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1.0 Introduction 
This report presents the findings of an audit conducted by Scientific Certification Systems (SCS), 
to validate the claim made by The Conservation Fund that the Upper Ouachita National Wildlife 
Refuge Restoration Initiative conforms to the Climate, Community & Biodiversity Project Design 
Standards (Second Edition). SCS has been accredited by the Climate, Community & Biodiversity 
Alliance (CCBA) to perform such validation audits. 

1.1. Contact Information  
Project Developer: 
 

Jena Thompson Meredith, Director, Go Zero 
The Conservation Fund 
1311 Tourmaline Street 
San Diego, CA 92109 USA 
Tel. 858.412.5057 
jmeredith@conservationfund.org 
www.conservationfund.org 
www.gocarbonzero.org 

 
Carrie Gombos, Operations Manager, Go Zero 
The Conservation Fund 
1655 North Fort Myer Drive 
Suite 1300 
Arlington, VA 22209 USA 
Tel. 703.908.5808 
cgombos@conservationfund.org 

  
Scientific Certification Systems: 
 
 Todd Frank, Program Manager, GHG Verification Program 
 Scientific Certification Systems 
 2000 Powell Street, No. 600 
 Emeryville, CA 94608 USA 
 Tel. 510.452.9090 
 tfrank@scscertified.com 
 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS): 
 
 Joe McGowan, Refuge Manager 
 Upper Ouachita NWR 
 11372 Highway 143 

Farmerville, LA 71241 
FW4RWNorthLARefuges@fws.gov 

 
 

mailto:jmeredith@conservationfund.org�
http://www.conservationfund.org/�
http://www.gocarbonzero.org/�
mailto:cgombos@conservationfund.org�
mailto:tfrank@scscertified.com�
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1.2. Objective 

The validation objective was an independent assessment by SCS of the proposed project 
activity against all criteria defined by the CCBA Project Design Standards. Validation results in a 
determination by SCS as to whether the project activity complies with the standards and 
warrants submission for registration with CCBA. The ultimate decision on the registration of a 
proposed project activity, however, rests with the CCBA. 
 

1.3.  Scope and Criteria 
The project was assessed against the CCB Project Design Standards, Second Edition, to 
determine which of the fourteen required and three optional CCB Standards criteria the project 
satisfies. An “Approved” project is one that satisfies all 14 of the required CCB Standards criteria 
and a Gold Level approved project is one that additionally satisfies at least one of the optional 
criteria. 
 
The scope of this assessment encompasses analysis of data and calculations as presented at the 
time of inception of project validation. The SCS Lead Auditor may issue one or more New 
Information Requests (NIR) or Non-Conformity Reports (NCR), as needed, and re-analyze new 
submissions. 
 

1.4. Project Description 

The Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge Restoration Initiative (Project) is a project 
sponsored by The Conservation Fund's Go Zero program. The Conservation Fund is using 
donations from its Go Zero program to restore approximately 2,606 acres of bottomland 
hardwood forest on the Upper Ouachita Wildlife Refuge (NWR) in the Lower Mississippi River 
Valley. The restored forests will be managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
ensure their long-term protection and stewardship.  
 
The project has been designed to: 
 

• Decrease the effects of climate change via carbon sequestration;  

• Restore Louisiana’s bottomland hardwood forest ecosystem for the benefit of fish 
and wildlife resources; and  

• Create long-term community benefits in the form of enhanced habitat for wildlife 
and improved and expanded recreational lands under the management of the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service for activities such as hunting, fishing, wildlife photography, 
wildlife observation, environmental education and environmental interpretation.  

 
All carbon accrued from the project will be withheld from the carbon market and cannot be sold 
or banked for future offset purposes. 
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1.5. Summary of Validation Conclusion 
Following completion of SCS’s duly-accredited validation process, it is our conclusion that the 
Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge Restoration Initiative conforms to the CCBA Project 
Design Standards (Second Edition) at the Gold Level (see Appendix A).  
 

2.0 Methodology 
SCS began reviewing the Project in April 2011, with a desk audit of Project documentation and 
phone calls and email correspondence with The Conservation Fund. A formal site visit and 
validation assessment was then conducted in May 2011. A further review of documentation, 
audit findings, and public comments submitted to the CCBA was conducted in the lead up to a 
draft report issued in July 2011. The Conservation Fund reviewed the draft report and a final 
report was issued on August 10, 2011. 
 

2.1. CCBA Standards 
SCS conducted its evaluation to validate claims that the Project conforms to the CCBA Climate, 
Community & Biodiversity Project Design Standards (Second Edition) (“the CCB Standards”). The 
CCB Standards require conformance to 14 criteria in each of 4 categories: 1) General (5 criteria), 
2) Climate (3 criteria), 3) Community (3 criteria), and 4) Biodiversity (3 criteria). In addition, 
applicants can achieve a higher level of validation through the application of three criteria in the 
Gold Level section. Gold level validation can be achieved by projects that meet the core 
requirements and at least one optional Gold Level criterion.  
 

2.2. Auditor Qualifications 

The evaluation was conducted by Christie Pollet-Young, a SCS Lead Verifier. Ms. Pollet-Young is a 
Senior Verification Forester for SCS’s Greenhouse Gas Verification Program and has over 15 
years of experience in forestry, ranging from forest ecology research to conservation planning to 
carbon offset verification in both tropical and temperate climes. She completed a Master of 
Forest Science from Yale University and graduated with high honors from the University of 
California, Berkeley with a Bachelor of Science in Environmental Science, Policy and 
Management. Ms. Pollet-Young is a lead auditor with SCS who has validated and verified forest 
projects under the Climate Action Reserve, the Verified Carbon Standard, and the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards.  
 
The technical review was completed by Zane Haxton, a SCS Lead Verifier. Mr. Haxton holds a 
M.S. in Forest Resources from Oregon State University and a B.S. from The Evergreen State 
College. A well-rounded forestry professional, Mr. Haxton held a wide variety of positions in 
forest research and management before coming to SCS, ranging from work on logging and tree 
planting crews to experience as a biological sampling technician and research assistant. A 
specialist in forest inventory, Mr. Haxton holds significant expertise in sampling design, 
inventory management and growth modeling. Mr. Haxton is well versed in methodologies for 
Avoided Planned Deforestation, Improved Forest Management, and Afforestation, Reforestation 
and Revegetation project types, and is currently a verifier under the Climate Action Reserve, the 
Verified Carbon Standard and the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standard. 
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2.3. Audit Process  
The audit process included the following steps: 
 

• Initial client meeting and project orientation (via phone calls and emails); 
• Review of Project documentation, including project design reports, preliminary models, 

and project background descriptions; 
• Review of stakeholder comments; 
• Site visit on May 16-18, 2011, that included: 

o Project overview by The Conservation Fund; 
o Review of CCB audit process by the auditor; 
o Overview of the Refuge's history and management by the USFWS; 
o Overview of key elements of the PDD by The Conservation Fund; 
o Description of recently completed planting process; and 
o Field trips to recently planted areas on the Upper Ouachita NWR; 

• Further document review and draft report preparation; 
• Technical review and approval of the draft report by SCS; 
• Client review of draft report;  
• Final report preparation; and 
• Technical review and approval of the final report by SCS. 

 

3.0 Stakeholder Comments 

The Project Design Document (PDD) was posted on the CCBA website on April 12, 2011 for a 30-
day period. Comments were received from two parties (see Appendix B).  
 
Written comments were received from: 
 

• Harris Brown, Tensas Basin Levee District 
• Peter Jerome, Refuge Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 
All comments have been considered by the auditor in this report. General themes included: 
 

• The project’s restoration of bottomland forest, which will increase the land’s water 
storage capacity, minimize downstream flooding, and improve water quality in the 
Ouachita River; 

• Recognition of the cooperative effort between multiple agencies and  conservation 
partners such as The Conservation Fund; and 

• Recognition of the project benefits, including carbon sequestration, enhanced wildlife 
habitat values, and increased opportunities for education and public recreation. 

 

4.0 CCB Validation Findings 

This report of our validation findings addresses each of the CCBA criteria and indicators. For 
each criterion, the CCBA indicators are listed along with a description of the evidence that was 
considered, the findings from the audit and, when applicable, Non-Conformity Reports (NCRs), 
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Opportunities for Improvement (OFIs), and New Information Requests (NIRs). In the case of non-
conformance, a Non-Conformity Report stipulates the deficiency and its relation to the CCB 
protocol. NCRs indicate broad non-conformance at the indicator level that must be satisfied 
prior to project validation. An Opportunity for Improvement is issued when overall conformance 
with a criterion has been achieved but in instances where actions could be taken to further 
ensure compliance with an indicator. A New Information Request indicates when additional 
information is necessary to complete the validation. All NCRs and NIRs must be satisfactorily 
addressed prior to project validation. 
 
Throughout the remainder of the report, The Conservation Fund will be referred to as the 
“Project Proponents”. The Project Proponents collated much of their Project information in a 
document entitled Restoring a Forest Legacy at Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge, which 
is available to the public on the CCBA website (www.climate-standards.org). The CCBA refers to 
such documents as Project Design Documents (PDD). The PDD was revised in July 2011 in 
response to the audit as part of the validation process. 
 

4.1. General Section 

The General Section of the CCB Standards addresses original conditions in the project area, 
baseline projections, project design and goals, management capacity and best practices, and 
legal status and property rights. 
 

4.1.1. G1 – Original Conditions in the Project Area 

The original conditions at the project area and the surrounding project zone before the project 
commences must be described. This description, along with baseline projections (see G2), will 
help to determine the likely impacts of the project. 
 
Indicator G1.1

 

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

Findings

 

: The PDD contains a detailed description of the project location, which is within the 
USFWS' Upper Ouachita NWR in northern Louisiana. The specific project tracts is located in two 
areas of the Mollicy Unit and comprise a total of about 2,606 acres, as illustrated in Figures 3 
and 4 of the PDD. The PDD also contains descriptions of the  Upper Ouchita NWR and their 
associated climate, geology, topography, soils, and hydrology. During the site visit, the Refuge 
staff provided an overview of the Refuge's soils, hydrology, vegetation, and wildlife. The Refuge 
staff also described the extensive history of ecological research and monitoring on the Refuge. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

http://www.climate-standards.org/�
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Indicator G1.2
 

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

Findings

 

: The PDD describes the condition of existing vegetation within the specific project area 
(i.e., the parcels to be planted), which consists primarily of agricultural cropland, including 
soybeans, rice, and annual grasses such as millet and sprangletop. The project area is prone to 
flooding and not well-suited to commercial agricultural production.  As a result of project 
activities, the project area was planted with a mixture of bottomland hardwood species in 
winter 2010. The types and condition of vegetation within the project area were confirmed 
during site visits by the auditor.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator G1.3
 

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

Findings

 

: The PDD describes the parcels that comprise the project area and further describes 
the project zone which includes the adjacent communities. In total, the project zone has been 
defined as the Morehouse, Union, and Ouachita Parishes. During the audit, the Refuge Manager 
provided more detailed information regarding the location of the project area using the Refuge's 
GIS and printed maps. The Project Proponent also further described the socio-economic 
conditions within the project zone and provided an overview of public use of the Refuge. The 
auditor also drove through portions of the project zone to view the socio-economic conditions 
of the communities.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G1.4

 

.  Current carbon stocks within the project area(s), using stratification by land-use 
or vegetation type and methods of carbon calculation (such as biomass plots, formulae, default 
values) from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s 2006 Guidelines for National 
GHG Inventories for Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use or a more robust and detailed 
methodology.  

