefits – OPTIONAL 
 
Concept 
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.

53
 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. 

 
Indicators 
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: 
 

 
1) Vulnerability 

a. Regular occurrence of a globally threatened species (according to the IUCN Red List) at the 
site: 

b. Critically Endangered (CR) and Endangered (EN) species - presence of at least a single 
individual; or 

c. Vulnerable species (VU) - presence of at least 30 individuals or 10 pairs. 

Findings The proponent mentioned that project area have not registred critically endangered 
species-CR. There are three species of fauna and two species of flora endangered-EN. 
This information is in tables 35 and 36 in PDD (page 159). There are species 
vulnerable-VU in tables 37 and 38 (page 160) in PDD, too. 

However, monitoring is not enough to validate the population data.  

 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS OBS 05/11 

 

Or, 

2) Irreplaceability 

a. A minimum proportion of a species‘ global population present at the site at any stage of the 
species‘ lifecycle according to the following thresholds:

54
 

b. Restricted-range species - species with a global range less than 50,000 km
2
  and 5% of global 

population at the site; or 

c. Species with large but clumped distributions - 5% of the global population at the site; or 

d. Globally significant congregations - 1% of the global population seasonally at the site; or 

e. Globally significant source populations - 1% of the global population at the site;  

Findings The proponent has not information about irreplaceable character of species. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS OBS 05/11 

                                                           
53

 See Appendix A of CCB Standard ―Potential Tools and Strategies‖ for further guidance.   
54

 While there is wide consensus on the need for a sub-criterion for bioregionally restricted assemblages, this sub-criterion 
has been excluded from the Standards until guidelines and thresholds have been agreed. 
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3) Demonstrate that the project zone is in a low human development country OR in an administrative area 
of a medium or high human development

55
 country in which at least 50% of the population of that area 

is below the national poverty line.   

Findings The proponent has not provided adequate information to demonstrate conformance 
with this criteria required to meet the Golden Level 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

CAR/OBS  OBS 05/11 

 

                                                           
55

 Low, Medium, and High Human Development Countries defined in the latest UNDP Human Development Report 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_20072008_en_complete.pdf 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_20072008_en_complete.pdf
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Appendix C:  STAKEHOLDER LISTS (CONFIDENTIAL) 
 
List of Project Proponent Staff Consulted 

 

Name Title Contact Type of 
Participation 

Percy Recavarren 
Estares 

Forestry Engineer precavarren@aider.com.pe Project 
Coordinator 

Alonso Castro 
Revilla 

Forestry Engineer acastro@aider.com.pe Forestry 
engineer. 
Preparation of 
the PDD and 
support for 
project activities 

Yolanda Ramírez 
Villacorta 

Anthropologist 

 

(51 1) 421-5835 Support for the 
project‘s 
activities with 
the community 

Johnny Davilla 
Flores 

Anthropologist 

 

 Coordinator of 
the project‘s 
communities 
section 

Roberto Rojas 
Chacpi 

Anthropologist 

 

robertito_99992@hotmail.com Support for the 
project‘s 
activities with 
the community 

Aldo Ramírez 
Reyes 

Agronomy Engineer 

 

mdios@aider.com.pe Support for the 
project‘s 
activities with 
the community 
(production 
activities)  

Daniel Asvín Flores 
Gil 

Director of the Project to Restore 
Areas Degraded by Gold Mining 

danielasvin@gmail.com Coordinator of 
the project‘s 
forest recovery 
activities 

 

 
List of other Stakeholders Consulted 
 

Name Organization Contact Type of 
Participation 

Jorge Cantuarias  General Manager of BAM 
(Bosques Amazônicos) 

+511 715-1380 Interview 

Jorge Torres General Manager of BAM 
(Bosques Amazônicos) 

+511 715-1380 Interview 

Eddy Mendoza CI Land Ordinance Coordinator e.mendonza@conservation.org Interview 

Rudy Valdivia SERNANP employee (National 
Protected Natural Areas Service) 

 Interview 

Teodoro Gutierrez Member of the San Bernardo 
community 

 Interview 

Humberto Condo Lieutenant Governor of the San 
Bernardo community 

+51 982302403 Interview 

Martina Quispe 
Zuma 

Member of the Las Mercedes 
community 

+51 982354227 Interview 

Ciriaco B. Molho 
Tionó 

President of the Las Candelas 
community 

 Interview 

Arnaldo Garcia Volunteer working on recovery of 
the degraded area in one of the 
gold mining areas 

 Interview 

Patrícia Dávila Cáritas Association 

 

+51 82 573873 Interview 
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Simon Duenas President of the Filadéfia 
community 

+51 982313958 Interview 

Camilo Achaica Vice President of the Filadélfia 
community 

 Interview 

Gardenea Toren Vice President of the Filadélfia 
community 

 Interview 

Santiago Duran Lieutenant Governor of the 
Filadélfia community 

 Interview 

Julio Parrenga FENAMAD Responsible for Land 
Issues 

+51 974300558 Interview 

Cesár Augusto 
Jojage 

FENAMAD Treasurer  Interview 

Vitor Sombrano 
Sales 

Chairman of the Tambopata 
National Reserve Management 
Committee 

 Interview 

José Carlos Nieto 
Navarrete 

Head of the Tambopata National 
Reserve 

jnieto@sernanp.gov.pe Interview 

Martin Huaypuma 
Flores 

President of AFIMAD, the Federal 
Indigenous Association of Madre 
de Dios 

+51 982786620 Interview 

Lesli Aguilar Brago Member of ASCART, the 
Association of Brazil Nut 
Producers of Tambopata Reserve 

+51 82 571584 Interview 

Benino Herrera 
Zangano 

Member of ASCART, the 
Association of Brazil Nut 
Producers of Tambopata Reserve 

+51 82 571584 Interview 

Manuel Argedas 
Chaves 

Member of ASCART, the 
Association of Brazil Nut 
Producers of Tambopata Reserve 

+51 82 571584 Interview 

Gustavo Reges Member of ASCART, the 
Association of Brazil Nut 
Producers of Tambopata Reserve 

+51 82 571584 Interview 

Clara Segada 
Catarine 

Member of ASCART, the 
Association of Brazil Nut 
Producers of Tambopata Reserve 

+51 82 571584 Interview 

Gregório Heunca Member of the Nueva América 
community – association treasurer 

 Interview 

Graziela Cinuri Member of the Juca Chavez 
community 

 Interview 

Sugundo Isuiza Member of the Juca Chavez 
community 

 Interview 

Carlos Suimiri Member of the Juca Chavez 
community 

 Interview 

Ricardo Gonzales Park ranger – Juca Chavez 
Control Post 

 Interview 

Ernesto Fernandez SERNANP Responsible for 
Control Posts 

 Interview 

Armando Carpio APAYLON Minutes Secretary  Interview 

Julia Dueñas APAYLON Chairwoman  Interview 

Augusto 
Mulanovich 

Responsible for the ACCA Los 
Amigos Protected Areas 

 Interview 

Juan Carlos Flores Responsible for Bosques 
Amazónicos in Puerto Maldonado 

 Interview 

Carmen Canoco Environmental Secretary of the 
Madre de Dios Regional Govt. 

 Interview 

Edith Pipa Environmental Secretary of the 
Madre de Dios Regional Govt. 

 Interview 
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Marcelo Ramos 
Quispe 

RNTAMB Park Ranger  Interview 

Luciano Guamán RNTAMB Park Ranger  Interview 

Percy Arias RNTAMB Park Ranger  Interview 

Alfredo Montes RNTAMB Park Ranger  Interview 

Luis Benitez RNTAMB Park Ranger  Interview 
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Appendix D: CORRECTIVE ACTION VERIFICATION AUDIT (CVA) REPORT – February 
2012 
 

 
 

 
Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report 

 

Organization:  Asociación para la Investigación y el Desarrollo Integral - AIDER 

Cert/Ver/Val Code: TBD 

Report Date: 22 February 2012 

 

I. AUDIT PROCESS  
 

Auditor, Qualifications:  Ian Starr, Contracting Carbon Auditor 

Ian is a consulting forester and resource manager with personal and 
professional experience in North America, Central and South America, 
and Africa.   Currently he is serving as an auditor for forest carbon offset 
projects with the Rainforest Alliance.  He has also collaborated on a 
variety of forestry and natural resource management projects in both 
Amazonia, and the temperate hardwood forests of the Northeastern 
United States.  These projects have included modeling the carbon 
sequestration potential of various tropical agroforestry systems in Brazil 
for the Nature Conservancy‘s Global Climate Change Team, and 
designing and participating in several forest inventories in New England to 
plan timber sales based on natural regeneration.   In addition, Ian has over 
five years of work experience related to conservation, cultural 
strengthening, and capacity building within indigenous lands in Brazil, 
Suriname and Colombia through his work with the Amazon Conservation 
Team.  Ian received his Masters degree in Forestry from the Yale School 
of Forestry and Environmental Studies with a focus on tropical forest and 
resource management, and received his B.A. from Colgate University 
where he concentrated in Native American Studies.   
Jared Nunery, MSc., Rainforest Alliance Carbon Technical Specialist,  
Jared has participated in over 30 forest carbon project and methodology 
assessments, spanning four continents.  Jared has a B.S. in 
Environmental Sciences from the University of Vermont and earned his 
M.Sc. in Forestry from the University of Vermont.  Jared has extensive 
experience in forest stand dynamics, forest carbon dynamics, forest 
mensuration, GHG quantification, forest growth and yield modeling, and 
wildlife habitat conservation.  In addition Jared is a certified lead auditor 
with the Climate Action Reserve for Forest and Urban Forest projects, and 
ISO 14001. 

Audit Date(s): October 26-31, 2011 

CVA Type: Desk review  On-site   Location(s):        
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Audit Overview: The review found a number of instances where the project proponent must 
increase the level of transparency of its calculations or statements, and fully cite 
and/or reference supporting justification in order to make assumptions verifiable.  
The with/without project projections raised the most issues during the audit and 
the auditor comments should receive particularly close attention.   

Changes to Scope 
since last Audit: 

No change in audit scope since the 20 October 2011 Validation Report 

  

II. NON-CONFORMITY REPORT (NCR) EVALUATION 
 

CAR 01/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G.1.2 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has described 10 types and 12 subtypes of existing 
vegetation in the project area based on physiographic-floristic criteria 
(Document No. 20 referring to the INRENA Master Plan for RNTAMB and 
PNSB), the description of the vegetation conditions is not conclusive. It 
mentions scarce or no intervention in the project area; however, it quantifies 
990 hectares as deforested and, likewise, documents degradation (Doc 33) due 
to the entry of Brazil nut and lumber gatherers into the project area. And on the 
other hand the description of human impact on page 6 of Document No. 20 
indicates that the scale used for the analysis provides no evidence of the total 
amount of land cleared for this activity and it makes reference to INRENA, 
2003b. This raises doubts as to the qualification of the vegetation conditions in 
the project area. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall describe the current vegetation conditions and support the 
description based on updated, verifiable sources. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 

On Page 12 to 16 of the PDD June 2011 the proponent indicates 2593.49 
of deforested areas and 523.56 ha and agriculture and secondary forest 
patches from a total of 573387.53 ha covering the project area. Footnote 3 
indicates information has been updated to 2008 (footnote 3 PDD June 
2011) however no source of information is provided referring the 
deforestation estimation of such a reference year.  As such the information 
submitted to address this CAR was not found to be sufficient to close this 
CAR. 

 

Findings from CVA Report, December 2011 

1. A review of supporting annexes and references revealed inconsistencies 
regarding which references should be used to justify information in the PD, 
leading to diminished transparency and difficulties in verifying vegetation 
information.  For example, the project proponent indicates the spatial 
extent of major vegetation classifications (forested, primary forest, 
deforested, tropical savanna, etc) on page 12 of the PD and lists footnote 
#3 as evidence for these figures, which in turn refers to information from 
2008 contained within Annex 20 as justification.  However no page number 
was provided for this reference so it was unclear exactly where this data 
was contained within Annex 20, which is an 80-page document.  
Regardless of this Annex 20 was reviewed and on page 23 maps and 
figures are included that cite the amount of deforested areas for the 
reference area, which amounts to 5,638,201 ha .  However, it is unclear 
how the project proponent derived the number of hectares deforested in 
the project area (2593,49 Ha) based on the reference area cited in Annex 
20.   

 

2. Section G.14 of the PD references Annex 10 as the appropriate source 
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for justifying the carbon stock calculations.  Annex 10 was provided and 
was reviewed.  It explains how the cover-type was classified and stratified 
(including non-forest areas), how the stratification was verified by the 
proponent and how carbon stocks were calculated based on the results of 
field measurements within each strata.  The stratification methodology 
explained in Annex 10 was found to be sound, however, although the 
proponent mentions that a visual classification occurred and a vegetation 
map the amount of area deforested ( 2593,49 Ha) as  mentioned in the PD 
could not be found either as a table in the Annex 10, nor in the final 
vegetation map produced in Annex 10 (Figure 2).  Therefore the area 
deforested in the project area could not be verified using Annex 10 either.  

 

3. In addition, the project proponent re-lists the spatial extent of cover-
types in the project area  that are listed on page 12 of the PD in a table 
provided on page 25 of the PD, but this table is not referenced  on page 
12.  Upon inspection of the table provided on page 25, the project 
proponent cites Annex 11 as justification for these figures, however Annex 
11 was not provided to the audit team, and was absent from the file 
―Anexos PDD-CCB Actualizados Parte 1.docx‖ which was supposed to 
contain Annex 11 as well. Given the information contained in Annexes 10 
and 20 it is not clear whether Annex 11 is relevant to the discussion and 
creates uncertainty as to whether all relevant references and annex have 
been properly cited. 

