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1 Introduction 
 
The Rainforest Alliance’s SmartWood program was founded in 1989 to certify forestry practices conforming to Forest 
Stewardship Council (FSC) standards and now focuses on providing a variety of forest auditing services.   In addition to being 
an ANSI ISO 14065:2007 accredited validation and verification body, Rainforest Alliance SmartWood program is also a member 
of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) standards, and an approved verification body with a number of 
other forest carbon project standards.  For a complete list of the services provided by Rainforest Alliance see 
http://www.rainforest-alliance.org/climate.cfm?id=international_standards. 
 
Dispute resolution:  If Rainforest Alliance clients encounter organizations or individuals having concerns or comments about 
Rainforest Alliance / SmartWood and our services, these parties are strongly encouraged to contact the SmartWood program 
headquarters directly.   

 
1.1 Objective 
 
The purpose of this report is to document the conformance of The Sodo Community Managed Reforestation (Forest 
Regeneration) Project with the requirements of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standard .  The project was developed 
by World Vision (WV), hereafter referred to as “Project Proponent”.   The report presents the findings of qualified Rainforest 
Alliance auditors who have evaluated the Project Proponent’s systems and performance against the applicable standard(s).   
 
1.2 Scope and Criteria 

Scope: The scope of the audit is to assess the conformance of The Sodo Community Managed Reforestation (Forest 
Regeneration) Project  project in the Southern Highlands of Ethiopia against the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standard
.  The objectives of this audit included an assessment of the project’s conformance with the standard criteria.  In addition, the 
audit assessed the project with respect to the baseline scenarios presented in the project design document.  The project covers 
an area of 503 ha. The land is community managed.  The project has a lifetime of 35 years, and 
has calculated a GHG reduction and/or removal of 189,026 tCO2e over the course of the  project lifetime.  

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

 Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Project Design Standards (Second Edition) 2008 
 
1.3 Project Description 

 
The Sodo Community Managed Reforestation Project is an initiative of the Sodo community and World Vision Ethiopia to 
restore and protect the montane high-forest on the slopes of Mt Damota, in the highlands of Southern Ethiopia. The aims of the 
project include maintaining and increasing native flora and fauna diversity, improving soil conditions to reduce the risk of floods, 
erosion and to improve agricultural yields and potential livelihood, environmental rehabilitation for carbon sequestration and to 
support long term sustainable ecosystem regeneration of the 503 hectares of the Mt Damota project zone. The project has 
achieved pre-validation under CarbonFix Standard, and proposes a certification period of 35 years, resulting in the 
sequestration of 189,026 metric tons of CO2 equivalent.  
 
World Vision Ethiopia (WVE), in collaboration with World Vision Australia (WVA) has invested significantly with the Sodo 
community to support environmental training and education programs, site rehabilitation, forest establishment, job creation for 
local community members and collaboration with the zonal government during project implementation. World Vision continues to 
collaborate with the community to work to sustain the project over its 35 year life. Monitoring of carbon, biodiversity, and 
community impacts will be undertaken for the duration of the project. It is intended that Climate, Community, and Biodiversity 
(CCB) Standard Gold Level may be achieved through valuable community outcomes realised in vicinity of the project zone. In 
addition, ecosystem rehabilitation is providing much needed adaptive and environmental resilience for communities exposed to 
flooding, drought and food security risk.  Livelihood enhancement is already delivering value to the community with 
fodder/pruning/thinning supplies. The restoration of medicinal plant species offers health benefits to community. Improved soil 
condition is helping secure improved agricultural yields in adjacent areas.  
 
World Vision has worked extensively with farmers in the Mt Damota region (beyond the project zone), to provide training and 
support in agro-forestry and sustainable farming practice, and has included the distribution of thousands of seedlings to farmers 
to encourage mixed native planting, with fruit and medicinal plants to benefit families. The project’s critical location in the 
immediate watershed of Lake Abaya, the second largest of the Rift Valley lakes in Ethiopia, means the ecosystem feeds 

http://www.rainforest-alliance.org/programs/forestry/smartwood/index.html
http://www.rainforest-alliance.org/climate.cfm?id=international_standards
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protection of natural springs and water catchment for the broader area. This highland region plays a critical role, as one of a 
small number of areas managed for biodiversity conservation in the mountains adjacent to the Rift valley.  
 