Findings: Current carbon stocks in the project area were estimated for The Conservation Fund 
by their technical expert, TerraCarbon, LLC (see http://terracarbon.com/), based on direct 
measurement on a series of permanent plots established specifically for the project. 
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TerraCarbon’s proprietary methodology, was provided to the auditor along with evidence for 
how the methodology complies with the IPCC Guidelines. Pre-project carbon stocks associated 
with above and below ground woody biomass on the agricultural lands are assumed to be zero 
based on a complete lack of shrubs or trees. The non-woody (i.e., herbaceous) carbon pool is 
assumed to be equal in the "with project" and "without project" scenarios and is not included in 
preliminary calculations. Soil carbon, dead wood, and forest litter will be estimated from default 
values from two publications with regional estimates for bottomland hardwood forest. At the 
project start date, the carbon sequestration in the project area have been estimated to be 0 
metric tonnes of CO2e per acre. The Project Proponent estimates the total carbon to be 
sequestered over the 100-year project crediting period to be 327 metric tonnes of CO2e per 
acre. 
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

New Information Requests:    

NIR 2010.1 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G1.4 

Finding:  
Please provide a description of the current carbon stocks within the project area(s) for all carbon 
pools selected by the project. 

 
Proponent Response on July 18, 2011:  
Section G1.4 of the PDD will be revised to: 
 
“G1.4 Current Carbon Stocks at the Project Area  

The climate change mitigation and adaptation benefits of reforestation projects are widely 
recognized. Land use change—especially deforestation—is a significant component of increasing 
atmospheric CO2 levels and a cause of global warming.4 Thus, restoring native forests represents a 
natural way to reduce these effects and combat climate change.  

In order to quantify the carbon sequestration rates for the project, the Fund worked with 
TerraCarbon to develop a baseline, measure and model anticipated carbon accrual and develop a 
carbon monitoring plan. The monitoring plan conforms to the IPCC’s 2006 Guidelines for National 
GHG Inventories for Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use. Over the life of the project, carbon 
will be sequestered in aboveground and belowground live tree biomass, dead wood, litter, and soil. 
Estimates of live aboveground tree biomass will be derived from direct measurements on plots, 
while estimates of dead wood, forest litter, and soil carbon will be derived from the default 
estimates applicable to bottomland hardwood species in this region of the US. The cumulative 
sequestration of the Upper Ouachita NWR Restoration Initiative is estimated at 327 metric tons of 
CO2 equivalent per acre (i.e., 360.3 short tons per acre) over 100 years.  

There are limited carbon stocks in agricultural lands, as agriculture is practiced in this region. As 
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such, the only carbon stocks in the baseline scenario are those present in herbaceous biomass 
(when present) and soil. Stocks of carbon in herbaceous biomass can be conservatively excluded as 
stocks are expected to increase in the “with-project” scenario. Thus the only significant pre-existing 
carbon stock is in soils. Smith et al.1

 

 estimated the baseline soil carbon stock of oak-gum-cypress 
stands in the south-central US to be 58.8 tons of CO2 equivalent per acre (or 39.6 tons C/ha). The 
carbon accrual rates listed in Table 4 (in Section CL1.1) are also sourced from this table. These values 
represent the carbon stock at a given age minus the baseline stock (of 39.6 tons C/ha). Hence, all 
baseline carbon stocks are zero and do not need to be further accounted for.” 

 
Additional revision to G1.4 

The data in Table 4 represent the estimate of C sequestered for the 100 years post planting. The 
values in this table represent the carbon accrued in live tree biomass, dead wood, forest floor litter, 
and soils as of the stand age.  
 
Table 4 will be changed to incorporate the following issues: 

• The dead wood and understory header in Table 4 has been more appropriately named 
"Dead wood and forest floor litter". The values reported in the PDD are the sum of the 
standing dead tree, down dead wood, and forest floor litter values reported by Smith et al. 
2006. The term understory will also be removed from section CL1.1 and replaced with the 
term “forest floor litter”. 

 
• The equation in Shoch et al. is used to predict live tree biomass. It should be noted that 

there was an error in the published model equation (confirmed by the author). The 
corrected equation is provided below: Total live tree biomass carbon (ton C/ha) = (186.7^(1-
0.8696) – exponent^(-0.0577*age))^(1/(1-0.8696)). See column H in the attached excel 
sheet. Live tree biomass has been set to zero for age zero as the equation in Shoch et al. 
2009 does not intersect zero at age zero. 
 

• Since the Smith et al. source only estimates accrual of dead wood, forest floor litter, and soil 
to age 90, the values for age 95 and 100 have been conservatively set to those values at age 
90. 
 

The PDD will be changed to reflect a cumulative sequestration of 327 metric tonnes of CO2-e per 
acre. The derivation of this value is documented in the attached excel sheet. Reference to 328 tCO2-
e in sections G1.4 and CL1.4 will be replaced with 327 tCO2-e. 
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response is in conformance with the Climate, Community and 
Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. The revised values in Table 4 are consistent with the two 
cited publications and personal correspondence with the primary author. These values and the 
associated calculations were determined to be satisfactory. This finding is closed.  
 

                                                             
1 Smith, J.E., Heath, L.S., Skog, K.E., and R.A. Birdsey. 2006. Methods for calculating forest ecosystem and harvested 
carbon with standard estimates for forest types of the United States. USDA Forest Service, Northeastern Research 
Station. Newtown Square, PA, USA. General Technical Report NE-343.   
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Indicator G1.5

 

. A description of communities located in the project zone, including basic socio-
economic and cultural information that describes the social, economic and cultural diversity 
within communities (wealth, gender, ethnicity, etc.), identifies specific groups such as 
Indigenous Peoples and describes any community characteristics.  

Findings

 

: The PDD includes a general description of communities located in the project zone 
(Union, Morehouse, and Ouachita Parishes) and includes a table with basic data related to 
cultural diversity, income, and education for each parish, Louisiana, and the United States. There 
are no indigenous communities within the project zone. Overall, the project zone is primarily 
rural and sparsely populated, and income levels tend to be below average for Louisiana and the 
United States. There is a largely predominant African-American population in the project zone 
and the percentages of women, children and senior citizens are similar to state and national 
averages.   

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:   

NIR 2010.2 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G1.5 

Finding:  

Please provide a more complete description of the communities within the Project Zone. 
Specifically, please provide more information related to gender, age, ethnicity, and the presence of 
Indigenous Peoples.  

 
Proponent Response on June 23, 2011:  
Upper Ouachita NWR spans across Union Parish and Morehouse Parish in northeastern Louisiana, a 
primarily rural and sparsely populated area. The northern boundary of both Parishes is the Arkansas 
state line. The population for Union Parish is 22,721 and the population for Morehouse Parish is 
27,979, according to 2010 census estimates.  Monroe, the eighth largest city in Louisiana, is the 
closest metropolitan area, about 25 miles south of the Refuge in Ouachita Parish, which has a 
population of 153,720 people.  Together, Union, Morehouse and Ouachita Parishes comprise the 
Project Zone. 

The Project Zone is home to a significant African-American population.  In Morehouse Parish, 
African-Americans comprise 47% of the population.  Other minority groups make up one percent or 
less of the population of Morehouse Parish.   In Union Parish, African-Americans make up 27% of the 
population, persons of Latino origin comprise approximately 4% of the population and other 
minority groups make up less than one percent of the population.   In Ouachita Parish, African-
Americans comprise almost 37% of the population, persons of Latino origin almost 2% and other 
minority groups make up less than one percent of the residents of Ouachita Parish. 

The percentages of women, children and senior citizens in the Project Zone are close to Louisiana 
State and national averages.  In each of the three Parishes, women comprise close to 52% of the 
population.  Union Parish has the highest percentage of citizens over age 65 (16.9%).  Ouachita 
Parish has the highest percentage of individuals under 18 (26.5%).    
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Morehouse, Union, and Ouachita Parishes have lower median household incomes as compared to 
the State of Louisiana and the United States as a whole.  Morehouse and Union Parishes also have 
lower numbers of college graduates, but Ouachita Parish, home of the University of Louisiana at 
Monroe, has significantly higher levels of college graduates than the other two Parishes. 

The following table shows the relative ages, diversity, income and educational levels in the Project 
Zone as compared to the State of Louisiana and the United States. 
 
Table 1: Diversity, Gender, Age, Income and Education Levels in the Project Zone2 

 Morehouse 
Parish 

Union 
Parish 

Ouachita 
Parish 

Louisiana United States 

African-American 
Population 
(2010 Census) 

 
46.9% 

 
27.2% 

 
36.6% 

 
32% 

 
12.6% 

Female persons 
(2009 Census) 

 
52.1% 

 
52.5% 

 
51.5% 

 
51.4% 

 
50.7% 

Persons under 18 
(2009 Census) 

 
24.9% 

 
23.3% 

 
26.5% 

 
25% 

 
24.3% 

Persons 65 and 
older (2009 Census) 

 
15.3% 

 
16.9% 

 
12.3% 

 
12.3% 

 
12.9% 

 
Median Household 
Income (2009) 

 
$28,909 
 

 
$35,269 

 
$37,928 

 
$42,460 
 

 
$50,221 

 
High School 
Graduates (persons 
age 25+) (2005-
2009 Census) 

 
73.4% 

 
80.7% 

 
83.1% 

 
80.5% 

 
84.6% 

 
Bachelor’s degree 
or higher (persons 
age 25+) (2005-
2009 Census) 

 
11.3% 

 
14.7% 

 
24.2% 

 
20.6% 

 
27.5% 

Indigenous Peoples 

There is no longer a significant population of indigenous people in the Project Zone.  When 
European settlers arrived in the region in the 1500s, the Ouachita Indians were settled in the area 
and the Ouachita River was named for the tribe.  However, by the mid-1700s, most of the Ouachita 
Indians had been decimated by European diseases and raids by Chickasaw war parties from 
Mississippi. The Choctaw Indians from Mississippi replaced the Ouachita people along the River 

                                                             
2 All data obtained from the United States Census Bureau, available at: 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/22000.html 
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although most left the area as the cotton industry began to dominate the local economy.  When the 
area went under cultivation, it spoiled the tribes’ hunting grounds and most Choctaw Indians moved 
(or were removed) to Oklahoma.  
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory and in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G1.6

 

. A description of current land use and customary and legal property rights 
including community property in the project zone, identifying any ongoing or unresolved 
conflicts or disputes and indentifying and describing any disputes over land tenure that were 
resolved during the last ten years (see also G5).  

Findings

 

: The PDD contains descriptions of land use in the project zone, with additional detail 
regarding the project area. As noted above, the main land use in the project zone is agriculture 
and timber production. The Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge was founded in 1978 when 
the land was purchased from the Pennzoil Producing Company. The Mollicy Unit, which includes 
the project area, was acquired from a private landowner from 1997-1999. In December 2010, 
The Conservation Fund purchased the NWR’s largest inholding in the Mollicy Unit, completing 
the current total acreage of the Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge. 

The Refuge maintains the surface rights of the lands but not the subsurface or mineral rights to 
the land. All plantings for the Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge Restoration Initiative 
were placed in the Mollicy Unit and the Refuge staff is responsible for their long-term care.  
 
No ongoing or unresolved land tenure disputes were reported. 
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:    

NIR 2010.3 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G1.6 

Finding:  
Subsurface natural gas extraction was witnessed in areas in the project zone during the site visit. 
  
Please provide more information about the subsurface rights of the lands within the project area. 
Describe how the project will mitigate any potential loss of project lands due to oil or gas extraction 
in the future.  

 
Proponent Response on July 18, 2011:  
As with most land transactions across Louisiana for the majority of the last century, the lands within 
the Mollicy Unit of the Upper Ouachita NWR have been transferred multiple times subject to a 
reservation of subsurface oil and gas rights.  A title search was conducted by the Fund and it was 
determined that, under Louisiana law, all of the prior reservations of mineral rights, except for one, 
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have reverted to our predecessor in title.  Therefore, the likelihood that oil or natural gas extraction 
will take place on the Go Zero Tracts acquired by the Fund is minimal.  Further, if there were any 
future exploration or extraction, these activities would be regulated by USFWS protocol.   
 