 

For the reasons listed above there is uncertainty regarding which Annexes 
are appropriate for justifying the classification and distribution of certain 
cover-types, and supporting  

information for justifying the deforestation cover-type classification is 
lacking.   

 

Findings from CVA Report, February 2012 

1. The proponent has provided a description of the characteristics used to 
identify and classify each stratum, including deforestation, for the purposes 
of stratification.  This aspect of the CAR is now closed. 

 

2. Cuadro 4 and Section 6 ―Conclusiones‖ in Annex 10 state that 15 strata 
were identified.  However ―Figura 2‖ in the same document, which is a final 
map of the strata in the project area, still does not include the deforestation 
stratum which was an issue identified in the CVA report from December 
2011.  The number of strata in Figura 2 is less than the number of strata 
presented in Cuadro 4, and therefore the information contained in Figura 2 
and Cuadro 4 do not match exactly, and no explanation is given as to why 
this is so.  During the review of documents it was clear that the project 
proponent had correctly stratified the project area, however the project 
should include both graphical and numerical form are consistent with one 
another throughout Annex 10 as well as in any relevant sections 
throughout the documentation to reduce any ambiguity the location and 
extent of current land-uses in the project area.  This aspect of the CAR is 
now closed, however see OBS 01/12. 

 

3. The proponent has corrected citations and references relevant to the 
stratification of the project area within the PDD, and has therefore 
corrected previous ambiguities that had arisen due to the manner in which 
documents were previously inter-linked.  This aspect of the CAR is closed. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 
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Follow-up Actions (if any): Not Applicable 

 
 

CAR 02/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G1.3 

Non-conformance: The proponent has not described the project area according to the definition of area 
and zone (see footnotes 1 and 2 of the standard). The current project limits coincide 
with the RNTAMB and PNBS buffer zone according to the Master Plan, and at the 
same time the latter has been called a leakage belt; however, the PDD indicates that 
other communities exist outside the buffer zone that could be impacted by the project. 
The project area map and the estimate of leakage have been presented based on 
current project zoning but an explanation of the existence, or not, of a potential impact 
on communities outside the buffer zone has been omitted.  As the delineation of the 
project zone is not clear, it is not transparent whether or not the identified potentially 
impacted communities reflects a complete list of all those communities likely to be 
impacted by proposed project activities.  Furthermore, based on the final designation 
of the leakage belt, the most probable sites must be justified and the leakage must be 
estimated. Calculations used must accompany the report for verification. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall indicate which criteria were used to designate the project zone 
based on the definition in the standard, according to footnotes 1 and 2 of the CCBS.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 

On page 16 of PDD June 2011 the proponent updated the definition of project 
area and zone. Project area has been designated as the area within the limits of 
RNTAMB administration contract and zone as the buffer zone of the reserve 
which has been designated as project potential impact communities in the buffer 
zone of reserve plus two km North of the main highway and river limits on 
prevision of new settlements and deforestation threats. However there is no 
justification provided for the doubts arise regarding whether delineation zone 2 
km North highway is arbitrary or whether is based on information or analysis of 
potential leakage risk on impacted communities. Also doubts arise when findings 
of Dourojeanni, M. (2006) applies that land most prone to deforestation is 2 km 
along highway. No analysis has been provided on whether this has already 
happened along the selected project zone.  As such the revised PDD was not 
found to be sufficient to close this CAR. 

 

Findings from CVA Report, December 2011: 

 

1. The project proponent explains on page 17 of the PD that the 2km buffer north 
of the highway is justified by a study produced by the governing body of the 
RNTAMB that indicates that lands under cultivation are largely found within the 
first 500m on either side of the highway, and that there is evidence of 
deforestation, degradation, and second-growth vegetation within the remaining 
1500m.  This establishes the rationale behind the 2km buffer. The reader is 
referred to a map on page 17 of the PD, which was produced by the project 
proponent and is stated to include the information produced by the governing 
body of the RNTAMB concerning the location of agricultural development in the 
region.  However, the project proponent does not provide the original study 
produced by the governing body of the RNTAMB, or explain the process for 
incorporating this data into the map on page 17 of the PD.   Therefore it remains 
difficult to verify the evidence supporting the 2km buffer. 

 

2. Furthermore, an examination of figure 2 and figure 3 on page 17 and 18 of the 
PD, and page 3 of the file ―Anexos PDD-CCB Actualizados Parte 1.docx‖ creates 
uncertainty in relation to the project zone boundary. Specifically, it is unclear why 
the project zone sometimes extends beyond the Rio Malinowsky and 2km past 
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the highway, but in other areas it does not, such as the area of land just north of, 
and including the C.N. Infierno native territory (pg 3 of the file ―Anexos PDD-CCB 
Actualizados Parte 1.docx ―).   For these reasons the auditing team cannot 
properly review and approve the project zone boundaries.  

 

Findings from CVA Report, February 2012 

1  The proponent has now fully identified and explained the manner in which the 
project zone was created and has fully referenced supporting documents.  In 
particular the proponent has clarified that agricultural zones along the 
Interoceanic highway were adapted into maps from GIS shapefiles based on 
governmental data.  This GIS information is now contained in the PD which 
shows development along both sides of the highway.  As a result the proponent 
has demonstrated sufficient information to substantiate the assessment of 
agricultural activity in the buffer zone, and therefore also substantiating the 2km 
buffer.  This aspect of the CAR is now CLOSED. 

 

2.  The proponent has explained that lands to the north of the Communidad el 
Infierno are considered part of the urbanized area of Puerto Maldonado with low 
biodiversity value and economic and land-use patterns based on more urban 
characteristics, which differ from environmental and economic characteristics of 
the rural communities targeted by the proponent.  As a result this aspect of the 
CAR is CLOSED. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 
 

CAR 07/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G2.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent has not completed the description of the range of potential soil uses 
and the drivers associated with GHG emissions to justify the selection of the most 
probable scenario (for example product prices as a variable to explain deforestation 
and degradation). As verified in the validation this area is undergoing the final review 
process (Doc. 36). As to the use of the methodology and modifications to the 
requirement of the standard in the footnote on page 14, the reasons for which some 
modules such as the X-STR for stratification have been omitted, have not been 
explained. Likewise, the parameters and suppositions of the Dinámica EGO model 
are not explicit.  The PDD does not explicitly explain the changes or modifications 
made to the modules.  Additionally, the PDD does not present the analyses 
requested in each of the steps required by the modules. As such, it is not clear how 
the most probable baseline scenario is justified. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall describe the most probable baseline scenario selected 
from an analysis of a range of scenarios, agents and drivers and their respective correlations with historic 
deforestation and its influence of future trends.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close 
CAR: 

Findings from 20 October 2011 Report:  

Within PDD-2 June 2011 is a description of the most probable baseline scenario 
following step 1 of Module VT 0001.  However it is mandatory for this step the 
application of whether step 2 or 3 and then step 4 (common practices). No explicit 
mention has been given to step 4. Therefore omissions or modifications of the 
methodology are not addressed. About the justification of the most probable scenario 
is mentioned a fusion of two i) business as usual land use change scenario and iii) 
limited impact of NGO´s and privates to prevent deforestation. As such it is not clear 
how the second alternative has been incorporated in the without-project baseline 
scenario.  As such the revised PDD was not found to be sufficient to close this CAR. 

 

Findings from CVA Report, December 2011: 
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The proponent provides a description of three plausible baseline scenarios, has 
performed a barrier analysis (Step 3), as well as a common practice analysis (Step 4), 
and has identified a probable baseline scenario.  However full references are often 
lacking throughout these steps making verification difficult.  Some notable examples 
of this issue are listed here.   

 

Baseline Scenario: 

On page 68 of PD (1
st
 paragraph) the project proponent cites section 1.9 of a 

publication produced by the project proponent titled  ―Cuantificación de la 
deforestación en Madre de Dios: un análisis frente al Impacto de la minería‖ linking 
demographic figures linked to rising deforestation. This document was not provided to 
the auditing team and is not cited in the bibliography.   On page 68 the project 
proponent provides figure 11 which shows a regression analysis of deforestation vs. 
population growth, and cites ―Recavarren y Angulo, s.p‖, however this source is not 
cited in the bibliography and could not be found among the project‘s annexes.  
Furthermore page 69 of the PD the project proponent cites deforestation and 
population data in table 16 without citing a verifiable source for the data.  Therefore 
the link between deforestation and populations, which is a part of the without-project 
scenario ―i)‖ cannot be properly reviewed or verified until supporting evidence is 
provided.  

 

Barrier Analysis 

The proponent completed a barrier analysis to address Step 2 of the VCS Tool.  
Section 2.2.2.a.ii of VCS Tool VT0001 asks that if the project proponent elects to use 
any land-uses that are not in compliance with national laws and regulations in the 
with-out project scenarios that the project proponents must demonstrate that such 
regulations are ―systematically not enforced and that non-compliance with those 
requirements is widespread‖.   The project proponent elects to use such un-approved 
land-uses in the with-out project scenario by demonstrating systematic non-
enforcement of national laws and regulations primarily as a result of financial barriers 
as described in pages 88-96 of the PD.  However, the project proponent but does not 
cite or provide sufficient evidence to prove that such claims are true in order to satisfy 
the requirements of the VT0001 tool.  Some examples of this include:  

1. Pages 90-92 of the PD describe in detail how financial barriers cause systematic 
non-enforcement of laws, but do not cite or provided the source from which these 
examples and figures were obtained.  

 

2. Pg 92 of the PD cites that forestry activities are not subject to the same 
opportunities for credit as are afforded to other types of agriculture, however there is 
no evidence provided to support this claim. 

 

3. Additional sections of the Barrier Analysis are lacking supporting evidence.  
Examples include Pg. 96, the invasion of exotic grass species as barrier to 
regeneration, and Pg 97, where there are missing citations for figures reporting rising 
populations-an issue raised earlier in this CAR.  

 

Common Practice Analysis 

The project proponent has provided a Common Practice Analysis as required by 
VT0001, starting on page 99 of the PD.  The project proponent claims that similar 
activities to the project activities have occurred in the past, such as agroforestry and 
brazil nut production but that they have lacked financial support and have enjoyed 
limited success.  However, the proponent does not cite specific and verifiable 
examples to support this assertion.  Section 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 of VT0001 asks the 
project proponent to describe the ―extent which similar activities have already diffused 
in the geographical area‖ and ―to which extent similar activities to the one proposed 
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as the VCS AFOLU project activity have been implemented previously or are 
currently underway‖, and most importantly to ―Provide documented evidence and, 
where relevant, quantitative information‖ concerning such projects.  The current 
analysis does not yet meet these requirements due to a lack of supporting evidence 
concerning the documentation of other instances of projects with similar activities. 

 

Baseline Selection 

The project proponent has adequately presented its without-project description and 
scenarios as evidenced by its description on pages 67-70 of the PD, and it has 
indicated that its baseline scenario is a combination of ―i‖ and ―iii‖.  Scenario ―i‖ is 
comprised of a scenario where the without the project, while Scenario ―iii‖ is a 
scenario where only a some of the proposed project activities occur via other funding 
mechanisms on a portion of the project area. These are required scenarios by section 
2.2.1 of the VT0001 tool.  Upon review of the PD and Annex 20 (ANEXO 20 
Estimacion de la linea base de deforestacion RNTAMB y PNBS -  BL-UP -(30-9-
11).docx),The project proponent has selected a combination of scenario i and iii as its 
most probable scenario. Given that scenario iii is by definition already a combination 
of the baseline scenario i and iii it is not clear how combining the scenarios is distinct 
from only selecting scenario iii as the most probable case.  The proponent shall clarify 
its selection of its most probable baseline scenario. 

 

Findings from CVA Report, February 2012 

Baseline Scenario 

The proponent has fully referenced and provided the study titled ―Cuantificación de la 
deforestación en Madre de Dios: un análisis frente al Impacto de la minería‖ to 
support the methodology that has signaled a high correlation between population and 
deforestation in the project zone.  A review of this document found that the 
methodologies and sources used in the analysis were derived from credible sources 
and that the final conclusions regarding the future impact of mining were also 
credible.  A visit to these mining areas during a VCS validation audit for the same 
project in January 2012 helped confirm the significance of mining as a principal agent 
of deforestation as well as a likely increase in its impacts in the future under the with-
out project scenario.   The improved transparency regarding this item now allows for a 
more thorough analysis of the with-out project scenario as a whole.   

 
The VCS Tool VT0001 section 1.1.3 requires auditors to  ―assess credibility of all 
data, rationales, assumptions, justifications and documentation provided by project 
proponent(s)‖. Although the proponent has presented sufficient historical evidence for 
the future impacts of mining, a similar level of historical analysis regarding the 
production of cattle and agricultural commodities in the project zone (the chief agents 
of deforestation in the scenario) has not been presented and therefore this aspect of 
baseline scenario ―i‖ is not sufficiently established in the documentation.  In section 
G1.6 ―Actividad Agropecuaria‖ the proponent provides a brief statement of agricultural 
and cattle production using data from 2002, but it this does not demonstrate a 
historical trend. The proponent has supplied Annex 37 as evidence, which are the 
results of an internal workshop on land-use change, however, this document cannot 
substitute for a historical analysis of the main agents of deforestation.  Annex 20 does 
show a historical deforestation analysis as required by the BL-UP module.  Although 
the BL-UP does not require a historical analysis of specific agents of deforestation 
(i.e. cattle and agriculture), section 1.1.3 of the VT0001 tool does require that 
baseline scenario projections be sufficiently supported, at least for the additionality 
analysis.  Since the proponent‘s baseline scenario is founded on the premise of 
increasing cattle production a historical trend should be demonstrated to justify the 
scenario. This aspect of the CAR remains OPEN. 
 