The project area is owned by the five Sodo communities in vicinity of the project zone, who have secured Ethiopian Government 
endorsed land user-rights certificates to the site. In addition, the Ethiopian Government has endorsed that ownership of carbon 
rights, and therefore revenues derived from carbon offsets, are owned by the community. Co-operatives have been established 
to manage the project zone including Gurmu, Kokate, Kunasa, Waja, and Wogene. The Project follows the carbon accounting 
principles of conservatism, accuracy, completeness, transparency, consistency, and relevance.  Critical compliance measures to 
ensure permanence, eligibility, additionality and leakage have been achieved in pre-validation certification under CarbonFix 
Standard.  
 
This project builds on the Humbo community managed reforestation project, supported by World Vision, located 40km south of 
the Sodo project zone. It is the first registered large-scale CDM forestry project in Africa, and also Gold Standard CCB 
accreditation. 
 
1.4 Level of assurance 
The assessment was conducted to provide a reasonable level of assurance of conformance against the defined audit criteria 
and materiality thresholds within the audit scope.  Based on the audit findings, a positive evaluation statement reasonably 
assures that the project GHG assertion is materially correct and is a fair representation of the GHG data and information.   
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2 Audit Overview 
Based on Project’s conformance with audit criteria, the auditor makes the following recommendation: 

Final Report Conclusions 

 
Validation approved: 

NCR(s) closed 

 
Validation not approved: 

Conformance with NCR(s) required 

Draft Final Report Conclusions 

 
Validation approved: 

No NCRs issued 
The Project Proponent has 7 days from the date of this report to submit any 
comments related to the factual accuracy of the report or the correctness of 
decisions reached. The auditors will not review any new material submitted 
at this time.  

Validation not approved: 

Conformance with NCR(s) required 

Draft Report Conclusions 

 
Validation approved: 

No NCRs issued 

The Project Proponent has 30 days from the date of this report to revise 
documentation and provide any additional evidence necessary to close the 
open non-conformances (NCRs). If new material is submitted the auditor will 
review the material and add updated findings to this report and close NCRs 
appropriately. If no new material is received before the 30 day deadline, or 
the new material was insufficient to close all open NCRs the report will be 
finalised with the NCRs open, and validation and/or verification will not be 
achieved. If all NCRs are successfully addressed, the report will be finalised 
and proceed towards issuance of an assessment statement. 

 
Validation not approved: 

Conformance with NCR(s) required 

 
2.1 Audit Conclusions 
 Validation is not approved due only to lack of evidence, with clould be provided documentary, regarding the process for 
hearing, responding to and resolving community and other stakeholder comments during the life of the project (NCR 11/12). 
Prior to report finalization, NCR 11/12 was closed (see report section 3, page 58).   
 

Summary of conformance to CCB Standards: 
 

CCB Standard Criteria Draft Report 
Conformance 

Final Report 
Conformance 

General Section 

G.1 Original Conditions in the Project Area  Yes    No  Yes    No 

G.2 Baseline Projections  Yes    No  Yes    No 

G.3 Project Design and Goals  Yes    No  Yes    No 

G.4 Management Capacity and Best Practices  Yes    No  Yes    No 

G.5 Legal Status and Property Rights  Yes    No  Yes    No 

Climate Section 

CL.1 Net Positive Climate Impacts  Yes    No  Yes    No 

CL.2 Offsite Climate Impacts (“Leakage”)  Yes    No  Yes    No 

CL.3 Climate Impact Monitoring  Yes    No  Yes    No 

Community Section 

CM.1 Net Positive Community Impacts  Yes    No  Yes    No 

CM.2 Offsite Stakeholder Impacts  Yes    No  Yes    No 

CM.3 Community Impact Monitoring  Yes    No  Yes    No 

Biodiversity Section 

B.1 Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts  Yes    No  Yes    No 

B.2 Offsite Biodiversity Impacts  Yes    No  Yes    No 

B.3 Biodiversity Impact Monitoring  Yes    No  Yes    No 

Gold Level Section (Optional) 

GL.1 Climate Change Adaption Benefits  Yes    No  Yes    No 

GL.2 Exceptional Community Benefits  Yes    No  Yes    No 
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GL.3 Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits  Yes    No  Yes    No 

 

 
2.2 Non-conformance evaluation 
 

Note: A non-conformance is defined in this report as a deficiency, discrepancy or misrepresentation that in all probability materially affects 
carbon credit claims.  Non-conformance Request (NCR) language uses “shall” to suggest its necessity but is not prescriptive in terms of 
mechanisms to mitigate the NCR.  Each NCR is brief and refers to a more detailed finding in the appendices.   
 
NCRs identified in the Draft Report must be closed through submission of additional evidence by the Project Proponents before Rainforest 
Alliance can submit an unqualified statement of conformance to the GHG program.  Findings from additional evidence reviewed after the 
issuance of the draft report are presented in the NCR tables below. 