By law, persons holding mineral rights on Refuge lands are required to conduct operations in a 
manner as to prevent damage, erosion, pollution, or contamination to the lands, waters, facilities 
and vegetation in the Refuge area.  Operations must also be conducted without interference to the 
operation of the Refuge or disturbance of wildlife, and once operations are completed, the area 
shall be restored as nearly as possible to its original condition. 3

 
 

If mineral extraction were to occur, the affected project area would be minimal.  In order to extract 
the oil or natural gas located on the Go Zero Tracts in this area, only one pad site is needed for every 
4 square miles, which means there would be only two (or at most three) pad sites on the Tracts.  The 
ground disruption at a pad site is approximately 4 acres (or about 1,200 trees) – this would become 
an extraction site with gravel on top.  An additional row or two of trees may be removed to allow for 
an access road.  If three pad sites were created, the total affected area of 12 acres (and 3,600 trees) 
would be less than half of 1% of the total Project Area.  In order to mitigate this disruption, the 
Refuge would plant 12 acres elsewhere on the Refuge and replace the 3,600 trees that could be lost 
due to extraction activities.  As noted in section G3.5 of the Project Design Document, a buffer pool 
of 10% of the total carbon available will not be marketed as part of the project and this buffer will be 
large enough to account for any impacts that might reduce the total carbon accumulation generated 
by this project.  
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. Any potential impact to the reforestation 
initiative from subsurface activities would be mitigated by replacement planting and/or the 10% 
buffer pool. This finding is closed.  
 
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G1.7

 

. A description of current biodiversity within the project zone (diversity of species 
and ecosystems) and threats to that biodiversity, using appropriate methodologies, 
substantiated where possible with appropriate reference material. 

Findings

 

: The PDD contains an overview description of current biodiversity in the project zone 
and project area and the Upper Ouachita NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan includes much 
more detailed information. During the audit, the Refuge staff described a wide range of efforts - 
past, present, and future - to inventory and characterize biodiversity on and around the Refuge.  

The threats found in the project zone include habitat fragmentation and habitat loss due to land 
conversion and the introduction of exotic species.  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

                                                             
3 50 CFR  § 29.32 



CCBA Project Validation Report Page 13 
Restoring a Forest Legacy at Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge  

Scientific Certification Systems 
August 2011 

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
  

  

NIR 2010.4 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G1.7 

Finding:  
Please provide a reference for the species listed in the PDD. In addition, please include an explicit 
description of threats to biodiversity within the project zone.  
 
Proponent Response on June 23, 2011:  
The reference for the species listed in the PDD is the Upper Ouachita NWR Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan, pages 43-50. 

The major threats to species in the Project Zone include forest fragmentation and loss of habitat, 
commercial silvicultural practices, hydrologic modifications, and the introduction of exotic species to 
the area.   

Habitat fragmentation and habitat loss due to development are two of the greatest threats in the 
Project Zone.  Once habitat is lost to either commercial or residential development, the likelihood of 
it ever being restored to its original state is almost zero.  Fragmentation, caused by roads, pipelines, 
natural gas/oil wells, power lines, clear cutting and development, is detrimental to species survival.   
Many animals, like the threatened Louisiana black bear, need large, unbroken swaths of forest for 
hunting and breeding.  Fragmentation also causes increased nest predation and brood parasitism 
which leads to lower reproductive success for birds.  
 
Commercial silvicultural practices that are popular in the area may compound the problem of 
habitat loss and fragmentation.  Private timber companies own the majority of large tracts of 
undeveloped land in northern Louisiana.  Some commercial silvicultural practices can be detrimental 
to wildlife habitat.  For example, incompatible forestry practices like clear cutting or the application 
of certain herbicides can decrease plant diversity, and result in monoculture stands or even-aged 
management.  The practice of clear cutting large acreages causes forest fragmentation, habitat loss, 
erosion and decreased water quality. Herbicide application to kill hardwood or broadleaf plants 
decreases plant diversity and in some cases, converts the habitat to a different type.  Another 
detrimental silviculture practice is bedding the soil, forever altering the hydrology, to plant off-site 
species.  Locally, this practice is often used to convert a bottomland hardwood forest into a loblolly 
pine plantation.  That is one reason why bottomland hardwood restoration projects, such as this Go 
Zero project, are so important to the preservation of the region’s biodiversity.  
 
The introduction of exotic animals and plants is a significant threat to many ecosystems in North 
America.  Within the Project Zone, species such as Chinese tallowtree, Japanese climbing fern, 
mimosa, water hyacinth, feral hogs and domestic and feral cats are causing major disruptions in the 
natural ecosystem.  Invasive plants outcompete native vegetation, often to the point of becoming a 
monoculture, and often do not provide the food and/or structure that native wildlife has evolved to 
depend on.  Feral hogs and cats are one of the fastest growing threats to native wildlife.  Hogs 
destroy vegetation, cause erosion, compete with native species for food, carry and transmit diseases 
and depredate small birds, nests, and amphibians.  At Upper Ouachita NWR, feral hogs are a threat 
to the black bears because they spread disease and compete for food resources.   
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Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory and in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G1.8

 

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

8.1. Globally, regionally or nationally significant concentrations of biodiversity values; 
a. protected areas 

b. threatened species 

c. endemic species 

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

 
8.2. Globally, regionally or nationally significant large landscape-level areas where viable 
populations of most if not all naturally occurring species exist in natural patterns of distribution 
and abundance; 
 
8.3. Threatened or rare ecosystems;16 

 
8.4. Areas that provide critical ecosystem services (e.g., hydrological services, erosion control, 
fire control); 
 
8.5. Areas that are fundamental for meeting the basic needs of local communities (e.g., for 
essential food, fuel, fodder, medicines or building materials without readily available 
alternatives); and 
 
8.6. Areas that are critical for the traditional cultural identity of communities (e.g., areas of 
cultural, ecological, economic or religious significance identified in collaboration with the 
communities). 
 
Findings

    

: The PDD includes a detailed list of each of the high conservation values in each of the 
CCB-specified categories within the project zone. This information was is supported by the data 
contained in the Upper Ouachita NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan, and Refuge records 
from long-term inventory and research efforts (see PDD, Section G1.8, for qualifying areas).  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

   

NIR 2010.5 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G1.8 

Finding:  
Please provide a more detailed description of bottomland hardwood forest which includes forest 
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structure and species composition. 

 
Proponent Response on June 13, 2011:  
Bottomland hardwood forests are a type of wetland community found along the floodplains of rivers 
and streams.  These forests are one of the most important riparian ecosystems in the United States -
- the fertile alluvial soils support a broad range of biodiversity and provide critical habitat to many of 
the nation’s endangered plants and animals.   
 
These forests are typically located in areas that are periodically inundated by water during the 
growing season. Bottomland hardwood swamp communities may have water present 10-12 months 
of the year. The timing, duration, and frequency of flooding play important roles in determining the 
type of vegetation present in these forests. The wettest areas are dominated by flood-tolerant tree 
species such as bald cypress and water tupelo.  Areas with drier soils support additional hardwood 
trees, such as cherrybark oak, which are adapted to less frequent flooding.   
 
The forests at Upper Ouachita NWR are classified into three main forest types: 
1) Sweetgum/Willow Oak 
2) Overcup Oak/Water Hickory, and;  
3) Bald Cypress/Water Tupelo.1

 
    

The Bald Cypress- Water Tupelo sites on the Refuge are always very wet, and surface water stands 
well into or throughout the growing season.   The Sweetgum-Willow Oak forest type is dominated by 
oaks and characterized by heavy clay soils on higher elevations.   The Overcup Oak- Water Hickory 
forest is found in poorly drained flats characterized by silty clay soils and is generally subject to 
spring inundations.2

 
     

Our Project Area was categorized by elevation into areas above and below 69 feet above sea 
level (ASL). Those areas below 69 feet ASL were planted with a higher composition of 
species tolerant to sustained flooding, including tupelo gum and cypress trees.  The areas above 69 
ASL have a higher percentage of oak species.   
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory and in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. This response will provide the reader with a 
better understanding of the structure and composition of bottomland hardwood forest as well as 
their role in the regional hydrologic cycle.  This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

                                                             
1 Upper Ouachita CCP, pp. 34 

2 Upper Ouachita CCP, pp. 34-38 
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4.1.2. G2 – Baseline Projections 
A baseline projection is a description of expected conditions in the project zone in the absence 
of project activities. The project impacts will be measured against this ‘without-project’ 
reference scenario. 

Indicators 
The Project Proponents must develop a defensible and well-documented ‘without-project’ 
reference scenario that must: 
 
Indicator G2.1

 

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

Findings

 

: The Refuge Manager, other USFWS staff, the Project Proponents conclude that the 
most likely land-use scenario in the absence of the project is continued agricultural use. This 
conclusion is based on a lack of available funds for site restoration within foreseeable USFWS 
budgets. The land acquired by The Conservation Fund and donated to the Refuge would have 
remained private farmland.  

As part of the assessment of potential land use scenarios, the Project Proponents and the 
USFWS considered the potential for halting agricultural uses and allowing the land to revert to 
forest naturally. Based on the USFWS's experience and understanding of the region's 
ecosystems, however, it was determined that such a course of action would not be consistent 
with the objectives set forth in the Refuge's Comprehensive Conservation Plan. This 
determination is based on the high likelihood of abandoned agricultural fields being colonized 
by weedy, invasive species and the low likelihood of re-establishing a functional bottomland 
hardwood forest comprised of native species.  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G2.2

 

. Document that project benefits would not have occurred in the absence of the 
project, explaining how existing laws or regulations would likely affect land use and justifying 
that the benefits being claimed by the project are truly ‘additional’ and would be unlikely to 
occur without the project. 

Findings: The USFWS has analyzed options for restoring bottomland hardwood forest on the 
Refuge and concluded that it cannot be accomplished without outside partnerships, specifically 
with non-governmental organizations, due to a lack of internal funding. Furthermore, there are 
no laws or regulations requiring the restoration of the bottomland hardwood forests found on 
Upper Ouachita NWR. In addition, as noted above, allowing the agricultural fields to revert 
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naturally would not result in a natural forest with its associated biodiversity and community 
values.  
 
Based on these facts, the auditor concurs with the Project Proponents that the project benefits 
are truly additional and unlikely to occur without the project. This conclusion was further 
supported by statements from a Regional USFWS Manager, who stated that the funds for such 
restoration efforts were not available now and not likely to be available in the future.  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

   

NIR 2010.6 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G2.2 

Finding:  

Please provide the Fund's planting principles.  
 
Proponent Response on June 13, 2011:  
The Go Zero planting principles are listed below.   These can also be found on the Fund’s web site at: 
http://www.conservationfund.org/gozero/faqs 
 
For its reforestation activities, all Go Zero projects adhere to the following principles:  
 
Native Species: Forest-based carbon sequestration projects are comprised of native trees, designed 
to restore fully functioning natural systems. 
 
Environmental Benefits: Projects provide additional environmental benefits including restored 
wildlife habitat, improved air and water quality and enhanced recreation areas. 
 
Permanence: The Fund works with the nation’s leading public natural resource agencies and non-
governmental organizations so that trees are planted in permanently protected areas with long-
term management plans to ensure accuracy and certainty of carbon sequestration.  In addition, up 
to ten percent of the total anticipated carbon to be captured from a project will be set aside as a 
buffer, or a reserve, in case of loss.  In general, project areas with high risk of loss, such as from fire 
or drought, will not qualify. 
 
Additionality: Each project establishes a carbon baseline and a defined monitoring system so that 
GHG removals can be independently verified. Projects result in additional carbon dioxide capture 
compared to that which would otherwise have occurred. 
 
Leakage: Projects do not displace productive land-use activities nor do they displace emissions to 
another location.  For example, carbon capture and storage activities at our project areas do not 
lead to the clearing of forestlands elsewhere. 
 