Barrier Analysis 
1.  The proponent provided the source ―Plan Financiero SINANPE (2009)‖ to the audit 
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team which made it possible to verify that the figures used by the proponent were 
correct, which demonstrate that a lack of financial resources leads to difficulties in 
managing the protected area system, and the project area in particular.  A field audit 
conducted for VCS validation in January 2012 for this same project provided 
additional support for this claim by demonstrating how the proponents official 
involvement has begun to augment and could potentially improve the current 
operations within the project area, and also demonstrated the current, and limited, 
staffing capacity of the park rangers.  The proponent has also supplied Annex 37 as 
additional evidence to support this claim, which consists of the results of an internal 
workshop conducted by the proponent to assess the current status of the project 
area.   This aspect of the CAR is CLOSED. 
 
2.  The proponent provided two recent website articles appearing in ―El Centro 
Peruano de Estudios Sociales‖, an NGO, and ―El Consejo Departamental de Lima‖, a 
trade organization, regarding the general lack of credit for forestry operations in Peru.  
These sources adequately support the proponent‘s assertion that that forestry 
activities are not subject to the same opportunities for credit as are afforded to other 
types of agriculture.  This aspect of the CAR is CLOSED. 
3.  The proponent has cited a supporting reference as evidence to support the 
assertion that exotic grasses are invading formerly cleared areas, however the 
reference is incomplete in the PDD and absent from the bibliography OBS 2/12.  The 
proponent has also provided Annex 37, which consists of documented results of an 
internal workshop comprised of experts working for the proponent, which covers an 
analysis of a range of conditions and existing barriers in the project area that might 
otherwise be difficult to find alternate forms of evidence for.  This is an acceptable 
form of justification according to the VT0001 Tool section 2.4.2.l.v.  This aspect of the 
CAR is CLOSED but OBS 2/12 has been issued due to an incomplete reference.. 
Common Practice Analysis 
The proponent has provided Annex 37, minutes from an internal workshop of experts 
working for the proponent, which described common practice in the area.  This 
document demonstrates where the information regarding previous examples of 
similar project activities were obtained, and presents qualitative findings and 
assessments of projects similar to the project activities proposed by the proponent 
that had been attempted in the project zone.  This analysis is sufficient for the 
purposes a common practice analysis, therefore this aspect of the CAR is CLOSED.   
 
Baseline Selection 

The proponent provided an analysis that justifies the selection of a baseline scenario 
comprised of scenarios i and iii.  The audit team reviewed this analysis and 
determined that the analysis provided by the proponent does not materially differ from 
the audit team‘s analysis provided in Dec 2011, and that therefore the proponent 
should select one scenario in order to clarify its position regarding the baseline 
scenario. Therefore, this aspect of the CAR remains OPEN.   

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if 
any): 

The proponent shall provide a more robust historical analysis of cattle and agricultural 
production to justify its baseline scenario projections, and shall clearly select only one 
of the likely scenarios given by the VT0001 Tool.   
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CAR 08/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G2.3, CL1.2 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has calculated the changes in carbon stocks in the without-
project scenario for each strata identified and based on the reservoirs selected by the 
project (2010 version of the PDD, charts 24 and 25), these do not include emissions 
due to degradation (see footnote 19). For the estimated CO2-e extracted from 
literature or from the knowledge of regional experts there is no commitment to 
evaluate specific carbon stocks in the area prior to initiating the project (see footnote 
on page 20). Likewise, the proponent has not accurately assessed the materiality of 
non-CO2 GHG emissions following the proposed methodology (see footnote on page 
18).  As such no evidence has been provided to justify the omission of non-CO2 GHG 
emissions. 

Corrective Action Request:  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close 
CAR: 

Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 

Selection of Carbon Pools 

On Table 19 on page 30 of PDD-2 June 2011 the proponent justified the selection of 
carbon pools significant to the without project scenario and exclude non-CO2 GHG 
emissions following VCS methodology decision criteria (Table 19, page 30 PDD June 
2011).  

 

Drivers and rates of deforestation/degradation 

The analysis of relevant drivers and rates of deforestation has followed VCS REDD 
Methodological Modules BL-UP and required data and modules therein. Analysis of 
degradation has been also included (page 16 of PDD 2 June 2011). Note version 
number should be updated in the PDD June 2011 (see also Annex 18).  

 

Temporal Boundaries 

a. Temporal limits of historical deforestation are now 2000 to 2008 however the 
BL-UR module requires about 10-15 years.  

b. The crediting period has been set to 10 years although the methodology calls 
for 20 years at least (Annex 18). However on page 57 of PDD 2 June 2011 
the crediting period is set to 20 years. This cast doubts on consistency of 
documentation process.  

 

Calculation of the Historical Deforestation Rate 

a. In the case of estimation of deforestation the approach, data and assumptions 
to perform this analysis has been changed compared to the one presented on 
PDD 2010. PDD-2 June 2011 presents the cost of opportunity approach to 
define without-project scenario different to the former PDD 2010 based on 
increase of population. Although a much more complex analysis has been 
made for PDD June 2011 (Annex 18) there is uncertainty regarding the 
conservativeness of the new approach due to lack of full references of 
documents used as secondary source and justification of data utilized for 
calculations via validation.  

b. Some activities such as timber and non-timber extraction opportunity cost are 
not incorporated in the analysis but no discussion about the decision has 
been presented.  

c. A complete reference of secondary sources of the cost of opportunity 
approach is not available in the PDD nor assumptions behind the model 
outputs of such studies. As such how overestimation of the deforestation rate 
has been avoided is not clearly described either in the goodness of fit or 
sensibility analysis to select the most probable scenario.  

d. An application of the module  X-UNC to calculate uncertainty has been 
presented but  calculations are not clearly presented. 
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e.  Net reduction of emissions are now 4 643 658,70 tCO2-e for 10 years period 
of PDD 2011 compared the 6795074,61 tCO2-e  for 20 years period of PDD 
2010 but no discussion has been made to explain differences of both 
scenarios.  

 
Map Accuracy Assessment 
There are some uncertainties regarding certain the map accuracy assessment. 
Section 2.4 of BL-UP (Map accuracy assessment) indicates that 49 points have been 
calculated for verification of forest and non-forest classes. However the matrix of 
results shows only 35 points evaluated (page 25 Annex 18) but no explanation is 
given why this discrepancy occurs.  

Based on the identified inconsistencies described above, this CAR cannot be closed 
and shall remain open until clear evidence of conformance is presented by the Project 
Proponent. 

 

Findings from CVA Report, December 2011: 

Note. Page and figure/table numbers referenced in the 20 October 2011 report have 
undergone significant changes.  Annex 18 is missing/not provided. 

 

Temporal Boundaries  

a. Section 2.1.1 in VCS BL-UP version 1 and 2 states that ―Three time points over a 
maximum of 12 years must be included…‖.  The project proponent satisfies this 
requirement by demonstrating the dates from which images were gathered to 
determine forest cover in 2000, 2008 and 2010 as listed in table 5 of Annex 20, 
―ANEXO 20 Estimacion de la linea base de deforestacion RNTAMB y PNBS -  BL-UP 
-(30-9-11).docx‖.  However, the temporal limit for the historical deforestation analysis 
is listed on page 13 of Annex 20, and on page 76 of the PD as being from 2000-2008, 
yet on Table 5 of Annex 20 the analysis is stated to run from 2000-2010.  This 
indicates some continuing ambiguity regarding the temporal limit of the historical 
deforestation analysis and shall be remedied.  

 

b. There appears to be a lack of clarity and consistency within the PD concerning the 
duration of the project crediting period.  Page 10 of the VM0007 states that ―the 
project crediting period for REDD Projects shall be between 20-100years‖.   Page 76 
of the PD states that the project crediting period is from Aug. 2009 to July 2019 (10 
years), while pages 127 and 154 of the PD states that it is for 20 years.   

 

Calculation of Historical Deforestation Rate 

(a+c) The project proponent does provide a bibliography for Annex 20, but an 
examination of the document found numerous in-text citations missing from the 
bibliography, which make verification of the methods difficult.  The following are 
important examples of this issue in Annex 20:  Table 17 on page 49 regarding the 
sources used for creating GIS layers; Table 15 on pg. 46.  These are only 
representative examples.  The project proponent shall ensure that all in-text 
citations appear in the bibliography of Annex 20. 

b. The PDD explains that timber and non-timber forest harvesting are not 
included in the analysis on page 26 of Annex 20.  The PDD justifies this by 
explaining that when followed, the Ley Forestal, Ley Organica de 
Aprovechamiento de los RRNN2, Prohibicion de tala de Castana do not legally 
constitute or necessarily imply forest conversion according to Peruvian Law.  The 
proponent states on page 27 of the PD that brazil-nut harvesting and forestry 
practices are not major agents of deforestation, however there is no evidence 
cited to justify this assertion.   

c. The calculations provided in Annex 12,―ANEXO 12 - Estimacion de carbono 
almacenado (24-10-11).docx‖, and Annex 20,―ANEXO 20 Estimacion de la linea 



 

SmartWood Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report 
G-38 26May11 

base de deforestacion RNTAMB y PNBS -  BL-UP -(30-9-11).docx‖ were 
reviewed.  The audit findings from 20 October 2011 raised some issues regarding 
how uncertainty assessments were applied to the baseline projection as required 
in VCS module VMD0017 (X-UNC).   Starting on page 69 of Annex 20, it was not 
clear that uncertainty was incorporated into projected baseline scenarios since 
uncertainty was not explicitly mentioned using the procedures in Step 2 and Step 
3 in Part I, as well as part 2 and 3 in module VM0017, nor were alternate 
explanations to the methodology provided or clearly presented.   The project 
proponent provided a file ― Hoja de Calculo -  Incertidumbre (24-10-11).xlsx‖ that 
appears to calculate uncertainties but it their application lacks explanation and it 
remains unclear how these calculations were incorporated into the PD and Annex 
20.  However, the project proponent did provide an r

2 
value for its population vs. 

deforestation regression on page 68, figure 11 of the PD.   
d. With respect to the change in the net reduction of emissions that was cited in 
the audit report from 20 October 2011, the net emissions reductions total is now 
lower than what was cited in the 20 October 2011 report.  Tables 42 and 43 of the 
PD located on pages 180 and 181 of the PD now give a total net emissions 
reduction of 4,010,140.5 tCO2e, which is a lowered amount from the 4 643 
658,70 tCO2-e cited in 20 October 2011 report.  The causes of this change have 
not been made clear. For the reasons listed above this CAR remains open. 

 

Map Accuracy Assessment 

The accuracy of the historical deforestation map was analyzed to a satisfactory 
degree in Table 7 of Annex 20 and was justified with calculations on page 24. The 
proponent now shows no discrepancy between the number of plots needed to 
achieve the required confidence interval, and the number of plots calculated was 
correctly computed to create and analyze the confusion matrix according to the 90% 
confidence interval (pg 24, Annex 20). However the points selected for ground 
truthing were not provided, making verification difficult, and the forest classes within 
the confusion matrix were not defined for the reader.   

 

Findings from CVA Report, February 2012 

Temporal Boundaries 

a.  The proponent has explained in Table 5 of Annex 20 that images procured from 
2010 were used to validate the modeling results, while images used from 2000-2008 
were used for the historical deforestation analysis. However, figures 9-12, Annex 20, 
show that the deforestation analysis was carried out until 2010.  The proponent 
should consider providing a clarifying statement in the PD and in Annex 20 to 
highlight the temporal boundary of the historical deforestation analysis since in 
practice it was carried out beyond 2008 OBS 3/12.   This aspect of the CAR is closed 
as the remaining issue is not identified as a material nonconformance, and as such 
OBS 03/12 has been issued. 

 

b. The proponent has clarified the discrepancies noted in the previous report 
regarding its stated crediting period.  The project lifetime is clearly stated in both the 
PD and Annex 20 as being 20 years (2009-2029), while the first baseline 
determination period is for 10 years (2009-2019).  This aspect of the CAR is 
CLOSED. 

 

Calculation of Historical Deforestation Rate 

a.  The proponent has taken some steps in Annex 20 to clarify the original source 
from where vector files were obtained , however while an additional table has been 
added, sources in that table (Cuadro 16),  most entries are still listed as undefined 
acronyms and most of them continue to lack citations in the bibliography.   In addition 
there continue to be other in-text citations in other parts of the document that lack full 
references in the bibliography.  These examples include but are not limited to the 
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sources cited in Cuadro 15, 17, and other in-text citations in the document.  Further, 
the proponent should ensure that when these changes are made in Annex 20 that any 
overlapping sections with the PDD should also be corrected.  These details are 
important to provide in order to increase the transparency and verifiability of the 
baseline projection and ultimately of emissions reductions. This aspect of the CAR 
remains Closed, however see OBS 02/12.  

 

b.  The proponent has provided two documents as evidence that brazil-nut 
concessions and forestry operations are not major drivers of deforestation.  ―Analisis 
del Aprovechamiento forestal maderable.docx‖ shows a historical analysis of harvest 
volumes in forestry concessions in Madre de Dios since it appears that forestry 
concessions are not located within the project area.  The analysis utilizes evidence of 
harvest volumes that appear to be the most current that are possible.  The proponent 
has provided reasonable evidence that management plans for forestry concessions 
are largely being followed and that they are not a major cause of permanent forest 
conversion.   The proponent has also performed a thorough legal analysis of the 
allowable types of activities in the project area, including brazil-nut harvesting.  This 
analysis, combined with evidence from the audit team gathered during the January 
2012 VCS validation field visit suggests that Brazil nut collectors operating within the 
project area are not major agents of deforestation.  This aspect of the CAR is now 
CLOSED.  