 
 

NCR 01/12 Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 1.2, G 1.3, G1.5, G 1.6, G 1.7 

Report Section: G 1.2, G 1.3, G1.5, G 1.6, G 1.7 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

There is not a clear description on what the project zone/project area is and the concept used by the project proponent, “project 
site”. This impacts various indicators that refer to one or the other. For example, the PDD is comprehensive describing the types 
of vegetation in the project zone, gives details on their conservation status and some biodiversity features, and describes the 
types and vegetation existing prior the project start. It does not include in this section though the actual types and condition of 
the vegetation in the project area. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD has been updated in the relevant sections, including G 1.2, G 1.3, G 1.5, G 1.6, and 
G 1.7 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The project zone (4593 ha), project area (503 ha), and project sites (that altogether conform the 
project area) have been defined and mapped, and the PDD has been updated accordingly. 
Some typos are still found and the PDD should be revised (for example in pg. 6 of the PDD the 
project zone is said to represent 503 ha). 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 02/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 1.5 

Report Section: G 1.5 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The PDD fell short on describing the communities with socio-economic demographic or quantified information that would 
evidence a clearer starting point for communities in the project area and from that basis to enable evaluation of the benefits the 
project seeks to catalyse.  
Basic socio-economic information and mitigation techniques to reduce the associated negative impacts are included, but there is 
no information on cultural diversity and other community characteristics, particularly those adjacent to the forest, in each of the 
districts in the project area.  
Descriptions do not reflect similarities or differences found in those districts, including: 
- History and degrees of community involvement in the project and the contribution of timber and non-timber products to income; 
- Degree of contribution of the main crops and/or main non-agricultural activities; 
- Estimation of which crops or forest-based activities are likely to be increased in the coming years. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 
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Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G1.5 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

A description of communities located in the project area and project zone is now included in 
table 3, area and population size of project area and project zone has been clarified.   
Other relevant information has been added to section G 1.5 of the CCB updated PDD, so that It 
fulfils the indicator. The information provided should be improved regarding “Descriptions do not 
reflect similarities or differences found in those districts, including:  

o   - History and degrees of community involvement in the project and the 
contribution of timber and non-timber products to income; 

o   - Degree of contribution of the main crops and/or main non-agricultural activities; 
o   - Estimation of which crops or forest-based activities are likely to be increased in 

the coming years.” 
(See OBS 07/12) 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 03/12 Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 1.7 

Report Section: General section G1.7 of the updated PDD page 25 to27. 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The Project Proponents have provided a description of current flora biodiversity, but not of fauna and threats to that biodiversity. 
Moreover, there is no information on the methodologies and reference material used. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G1.7 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The Project Proponent has provided a description of current flora and fauna biodiversity. Lists 
of fauna found in the project site and threats to that biodiversity, with information on the 
methodologies and reference material (Shannon and Wiener, 1949) have been included, and 
scientific names of threatened and endemic vegetation, reptiles, birds, and primate species in 
area and appropriate reference (CITES/IUCN) are provided based upon field surveys and 
literature review. Information is also included regarding forest types and natural communities, 
rare plants and animals, endemic species, and threats to biodiversity. 
The threats to biodiversity as explained in the PDD rest solely with the negative impacts 
brought about through already cleared agricultural lands and agricultural practices, which 
contribute to soil erosion, sedimentation and drought, which are offered in stark contrast to the 
positive benefits intended to be brought about through restoration of forest habitat in the wildlife 
refuge.  

The PDD provides a short list of the IUCN Red List Species that may be present within the 
project zone/area. These Red List species are not typically dependent on cleared agricultural 
lands for their survival though they may occasionally use such areas. As previously bare fields, 
the actual project planting area is likely to host a more comprehensive list of species than that 
provided. Based on reference to the elderly groups the proponent indicates that many of the 
larger mammals were common during Haile Selassie period but have become very rare in the 
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forest from time to time, thus, conservation of the forest will contribute to the conservation of 
local wildlife. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 04/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  B 2nd Ed. – G 1.8. G 1.8.1, G 1.8.2., G 1.8.5, 
G 1.8.6        

 

Report Section: 1.8. G 1.8.1, G 1.8.2., G 1.8.5, G 1.8.6         
 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The PDD does not include a comprehensive evaluation of the HCV, but it rather mentions, for example, that WV anticipates the 
category HCV1 to be present and that monitoring will deliver results on this. This is exemplified in various indicators:  

 The IUCN List of Endangered Species for Forest Moist Montane/High Altitude Shrubland in the Sub-Saharan Region of 
Ethiopia has been provided. This is a general list, not completed with the endemic status or the areas that support 
significant concentrations of a species during any time in their lifecycle. 