Verification and Validation: At the conclusion of each restoration effort, the natural resource 
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agency steward provides the Fund with written verification of successful planting activities.  
Beginning in 2009, Go Zero projects are being validated against the standards of the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Alliance. 
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory and in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. The PDD has cited that additionality is made 
possible through the project’s conformance to the Fund’s planting principles. After reviewing these 
planting principles, it is clear that these principles promote the development of sound carbon 
reforestation projects.  This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 

Indicator G2.3

 

. Calculate the estimated carbon stock changes associated with the “without 
project” reference scenario described above. This requires estimation of carbon stocks for each 
of the land-use classes of concern and a definition of the carbon pools included, among the 
classes defined in the IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU. The timeframe for this analysis can be either the 
project lifetime (see G3) or the project GHG accounting period, whichever is more appropriate. 
Estimate the net change in the emissions of non-CO2 GHG emissions such as CH4 and N2O in the 
“without project” scenario. Non-CO2 gases must be included if they are likely to account for 
more than 5% (in terms of CO2-equivalent) of the project’s overall GHG impact over each 
monitoring period.  

Projects whose activities are designed to avoid GHG emissions (such as those reducing emissions 
from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD), avoiding conversion of non-forest land, or 
certain improved forest management projects) must include an analysis of the relevant drivers 
and rates of deforestation and/or degradation and a description and justification of the 
approaches, assumptions and data used to perform this analysis. Regional-level estimates can 
be used at the project’s planning stage as long as there is a commitment to evaluate locally-
specific carbon stocks and to develop a project-specific spatial analysis of deforestation and/or 
degradation using an appropriately robust and detailed carbon accounting methodology before 
the start of the project. 
 
Findings

 

: The Project Proponents believe that carbon stocks associated with the "without 
project" scenario (i.e., the lands remain in agriculture) would be relatively constant over the 
project accounting period. Carbon pools associated with woody biomass, for example, would 
remain at zero due to the absence of shrubs and trees on the agricultural lands. Carbon 
associated with crops would vary slightly seasonally (i.e., increasing during the growing season), 
but would remain relatively constant on an annual basis over the project accounting period and 
be zero once the crops were harvested. Soil carbon is also expected to remain relatively 
constant, although it might have been reasonable to assume a slight decline over time due to 
continuing soil tillage on croplands.  

Carbon emissions from tractors and other farm equipment as well as from the annual burning of 
herbaceous biomass during rice production would be higher in the “without project” scenario; 
however, these emissions can be excluded because they would be higher in the “without 
project” scenario than in the “with project” scenario. Overall, the auditor concurs with the 
Project Proponents' assertions related to carbon stock changes associated with the "without 
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project" scenario. The primary net carbon changes associated with the "with project" scenario 
are associated with the woody biomass carbon pool, which is zero in the "without project" 
scenario. Furthermore, the emission of non-CO2 gases would be less than 5% in the “without 
project” scenario and can thus be excluded.  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:    

NIR 2010.7 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G2.3 

Finding:  
Please 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.  
 
Proponent Response on June 9, 2011:  
Footnote 21 on page 14 of the CCBA Project Design Standard (second edition) references the CDM 
Tool for testing significance of GHG emissions in A/R CDM project activities. This tool can be used 
“To ensure that it is valid to neglect decreases in carbon pools and increases in GHG emissions by 
sources stated as being insignificant in the applicability conditions of an A/R CDM methodology.” 
However, given the current project circumstances there is no “increase in GHG emissions by 
sources.”  It is clear that non-CO2 emissions in the “without project” scenario are greater than those 
of the “with-project” scenario, it is not necessary to quantify these emissions and it is conservative 
to exclude the N2O and CH4 pools. As non-CO2 gases are conservatively excluded from the project 
boundary, they therefore represent 0% of the GHG impact.  
 
The following text will be added to section G2.3. 
 
“Both CH4 and N20 can be conservatively excluded from the project, as these emissions are greater 
in the baseline case than in the with project case. As agricultural practices are discontinued in the 
“with-project” case, CH4 from the burning of herbaceous biomass associated with rice production 
and N2O emissions from the use of fertilizer will also decrease. Any future emissions associated with 
annual tillage in the “with out” project scenario will also decrease. 
 
Auditor Response: The NIR response is in conformance with the Climate, Community and 
Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition as well as the cited CDM Tool. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G2.4. Describe how the “without project” reference scenario would affect 
communities in the project zone, including the impact of likely changes in water, soil and other 
locally important ecosystem services. 



CCBA Project Validation Report Page 7 
Restoring a Forest Legacy at Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge  

Scientific Certification Systems 
August 2011 

 
Findings

 

: In the "without project" scenario the lands would remain in agriculture. Over the life 
of the project, the Refuge and private landowners would benefit from the economic returns 
associated with annual crop production and moist soil units for migratory birds and waterfowl. 
However, the remaining public would continue to be influenced in the "without project" 
scenario by farming practices that include tillage, fossil fuel emissions, and fertilizer use. Some 
of these practices can potentially influence water quality, air quality, human health, wildlife 
habitat, and the aesthetic experience of visitors to the Refuge.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G2.5

 

. Describe how the “without project” scenario would affect biodiversity in the 
project zone (e.g., habitat availability, landscape connectivity and threatened species). 

Findings

 

: In the "without project" scenario the project area would remain in agricultural 
production, with its associated limited value as wildlife habitat. Moreover, the agricultural lands 
almost completely lack any native plant species, thereby reducing any biodiversity values due to 
forest fragmentation. Over the life of the project in the "without project" scenario, breeding 
birds adjacent to the agricultural lands would continue to be susceptible to increased nest 
predation and increased brood parasitism.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

4.1.3. G3 – Project Design and Goals 
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: 
 
Indicator G3.1. Provide a summary of the project’s major climate, community and biodiversity 
objectives.  



CCBA Project Validation Report Page 8 
Restoring a Forest Legacy at Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge  

Scientific Certification Systems 
August 2011 

 
Findings

 

: The Project Proponents assert that the project's major objectives are: 1) decrease the 
effects of climate change via carbon sequestration; 2) restore the Lower Mississippi bottomland 
hardwood forest ecosystem and its biodiversity for the benefit of fish and wildlife resources; and 
3) create long-term community benefits in the form of recreational lands under the 
management of USFWS for hunting, fishing, wildlife photography, wildlife observation, 
environmental education, and environmental interpretation. The auditor concludes that these 
are reasonable objectives, given the scope of the project and the intent of the CCB Project 
Design Standards. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None  

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.2

 

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

Findings

 

: Project activities include site preparation and planting and periodic monitoring of 
planted stock survival, and associated carbon accumulation, biodiversity, and community 
benefits. Following the initial activity of site preparation and planting, the trees will be allowed 
to grow over the 100-year project accounting period. Project objectives will then be achieved as 
the trees develop into a mature bottomland hardwood forest. Specifically, 1) carbon will be 
sequestered in the maturing trees, 2) planted areas will eventually develop into fully-restored 
bottomland hardwood forest, and 3) recreational and educational opportunities, as well as 
ecosystem services, will increase as the planted areas develop into functional forest.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.3

 

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

Findings

 

: Figures 1 through 7 of the PDD provide maps identifying the project area and project 
zone and additional detailed maps are available in the Refuge’s Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   
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Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

   

NIR 2010.8 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G3.3 

Finding:  

Please 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). 

 
Proponent Response on June 13, 2011:  
The attached map (which will be included in the Project Design Document in section G1.5) shows the 
three Parishes that comprise the Project Zone – Morehouse, Union, and Ouachita Parishes – and 
their relative location within the State of Louisiana.  The Parishes within the Project Zone are the 
areas that will most likely be affected by the project, although communities throughout Louisiana 
and beyond will benefit from the cleaner air and water, reduced flooding and additional public 
recreation space that the project provides.  
 
The attached map also clearly shows the location of Upper Ouachita NWR, which is the location of 
our Project Area. The Go Zero project takes places on the Mollicy Unit, which is located on the 
eastern side of the Refuge.  The map in Figure 3 of our PDD illustrates the location of the Mollicy 
Unit in relation to the rest of the Refuge.   Figure 4 specifically shows the boundaries of our Project 
Area within the Mollicy Unit, which is where the vast majority of project activities have taken place 
and will continue to do so in the future.    
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response and map is in conformance with the Climate, Community and 
Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.4

 

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

Findings

 

: Project lands are within the  Upper Ouachita NWR and are protected in perpetuity. 
The GHG accounting period is 100 years. Key dates and milestones predominantly include site 
preparation and planting (completed just before the audit) and periodic monitoring, as 
described in the initial carbon, biodiversity, and community benefit monitoring plans (see 
below). 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:   None 
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Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.5

 

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

Findings

 

: Potential risks associated with similar planting projects include conversion of the land 
to other uses (i.e., the proponents abandon the project), vandalism to planted stock, death of 
planted stock, fire, and storm damage. The Project Proponents sought to minimize these risks by 
selecting a project area situated on a Federal National Wildlife Refuge with its associated land 
use protection, law enforcement to protect against unauthorized uses, and fire protection.  

In addition, the risk of natural disturbances from fire or drought is reduced because the 
restoration has occurred in a wetland ecosystem. In terms of flooding, the USFWS is working to 
restore the natural floodplain and has recently breached the levee surrounding the Mollicy Unit 
in strategic locations. The restoration of the historic hydrological regime will minimize the 
potential negative impacts of flood events.  
 
Furthermore, Project Proponents have set aside a 10% buffer pool of carbon offsets that will not 
be sold to mitigate any unavoidable impacts. The Project Proponents are also committed to re-
planting stock in the event of material loss of plants to mortality after planting. 
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.6

 

. 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. 

Findings

 

: The project focuses on the restoration of native bottomland hardwood forest in the 
Lower Mississippi Valley. This project does not have the capacity to diminish the HCV attributes 
identified in G1 as specific project activities are limited to replanting areas currently in 
agricultural production. The project will, instead, enhance HCVs as the restored areas develop 
into mature bottomland hardwood forest in proximity to areas with identified HCVs. That said, 
the Upper Ouachita NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan contain specific measures that will 
be taken by the USFWS to conserve and enhance the HCV attributes associated with areas 
identified in G1.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  
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New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.7

 

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

Findings

 

: The Project Proponent signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the USFWS to 
ensure the long-term stewardship of the project area beyond the 100-year project lifetime. In 
addition, a one-time payment is made to USFWS to support long-term stewardship activities in 
the Go Zero parcels. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.8

 

. Document and defend how communities and other stakeholders potentially 
affected by the project activities have been identified and have been involved in project design 
through effective consultation, particularly with a view to optimizing community and 
stakeholder benefits, respecting local customs and values and maintaining high conservation 
values. Project developers must document stakeholder dialogues and indicate if and how the 
project proposal was revised based on such input. A plan must be developed to continue 
communication and consultation between project managers and all community groups about 
the project and its impacts to facilitate adaptive management throughout the life of the project. 

Findings

 

: The Project Proponents defined the following groups as partners or stakeholders:  
parties who 1) own the Go Zero Tracts (“the landowner”), 2) owned the land prior to its 
restoration (“the seller”), 3) were directly involved with site selection, acquisition, planting, 
biological monitoring, carbon monitoring or long-term management (“project implementers”), 
4) donated to support the project (the “donors”) and/or 5) are members of local groups who use 
Upper Ouachita NWR (“community members”). 

The Conservation Fund has an established protocol for engaging its particular stakeholders, 
including its donors and contractors and the USFWS. As part of the audit, the Project 
Proponents and the USFWS explained initial consultation processes and described how 
communication will be maintained throughout the project's lifetime, including via phone 
conferences, correspondence, and periodic site visits. The USFWS went through an extensive 
public consultation process while developing the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the 
Refuge. The USFWS maintains regular communication with Refuge stakeholders and the local 
community and must periodically revise its Comprehensive Conservation Plan, a process that 
requires extensive stakeholder involvement.  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   
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Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.9

 

. Describe what specific steps have been taken, and communications methods 
used, to publicize the CCBA public comment period to communities and other stakeholders and 
to facilitate their submission of comments to CCBA. Project Proponents must play an active role 
in distributing key project documents to affected communities and stakeholders and hold widely 
publicized information meetings in relevant local or regional languages. 