 

d.  The proponent has provided Annex 27, which contains a step-by-step explanation 
that demonstrates how the proponent has fully incorporated the methods provided by 
the X-UNC to calculate uncertainty for three main areas identified by the module:  1) 
Determination of rates of deforestation and degradation, 2) Uncertainty associated 
with estimation of stocks in carbon pools and changes in carbon stocks, 3) 
Uncertainty in assessment of project emissions. These calculations were performed 
accurately and were transparent.  This aspect of the CAR is CLOSED. 

e.  The proponent has explained that the lower estimate in net emissions reductions is 
largely the result of having changed the allometric equation for ―aguaje‖,Mauritia 
flexuosa.  Also one plot was eliminated from the stratum Colina baja suave after a 
species-based analysis suggested the plot did not belong in that stratum.  These 
comments have sufficiently informed the audit team as to the causes for the change 
in net emissions reductions. This aspect of the CAR is now closed. 

 

Map Accuracy Assessment 

The PDD does not include a verifiable assessment of how the historical deforestation 
map presented in Annex 20 was verified.  This was requested in the previous 
evaluation. , and is also required under section 2.1.4 of BL-UP.  As this is a 
requirement of the identified methodology used to calculate net climate benefits, it is 
required that the project include evidence that a map accuracy assessment in 
conformance with section 2.1.4 of VM0007 BL-UP was completed.  During the 
January 2012 VCS validation field audit of the same project, the project proponent 
shared a deforestation map which was used to locate forested areas along deforested 
areas.  This assessment included the use of a confusion matrix to evaluate 
deforestation map accuracy.  The map appeared to match the reality on the ground.  
Review of this additional evidence confirmed that the project has completed a map 
accuracy assessment in accordance with the methodological requirements.  This 
aspect of the CAR is closed 

 

CAR Status: Closed 

Follow-up Actions (if 
any): 

Not applicable  
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CAR 14/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G 3.11 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has shown the financial mechanisms, including the sale of 
carbon credits, for its project execution cash flow, it omits information on how it 
handles unforeseen circumstances, contract termination risks, and changes in the 
prices of carbon credits that may affect cash flow. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall demonstrate project feasibility, taking into account 
contract termination risks and changes in prices that could affect the project‘s financial flow 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close 
CAR: 

Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 
The proponent presented project financial sources and an analysis of investment 
returns assuring cash flow to project activities for a five year period.   Recognizing 
that the project crediting period is set at 20 years (see page 57 of PDD 2 June 2011 
where the crediting period is set to 20 years), the 5 year project financial cash flow 
demonstrated was not found to be sufficient to demonstrate project financial viability 
for the entire project lifetime. 
Findings from CVA Report, December 2011 
In section 3.11 page 150 of the PD, the project proponent provides a high-level 
financial analysis for the first 10 years of cash flow along with a sensitivity analysis 
that varies the income from VCU‘s and the costs of the project.  The financial analysis 
was provided as a separate document with the file name ―Flujo de Caja_Tambopata - 
INFORMACION COMERCIALMENTE SENSIBLE.xlsm‖.  This spreadsheet was not 
cited because the financial information contained within it was deemed commercially 
sensitive and would not be included in the public PD.  On page 150 of the PD the 
project proponent states that the project will obtain income from a contract with BAM 
for the first 5 years of the project and that it will then benefit from the sale of offsets.  
The financial analysis only shows income from offsets and does not show income 
from other sources, including BAM.  It is therefore not clear how the financial analysis 
demonstrates financial viability during the first 5-7 years as the project runs deficits 
through year 6.  Furthermore, the sensitivity analysis provides only a static analysis of 
one variable at a time, therefore it is not clear how the project would fare if all 
variables were subject to the most ―pessimistic‖ scenario.  As a result this CAR 
remains OPEN.   
 
Findings from CVA Report, February 2012 

The audit team reviewed the file ―Flujo de Caja_VCS-
PD_10a os_2009_INFORMACION SENCIBLE.xlsm‖ as well as the contract with 
BAM ―Convenio complementario AIDER -BAM S.A.C.‖.  Review of this file found 
several minor typographical errors (see OBS 04/12)  This information shows, and 
interviews with BAM confirmed that BAM has a contractual agreement to finance the 
project during the first seven years, after which point the proponent and BAM shall 
agree on subsequent set of payments after the year 2015.  Even without the contract 
with BAM the cash flow and sensitivity analysis suggest that the project would be 
profitable in less than 10 years based on conservative values of direct revenue from 
carbon offset sales. Therefore the audit team has concluded that the project has 
sufficiently demonstrated that it will likely have an adequate flow of funds necessary 
for project implementation according the CCB standard.  However net emissions 
reductions face some accuracy concerns due to leakage calculations (see CAR 30/12 
and 31/12 which impact the GHG calculations used in the financial assessment), 
therefore the financial analysis must be updated to reflect this change, and analyzed 
to determine if the financial model is negatively affected.  This CAR remains OPEN 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if 
any): 

N/A  
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CAR 18/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.1.1 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has estimated the net flow of emissions using the ratio 
tCO2-e initial scenario + tCO2-e degradation – tCO2-e with project scenario + 
tCO2-e leakage in which the with-project scenario corresponds to the post-
deforestation category (2010 PDD), the information is not in conformance with 
the requirements of the CCBS 2

nd
 edition standard which indicates that the net 

change is equal to the change in ―with project‖ stock minus the change in 
―without-project‖ stock (estimated in G2).  

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall present the calculation of net changes in carbon 
stocks in conformance with the CCBS 2

nd
 edition requirements for calculation of net changes in carbon 

stocks. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 

Net changes in carbon stocks with and without project have been 
presented on table 37 of PDD 2 June 2011 (page 107). However as 
without-project baseline needs further justification and documentation this 
item remains open until CARs related to the baseline selection are closed. 

 

Findings from CVA Report: 

Net changes in carbon stocks have been provided and correctly 
calculated, therefore this CAR is closed. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 
 

CAR 21/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.2.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent identifies displacement as a type of leakage caused by the 
project. Although the estimate of the increase in GHG due to project activities 
or ex ante (due to migrating and local agents) and the ex post or potential 
leakage (or in the absence of the project) have been calculated for the buffer or 
leakage zone, the proponent has indicated on page 136 of the PDD that there 
could be communities outside the buffer zone that may be impacted by the 
project (see also G1.3). Therefore, the justification of most probable leakage 
sites and the respective emissions estimates are not conclusive. Additionally, 
the proponent did not attach the spreadsheets used in the application of the 
equations relating to these calculations and only presented consolidated data.  
As such it is not clear how emissions from the selected leakage sites was 
calculated. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall justify the selection of the most probable leakage 
sites based on the definition of the project zone and, based on this definition, must estimate the leakage 
and attach calculations for verification. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 

Two types of leakage (displacement and market) have been identified in 
the PDD 2 June 2011 and increase in emissions has been calculated, 
however as noted in CAR 02/11, nonconformances with the project zone 
delineation criteria were observed. Therefore this item remains open until 
the project zone has been clearly defined.  

  

Findings from CVA Report, December 2011: 

a. The proponent has calculated two types of leakage and incorporated 
the calculations into emissions projections.  However, as the issues 
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related to the project zone in CAR 02/11 are still outstanding, the project 
has not clearly defined the leakage belt zone and incorporated the final 
leakage belt zone area into the leakage calculations. 

 

b. Further, review of the revised GHG calculations found that leakage 
calculations do not include belowground carbon, whereas project and 
baseline calculations include above and belowground carbon stocks.   

 

c. Further, the sources of data used in Annex 31 Estimacion de Fugas del 
Proyecto REDD are not included, as such the audit team cannot verify the 
accuracy of these data used. 

 

d. Furthermore, Annex 32 Estimacion de Fugas por efecto de Mercado 
uses assumptions of factors of timber extraction based on information from 
Jefatura of Reserve Tambopata, however the year of this analysis is not 
included, as such it is not possible to verify how recent the data is, and if 
the data source is appropriate.  

 

e. Further the sources used for the wood density factors are not included.   

 

Based on findings described above regarding the unclear definition of the 
leakage belt, and the lack of transparency in the leakage GHG 
calculations, this CAR remains OPEN. 

 

Findings from CVA Report, February 2012: 

a.  The project has adequately explained how the project zone was 
delineated as noted in CAR 2/11.  Because CAR 2/11 has been resolved, 
this aspect of the CAR 21/11 has been resolved is now CLOSED. 

 

b.  Belowground biomass was in fact included in earlier calculations for 
emissions in the leakage belt, as pointed out by the proponent, however 
the level of transparency has been improved by so as to remove any 
ambiguity that may have been present in those calculations during 
previous evaluations by the audit team. This aspect of the CAR is 
CLOSED.  

 

c.  The proponent provided links and references to the sources of data 
used in leakage calculations.  These sources required the use of 
populations estimates which were derived from the latest census data as 
well as past census data produced by INEI, the Peruvian statistical 
institute responsible for national the census.  This is an appropriate data 
source and is sufficient to close this CAR.  This aspect of the CAR is 
CLOSED. 

 

(d + e)  The proponent has determined market leakage is insignificant and 
has elected to omit it from GHG accounting calculations.  However, the 
proponent has not revised its carbon calculations remove market leakage 
effects.  In addition, the proponent has not provided evidence or 
justification that market leakage is de minimis or not applicable as required 
by VM0007 REDD-MF.  Annex 20, the PD, and any other document or tool 
used to calculate net emissions reductions must be updated to reflect this 
change in approach.  The proponent shall revise its carbon accounting 
calculations to reflect its decision to not count market leakage effects.  
This  aspect of the CAR remains OPEN. 
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CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): The proponent shall revise its carbon accounting calculations and 
appropriately account for market leakage as required by the methodology 
(by either demonstrating market leakage is de minimis or not applicable).  

 
 

CAR 22/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.2.3 

Non-conformance: Although the 2010 PDD indicates that 5% of the emissions from the leakage 
belt will be uncontrollable, and on page 129 of the same document indicates 
that this percentage has been incorporated into the calculations to determine 
project carbon flow (Chart 30), the explanation has been omitted as well as the 
documents that could be used to verify this affirmation.  As such, the PDD does 
not clearly explain the process for the calculation of the 5% uncontrollable 
leakage. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall clearly explain the subtraction of the percentage 
defined as unmitigated leakage from the climactic benefits claimed and the calculations used to evaluate net 
project impact.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 

The proponent indicates cuadro 31 of CL 1.1. to explain the subtraction of 
unmitigated leakage from the climatic benefits. Note page 106 of CL 1.1 in 
PDD June 2011 does not contain such a table and therefore this item has 
not been properly addressed.  The PDD and supporting documents must 
consistently address the subtraction of unmitigated leakage. 

 

Findings from CVA Report, Dec 2011 Report: 

Leakage calculations have been provided in Annex 31 and 32 with the 
respective file names:  ―Anexo 32 Fugas por effecto del Mercado (30-9-
11).docx‖, and ―Anexo 31 Estimacion de FUGAS por desplazamiento de 
actividades.docx‖, which inform table 42 in CL1.1.  The client has now 
provided table 42 in CL 1.1 on page 180 of the PD to answer the question 
relevant to section CL2.3.  This CAR is therefore CLOSED. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 
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CAR 28/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL2,2 

Non-conformance: a. The CCB standard version 2 item G.1.2 requests a description regarding the 
type and condition of the vegetation in the project area.  As evidence the project 
proponent indicates that it used the vegetation classifications used in INRENA 
2003.  INRENA 2003 was not provided as one of the Annexes for review, 
however it was obtained by the auditor independently in order to verify that 
vegetation classifications were used correctly.  The project proponent was 
found to have used the vegetation classification correctly, however, as 
mentioned in the findings from the audit on 20 October 11, in section G1.5 of 
the PD the project proponent mentions various social groups living within the 
project area, such as castañeros, and indicates that such groups are having an 
impact on the vegetation.  Therefore it is unclear how the project proponent‘s 
current vegetation description in G.1.2 adequately describes the resulting 
condition of vegetation within the various forest types as a result of current land-
use practices within the project area.  Given that INRENA forest descriptions 
are valid until 2003, it is unclear how land-use impacts have affected various 
forest types since 2003.  
 
b. Furthermore, although the proponent appears to have sound methodologies 
for classifying vegetation, where its methodologies for classifying vegetation are 
described in Annex 10, and its method for verifying the accuracy of the 
vegetation stratification within the project area is described in Annex 12, It was 
not possible to verify that the proponent‘s methodology was correctly executed 
in terms of the sampling intensity for each strata because the expected 
standard deviations for each strata were not provided and/or referenced.  This 
presents a difficulty in verifying that the various strata were classified correctly, 
and therefore that carbon calculations are as accurate as possible. All evidence 
used to inform vegetation classifications, and therefore carbon calculations, 
must be provided to ensure transparency and enable verification of appropriate 
sampling intensity within each stratum.  
 
c. In addition, the plot information contained in ―Base de datos del calculo de 
carbono almacenado (24-10-11) –CCBA‖ was reviewed and some omissions 
and uncertainties were found.  Annex 12 specifies on page 14 that 108 plots 
were to be installed and mentions on pg 8 that at each plot will have 3 nested 
plots (5m,16m, and 30m radius) at which trees of various diameters will be 
measured.  An examination of the excel file mentioned above found that only 67 
plots existed in the tab ―BD-Carbono‖, and that each plot did not always have 
entries for the 5m, 16m, and 30m nested plots.  Yet in tab ―informacion‖ 121 
plots are listed along with relevant biometric data.  It is not clear why the 
sampling design outlined in Annex 12 does not match the sampling data in the 
excel sheet, and why the number of plots listed within the excel sheet are not 
coherent between worksheets within the excel file.   
 
For the reasons listed above the vegetation types and conditions are not 
adequately described, justified, or transparently presented.   