 Areas that are fundamental for meeting the basic needs of local communities is recognized to be a HCV but is not 
described in the PDD. 

 Areas that are critical for the traditional cultural identity of communities are also not described in the PD, although the 
interviews held during the field audit revealed that the communities used a plant growing in the project area for some 
religious activities. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD sections G 1.8. G 1.8.1, G 1.8.2., G 1.8.5, G 1.8.6 have been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The proponent has used the Proforest HCVs toolkit to comprehensively determine the HCV in 
the project sites, as a result most of which the project area fell within one of the 4 HCV 
categories (HCV1.2-4; HCV4; HCV5 and HCV6). Four different categories, grouping different 
HCV, have been appointed.  

• HCV1.2-4: Threatened and endangered species, endemics and temporal 
concentrations by using the IBAT Tools’ IUCN Red List species grid;  

• HCV4: Forest areas that contribute basic ecosystem service in critical situation e.g 
watershed protection, erosion control; 

• HCV5: Forest areas fundamental to meeting of basic needs of local communities 
(i.e. subsistence daily needs, health) using plants such as Aloe vera, and Echinops 
kebericho (endemic to Ethiopia);  

• HCV6: Culturally important forest areas critical to local communities traditional 
cultural identity e.g. tree species such as Juniperus procera, Podocarpus sp.,  
Hygenia abissinica which are endangered and sacred. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 

NCR 05/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:   CCB 2nd Ed. – G2.1  
 

Report Section: G2.1  
 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The version 02 of the Tool for the Demonstration and Assessment of Additionality in A/R CDM Project Activities is used to 
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demonstrate the additionality of the project, but it is not correctly used: 

 The Outcome of Sub-step 1b should be a list of plausible alternative land use scenarios and that has not been presented 

 Sub-step 1c is missing 

 The investment analysis was not carried arguing that there is not any income stream, but Sub-step 2b. – Option I: simple 
cost analysis is applicable and if as stated there are no other financial benefits than the carbon the analysis is to be 
continued with the Common practise and not with the Barrier analysis. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

Relevant section of the “02 Additionality” document has been updated (see 02 Additionality -
Sodo August 2012) 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The Outcome of Sub-step 1b has been completed to present the list of plausible alternative 
land use scenarios. The Sub-step 2b. – Option I: simple cost analysis of the investment 
analysis has been applied. The Barrier analysis has been kept besides the Common practise 
analysis, although this is not required. Sub-step 1c has also been included after discussions 
with the project proponent in august. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 06/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:   CCB 2nd Ed. – G 2.3, CL 1.1  
 

Report Section: G 2.3, CL 1.1   
 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The selective harvesting category has been chosen for calculation. The growth model was established by individuals coming 
from the Ethiopian forestry department, the Joanneum Research centre, and World Vision. The method used was discussed 
with the Project Proponents in the field, but the excel sheet provided was not clear in the items described below:   

 A root to shoot ratio and the aboveground biomass stock for the naturally regenerated tropical forest in Africa (191 
tonnes of dry matter per ha) default values from the Chapter 3: LUCF Sector Good Practices Guidance (tropical and sub-
tropical dry forest) have been used, but it is not clear why the value 1.92 tdm/ha was used. 

 It is not clear also why 1% will be excluded of the calculations due to harvesting, while in section 03 Forest Management 
of the CarbonFix PD it is mentioned that 15 trees per hectare on a rotational basis will be harvested. 

 Finally, the CCB PD mentions that harvest would happen 15 years post establishment of the trees, while the excel sheet 
provided (REF_06-01_Sodo_Justification_of_growth_data) calculates the same but starting on year 10. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

Response to the NCR in the document “CFS Validation WV Response Sodo August 2012” and 
excel sheet with the growth curve (Ref_06-01_Sodo_Justification_of_growth_data) 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The project has explained that the 1.92 tdm/ha/yr was a figure derived from the use of a 
standard forestry growth curve, applied to the total yield as per the Good Practices Guide, and 
that this standard forestry curve was discussed with all consultants, and considered to be the 
most likely conservative option for the growth of this forest. The same curve was used for the 
Humbo project, and the actual results at 5 years were above the predicted results. 