Findings

 

: Availability of the PDD and notification of the CCBA public comment period was 
announced on the Upper Ouachita NWR website, on The Conservation Fund's website, and in 
hard copy form at the Refuge's office. USFWS staff also communicate with Refuge visitors, 
disseminating information related to the restoration project.   

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:    

NIR 2010.9 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G3.9 

Finding:  
Please describe what specific steps have been taken, and communications methods used, to 
publicize the CCBA public comment period to communities and other stakeholders and to facilitate 
their submission of comments to CCBA. 

 
Proponent Response on June 13, 2011:  
The USFWS and the Fund took numerous steps to communicate and publicize the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Alliance (“CCBA”) project during the public comment period.  The 
Project Design Document (“PDD”) was posted on the Fund’s website (on the Go Zero pages) with an 
accompanying note that the project was open to public comment and a link to the CCBA comment 
site.  The PDD was also available on the Refuge’s website and in hard copy at the Upper Ouachita 
Refuge office, ensuring that project documentation was available near the project site and available 
to local residents who did not have access to the Internet.  Utilizing both online and in-person 
methods allowed Refuge users, including hunters, bird watchers, and other nature enthusiasts, to 
learn about the project and enabled Refuge staff an opportunity to consult with these groups about 
project developments.   
 
Auditor Response: The NIR response and map is in conformance with the Climate, Community and 
Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 



CCBA Project Validation Report Page 13 
Restoring a Forest Legacy at Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge  

Scientific Certification Systems 
August 2011 

Indicator G3.10

 

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

Findings

 

: Conflicts associated with the CCBA-validated project will be heard under the publicized 
procedures used by the USFWS to hear disputes related to management of the Upper Ouachita 
NWR, as described in the PDD. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G3.11

 

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

Findings

 

: The project was funded by donors to The Conservation Fund's Go Zero program. Prior 
to initiating the project, The Conservation Fund developed a long-term budget that 
encompassed site preparation and planting followed by subsequent periodic monitoring. The 
Conservation Fund would not have undertaken the project without first having sufficient funds 
to cover all anticipated costs. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 

4.1.4. G4 – Management Capacity and Best Practices  
The success of a project depends upon the competence of the implementing management 
team. Projects that include a significant capacity-building (training, skill building, etc.) 
component are more likely to sustain the positive outcomes generated by the project and have 
them replicated elsewhere. 
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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: 
 
Indicator G4.1

 

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

Findings

 

: Multiple organizations are working collectively to both design and implement the 
Upper Ouachita Restoration Initiative.  The Conservation Fund is an environmental nonprofit 
who has designed similar reforestation projects through the Go Zero Program. These past 
reforestation projects have been validated under the Climate, Community and Biodiversity 
Standards at the Gold Level. One of the successful components of these projects is their 
partnership with the USFWS to ensure the long-term stewardship of the project area. This 
partnership is memorialized in the MOU between the two parties. In addition, The Conservation 
Fund has contracted with TerraCarbon for long-term carbon monitoring efforts; the USFWS has 
accepted responsibility for long-term monitoring of the biodiversity and community criteria. The 
auditor interviewed all the involved parties and found that they understood and accepted their 
defined roles and responsibilities.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G4.2

 

. Document key technical skills that will be required to implement the project 
successfully, including community engagement, biodiversity assessment and carbon 
measurement and monitoring skills. Document the management team’s expertise and prior 
experience implementing land management projects at the scale of this project. If relevant 
experience is lacking, the proponents must either demonstrate how other organizations will be 
partnered with to support the project or have a recruitment strategy to fill the gaps. 

Findings

 

: The Conservation Fund has the management capacity and experience to organize, 
fund, and implement reforestation projects of this nature and scale. The Conservation Fund has 
contracted with TerraCarbon for carbon measurement and modeling services and this firm is 
internationally recognized for its expertise in these areas. USFWS managers and ecologists are 
responsible for biodiversity and community benefit monitoring and perform such surveys on a 
regular basis as part of the long-term stewardship of the Upper Ouachita NWR. Tree planting, 
was conducted by TerraCarbon, a firm that has many years of planting experience in the Lower 
Mississippi Valley region. 

Conformance:    Yes  No  N/A   
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Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G4.3

 

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

Findings

 

: The Conservation Fund has worked to orient and train USFWS employees so that 
similar carbon projects can be considered on other NWRs. USFWS staff in Region 4 (the 
Southeast Region), have been participating  in the USFWS's Climate Strategic Plan workshops to 
discuss their experience with the current project with colleagues at other NWRs. Training and 
orientation goals and objectives are described in correspondence between the Conservation 
Fund and the USFWS and in documentation associated with the USFWS's Climate Strategic Plan 
committee work. In addition, the Refuge Manager’s annual narrative provides a year-end 
summary of activities and lessons learned on the Refuge. This document, along with word-of-
mouth communication will help to train future new USFWS employees to the bottomland 
hardwood restoration project.  

Due to the technical nature of the monitoring plans, most monitoring activities will be 
conducted by TerraCarbon and USFWS staff.  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

NIR 2010.10 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 G4.3 

Finding:  

Please describe identify how training will be passed on to new workers when there is staff turnover, 
so that local capacity will not be lost. 

 
Proponent Response on June 23, 2011:  
The Service has several methods– both formal and informal – of sharing and documenting 
management practices to ensure that information is passed amongst staff and not lost due to staff 
turnover.  A narrative is written by the Refuge manager each year, which contains a detailed record 
of everything that happens on a particular Refuge in a given year.   The 2011 annual narrative for 
Upper Ouachita NWR will include details about the Go Zero project, including the number of trees 
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that were planted, where they were planted and the purpose of the project.  A new staff member at 
Upper Ouachita NWR would consult the annual narratives from past years to learn the details about 
special Refuge projects (such as the Go Zero project), management concerns and responsibilities.  
 
While the annual narrative is written each year, Refuge highlights are sent to the Regional Office 
every month.  This allows Refuge staff across each region to learn about what’s taking place at 
nearby Refuges.  Information is shared regularly between Complex managers, Refuge managers, 
biologists, foresters, and staff in the Regional office so that individuals at every level know details 
about what is going on at each Refuge.  For example, the North Louisiana Complex Manager, the 
Upper Ouachita NWR Refuge Manager and Refuge Biologist all participated in the CCBA validation 
process at Upper Ouachita NWR, and could pass information on the Go Zero projects to any new 
staff members as needed. 
 
Informal word-of-mouth is also an effective tool used to share information between Refuge staff.  
For example, the Refuge manager at Upper Ouachita NWR consulted the staff at Red River NWR, in 
central Louisiana, where a Go Zero project was implemented in 2008.  The staff compared notes on 
caring and managing the trees, monitoring practices, and the validation process.   
 
Finally, as noted in the Project Design Document and in a letter from the Regional Director, Cynthia 
Dohner, all Go Zero projects shall be incorporated into a Refuge’s Comprehensive Conservation Plan 
(CCP).   The CCP is a formal document required by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement 
Act that lays out the long term goals and management plans for each Refuge.  The most recent CCP 
for Upper Ouachita was written in 2008 and they are revised every 15 years.  The Go Zero project 
will be incorporated into the revised CCP in 2023.   
 
Auditor Response: The NIR response and map is in conformance with the Climate, Community and 
Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G.4.4

 

. Show that people from the communities will be given an equal opportunity to 
fill all employment positions (including management) if the job requirements are met. Project 
Proponents must explain how employees will be selected for positions and where relevant, 
must indicate how local community members, including women and other potentially 
underrepresented groups, will be given a fair chance to fill positions for which they can be 
trained. 

Findings

 

: The project is not intended to create new long-term employment opportunities. 
USFWS staff, however, are members of the local community. Federal regulations require equal 
opportunity hiring practices for Refuge staff and women make up a significant percentage of 
The Conservation Fund's Go Zero program. Addtionally, the Refuge biologist at the Upper 
Ouachita NWR is female.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:   None 
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Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G4.5

 

. Submit a list of all relevant laws and regulations covering worker’s rights in the 
host country. 

Describe how the project will inform workers about their rights. Provide assurance that the 
project meets or exceeds all applicable laws and/or regulations covering worker rights and, 
where relevant, demonstrate how compliance is achieved. 
 
Findings

 

: Lists of relevant laws and regulations were provided in the PDD, Upper Ouachita NWR 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan. During the audit the USFWS demonstrated how the agency 
assures compliance with these regulations. TerraCarbon also explained how worker rights are 
assured within their organization as well as with the planting subcontractor. As required by 
Federal regulations, workers rights information was posted on bulletin boards at the Upper 
Ouachita NWR's office, as observed during the audit.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G4.6

 

. Comprehensively assess situations and occupations that pose a substantial risk 
to worker safety. A plan must be in place to inform workers of risks and to explain how to 
minimize such risks. Where worker safety cannot be guaranteed, Project Proponents must show 
how the risks will be minimized using best work practices. 

Findings

 

: The Project Proponents conducted a job hazard assessment and determined that there 
were no substantial risks to worker safety associated with the project, but that there were 
minor potential risks associated with planting and long-term monitoring activities. Safety 
briefings were conducted prior to planting and the planting contractor was observed by two 
TerraCarbon staff foresters who supervise all field operations.  TerraCarbon also requires 
contractors to have experience with ATV use as well as requires workers to wear the 
appropriate  personal protective equipment (PPE) while conducting site activities. USFWS 
employees who will be conducting monitoring activities must take mandatory OSHA health and 
safety training classes and an ATV safety course as a condition of their employment with the 
agency. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement: None 
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Indicator G4.7

 

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

Findings

 

: The Conservation Fund is a large non-profit organization with publicly available audits 
and tax returns (see PDD). As noted above, The Conservation Fund prepares a long-term project 
budget and only undertakes a project when resources are available for project implementation 
and long-term monitoring. Although the USFWS lacks the financial resources to implement the 
restoration project, absent partner support, the  Upper Ouachita NWR has been under the 
stewardship of the agency for many years and the Service has the resources necessary to 
implement its portion of the monitoring program. As previously noted, The Conservation Fund 
also makes a one-time payment to the USFWS to support their long-term involvement in the 
project.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

4.1.5. G5 – Legal Status and Property Rights 
The project must be based on a solid legal framework (e.g., appropriate contracts are in place) 
and the project must satisfy applicable planning and regulatory requirements. 
 
During the project design phase, the Project Proponents should communicate early on with 
relevant local, regional and national authorities in order to allow adequate time to earn 
necessary approvals. The project design should be sufficiently flexible to accommodate potential 
modifications that may arise as a result of this process. 
 
In the event of unresolved disputes over tenure or use rights to land or resources in the project 
zone, the project should demonstrate how it will help to bring them to resolution so that there 
are no unresolved disputes by the start of the project. 
Indicators 
Based on information about current property rights provided in G1, the Project Proponents 
must: 
 
Indicator G5.1

 

. Submit a list of all relevant national and local laws and regulations in the host 
country and all applicable international treaties and agreements. Provide assurance that the 
project will comply with these and, where relevant, demonstrate how compliance is achieved. 