 

Corrective Action Request: To properly inform and enable verification of carbon calculations the project 
proponent shall reference and provide all evidence used to classify, describe, and verify vegetation types, 
shall demonstrate how vegetation conditions are affected by the identified land-uses within the project area, 
and shall reconcile forest inventory data with its sampling design. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: a.  The proponent has submitted the document ―Plan de Manejo Casta a 
01-12-08.doc‖ which provides adequate justification that brazil-nut 
harvesting within the project area in and of itself poses little threat to the 
vegetation.  The document as well as the PD mention that expanding 
agricultural activities, many of which come from existing settlements, have 
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already altered the vegetation within the reserve.  The proponent‘s existing 
vegetation classification already show this extent of these land uses within 
the project area in an appropriate manner, and which received additional 
verification during the VCS field audit in January 2012.  As a result the 
proponent has adequately described the vegetation conditions in the 
project area, and this aspect of the CAR is closed. 

 

b.  The proponent has indicated that the coefficients of variation (CV) that 
were used to determine the sampling intensity per stratum were based on 
previously gathered data from secondary sources.  Many of the sources for 
the CV‘s were provided and were determined to have been suitable for 
establishing the sampling intensity of the inventory.  However not all the 
CV‘s for each strata have a supporting reference.  In addition, the 
proponent used the same CV for four types of ―Colina‖ strata, but it was not 
clear how this CV was computed.   The proponent shall provide evidence to 
support and/or justify any assumptions within the CVs used to establish the 
sampling intensity of the inventory and therefore to ultimately determine 
GHG emissions reductions.  This aspect of the CAR remains OPEN. 

 

c.  The proponent submitted ―Base de datos del calculo de carbono 
almacenado 14-1-12.xlsx‖ which shows carbon stock calculations by strata 
in a transparent manner.  The proponent has adequately explained that 
108 plots were sampled from various forest strata and this number matches 
the plot data that used to calculate the carbon content in the project area.  
The proponent has also accounted for 2 plots that were eliminated because 
they were not part of the strata they had been ascribed to.  This is 
acceptable because the proponent had sampled 10% extra plots per strata 
above the minimum number of plots per strata. The carbon calculations 
appear to have been calculated correctly for each strata, including both 
aboveground and below-ground biomass.  This aspect of the CAR is now 
closed. 

 

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): Prior validation proponent shall demonstrate how all strata coefficient of 
variation was derived. 

 
 

CAR 29/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G3.5 

Non-conformance: Page 127 of the PDD states  that the agreement that authorizes AIDER to manage the 
RNTAMB and the PNBS began Jan. 1, 2009 and that it is potentially renewable for up 
to a period of 20 years past the initiation date (―Justificación: el Contrato de 
Administración es por un período de 7 años, 85emovable hasta 20 años.).  This 
constitutes a risk to the project permanence and shall be explained. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall explain the risk of non-renewal with the government 
and discuss how it might handle the situation in order to continue implementing project activities. 

Timeline for 
conformance:  

Prior to validation 

Evidence to close 
CAR: 

Regarding section G3.4, the proponent has revised its explanation of the terms of the 
contract to administer the project area.  The proponent explains that a 7 year contract 
was initially signed between the government of Peru and the proponent.  This contract 
was provided.  However, the contract was later supplemented with another official 
contract that extended the contract to 20 years.  This supplementary contract 
―Addendum al Contrato de Administracion parcial RNTAMB y PNBS.pdf‖ was submitted 
to the audit team for review and was determined to adequately show that the proponent 
retains the ability to assist in the administration of the project area.  Furthermore, the 
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terms of this document was verified in the field through conversations with 3 
government representatives including SERNANP and PROFONANPE.  The proponent 
has sufficiently demonstrated that there is no risk to the permanence of the project 
stemming from a lack of government  support and legal control over the project area.  
Therefore this CAR is CLOSED. 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions 
(if any): 

None 

 
 
 

III. CONCLUSIONS 
 

NCRs Closed:   No follow-up required related to closed NCRs 

 Original NCRs closed and new NCR(s) issued, see section IV below 

NCRs Open:  Certification/Verification/Validation not approved; conformance with NCRs 
required 

 Major NCRs not closed; suspension of certification/verification required 

 Minor NCRs are upgraded to Major; see section IV below 

 New NCR(s) issued, see section IV below 

Comments/Follow-up 
Actions: 

      

 

IV.  Open NCRs 
 

CAR 30/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CL2.2 

Non-conformance: The proponent presented its calculations regarding leakage from the displacement 
of activities using the VCS LK-ASU module In step 3a of the LK-ASU methodology, 
the proponent asserts under section ―Paso 3‖ in Annex 31 that 10% of deforestation 
activities will be unable to be prevented as a result of leakage prevention activities.  
The proponent has not presented evidence to support this figure. This figure is 
important for determining estimates regarding leakage, and net emissions 
reductions.  The proponent shall provide an analysis, to support the amount of 
deforestation activities that are expected to occur despite the implementation of 
leakage prevention activities.  

 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall provide an analysis to support its estimates of the effectiveness 
of leakage prevention activities.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR:  

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 
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CAR 31/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CL2.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent presented its calculations regarding leakage from the displacement 
of activities using the VCS LK-ASU module in Annex 31, The proponent has not 
computed the variable TOTFOR correctly as required by the module LK-ASU.   In 
step 4a of the module it requires that a national-level analysis of eligible forest lands 
be conducted in order to determine the variable TOTFOR. The proponent has only 
performed this analysis for one section of a river near the project area using an 8km 
buffer, but has not completed a national geospatial analysis of eligible forest lands 
as required by the module.  This issue negatively affects the accuracy of various 
computations required in step 4 of the module as well as the overall leakage 
calculations and net emissions reductions calculations.  Other calculations in the 
remainder of the document appear to have been computed correctly, however the 
issue with TOTFOR affects the accuracy of many of the final variables determined 
in the module and therefore the remaining calculations must also be revised.  The 
proponent shall perform a national-level analysis of available forest lands available 
in Peru as required by step 4 of the module. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall perform a national-level analysis of available forest lands in 
Peru to meet the requirements of Step 4 of LK-ASU.   

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR:  

CAR Status: OPEN 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 
IIV:  Observations 
 

OBS  01/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB v3 G1.2 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

Cuadro 4 and Section 6 ―Conclusiones‖ in Annex 10 state that 15 strata were 
identified.  However ―Figura 2‖ in the same document, which is a final map of the 
strata in the project area, still does not include the deforestation stratum which 
was an issue identified in the CVA report from December 2011.  The number of 
strata in Figura 2 is less than the number of strata presented in Cuadro 4, and 
therefore the information contained in Figura 2 and Cuadro 4 do not match 
exactly, and no explanation is given as to why this is so.  During the review of 
documents it was clear that the project proponent had correctly stratified the 
project area, however the project should include both graphical and numerical 
form are consistent with one another throughout Annex 10 as well as in any 
relevant sections throughout the documentation to reduce any ambiguity the 
location and extent of current land-uses in the project area.   

Observation: The proponent should include both graphical and numerical form are consistent 
with one another throughout Annex 10 as well as in any relevant sections 
throughout the documentation to reduce any ambiguity the location and extent of 
current land-uses in the project area.    

 

OBS  02/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB v3  G2.1 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The proponent has cited evidence in support of the assertion that exotic grasses 
are invading formerly cleared areas, however the reference is incomplete in the 
PDD and absent from the bibliography. 

Observation: The proponent should create full references for any cited literature in order to 
ensure the transparency and verifiability regarding claims made in the 
additionality assessment.  
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OBS  03/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB v3 G2.3, CL1.2 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The proponent has explained in Table 5 of Annex 20 that images procured from 
2010 were used to validate the modeling results, while images used from 2000-
2008 were used for the historical deforestation analysis. However, figures 9-12, 
Annex 20, show that the deforestation analysis was carried out until 2010.   

Observation: The proponent should consider providing a clarifying statement in the PD and in 

Annex 20 to highlight the temporal boundary of the historical deforestation 
analysis since in practice it was carried out beyond 2008.  

 

OBS  04/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB v3 G3.11; CL2.1; 
CL2.2 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

In the tab ―VERS‖, ―Flujo de Caja_VCS-PD_10a os_2009_INFORMACION 
SENCIBLE.xlsm‖, the title of cell C1,C2 is currently mislabeled - the information in 
that column is actually the net annual emissions reductions.  In addition, in the 
Annex 20 the calculation in Table 27 Line 1 is incorrectly typed.  

Observation: The proponent should fix important typographical errors in the cash flow analysis 
that may cause confusion.  

 
 
 

V. AUDIT REPORT APPROVAL 
 

Note:  a formal Q-09 Report Review and Approval (RRA) Checklist conducted 
by an independent, authorized reviewer is required when the CVA results in 
certificate/verification/validation issuance or suspension/termination, or when 
there is a change in scope.  In all other cases, the report may be approved with 
the 2

nd
 checkbox below by an authorized RRA reviewer which may be the CVA 

auditor, or by a Senior Auditor. 

 

 Refer to separate Q-09 RRA Checklist 

 Report approved by way of this checkbox 

Approved by:        

Date:        

 Salesforce has been completed with applicable files uploaded, and is updated based on any changes to the 
Organization details or other areas relevant to the CVA. 
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Appendix E: CORRECTIVE ACTION VERIFICATION AUDIT (CVA) REPORT – May 2012 
 
 

 
 

 
Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report 

 

Organization:  Asociación para la Investigación y el Desarrollo Integral - AIDER 

Cert/Ver/Val Code: TBD 

Report Date: June 21, 2012 

 

VI. AUDIT PROCESS  
 

Auditor, Qualifications:  Ian Starr, Contracting Carbon Auditor 

Ian is a consulting forester and resource manager with personal and 
professional experience in North America, Central and South America, 
and Africa.   Currently he is serving as an auditor for forest carbon offset 
projects with the Rainforest Alliance.  He has also collaborated on a 
variety of forestry and natural resource management projects in both 
Amazonia, and the temperate hardwood forests of the Northeastern 
United States.  These projects have included modeling the carbon 
sequestration potential of various tropical agroforestry systems in Brazil 
for the Nature Conservancy‘s Global Climate Change Team, and 
designing and participating in several forest inventories in New England to 
plan timber sales based on natural regeneration.   In addition, Ian has over 
five years of work experience related to conservation, cultural 
strengthening, and capacity building within indigenous lands in Brazil, 
Suriname and Colombia through his work with the Amazon Conservation 
Team.  Ian received his Masters degree in Forestry from the Yale School 
of Forestry and Environmental Studies with a focus on tropical forest and 
resource management, and received his B.A. from Colgate University 
where he concentrated in Native American Studies.   
Jared Nunery, MSc., Rainforest Alliance Carbon Technical Specialist  
Jared has participated in over 30 forest carbon project and methodology 
assessments, spanning four continents.  Jared has a B.S. in 
Environmental Sciences from the University of Vermont and earned his 
M.Sc. in Forestry from the University of Vermont.  Jared has extensive 
experience in forest stand dynamics, forest carbon dynamics, forest 
mensuration, GHG quantification, forest growth and yield modeling, and 
wildlife habitat conservation.  In addition Jared is a certified lead auditor 
with the Climate Action Reserve for Forest and Urban Forest projects, and 
ISO 14001. 

Audit Date(s): June 1-4, 2012 

CVA Type: Desk review  On-site   Location(s):        



 

SmartWood Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report 
G-38 26May11 

Audit Overview: The proponent submitted updated documentation and provided supporting 
evidence as necessary to a degree that was sufficient to close all outstanding 
CARs.    

Changes to Scope 
since last Audit: 

No change in audit scope since the 20 October 2011 Validation Report 

  

VII. NON-CONFORMITY REPORT (NCR) EVALUATION 
 

CAR 07/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G2.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent has not completed the description of the range of potential soil 
uses and the drivers associated with GHG emissions to justify the selection of 
the most probably scenario (for example product prices as a variable to explain 
deforestation and degradation). As verified in the validation this area is 
undergoing the final review process (Doc. 36). As to the use of the 
methodology and modifications to the requirement of the standard in the 
footnote on page 14, the reasons for which some modules such as the X-STR 
for stratification have been omitted, have not been explained. Likewise, the 
parameters and suppositions of the Dinámica EGO model are not explicit.  The 
PDD does not explicitly explain the changes or modifications made to the 
modules.  Additionally, the PDD does not present the analyses requested in 
each of the steps required by the modules. As such, it is not clear how the 
most probably baseline scenario is justified. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall describe the most probably baseline scenario 
selected from an analysis of a range of scenarios, agents and drivers and their respective correlations 
with historic deforestation and its influence of future trends.  

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Findings from 20 October 2011 Report:  
Within PDD-2 June 2011 is a description of the most probable baseline 
scenario following step 1 of Module VT 0001.  However it is mandatory for 
this step the application of whether step 2 or 3 and then step 4 (common 
practices). No explicit mention has been given to step 4. Therefore 
omissions or modifications of the methodology are not addressed. About 
the justification of the most probable scenario is mentioned a fusion of two 
i) business as usual land use change scenario and iii) limited impact of 
NGO´s and privates to prevent deforestation. As such it is not clear how 
the second alternative has been incorporated in the without-project 
baseline scenario.  As such the revised PDD was not found to be sufficient 
to close this CAR. 
 
Findings from CVA Report, December 2011: 
The proponent provides a description of three plausible baseline 
scenarios, has performed a barrier analysis (Step 3), as well as a common 
practice analysis (Step 4), and has identified a probable baseline scenario.  
However full references are often lacking throughout these steps making 
verification difficult.  Some notable examples of this issue are listed here.   
 
Baseline Scenario: 
On page 68 of PD (1

st
 paragraph) the project proponent cites section 1.9 

of a publication produced by the project proponent titled  ―Cuantificación 
de la deforestación en Madre de Dios: un análisis frente al Impacto de la 
minería‖ linking demographic figures linked to rising deforestation.  This 
document was not provided to the auditing team and is not cited in the 
bibliography.   On page 68 the project proponent provides figure 11 which 
shows a regression analysis of deforestation vs. population growth, and 
cites ―Recavarren y Angulo, s.p‖, however this source is not cited in the 
bibliography and could not be found among the project‘s annexes.  
Furthermore page 69 of the PD the project proponent cites deforestation 
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and population data in table 16 without citing a verifiable source for the 
data.  Therefore the link between deforestation and populations, which is a 
part of the without-project scenario ―i)‖ cannot be properly reviewed or 
verified until supporting evidence is provided.  
 
Barrier Analysis 
The proponent completed a barrier analysis to address Step 2 of the VCS 
Tool.  Section 2.2.2.a.ii of VCS Tool VT0001 asks that if the project 
proponent elects to use any land-uses that are not in compliance with 
national laws and regulations in the with-out project scenarios that the 
project proponents must demonstrate that such regulations are 
―systematically not enforced and that non-compliance with those 
requirements is widespread‖.   The project proponent elects to use such 
un-approved land-uses in the with-out project scenario by demonstrating 
systematic non-enforcement of national laws and regulations primarily as a 
result of financial barriers as described in pages 88-96 of the PD.  
However, the project proponent but does not cite or provide sufficient 
evidence to prove that such claims are true in order to satisfy the 
requirements of the VT0001 tool.  Some examples of this include:  
1. Pages 90-92 of the PD describe in detail how financial barriers cause 
systematic non-enforcement of laws, but do not cite or provided the source 
from which these examples and figures were obtained.  
 
2. Pg 92 of the PD cites that forestry activities are not subject to the same 
opportunities for credit as are afforded to other types of agriculture, 
however there is no evidence provided to support this claim. 
 
3. Additional sections of the Barrier Analysis are lacking supporting 
evidence.  Examples include Pg. 96, the invasion of exotic grass species 
as barrier to regeneration, and Pg 97, where there are missing citations for 
figures reporting rising populations-an issue raised earlier in this CAR.  
 
Common Practice Analysis 
The project proponent has provided a Common Practice Analysis as 
required by VT0001, starting on page 99 of the PD.  The project proponent 
claims that similar activities to the project activities have occurred in the 
past, such as agroforestry and brazil nut production but that they have 
lacked financial support and have enjoyed limited success.  However, the 
proponent does not cite specific and verifiable examples to support this 
assertion.  Section 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 of VT0001 asks the project proponent 
to describe the ―extent which similar activities have already diffused in the 
geographical area‖ and ―to which extent similar activities to the one 
proposed as the VCS AFOLU project activity have been implemented 
previously or are currently underway‖, and most importantly to ―Provide 
documented evidence and, where relevant, quantitative information‖ 
concerning such projects.  The current analysis does not yet meet these 
requirements due to a lack of supporting evidence concerning the 
documentation of other instances of projects with similar activities. 
 
Baseline Selection 
The project proponent has adequately presented its without-project 
description and scenarios as evidenced by its description on pages 67-70 
of the PD, and it has indicated that its baseline scenario is a combination 
of ―i‖ and ―iii‖.  Scenario ―i‖ is comprised of a scenario where the without 
the project, while Scenario ―iii‖ is a scenario where only a some of the 
proposed project activities occur via other funding mechanisms on a 
portion of the project area. These are required scenarios by section 2.2.1 
of the VT0001 tool.  Upon review of the PD and Annex 20 (ANEXO 20 
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Estimacion de la linea base de deforestacion RNTAMB y PNBS -  BL-UP -
(30-9-11).docx),The project proponent has selected a combination of 
scenario i and iii as its most probable scenario. Given that scenario iii is by 
definition already a combination of the baseline scenario i and iii it is not 
clear how combining the scenarios is distinct from only selecting scenario 
iii as the most probable case.  The proponent shall clarify its selection of 
its most probable baseline scenario. 
 
Findings from CVA Report, February 2012 
Baseline Scenario 
The proponent has fully referenced and provided the study titled 
―Cuantificación de la deforestación en Madre de Dios: un análisis frente al 
Impacto de la minería‖ to support the methodology that has signaled a 
high correlation between population and deforestation in the project zone.  
A review of this document found that the methodologies and sources used 
in the analysis were derived from credible sources and that the final 
conclusions regarding the future impact of mining were also credible.  A 
visit to these mining areas during a VCS validation audit for the same 
project in January 2012 helped confirm the significance of mining as a 
principal agent of deforestation as well as a likely increase in its impacts in 
the future under the with-out project scenario.   The improved 
transparency regarding this item now allows for a more thorough analysis 
of the with-out project scenario as a whole.   
 
The VCS Tool VT0001 section 1.1.3 requires auditors to ―assess credibility 
of all data, rationales, assumptions, justifications and documentation 
provided by project proponent(s)‖. Although the proponent has presented 
sufficient historical evidence for the future impacts of mining, a similar level 
of historical analysis regarding the production of cattle and agricultural 
commodities in the project zone (the chief agents of deforestation in the 
scenario) has not been presented and therefore this aspect of baseline 
scenario ―i‖ is not sufficiently established in the documentation.  In section 
G1.6 ―Actividad Agropecuaria‖ the proponent provides a brief statement of 
agricultural and cattle production using data from 2002, but it this does not 
demonstrate a historical trend. The proponent has supplied Annex 37 as 
evidence, which are the results of an internal workshop on land-use 
change, however, this document cannot substitute for a historical analysis 
of the main agents of deforestation.  Annex 20 does show a historical 
deforestation analysis as required by the BL-UP module.  Although the BL-
UP does not require a historical analysis of specific agents of deforestation 
(i.e. cattle and agriculture), section 1.1.3 of the VT0001 tool does require 
that baseline scenario projections be sufficiently supported, at least for the 
additionality analysis.  Since the proponent‘s baseline scenario is founded 
on the premise of increasing cattle production a historical trend should be 
demonstrated to justify the scenario. This aspect of the CAR remains 
OPEN. 
 
Barrier Analysis 
1.  The proponent provided the source ―Plan Financiero SINANPE (2009)‖ 
to the audit team which made it possible to verify that the figures used by 
the proponent were correct, which demonstrate that a lack of financial 
resources leads to difficulties in managing the protected area system, and 
the project area in particular.  A field audit conducted for VCS validation in 
January 2012 for this same project provided additional support for this 
claim by demonstrating how the proponents official involvement has begun 
to augment and could potentially improve the current operations within the 
project area, and also demonstrated the current, and limited, staffing 
capacity of the park rangers.  The proponent has also supplied Annex 37 
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as additional evidence to support this claim, which consists of the results 
of an internal workshop conducted by the proponent to assess the current 
status of the project area.   This aspect of the CAR is CLOSED. 
 
2.  The proponent provided two recent website articles appearing in ―El 
Centro Peruano de Estudios Sociales‖, an NGO, and ―El Consejo 
Departamental de Lima‖, a trade organization, regarding the general lack 
of credit for forestry operations in Peru.  These sources adequately 
support the proponent‘s assertion that that forestry activities are not 
subject to the same opportunities for credit as are afforded to other types 
of agriculture.  This aspect of the CAR is CLOSED. 
3.  The proponent has cited a supporting reference as evidence to support 
the assertion that exotic grasses are invading formerly cleared areas, 
however the reference is incomplete in the PDD and absent from the 
bibliography OBS 2/12.  The proponent has also provided Annex 37, 
which consists of documented results of an internal workshop comprised 
of experts working for the proponent, which covers an analysis of a range 
of conditions and existing barriers in the project area that might otherwise 
be difficult to find alternate forms of evidence for.  This is an acceptable 
form of justification according to the VT0001 Tool section 2.4.2.l.v.  This 
aspect of the CAR is CLOSED but OBS 2/12 has been issued due to an 
incomplete reference.. 
Common Practice Analysis 
The proponent has provided Annex 37, minutes from an internal workshop 
of experts working for the proponent, which described common practice in 
the area.  This document demonstrates where the information regarding 
previous examples of similar project activities were obtained, and presents 
qualitative findings and assessments of projects similar to the project 
activities proposed by the proponent that had been attempted in the 
project zone.  This analysis is sufficient for the purposes a common 
practice analysis, therefore this aspect of the CAR is CLOSED.   
 
Baseline Selection 
The proponent provided an analysis that justifies the selection of a 
baseline scenario comprised of scenarios i and iii.  The audit team 
reviewed this analysis and determined that the analysis provided by the 
proponent does not materially differ from the audit team‘s analysis 
provided in Dec 2011, and that therefore the proponent should select one 
scenario in order to clarify its position regarding the baseline scenario. 
Therefore, this aspect of the CAR remains OPEN.   
 
Findings from CVA Report, May 2012 
Baseline Scenario 
The proponent has updated the text to section G2.1 of the CCB PD.  The 
updated text presents new statistical information gathered from the 
―Compendio estadístico 2011 del departamento de Madre de Dios‖ which 
the proponent says was gathered by the Oficina de la Direccion Regional 
Agraria of Madre de Dios. The following web page, which was provided by 
the proponent and confirmed valid by the audit team:  
http://www.agromadrededios.gob.pe/?q=node/15.  The proponent placed 
information taken from this Compendio estadístico into summarized tables 
within sección G2.1 and indicates that these values were analyzed using  
EViews7 to perform basic statistical regressions on the data.   Specifically 
the proponent has presented information on beef production in Madre de 
Dios from 2004-2011. The proponent then performed a regression 
between this data and hectares deforested during the same time period.  
The proponent uses screenshots from the EViews7 to walk the auditor 
through the set-up of the regression, which shows statistical tests such as 

http://www.agromadrededios.gob.pe/?q=node/15
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the r
2
 value. 

 
The proponent also presents a table showing population figures from 
2004-2011 in Madre de Dios along with the beef production figures 
mentioned earlier.  Again, the proponent indicates that it performed a 
simple regression analysis between these two variables using EViews7, 
and has included the screenshot to document the outcome of this process 
as performed by EViews7.     
 
The proponent provided the excel documents that were obtained directly 
from the Oficina de la Dirección Regional Agraria,in the archive 
‖Produccion Pecuaria 2004-2011 MD.rar‖.  This archive contained excel 
sheets from 2004-2011 that were compiled by the government office and 
which document beef, chicken, and pork production in Madre de Dios.  
The proponent included an excel sheet that aggregated these data titled 
―Productospecuarios(carne)_MD_2004-2011.xlsx‖ 
 
The figures that were input into EViews7, and which are contained in 
―Productospecuarios(carne)_MD_2004-2011.xlsx.‖  could easily be traced 
back to the original spreadsheets obtained from the government.  The data 
used to perform the correlations, which consisted of annual deforestation 
vs. annual beef production,  and annual population vs. annual beef 
production, Cuadro 29 and Cuadro 30, suggest that they are statistically 
significant and highly correlated with one another, thus supporting the 
baseline scenario. 
 
Furthermore, the sources from which these were obtained (Recavarren 
and Angulo 2012, INEI, and the Dirección Regional Agraria Madre de Dios 
were deemed to be acceptable.  The deforestation figures used in cuadro 
29  come from Recavarren and Angulo 2012, who are staff members of 
the proponent, and were derived from a remote sensing analysis, which is 
described in the same reference.  The deforestation figures from 
Recavarren and Angulo 2012 were obtained using remote sensing 
conventions and the individuals are known by the audit team to be 
competent in geospatial analysis.  Therefore these figures are deemed 
acceptable and the figures used in section 2.5 of the PD match those 
produced in the analysis by Recavarren and Angulo (Table 8).  The other 
two sources mentioned were generated by governmental sources and are 
therefore considered official and acceptable data.   
 
Since the proponent has demonstrated competence with statistical 
software, and has used acceptable data to perform its analysis, the results 
from the analysis are considered acceptable.  These results suggest a 
significant connection between the demand for beef due to an increasing 
population, which in turn appears to be linked to increased deforestation in 
Madre de Dios.  This is a major assumption of the proponent‘s baseline 
deforestation projections, which as been acceptably demonstrated.  
Therefore this CAR is considered closed.  
 
Baseline Selection 
Section G21. of the CCB PD clearly states that scenario i) has been 
selected. Scenario ii) has been discarded due to the improbability of 
obtaining sufficient, and long-term non-carbon financing.  Scenario iii) has 
been explicitly discarded on the basis that although some similar activities 
as those proposed by the proponent could occur, none have been 
proposed in Madre de Dios.  Further, the scale and duration of the 
proposed project is much greater than any previous activities, which 
implies a level of financing that is greater than what is typically available 
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for conservation and development initiatives.  In the experience of the 
audit team the level and duration of financing is a distinguishing factor of 
the project and allows the project to reach an unprecedented scope of 
work in the history of conservation in Madre de Dios.  Furthermore, there 
is always uncertainty regarding the ability to attract international aid for 
smaller projects, and Therefore the audit team has determined that the 
evidence presented by the proponent is appropriate and sufficient to 
discard the baseline scenario ii) and iii) and to select scenario i). As a 
result this CAR is considered closed. 
 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A. 