Findings: The PDD lists all legal mandates and executive orders that take may relate to planting 
trees on the  Upper Ouachita NWR to restore bottomland hardwood forest. In addition, there 
are a number of Federal regulations that relate to management of the Refuges. These 
regulations were listed in the PDD, as well as in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan, and the 
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Refuge Manager explained the USFWS protocols for ensuring compliance. The Conservation 
Fund's attorneys have also been involved to ensure that all agreements with the USFWS comply 
with applicable regulations.  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator G5.2

 

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

Findings

 

: The Conservation Fund and the USFWS entered into an MOU, signed by the Service's 
Acting Director that authorizes all aspects of the USFWS's participation in the project. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator G5.3

 

. Demonstrate with documented consultations and agreements that the project 
will not encroach uninvited on private property, community property, or government property 
and has obtained the free, prior, and informed consent of those whose rights will be affected by 
the project. 

Findings

 

: The project area is either located on Federal lands managed by the USFWS or owned 
by the Fund who will convey these lands to the USFWS. As previously noted, the USFWS has 
entered into an MOU with The Conservation Fund to authorize the project. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G5.4. Demonstrate that the project does not require the involuntary relocation of 
people or of the activities important for the livelihoods and culture of the communities. If any 
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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. 
 
Findings

 

: The project does not require the involuntary relocation of any people or activities. The 
project is being implemented on USFWS lands and lands purchased by the Fund from a willing 
private landowner.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator G5.5

 

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

Findings

 

: Illegal activities that could negatively influence the project's benefits primarily include 
vandalism to the planted stock and illegal harvest of trees once they mature. Access to the 
Refuge, however, is controlled and law enforcement personnel regularly patrol the property, 
thereby minimizing the risk associated with potential illegal activities. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator G5.6

 

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

Findings

 

: As part of the agreement with the USFWS, The Conservation Fund's ownership of the 
carbon rights is specified, with the understanding that all carbon benefits will be retired and not 
banked or re-sold on any market. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   
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Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

4.2. Climate Section 

4.2.1. CL1 – Net Positive Climate Impacts 
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: 
 
Indicator CL1.1

 

.  Estimate the net change in carbon stocks due to the project activities using the 
methods of calculation, formulae and default values of the IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU or using a 
more robust and detailed methodology. The net change is equal to carbon stock changes with 
the project minus carbon stock changes without the project (the latter having been estimated in 
G2). This estimate must be based on clearly defined and defendable assumptions about how 
project activities will alter GHG emissions or carbon stocks over the duration of the project or 
the project GHG accounting period. 

Findings

 
For the other carbon pools of dead wood, forest floor litter, and soil carbon, default values of 
carbon accumulation will be taken from regional estimates of bottomland hardwood forest from 
Table B49 in Smith et al. (2006). The estimate of carbon stocks from this data will conform to 
IPCC Tier 2 level reporting.  

: The PDD includes a description of how the project plans to estimate the net change in 
carbon stocks through direct measurements for standing live carbon stocks every five years. 
TerraCarbon has been contracted to measure and monitor the project’s carbon sequestration 
using direct measurement on sample plots. The calculations of carbon stocks from these 
measurements will satisfy the IPCC Tier 3 level reporting, the highest possible level of data 
requirements. 

 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:    

NIR 2010.11 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 CL 1.1 

Finding:  
Please estimate the net change in carbon stocks for all carbon pools due to project activities using 
the methodologies accepted by the Standards.  
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Proponent Response on June 9, 2011:  
 
All net changes in carbon pools are presented in Table 4 of section CL1.1. These estimates are in line 
with both IPCC and CCB guidance. The IPCC recommends that it is good practice to use higher Tiers 
for the measurement of significant sources/sinks. The CCB Project Design Standards provides further 
guidance:  
 
“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”. 
 
As such, over the life of the reforestation projects, aboveground and belowground live tree carbon 
stocks and stock change estimates will be derived from direct measurements on monitoring plots 
and thus satisfy the IPCC Tier 3 highest level of accuracy criteria. Dead wood, forest floor litter, and 
soil carbon stock changes, which represent a smaller proportion of forest biomass, will be estimated 
on the basis of U.S. South Central region oak-gum-cypress afforestation default estimates of accrual, 
(Smith et al. 20061, Table B49), also used by the U.S. D.O.E. 1605(b) voluntary reporting program, 
and conforming with IPCC Tier 2 level reporting. 
 
Additional text to be added to the PDD in the response to finding 1 clarify that baseline carbon 
stocks are zero or already accounted for in the case of the soil carbon stock. 
 
The following text will be added to the section CL1.1, directly prior to the sub-heading “Monitoring 
Plan and Compliance with the IPCC Good Practice Guidelines”. 
 
“The net change in carbon stocks is equal to that sequestered by aboveground and belowground live 
tree biomass dead wood, forest floor litter, and in soil carbon. As the baseline carbon stocks are zero 
or already accounted for in the case of the soil carbon stock (see section G1.4), the predicted net 
change in carbon stocks are those listed in Table 4.” 
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory and in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. The proposed methodologies have been 
approved by the CCBA. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CL1.2

 

.  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: Non-CO2 GHG emissions are not expected to account for more than a 5 percent 
increase or decrease in the project's overall emissions reductions or removals over any 
monitoring period because the emissions from site preparation and fossil fuel combustion for 
afforestation/reforestation project activities, the only possible source of these emissions, have 
been deemed insignificant by the CDM (see CL 1.3). Thus, the emissions for these non-CO2 
sources would be less than 5 percent over any monitoring period.  



CCBA Project Validation Report Page 23 
Restoring a Forest Legacy at Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge  

Scientific Certification Systems 
August 2011 

 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CL1.3

 

.  Estimate any other GHG emissions resulting from project activities. Emissions 
sources include, but are not limited to, emissions from biomass burning during site preparation, 
emissions from fossil fuel combustion, direct emissions from the use of synthetic fertilizers, and 
emissions from the decomposition of N-fixing species. 

Findings

 

: As noted in CL 1.2, emissions from site preparation and fossil fuel combustion from 
afforestation or reforestation project activities have been determined to be insignificant. As 
such, no other GHG emissions from project activities need to be estimated for the project.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

   

NIR 2010.12 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 CL 1.3 

Finding:  
Estimate any other GHG emissions resulting from project activities. Emissions sources include, but 
are not limited to, emissions from biomass burning during site preparation, emissions from fossil 
fuel combustion, direct emissions from the use of synthetic fertilizers, and emissions from the 
decomposition of N-fixing species. 
 
Proponent Response on June 9, 2011:  
Footnote 21 on page 14 of the CCBA Project Design Standard (second edition) references the CDM 
Tool for testing significance of GHG emissions in A/R CDM project activities. This tool can be used to 
“To determine which decreases in carbon pools, and increases in emissions of the greenhouse gases 
measured in CO2 equivalents that result from the implementation of the A/R project activity, are 
insignificant and can be neglected.” It therefore follows that additional CDM guidance is also 
relevant regarding project emissions. 
 
All text in section CL1.3 will be revised to the following: 
 
“GHG emissions resulting from project implementation include emissions from removal of 
herbaceous biomass, seedling transportation, tractor emissions, and potentially emissions from site 
preparation. 
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Emissions from removal of herbaceous vegetation and transportation may be treated as insignificant 
as per the below CDM decisions (EB 42 paragraph 35): 

"The Board clarified the guidance on accounting GHG emissions in A/R CDM project 
activities from the following sources: (i) fertilizer application, (ii) removal of herbaceous 
vegetation, and (iii) transportation; and agreed that emissions from these sources may be 
considered as insignificant and hence can be neglected in A/R baseline and monitoring 
methodologies and tools”; 

Similarly, tractor emissions are not treated as significant per the CDM Executive Board decision in 
November 2008 (CDM EB 44, Paragraph 37),  

“The Board agreed that the GHG emissions from the following sources related to A/R CDM 
project activities: (a) Fossil fuel combustion in A/R CDM project activities; (b) Collection of 
wood from non-renewable sources to be used for fencing of the project area; and (c) Nitrous 
oxide (N2O) emissions from decomposition of litter and fine roots from N-fixing trees are 
insignificant in A/R CDM project activities and may therefore be neglected in A/R baseline 
and monitoring methodologies.” 

Soil disturbance during planting was minimal as described in G3.2. Any resulting emissions should be 
quickly recovered by accumulation of new soil organic matter due to litter inputs from forest 
growth. A meta-analysis of 43 studies worldwide found no difference in change in soil carbon post-
afforestation between high/medium disturbance (e.g. mounding, ripping, disking) and low/no 
disturbance site preparation. While afforestation tends to result in short term net emissions of soil 
carbon (attributed by the authors to low organic matter inputs during the early stages of stand 
development), short term losses are quickly regained on afforested sites3. MacDonald4 
demonstrated from a chronosequence that the net accumulation of soil carbon on afforested 
bottomland hardwood sites in the region with varying levels of site preparation was in conformance 
with estimates generated by Smith et al (2006). This is further supported in an analysis of soil carbon 
sequestration rates in ecosystems with natural vegetation colonization and regrowth (i.e. forest and 
grassland) following cultivation by Post and Kwon5

  

 (2000).  Post and Kwon (2000) report that 
reforestation can yield considerable soil carbon accumulation rates (~ 1-1.5 t CO2/yr) on sites with a 
history of intensive cultivation.  Hence, it is not necessary to include any emission sources from 
project implementation.” 

Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory and in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. The other project emissions in questions 
                                                             
3 Paul KI, Polglase PJ, Nyakuengama JG, Khanna PK. 2002. Change in soil carbon following afforestation. Forest Ecology 

and Management 168: 241-257. 
4 MacDonald, C. 1999. Dynamics of soil organic carbon content due to restoration of bottomland hardwood forests on 

marginal farmland in the Mississippi River Valley. Masters of Science in Forestry Thesis, Stephen F. Austin State 
University. 

5 Post, W.M. and K.C. Kwon. 2000. Soil Carbon Sequestration and Land-Use Change: Processes and Potential. Global 

Change Biology 6: 317-327. 
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that are relevant to the project have been deemed insignificant by the CDM. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator CL1.4

 

.  Demonstrate that the net climate impact of the project is positive. The net 
climate impact of the project is the net change in carbon stocks plus net change in non-CO2 
GHGs where appropriate minus any other GHG emissions resulting from project activities minus 
any likely project-related unmitigated negative offsite climate impacts (see CL2.3). 

Findings

 

: The restoration initiative will result in an overall positive GHG benefit estimated to be 
approximately 327 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per acre (360.3 short tons/acre) at year 100. 
The annualized average for the first 50 years is 5.2 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per acre (5.7 
short tons). These calculations have been reviewed by the auditor and been determined to be 
both reasonable and correctly computed.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:    

NIR 2010.13 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 CL 1.4 

Finding:  
Please include all required data sources to demonstrate that the net climate impact of the project is 
positive. For example, the current estimate does not include fossil fuel combustion from planting.  
 
Proponent Response on June 9, 2011:  
As explained in the response to finding 12, emissions from fossil fuel combustion from planting can 
be considered insignificant and do not have to be accounted for.  
 
We have therefore revised section CL1.4 to the following: 
 
 “The net climate impact can be calculated as the total amount of carbon sequestered by the project 
activity minus the baseline carbon stocks minus the emissions due to project implementation minus 
emissions associated with non-CO2 gases. As there are no baseline emissions (see section G1.4 and 
CL1.1), no emissions associated with project implementation (see section CL1.3), and no emissions 
associated with non-CO2 gases (see section G2.3), the net climate impact is equal to CO2 
sequestered by the tree plantings. 
 
The climate model predicts a net climate impact of 259 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per acre (i.e., 
286 short tons per acre) at year 50, and 328 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per acre (i.e., 361 short 
tons per acre) at year 100. The annualized average for the first 50 years is 5.2 metric tons of CO2 
equivalent per acre per year (i.e., 5.7 short tons of CO2 equivalent per acre per year).” 
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. The Project Proponent has demonstrated 
that the net climate impact of the project will be positive. It should be noted that since this finding 
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response, the final per acre estimate of CO2 equivalent decreased from 328 metric tonnes to 327 in 
the July 18, 2011 response to Finding 2010.01. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CL1.5

 

.  Specify how double counting of GHG emissions reductions or removals will be 
avoided, particularly for offsets sold on the voluntary market and generated in a country with an 
emissions cap. 