 
 

CAR 14/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G 3.11 

Non-conformance: Although the proponent has shown the financial mechanisms, including the 
sale of carbon credits, for its project execution cash flow, it omits information 
on how it handles unforeseen circumstances, contract termination risks, and 
changes in the prices of carbon credits that may affect cash flow. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall demonstrate project feasibility, taking into 
account contract termination risks and changes in prices that could affect the project‘s financial flow. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 
The proponent presented project financial sources and an analysis of 
investment returns assuring cash flow to project activities for a five year 
period.   Recognizing that the project crediting period is set at 20 years 
(see page 57 of PDD 2 June 2011 where the crediting period is set to 20 
years), the 5 year project financial cash flow demonstrated was not found 
to be sufficient to demonstrate project financial viability for the entire 
project lifetime. 
Findings from CVA Report, December 2011 
In section 3.11 page 150 of the PD, the project proponent provides a high-
level financial analysis for the first 10 years of cash flow along with a 
sensitivity analysis that varies the income from VCU‘s and the costs of the 
project.  The financial analysis was provided as a separate document with 
the file name ―Flujo de Caja_Tambopata - INFORMACION 
COMERCIALMENTE SENSIBLE.xlsm‖.  This spreadsheet was not cited 
because the financial information contained within it was deemed 
commercially sensitive and would not be included in the public PD.  On 
page 150 of the PD the project proponent states that the project will obtain 
income from a contract with BAM for the first 5 years of the project and 
that it will then benefit from the sale of offsets.  The financial analysis only 
shows income from offsets and does not show income from other sources, 
including BAM.  It is therefore not clear how the financial analysis 
demonstrates financial viability during the first 5-7 years as the project 
runs deficits through year 6.  Furthermore, the sensitivity analysis provides 
only a static analysis of one variable at a time, therefore it is not clear how 
the project would fare if all variables were subject to the most ―pessimistic‖ 
scenario.  As a result this CAR remains OPEN.   
 
Findings from CVA Report, February 2012 
The audit team reviewed the file ―Flujo de Caja_VCS-
PD_10a os_2009_INFORMACION SENCIBLE.xlsm‖ as well as the 
contract with BAM ―Convenio complementario AIDER -BAM S.A.C.‖.  
Review of this file found several minor typographical errors (see OBS 
04/12)  This information shows, and interviews with BAM confirmed that 
BAM has a contractual agreement to finance the project during the first 
seven years, after which point the proponent and BAM shall agree on 
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subsequent set of payments after the year 2015.  Even without the 
contract with BAM the cash flow and sensitivity analysis suggest that the 
project would be profitable in less than 10 years based on conservative 
values of direct revenue from carbon offset sales. Therefore the audit team 
has concluded that the project has sufficiently demonstrated that it will 
likely have an adequate flow of funds necessary for project implementation 
according the CCB standard.  However net emissions reductions face 
some accuracy concerns due to leakage calculations (see CAR 30/12 and 
31/12 which impact the GHG calculations used in the financial 
assessment), therefore the financial analysis must be updated to reflect 
this change, and analyzed to determine if the financial model is negatively 
affected.  This CAR remains OPEN. 
 
Findings from CVA Report, May 2012 
The concerns regarding the GHG calculations and its implications 
regarding the financial analysis have been fully addressed using evidence 
to close CAR 30/12 and 31/12.  This aspect of the CAR is considered 
CLOSED. 
 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A 

 
 

CAR 21/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: CL.2.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent identifies displacement as a type of leakage caused by the 
project. Although the estimate of the increase in GHG due to project activities 
or ex ante (due to migrating and local agents) and the ex post or potential 
leakage (or in the absence of the project) have been calculated for the buffer or 
leakage zone, the proponent has indicated on page 136 of the PDD that there 
could be communities outside the buffer zone that may be impacted by the 
project (see also G1.3). Therefore, the justification of most probable leakage 
sites and the respective emissions estimates are not conclusive. Additionally, 
the proponent did not attach the spreadsheets used in the application of the 
equations relating to these calculations and only presented consolidated data.  
As such it is not clear how emissions from the selected leakage sites were 
calculated. 

Corrective Action Request: The project proponent shall justify the selection of the most probable 
leakage sites based on the definition of the project zone and, based on this definition, must estimate 
the leakage and attach calculations for verification. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: Findings from 20 October 2011 Report: 
Two types of leakage (displacement and market) have been identified in 
the PDD 2 June 2011 and increase in emissions has been calculated, 
however as noted in CAR 02/11, non conformances with the project zone 
delineation criteria were observed. Therefore this item remains open until 
the project zone has been clearly defined.  
  
Findings from CVA Report, December 2011: 
a. The proponent has calculated two types of leakage and incorporated 
the calculations into emissions projections.  However, as the issues 
related to the project zone in CAR 02/11 are still outstanding, the project 
has not clearly defined the leakage belt zone and incorporated the final 
leakage belt zone area into the leakage calculations. 
 
b. Further, review of the revised GHG calculations found that leakage 
calculations do not include belowground carbon, whereas project and 
baseline calculations include above and belowground carbon stocks.   
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c. Further, the sources of data used in Annex 31 Estimacion de Fugas del 
Proyecto REDD are not included, as such the audit team cannot verify the 
accuracy of these data used. 
 
d. Furthermore, Annex 32 Estimacion de Fugas por efecto de Mercado 
uses assumptions of factors of timber extraction based on information from 
Jefatura of Reserve Tambopata, however the year of this analysis is not 
included, as such it is not possible to verify how recent the data is, and if 
the data source is appropriate.  
 
e. Further the sources used for the wood density factors are not included.   
 
Based on findings described above regarding the unclear definition of the 
leakage belt and the lack of transparency in the leakage GHG calculations, 
this CAR remains OPEN. 
 
Findings from CVA Report, February 2012: 
a. The project has adequately explained how the project zone was 
delineated as noted in CAR 2/11.  Because CAR 2/11 has been resolved, 
this aspect of the CAR 21/11 has been resolved is now CLOSED. 
 
b. Belowground biomass was in fact included in earlier calculations for 
emissions in the leakage belt, as pointed out by the proponent; however 
the level of transparency has been improved by so as to remove any 
ambiguity that may have been present in those calculations during 
previous evaluations by the audit team. This aspect of the CAR is 
CLOSED.  
 
c. The proponent provided links and references to the sources of data 
used in leakage calculations.  These sources required the use of 
populations estimates which were derived from the latest census data as 
well as past census data produced by INEI, the Peruvian statistical 
institute responsible for national the census.  This is an appropriate data 
source and is sufficient to close this CAR.  This aspect of the CAR is 
CLOSED. 
 
(d + e)  The proponent has determined market leakage is insignificant and 
has elected to omit it from GHG accounting calculations.  However, the 
proponent has not revised its carbon calculations to remove market 
leakage effects.  In addition, the proponent has not provided evidence or 
justification that market leakage is de minimis or not applicable as required 
by VM0007 REDD-MF.  Annex 20, the PD, and any other document or tool 
used to calculate net emissions reductions must be updated to reflect this 
change in approach.  The proponent shall revise its carbon accounting 
calculations to reflect its decision to not count market leakage effects.  
This  aspect of the CAR remains OPEN. 
 
Findings from CVA Report, May 2012: 
The proponent submitted the document ―Hoja de Calculo - Significacion 
(T-SIG).xlsx‖ and updated Table 20 of the CCB PD.  The updated text 
within the PD explains that the estimated carbon sink within harvested 
wood products is anticipated to be less than 1%, well below the 5% 
threshold set by the T-SIG tool.  This is supported by assumptions within 
the aforementioned excel document that suggest that illegal logging 
typically extracts 2 large trees (DBH of approximately 100 cm) per hectare, 
resulting in emissions of approximately 2030,30 tCO2‐ e per year . The 
document has justified each assumption in this calculation with suitable 
references.  These references include work on estimating areas of illegal 
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logging performed by the proponent using accepted standards in remote 
sensing (Annex 34) as well as accepted biomass conversions developed 
by Brown 1997.   Therefore sufficient evidence has been provided to 
demonstrate that emissions from market leakage are de minimis.  
 
Furthermore, the documents Hoja de calculo-Base de datos del calculo de 
carbono almacenado. xls..xlsx, and Hoja de calculo-LINEA BASE Y CASO 
DEL PROYECTO-actualizada-20-4-12CCB.xls demonstrate that market 
leakage has been removed from GHG calculations.   
 
As a result the proponent has suitably demonstrated that emissions from 
market leakage are de minimis and has appropriately omitted market 
leakage from all GHG calculations.  Therefore this aspect of the CAR is 
considered CLOSED. 
  

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A  
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CAR 28/11 Reference Standard & Requirement: G1.2 

Non-conformance: a. The CCB standard version 2 item G.1.2 requests a description regarding the 
type and condition of the vegetation in the project area.  As evidence the 
project proponent indicates that it used the vegetation classifications used in 
INRENA 2003.  INRENA 2003 was not provided as one of the Annexes for 
review, however it was obtained by the auditor independently in order to verify 
that vegetation classifications were used correctly.  The project proponent was 
found to have used the vegetation classification correctly, however, as 
mentioned in the findings from the audit on 20 October 11, in section G1.5 of 
the PD the project proponent mentions various social groups living within the 
project area, such as castañeros, and indicates that such groups are having an 
impact on the vegetation.  Therefore it is unclear how the project proponent‘s 
current vegetation description in G.1.2 adequately describes the resulting 
condition of vegetation within the various forest types as a result of current 
land-use practices within the project area.  Given that INRENA forest 
descriptions are valid until 2003, it is unclear how land-use impacts have 
affected various forest types since 2003.  
 
b. Furthermore, although the proponent appears to have sound methodologies 
for classifying vegetation, where its methodologies for classifying vegetation 
are described in Annex 10, and its method for verifying the accuracy of the 
vegetation stratification within the project area is described in Annex 12, It was 
not possible to verify that the proponent‘s methodology was correctly executed 
in terms of the sampling intensity for each strata because the expected 
standard deviations for each strata were not provided and/or referenced.  This 
presents a difficulty in verifying that the various strata were classified correctly, 
and therefore that carbon calculations are as accurate as possible. All 
evidence used to inform vegetation classifications, and therefore carbon 
calculations, must be provided to ensure transparency and enable verification 
of appropriate sampling intensity within each stratum.  
 
c. In addition, the plot information contained in ―Base de datos del calculo de 
carbono almacenado (24-10-11) –CCBA‖ was reviewed and some omissions 
and uncertainties were found.  Annex 12 specifies on page 14 that 108 plots 
were to be installed and mentions on pg 8 that at each plot will have 3 nested 
plots (5m,16m, and 30m radius) at which trees of various diameters will be 
measured.  An examination of the excel file mentioned above found that only 
67 plots existed in the tab ―BD-Carbono‖, and that each plot did not always 
have entries for the 5m, 16m, and 30m nested plots.  Yet in tab ―informacion‖ 
121 plots are listed along with relevant biometric data.  It is not clear why the 
sampling design outlined in Annex 12 does not match the sampling data in the 
excel sheet, and why the number of plots listed within the excel sheet are not 
coherent between worksheets within the excel file.   
For the reasons listed above the vegetation types and conditions are not 
adequately described, justified, or transparently presented.   

Corrective Action Request: To properly inform and enable verification of carbon calculations the project 
proponent shall reference and provide all evidence used to classify, describe, and verify vegetation 
types, shall demonstrate how vegetation conditions are affected by the identified land-uses within the 
project area, and shall reconcile forest inventory data with its sampling design. 

Timeline for conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: a. The proponent has submitted the document ―Plan de Manejo Casta a 
01-12-08.doc‖ which provides adequate justification that brazil-nut 
harvesting within the project area in and of itself poses little threat to the 
vegetation.  The document as well as the PD mentions that expanding 
agricultural activities, many of which come from existing settlements, have 
already altered the vegetation within the reserve.  The proponent‘s existing 
vegetation classification already show this extent of these land uses within 
the project area in an appropriate manner, and which received additional 
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verification during the VCS field audit in January 2012.  As a result the 
proponent has adequately described the vegetation conditions in the 
project area, and this aspect of the CAR is closed. 
 
b.  The proponent has indicated that the coefficients of variation (CV) that 
were used to determine the sampling intensity per stratum were based on 
previously gathered data from secondary sources.  Many of the sources 
for the CV‘s were provided and were determined to have been suitable for 
establishing the sampling intensity of the inventory.  However not all the 
CV‘s for each strata have a supporting reference.  In addition, the 
proponent used the same CV for four types of ―Colina‖ strata, but it was 
not clear how this CV was computed.   The proponent shall provide 
evidence to support and/or justify any assumptions within the CVs used to 
establish the sampling intensity of the inventory and therefore to ultimately 
determine GHG emissions reductions.  This aspect of the CAR remains 
OPEN. 
 
c. The proponent submitted ―Base de datos del calculo de carbono 
almacenado 14-1-12.xlsx‖ which shows carbon stock calculations by strata 
in a transparent manner.  The proponent has adequately explained that 
108 plots were sampled from various forest strata and this number 
matches the plot data that used to calculate the carbon content in the 
project area.  The proponent has also accounted for 2 plots that were 
eliminated because they were not part of the strata they had been 
ascribed to.  This is acceptable because the proponent had sampled 10% 
extra plots per strata above the minimum number of plots per strata. The 
carbon calculations appear to have been calculated correctly for each 
strata, including both aboveground and below-ground biomass.  This 
aspect of the now CLOSED 
  
Findings from CVA Report, May 2012 Report: 
 
The proponent has updated VCS Annex 22, Cuadro 2 and Cuadro 3, 
which is being used for CCB validation, to clearly include and explain the 
coefficients of variation that were used to plan the sampling plan in the 
project area.  The proponent includes references to forest measurements 
performed by Winrock International, a forest inventory performed in Biabo 
Cordillera Azul near Ucayali, and other studies performed by the 
proponent.  These references and their values were also included in the 
excel sheet used to calculate the sampling plan as well as the actual plot 
data from the inventory performed in the project area, which is contained 
in ―Hoja de calculo-Base de datos del calculo de carbono 
almacenado.xlsx‖ 
 
The sources used to plan the sampling intensity within each strata are 
based on studies performed in the region of the project area.  For example 
the Winrock study was performed in Madre de Dios, and the proponent‘s 
own study for the Colina alta and baja strata was from Ucayali.  The 
additional data used for the Terra Alta and Terraza Disectada utilized data 
from a forest inventory in the Biabo Cordillera Azul near Ucayali, which is 
considered acceptable since it is regionally specific.  The proponent has 
adequately referenced the assumptions used to plan the sampling 
intensity for the project area, which are based from regional sources.  
Furthermore, the actual forest inventory results show that the data from 
the project area matched up closely to the data that was used to plan the 
sampling intensity.  This helps show that the planned data was adequate 
for the project area.  Since the proponent has clearly referenced its 
assumptions and the audit team was able to verify their appropriateness, 
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this CAR is considered CLOSED. 
  

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if any): N/A  

 
 

CAR 30/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CL2.2 

Non-conformance: The proponent presented its calculations regarding leakage from the 
displacement of activities using the VCS LK-ASU module In step 3a of the LK-
ASU methodology, the proponent asserts under section ―Paso 3‖ in Annex 31 
that 10% of deforestation activities will be unable to be prevented as a result of 
leakage prevention activities.  The proponent has not presented evidence to 
support this figure. This figure is important for determining estimates regarding 
leakage, and net emissions reductions.  The proponent shall provide an 
analysis, to support the amount of deforestation activities that are expected to 
occur despite the implementation of leakage prevention activities.  
 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall provide an analysis to support its estimates of the 
effectiveness of leakage prevention activities.  

Timeline for 
conformance:  

Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: The proponent provided Annex C contained in Annex 31.  Annex C 
summarizes the results of an internal workshop held by the proponent 
regarding technical considerations pertaining to the implementation of the 
project.   Section 4 of Annex C states that each workshop participant within 
the team of multidisciplinary professionals was asked to estimate the 
percentage of deforestation agents who would not participate in the 
leakage management activities due to either technical or social constraints. 
Each type of constraint was given a score pertaining to a particular location 
and the workshop average for each constraint (technical or social) was 
presented in Annex C.   The total average for each type of was 8% or 10%.   
To be conservative the proponent selected a  the higher rate. 
 
Estimating the effectiveness of leakage management activities ex-ante is a 
difficult task.  However, the proponent has presented what appears to be a 
reasonable method of anticipating the effectiveness of the leakage 
management activities, based on professionals with experience in the area.  
In effect, the proponent relied on expert opinion to construct this estimate.  
Given the difficulty of performing this estimate and considering that this 
project has few comparable projects, the process given by the proponent 
appears to be acceptable considering the circumstances.  The proponent 
has adequately presented its reasoning for estimating the effectiveness of 
leakage management activities, therefore this CAR is considered CLOSED. 
 

CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if 
any): 

N/A  
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CAR 31/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CL2.1 

Non-conformance: The proponent presented its calculations regarding leakage from the 
displacement of activities using the VCS LK-ASU module in Annex 31, The 
proponent has not computed the variable TOTFOR correctly as required by the 
module LK-ASU.   In step 4a of the module it requires that a national-level 
analysis of eligible forest lands be conducted in order to determine the variable 
TOTFOR. The proponent has only performed this analysis for one section of a 
river near the project area using an 8km buffer, but has not completed a 
national geospatial analysis of eligible forest lands as required by the module.  
This issue negatively affects the accuracy of various computations required in 
step 4 of the module as well as the overall leakage calculations and net 
emissions reductions calculations.  Other calculations in the remainder of the 
document appear to have been computed correctly, however the issue with 
TOTFOR affects the accuracy of many of the final variables determined in the 
module and therefore the remaining calculations must also be revised.  The 
proponent shall perform a national-level analysis of available forest lands 
available in Peru as required by step 4 of the module. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponent shall perform a national-level analysis of available forest 
lands in Peru to meet the requirements of Step 4 of LK-ASU.   

Timeline for 
conformance:  

Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: The proponent has provided updated text to Step 4 of CCB Annex 31.  The 
proponent explains that it has deviated from the VCS module LK-ASU 
requirement of assessing the total available national forest area in favor of 
restricting TOTFOR to 5km from navigable rivers and roads.  The 
proponent justifies this using the following points:  1. The region is home to 
the headwaters of various rivers that do not connect to other parts of the 
country outside of the region, 2)  the only way to access or leave the area 
for most immigrants is via the road from Cuzco, thus making it improbable 
for immigrants to easily translocate to other areas in Peru, 3) it is the only 
area in the Peruvian Amazon easily accessible via a paved road.  The 
proponent has made its GIS shapefiles available to the audit team.  The 
proponent has referenced ―MINAM, 2009. Informe I: PATRIMONIO 
FORESTAL A NIVEL DE GRANDES PAISAJES - REGIÓN AMAZONICA‖ 
as the source for the strata used in the AVFOR calculation, which is 
contained in spreadsheet ―Hoja de calculo - Fugas por desplazamiento de 
actividades.xlsx‖.   
 
The proponent has effectively categorized TOTFOR as a deviation.  This 
deviation is permissible because it relates to measurement and monitoring. 
The proponent‘s reasoning makes a strong case for why considering the 
total national forest area is improbable.  The argument focuses on the 
unique accessibility issues of Madre de Dios.  Considering the difficulty in 
using rivers to navigate to areas outside Madre de Dios, and that the area 
is somewhat isolated, it seems more probable for leakage to be displaced 
internally within the region.  The evidence provided by the proponent 
suggests that immigrants are continuing and are likely to continue coming 
into Madre de Dios.  In the event that the project area is well monitored due 
to the project activities then the area selected as TOTFOR is the next most 
likely area for deforesting activities to be displaced to.  Since the rationale 
for a modified area for TOTFOR has been justified this CAR is considered 
closed. 
 
Further, the calculations for AVFOR appear to be correctly calculated and 
have adequate supporting references, which are reputable studies 
performed by MINAM, a governmental entity. 
 

CAR Status: CLOSED 
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Follow-up Actions (if 
any): 

N/A  

 
 

OBS 05/11 Reference Standard & Requirement:  GL3.1 

Non-conformance: The project proponent states that no critically endangered species (CR) have 
been registered in the project area. There are three species of fauna and two 
species of flora endangered (EN). This information is in tables 35 and 36 in 
PDD. There are species vulnerable (VU) in tables 37 and 38 in PDD, too. 
However, monitoring is not enough to validate the population data. 

Corrective Action Request: The proponents should provide accurate information about the presence of 
endangered species, vulnerable species, and critically endangered species. 

Timeline for 
conformance:  

Prior to validation 

Evidence to close CAR: The Project Proponent has given further information in the PDD about the 
presence of species for conservation. According to the IUCN Red List for 
threatened species, no critically endangered (CR) species have been 
identified in the project area, but two species of fauna in status endangered 
(EN) are present: Ateles chamek and Pteronura brasiliensis. The audit 
team has confirmed that the two species are currently present in the IUCN 
Red List, version 2001.2. 
 
The PP has described all the studies conducted to Pteronura brasiliensis 
from population census, population assessments and monitoring in recent 
years. The presence of theses species is one of the conservation 
objectives of the Tambopata Reserve. There are specific sites within the 
Tambopata Reserve where the largest population has been detected: near 
Madre de Dios River (33 individuals); Sandoval Lake-Three Chimbadas 
Lake-Cocococha Lake (13 adults and 3 babies). The audit team confirmed 
that these areas are set by IUCN as habitat for the species. 
 
A list with the studies  on Pteronura within the project area is provided 
below: 

 Silva, l; Mendoza, J; Williams, R. 2011. Monitoreo y censo 
poblacional de lobo de río en la Reserva Nacional Tambopata y 
Parque Nacional de Bahuaja-Sonene. Sociedad Zoológica  de 
Francfort. 

 Silva, L; MendozA, J; Torres, E. 2008. Monitoreo de las 
poblaciones de lobo de río (Pteronura brasiliensis) en la Reserva 
Nacional Tambopata. 

 Hajek, F. Y Groenendjink, J. 2006. Lobos del río Madre de Dios. 
Sociedad Zoológica de Francfort. Ayuda para la Vida Silvestre 
Amenazada. Lima. 160 p. 2006.  

 Monitoreo de las poblaciones de lobo de río (Pteronura 
brasiliensis) en el Parque Nacional del Manu y la Reserva Nacional 
Tambopata. 

 2005. Plan de Sitio de Área Turística y Recreativa del Lago Tres 
Chimbadas 

 INRENA, Sociedad Zoológica de Francfort, Coppin&Asociados. 
2003. Plan de Sitio de Área Turística y Recreativa del Lago 
Sandoval. 

 Calvimontes, J. 2005. Monitoreo de las poblaciones de lobo de río 
(Pteronura brasiliensis) en el Parque Nacional del Manu y la 
Reserva Nacional Tambopata. 

 Staib, E. 2005. Eco-etología del Lobo de río (Pteronura 
brasiliensis) en el suroeste del Perú. Ayuda para la Vida Silvestre 
Amenazada – Sociedad Zoológica de Francfort. Lima - Perú  
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 Schulenberg, T. et al. 2002. RAP - Informes de las Evaluaciones 
Biológicas Pampas del Heath, Perú; Alto Madidi, Bolivia y Pando, 
Bolivia. RAP Bulletin of Biological Assessment 24.  

 INRENA (Instituto Nacional de Recursos Naturales). 2002. Plan 
Maestro del Parque Nacional del Manu. Lima – Perú. 

 Staib, E; Schenk, C. 2001. Giant otter tourism in Peru: Boom or 
bust for conservation?  

 Schenck, C. 1999. Lobo de río (Pteronura brasiliensis): presencia, 
uso del hábitat y protección en el Perú. Traducción al español de la 
tesis doctoral: Vorkommen, HabitatnutzungundSchutz des 
Riesenotters (Pteronura brasiliensis) in Perú (1996), 
MunichChristof. Facultad de Biología, Universidad Ludwig-
Maximilians. Munchen, ALE. 176 p.  

 Schenck, C; Staib, E. 1995. The giant otter project in Peru 1995. 
IUCN Otter Spec. Group Bull. 12 / October 1995; pp. 25-30  

 Gutleb, AC; Schenck, C; Staib, E. 1977 Giant otter (Pteronura 
brasiliensis) at risk? Total mercury and methyl mercury levels in 
fish and otter scats, Peru. Ambio 26(8): 511-514. 

 
For Ateles chamek, the PP has also noted that there are studies that 
identify populations of this species and have been used at least two 
individuals. The list of studies on Ateles chamek is presented below: 

 Palminteri, S; Powell, G; Endo, W; Kirkby, C; Yu, D; Peres, C. 
2009. Usefulness of species range polygons for predicting local 
primate occurrences in southeastern Peru. American Journal of 
Primatology 71:1-9 

 Phillips, KA; Hass, ME; Grafton, BW; Yrivarren, M. 2004. Survey of 
the gastrointestinal parasites of the primate community at 
Tambopata National Reserve, Peru. Journal of Zoology London, 
vol. 264. pp. 149–151. 

 Schulenberg, T. et al. 2002. RAP - Informes de las Evaluaciones 
Biológicas Pampas del Heath, Perú; Alto Madidi, Bolivia y Pando, 
Bolivia. RAP Bulletin of Biological Assessment 24.  

 Kirkby, C; Doan, T; Lloyd, H; Cornejo, A; Arizábal, W; Palomino, A. 
2000. Tourism development and the status of neotropical lowland 
wildlife in Tambopata, South - Eastern Peru: recommendations for 
tourism and conservation. TReeS (Tambopata Reserve Society). 
Tambopata, Madre de Dios - Perú. 

 
The PP also mentions that Cedrela fissilis and Caryocar amygdaliforme are 
listed in IUCN Red List version 2011.2 as having an Endangered status, 
which has been confirmed by the audit team. 
 
Species such as Cedrela odorata, Bertholletia excelsa, Dipteryx alata and 
Swietenia microphylla were found in the inventories carried out by the PP 
and are Vulnerable State in IUCN Red List version 2011.2. 
 
The PP describes the Pampas de Heath as a sector within the project area 
which has special conditions for two species of mammals: Chrysocyon 
brachyurus (NearThreatened in a situation) and Blastocerus dichotomus 
(vulnerable), both status have been verified by the audit team. Besides this, 
the PDD has included two maps of location of trap cameras and monitoring 
points throughout the Pampa Juliaca in Pampas de Heath. 
 
With this evidence, the audit team concludes that sufficient grounds has 
been provide to support the occurrence of species in the Endangered, 
Vulnerable and Near Threatened status. This OBS is CLOSED. 
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CAR Status: CLOSED 

Follow-up Actions (if 
any): 

N/A  

 

VIII. CONCLUSIONS 
 

NCRs Closed:   No follow-up required related to closed NCRs 

 Original NCRs closed and new NCR(s) issued, see section IV below 

NCRs Open:  Certification/Verification/Validation not approved; conformance with NCRs 
required 

 Major NCRs not closed; suspension of certification/verification required 

 Minor NCRs are upgraded to Major; see section IV below 

 New NCR(s) issued, see section IV below 

Comments/Follow-up 
Actions: 

      

 
 

IX. OPEN NCRs 
None  
 
 

X. AUDIT REPORT APPROVAL 
 

Note:  a formal Q-09 Report Review and Approval (RRA) Checklist conducted 
by an independent, authorized reviewer is required when the CVA results in 
certificate/verification/validation issuance or suspension/termination, or when 
there is a change in scope.  In all other cases, the report may be approved with 
the 2

nd
 checkbox below by an authorized RRA reviewer which may be the CVA 

auditor, or by a Senior Auditor. 

 

 Refer to separate Q-09 RRA Checklist 

 Report approved by way of this checkbox 

Approved by:        

Date:        

 Salesforce has been completed with applicable files uploaded, and is updated based on any changes to the 
Organization details or other areas relevant to the CVA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 