Findings

 

: All the carbon benefits generated by the project will be withheld from regulated 
greenhouse gas markets and will be retired upon their sale. The Conservation Fund has a secure 
computer tracking system for ensuring that sold carbon benefits cannot be re-sold or allocated 
to other Go Zero projects. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 

4.2.2. CL2 – Offsite Climate Impacts (‘Leakage’) 
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: 
 
Indicator CL2.1

 

.  Determine the types of leakage that are expected and estimate potential 
offsite increases in GHGs (increases in emissions or decreases in sequestration) due to project 
activities. Where relevant, define and justify where leakage is most likely to take place. 

Findings

 

: The only potential source of leakage would be the conversion of forests to create new 
agricultural lands to offset the lands no longer available to the former landowner of the project 
area. This scenario is very unlikely because this farmer has already moved operations to nearby, 
previously cleared land for crop and moist soil production. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement: None 



CCBA Project Validation Report Page 27 
Restoring a Forest Legacy at Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge  

Scientific Certification Systems 
August 2011 

 
 
Indicator CL2.2

 

.  Document how any leakage will be mitigated and estimate the extent to which 
such impacts will be reduced by these mitigation activities. 

Findings
 

: No leakage is anticipated.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CL2.3

 

.  Subtract any likely project-related unmitigated negative offsite climate impacts 
from the climate benefits being claimed by the project and demonstrate that this has been 
included in the evaluation of net climate impact of the project (as calculated in CL1.4). 

Findings
 

: No leakage is anticipated. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CL2.4

 

.  Non-CO2 gases must be included if they are likely to account for more than a 
5% increase or decrease (in terms of CO2-equivalent) of the net change calculations (above) of 
the project’s overall off-site GHG emissions reductions or removals over each monitoring period. 

Findings

 

: Non-CO2 gases are not expected to account for more than a 5 percent increase or 
decrease in the net change calculations during any monitoring period. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 
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4.2.3. CL3 – Climate Impact Monitoring 
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: 
 
Indicator CL3.1

 

. Develop an initial plan for selecting carbon pools and non-CO2 GHGs to be 
monitored, and determine the frequency of monitoring. Potential pools include aboveground 
biomass, litter, dead wood, belowground biomass, wood products, soil carbon and peat. Pools 
to monitor must include any pools expected to decrease as a result of project activities, 
including those in the region outside the project boundaries resulting from all types of leakage 
identified in CL2. A plan must be in place to continue leakage monitoring for at least five years 
after all activity displacement or other leakage causing activity has taken place. Individual GHG 
sources may be considered ‘insignificant’ and do not have to be accounted for if together such 
omitted decreases in carbon pools and increases in GHG emissions amount to less than 5% of 
the total CO2-equivalent benefits generated by the project. 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 PDD includes a description of the key elements of the project’s climate impact 
monitoring plan that will be carried out by TerraCarbon. The monitoring plan has been 
developed by TerraCarbon and is in compliance with the IPCC Good Practice Guidance. The 
monitoring regime includes a base-year analysis, tree survival analysis, and periodic tree 
biomass measurement. Carbon sequestration estimates for live trees will be based on direct 
field measurements. Because the project will use direct, continuous measurement for their 
monitoring efforts, the plan meets the requirements for the accuracy criteria of IPCC Tier 3 
estimation methods. Default estimates will be used for the smaller carbon pools of soil carbon, 
forest litter, and dead wood. This plan has been developed in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards and will also be used to monitor other previously 
implemented Go Zero reforestation initiatives.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:   None 
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Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CL3.2

 

. 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

 

: The Conservation Fund and TerraCarbon have already developed a full monitoring 
plan, as described above, and The Conservation Fund has committed to making monitoring 
results publicly available. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 

4.3. Community Section 

4.3.1. CM1 – Net Positive Community Impacts 

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: 
 
Indicator CM1.1

 

. Use appropriate methodologies to estimate the impacts on communities, 
including all constituent socio-economic or cultural groups such as indigenous peoples (defined 
in G1), resulting from planned project activities. A credible estimate of impacts must include 
changes in community 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, including 
potential impacts of changes in natural resources and ecosystem services identified as 
important by the communities (including water and soil resources), over the duration of the 
project. The “with project” scenario must then be compared with the “without project” scenario 
of social and economic well-being in the absence of the project (completed in G2). The 
difference (i.e., the community benefit) must be positive for all community groups. 
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Findings

 

: The impacts on the communities within the Project Zone are expected to be 
overwhelmingly positive. Prior to the restoration of bottomland hardwood forest in the Upper 
Ouachita NWR, the Project Area was either private farmland or USFWS farmland with minimal 
public recreation opportunities. With the project, there has been an increase in such recreation 
activities as hunting, wildlife viewing, and photography. Other community impacts include 
enhanced educational opportunities and increased ecosystem services, which are described in 
greater detail in the PDD. The proposed impacts of the restoration initiative were observed 
during the site visit and confirmed by interviews with Refuge personnel.  

Furthermore, the number of jobs from the restoration initiative will be positive. No jobs will be 
lost from the transfer of the private landowner’s farming activities from the NWR’s largest 
inholding in the Mollicy Unit to other lands within the Mollicy Unit. In addition, jobs will be 
created from the increase in hunting and recreation opportunities generated within the Project 
Zone.  The net positive impact on jobs was confirmed through communication with the Project 
Proponent.  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator CM1.2

 

. Demonstrate that no High Conservation Values identified in G1.8.4-6 will be 
negatively affected by the project. 

Findings

 

: As noted above, the act of planting the existing agricultural fields does not have the 
capacity to negatively impact the HCVs defined in G1.8.4-6. The project will, instead, indirectly 
enhance existing HCVs by increasing the forest cover of native bottomland hardwood forest and 
helping to restore the natural hydrological cycle in the area. Furthermore, as partners to the 
project, the USFWS has specific plans for conserving and enhancing identified HCV areas on the 
Upper Ouachita NWR. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 

4.3.2. CM2 – Offsite Stakeholder Impacts 
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 
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outside the project zone resulting from project activities. Project activities should at least ‘do no 
harm’ to the well-being of offsite stakeholders. 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must: 
 
Indicator CM2.1

 

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

Findings

 

: No negative offsite stakeholder impacts are expected to be associated with planting 
trees and restoring bottomland hardwood forests on the Upper Ouachita NWR. The only direct 
impact associated with the project relates to the private landowner who sold the Acquisition 
Tracts to the Fund. This landowner will continue to farm a portion of this land for moist soils and 
once this land is conveyed to USFWS, a portion of the crop will remain unharvested as food for 
waterfowl. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CM2.2

 

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

Findings
 

: None anticipated.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CM2.3

 

. Demonstrate that the project is not likely to result in net negative impacts on 
the well-being of other stakeholder groups. 

Findings
 

: No potentially negative project impacts were identified. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:   None 
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Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 

4.3.3. CM3 – Community Impact Monitoring 
The Project Proponents must have an initial monitoring plan to quantify and document changes 
in social and economic well-being resulting from the project activities (for communities and 
other stakeholders). The monitoring plan must indicate which communities and other 
stakeholders will be monitored, and identify the types of measurements, the sampling method, 
and the frequency of measurement. 
 
Since developing a full community monitoring plan can be costly, it is accepted that some of the 
plan details may not be fully defined at the design stage, when projects are being validated 
against the Standards. This is acceptable as long as there is an explicit commitment to develop 
and implement a monitoring plan. 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must: 
 
Indicator CM3.1

 

.  Develop an initial plan for selecting community variables to be monitored and 
the frequency of monitoring and reporting to ensure that monitoring variables are directly 
linked to the project’s community development objectives and to anticipated impacts (positive 
and negative). 

Findings

 

: The Project Proponents developed an initial plan for monitoring community variables 
based on periodic monitoring of community use days (see PDD). This plan relies upon the 
Refuge staff who track and monitor visitorship. The data from these regular counts will be used 
to monitor community impacts.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:    

NIR 2010.14 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 CM 3.1 

Finding:  

Please elaborate on the frequency of monitoring of visitorship. The PDD states "periodic basis." 
 
Proponent Response on June 23, 2011:  
Upper Ouachita NWR already monitors visitors to the Refuge by patrolling the Refuge and tracking 
usage trends.  The North Louisiana Refuge Complex has a full time law enforcement officer that 
visually monitors each Refuge and tracks visitor use.  In addition, the Upper Ouachita NWR manager 
must spend at least a quarter of his time on law enforcement.  Overall, law enforcement at Upper 
Ouachita NWR occurs 2-3 times a week.  Patrol logs must be completed each day law enforcement 
work occurs.  During law enforcement patrols, contacts are made with Refuge visitors (for example, 
checking fishing licenses) and the number of contacts with visitors made by Refuge staff must be 
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reported in the logs. As visitors to the Refuge (and specifically the Go Zero parcels) increase, the 
number of contacts and log reports should increase correspondingly.  This will allow the Refuge staff 
to track usage trends over time.  Logs are always kept on record and results will be tabulated and 
reported every five years.      
  
Auditor Response: The NIR response is both satisfactory and in conformance with the Climate, 
Community and Biodiversity Standards, Second Edition. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator CM3.2

 

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

Findings

 

: As previously noted, the planting project does not have the capacity to negatively 
impact HCVs defined in G1.8.4-6. However, the bottomland hardwood forest, a HCV, will be 
monitored by TerraCarbon as well as by the USFWS according to the practices for monitoring 
High Conservation Values as described in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator CM3.3

 

. Commit to developing a full monitoring plan within six months of the project 
start date or within twelve months of validation against the Standards and to disseminate this 
plan and the results of monitoring, ensuring that they are made publicly available on the 
internet and are communicated to the communities and other stakeholders. 

Findings

 

: The Conservation Fund has committed to developing and publishing a full monitoring 
plan within 12 months of project validation.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 
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4.4. Biodiversity Section 

4.4.1. B1 – Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts 

The project must generate net positive impacts on biodiversity within the project zone and 
within the project lifetime, measured against the baseline conditions. 
 
The project should maintain or enhance any High Conservation Values (identified in G1) present 
in the project zone that are of importance in conserving globally, regionally or nationally 
significant biodiversity. 
 
Invasive species populations must not increase as a result of the project, either through direct 
use or indirectly as a result of project activities. 
 
Projects may not use genetically modified organisms (GMOs) to generate GHG emissions 
reductions or removals. GMOs raise unresolved ethical, scientific and socio-economic issues. For 
example, some GMO attributes may result in invasive genes or species. 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must: 
 
Indicator B1.1

 

. Use appropriate methodologies to estimate changes in biodiversity as a result of 
the project in the project zone and in the project lifetime. This estimate must be based on 
clearly defined and defendable assumptions. The “with project” scenario should then be 
compared with the baseline “without project” biodiversity scenario completed in G2. The 
difference (i.e., the net biodiversity benefit) must be positive. 

Findings

 

: Positive changes in biodiversity will be associated with restoring the agricultural fields 
in the project area to bottomland hardwood forest. This assumption is based on the USFWS's 
extensive monitoring and research related to the biodiversity values associated with bottomland 
hardwood forest. The Project Proponents identify birds as being particularly sensitive to habitat 
changes and assert that bird species richness will be higher in the "with project" scenario as 
opposed to the "without project" scenario.  

Improved bird habitat will provide positive benefits in both the project area and the project 
zone, in addition to benefiting populations of neo-tropical migrant warblers, a taxonomic group 
of particular conservation concern. In addition, biodiversity benefits are expected to be 
associated with replacing agricultural crops and invasive herbaceous species with native plants 
and animals. Finally, the proposed project will have demonstrable benefits for the red-cockaded 
woodpecker (see Gold Section).  
 
Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 
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Indicator B1.2

 

. Demonstrate that no High Conservation Values identified in G1.8.1-3 will be 
negatively affected by the project. 

Findings

 

: As previously noted, the planting project does not have the capacity to negatively 
impact HCVs defined in G1.8.1-3. On the contrary, the restoration project will increase the forest 
cover and contiguousness of a High Conservation Value threatened ecosystem, native 
bottomland hardwood forest. Furthermore, the increased forest cover will be beneficial to other 
HCV wildlife species such as Louisiana black bear, red-cockaded woodpecker and significant 
species concentrations such as migratory birds and waterfowl. As described in the Upper 
Ouachita NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan, Refuge staff will follow USFWS protocols to 
monitor defined HCV areas. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator B1.3

 

. 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

 

: The project area will be planted with native bottomland hardwood species selected by 
USFWS staff, including Nuttall oak, overcup oak, cherrybark oak, willow oak, sweetgum, red 
maple, hackberry, sweet pecan, persimmon, and cedar elm. As these species are native, none 
are considered to be invasive. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator B1.4

 

. Describe possible adverse effects of non-native species used by the project on 
the region’s environment, including impacts on native species and disease introduction or 
facilitation. Project Proponents must justify any use of non-native species over native species. 

Findings

 

: All species are native to the region and are thus unlikely to present adverse effects to 
the region’s environment.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports:   None  
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New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator B1.5

 

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

Findings

 

: The Project Proponents provided documentation indicating that none of the planted 
stock included GMOs. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:    

NIR 2010.15 Dated May 27, 2011 CCBA ver. 2 B1.5 

Finding:  

Please provide the nursery confirmation that no GMOs were planted in the project area. 

 
Proponent Response on June 13, 2011:  
No genetically modified organisms were planted in the Project Area.   Please see the attached letter 
from SuperTree Seedlings confirming that no GMOs were sold to Mr. Bradshaw for this project.    
 
Auditor Response: The NIR response and provided letter demonstrate that no GMOs were used in 
the project. Thus, the project is in conformance with the Climate, Community and Biodiversity 
Standards, Second Edition. This finding is closed.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

4.4.2. B2 – Offsite Biodiversity Impacts 

The Project Proponents must evaluate and mitigate likely negative impacts on biodiversity 
outside the project zone resulting from project activities. 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must: 
 
Indicator B2.1

 

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

Findings
 

: No potentially negative offsite biodiversity impacts were identified. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   
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Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator B2.2

 

. Document how the project plans to mitigate these negative offsite biodiversity 
impacts. 

Findings
 

: No potentially negative offsite biodiversity impacts were identified. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator B2.3

 

. Evaluate likely unmitigated negative offsite biodiversity impacts against the 
biodiversity benefits of the project within the project boundaries. Justify and demonstrate that 
the net effect of the project on biodiversity is positive. 

Findings

 

: No potentially negative offsite biodiversity impacts were identified. On the contrary, 
the offset impacts will likely be positive due to the deceased forest fragmentation.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

4.4.3. B3 – Biodiversity Impact Monitoring 
The Project Proponents must have an initial monitoring plan to quantify and document the 
changes in biodiversity resulting from the project activities (within and outside the project 
boundaries). The monitoring plan must identify the types of measurements, the sampling 
method, and the frequency of measurement. 
 
Since developing a full biodiversity-monitoring plan can be costly, it is accepted that some of the 
plan details may not be fully defined at the design stage, when projects are being validated 
against the Standards. This is acceptable as long as there is an explicit commitment to develop 
and implement a monitoring plan. 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must: 
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Indicator B3.1

 

. Develop an initial plan for selecting biodiversity variables to be monitored and 
the frequency of monitoring and reporting to ensure that monitoring variables are directly 
linked to the project’s biodiversity objectives and to anticipated impacts (positive and negative). 

Findings

 

: The Project Proponents have an initial plan for quantifying biodiversity benefits 
through monitoring breeding bird species richness and diversity through point counts. Point 
counts will be conducted every 3-5 years by the Refuge biologist. The monitoring will focus on 
the positive impacts of the forest restoration project because there are no identified negative 
impacts to biodiversity.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator B3.2

 

. Develop an initial plan for assessing the effectiveness of measures used to 
maintain or enhance High Conservation Values related to globally, regionally or nationally 
significant biodiversity (G1.8.1-3) present in the project zone. 

Findings

 

: As previously noted, the planting project does not have the capacity to negatively 
impact HCVs defined in G1.8.1-3. Nonetheless, the USFWS has protocols for monitoring the 
effectiveness of its measures to conserve defined HCV areas (see Upper Ouachita NWR 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan). 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator B3.3

 

. Commit to developing a full monitoring plan within six months of the project 
start date or within twelve months of validation against the Standards and to disseminate this 
plan and the results of monitoring, ensuring that they are made publicly available on the 
internet and are communicated to the communities and other stakeholders. 

Findings

 

: The Conservation Fund has committed to developing and publishing a full monitoring 
plans within 12 months of project validation. 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:   None 
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Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

4.5. Gold Level Section 

4.5.1. GL1 – Climate Change Adaptation Benefits 

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: 
 
Indicator GL1.1

 

.  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
 

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator GL1.2

 

. 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. 

Findings
 

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests:   None 
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Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator GL1.3

 

. Demonstrate that current or anticipated climate changes are having or are 
likely to have an impact on the well-being of communities and/or the conservation status of 
biodiversity in the project zone and surrounding regions. 

Findings
 

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator GL1.4

 

. Demonstrate that the project activities will assist communities53 and/or 
biodiversity to adapt to the probable impacts of climate change. 

Findings
 

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

4.5.2. GL2 – Exceptional Community Benefits 
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: 
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Indicator GL2.1

 

. Demonstrate that the project zone is in a low human development country OR 
in an administrative area of a medium or high human development55 country in which at least 
50% of the population of that area is below the national poverty line. 

Findings
 

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator GL2.

 

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
 

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator GL2.3

 

. 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
 

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Indicator GL2.4

 

. 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: N/A 
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Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

 
Indicator GL2.5

 

. 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
 

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

4.5.3. GL3 – Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits 

All projects conforming to the Standards must demonstrate net positive impacts on biodiversity 
within their project zone. This Gold Level Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits criterion identifies 
projects that conserve biodiversity at sites of global significance for biodiversity conservation. 
Sites meeting this optional criterion must be based on the Key Biodiversity Area (KBA) 
framework of vulnerability and irreplaceability. These criteria are defined in terms of species 
and population threat levels, since these are the most clearly defined elements of biodiversity. 
These scientifically based criteria are drawn from existing best practices that have been used, to 
date, to identify important sites for biodiversity in over 173 countries. 
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: 
 
Indicator GL3.1
 

. Vulnerability 

Regular occurrence of a globally threatened species (according to the IUCN Red List) at the site: 
 
1.1. Critically Endangered (CR) and Endangered (EN) species - presence of at least a single 
individual; or 
 
1.2. Vulnerable species (VU) - presence of at least 30 individuals or 10 pairs. 
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Findings

 

: The red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis), listed on the IUCN Red List as 
Vulnerable and by the Federal Endangered Species Act as endangered, is found within the 
Project Zone. At least 30 individuals or 10 pairs have been documented in the Refuge or east of 
Project Area. The conservation status of this species, and its relationship to the project, are 
detailed in the PDD. The specific status of the red-cockaded woodpecker with regards to 
management of the Refuge and the Go Zero project was discussed with the USFWS staff during 
the audit. The data from these occurrences were verified to both recent and by trained wildlife 
biologists.  

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 

Or, 
 
Indicator GL3.1
 

. Irreplaceability 

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

: N/A 

Conformance
 

:    Yes  No  N/A   

Non-Conformity Reports: 
 

  None  

New Information Requests: 
 

  None 

Opportunities for Improvement
 

: None 
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5.0 CCB Validation Conclusion 
Following completion of SCS’s duly-accredited validation process, it is our opinion that the 
Upper Ouachita NWR Forest Restoration Initiative conforms to the CCBA Climate, Community 
and Biodiversity Project Design Standards (Second Edition) at the Gold Level (see Appendix A).  
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General Section       Conformance 
 
G1. Original Conditions in the Project Area (Required) Yes  No  
G2.  Baseline Projections (Required)    Yes  No  
G3. Project Design and Goals (Required)   Yes  No  
G4. Management Capacity and Best Practices (Required) Yes  No  
G5. Legal Status and Property Rights (Required)  Yes  No  
  

Climate Section 
 
CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts (Required)   Yes  No  
CL2. Offsite Climate Impacts (“Leakage”) (Required)  Yes  No  
CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring (Required)   Yes  No  

 
Community Section 
 
CM1. Net Positive Community Impacts (Required)  Yes  No  
CM2. Offsite Community Impacts (Required)   Yes  No  
CM3. Community Impact Monitoring (Required)  Yes  No  

 
Biodiversity Section 
 
B1. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts (Required)  Yes  No  
B2. Offsite Biodiversity Impacts (Required)   Yes  No  
B3. Biodiversity Impact Monitoring (Required)  Yes  No  

 
Gold Section 
GL1. Climate Change Adaptation Benefits (Optional)  Yes  No  
GL2. Exceptional Community Benefits (Optional)  Yes  No  
GL3. Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits (Optional)  Yes  No  

 
 
CCBA Validation Level Attained: 
 
APPROVED (all requirements met)        
GOLD    (all requirements and at least one optional Gold Level criterion met  
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Comment 1  
Date: 20 April 2011  
Sent by: Harris Brown, President, Tensas Basin Levee District, Monroe, LA  
 
I am writing in support of the Go Zero program that is currently being undertaken in Morehouse Parish, 
Louisiana. The restoration of the 2,600 acres with bottomland hardwoods increases the land's water 
storage capacity and will minimize flooding downstream, and the water quality in the Ouachita River will 
improve as the restored forest filters out excess nutrients such as nitrogen and other fertilizers. The 
Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge restoration project, implemented by The Conservation Fund's 
Go Zero program, is an excellent example of a carbon sequestration project that provides incredible co-
benefits to the surrounding community. The restoration of these bottomland hardwoods adjoins a 
larger project which has returned roughly 30,000 acres of land to the floodplain of the Ouachita River. 
This co-benefit alone has had a positive impact on the storage ability of the system. It has been 
suggested, and stands to reason, that the addition of this acreage has lowered the 100 year flow line, as 
calculated by the US Corps of Engineers giving us a higher capacity for extreme events. This project 
deserves recognition and praise, as a cooperative effort between multiple agencies which delivers wide 
ranging benefits which include recreational opportunities and habitat, improved water quality, as well as 
reducing the impact and likelihood of flooding. For all of these reasons, I fully support the Go Zero 
restoration at Upper Ouachita NWR.  
 
Comment 2  
Date: 10 May 2011  
Sent by: Pete Jerome, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
 
On behalf of the Fish and Wildlife Service, we’d like to endorse this significant bottomland hardwood 
forest restoration project at Upper Ouachita National Wildlife Refuge. This project was accomplished 
through a partnership with The Conservation Fund by donations to the Go Zero program. This 2600 acre 
project represents a significant contribution to the National Wildlife Refuge System.  
 
Besides carbon sequestration benefits, this project supports the ecosystem restoration goals for the 
Lower Mississippi Valley Joint Venture Partnership. These goals support recovery efforts for forest 
breeding birds, the Louisiana black bear, and other important species In addition; the project will 
support the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Strategic Plan for addressing climate change and will help 
mitigate flooding impacts on downstream communities. By creating important landscape linkages and 
decreasing habitat fragmentation, key species will be able to better adapt to changing climate in the 
Mississippi River Valley. Finally, this project will provide additional opportunities for the public to enjoy 
and appreciate wildlife related recreation. For all these reasons, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service fully 
supports this project and looks forward to additional partnership projects with The Conservation Fund in 
the future.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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