It has been also clarified that the 1% represents the 15 trees per hectare which will be 
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harvested ever 5 years (effectively 3 trees per hectare per year). 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 07/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.2 

Report Section: G 3.2 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

Only the specific sylvicultural activities have been described, although in the field other activities regarding cattle management, 
honey production, or training, for example, have been identified by the audit team. There is both a mixture between goals and 
activities and a lack of explanation on how the activities are linked to the other objectives described, such as facilitating the 
socio-economic development of the Sodo community or delivering biodiversity benefits, and how these will work to achieve the 
project goals. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD sections G3.2 and G3.1 have been updated.  

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The updated PDD mentions the main objectives of the project in the areas of climate, 
community and biodiversity in section G3.1. The PDD section G3.2 (table 7) describes the 
activity and the relevance to each objective (climate, community and biodiversity objectives). 
The Project Proponent has explained that the main project activity is tree planting and 
management; restoration of native species for delivering biodiversity benefits; thinning; 
harvesting for medicines food and wood products; establishment of cooperatives; establishment 
of small scale agri-industry, better cattle, poultry and honey production management and 
training facilitating the socio-economic development of the Sodo community. The analysis is 
considered to be correct and reasonable.  

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 08/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.3 

Report Section: G 3.3 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The PDD has provided a map identifying the project location and boundaries of the project “area(s)”, where the project activities 
will occur, but none of the project zone and of additional surrounding locations that are predicted to be impacted by project 
activities (e.g. through leakage). 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G3.3 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The PP has added Information to the updated PDD of Section G3.3 describing the size of the 
area that will be impacted by project activities (e.g. through leakage).  
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The updated PDD has provided a map identifying the project location and boundaries of the 
project “area(s)” with the size of 503 hectares, where the project activities will occur. With 
regards to project zone the proponent in the updated PDD the project zone and of additional 
surrounding locations that are predicted to be impacted by project activities with the size of an 
area of 4593 hectares (e.g. through leakage) and the project zone exclusive of project area to 
be 4090 hectares are well described by providing a map (Figure 12- of the PDD). More over the 
maps in section G1.1 (Figure 3), identify the project’s location, and specific project areas within 
the project zone which is more clearly described in a table on page 50 of the PDD. 
The PDD describes that the project zone which consists seven kebeles with an area of 
4593.34hectares of which the closed project area makes up 503 hectares. The table on page 
50 depicts the size of the project area and project zone in seven kebeles where respective five 
forest cooperatives are existing which makes up the total area impacted by project activities 
including a map also showing these areas. 
These new evidences provided are useful to clearly meet the requirement of the CCBA 
indicator.  

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 09/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.5 

Report Section: G 3.5 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The most important risk that could affect the permanence of the project, as noticed by the audit team, was the increase of wild 
animals in the area due to the improvement of the forest condition, and the potential negative response to this from the 
communities around. No mitigation activities have been provided for this. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G3.5 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The document includes now a discussion on the impact of wild animals and how to mitigate 
their potential negative effects on the permanence of the project. This is considered acceptable 
as for now it does not seem to be a big risk, both would need to be carefully monitored in order 
to adapt any mitigation measure as the forest grows. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 10/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.6 

Report Section: G 3.6 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

As said in 1.8, the PDD has not described thoroughly environmental and social high conservation value attributes. Under wildlife 
habitat, for example, the PDD should have included that the forest would enhance habitat for certain rare animals and potential 
impacts of wildlife population increase would be impacting the community around the project area. As the project specifically 
ensures the elimination of hunting, these potential impacts to high conservation value attributes would be avoided, but the 
conflict between increased wildlife population and the community and its mitigation plan should have been clearly described. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
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evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G3.6 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The PDD describes in more detail environmental and social high conservation value attributes 
in section G1.8, and more elements have been included in section G3.5 and G3.6 around 
mitigating the risks to the permanence of the project in order to maintain or enhance the high 
conservation value of the project areas. 
Information included in the updated PDD in section G3.6 includes that the project will use 
natural regeneration, area closure and refilling of open areas to restore the degraded forest. 
These practices obviously improve the habitat for rare animals which have left the area due to 
high population pressure. This will enhance HCV identified in section G1.8 and its importance 
will be highlighted during information and environmental awareness training.  To minimize the 
conflict between wild animals and community and the potential negative impacts of wild live 
enhancement on the livelihood of community, training  of community, technicians and field 
workers will be carried out as to how wild animals could be managed without affecting the 
livelihood of community. Emphasis will be given to indigenous knowledge that the communities 
have been using to control the damage caused by wild life. In some cases controlled hunting 
may be carried out based on assessment findings in collaboration with the government and 
research centres. Ways will be designed to turn potential problems into opportunity and could 
be used as a source of income through ecotourism. 
Besides that, special attention will be given to the species identified as high conservation value 
(HCV-3 endangered species, HCV-4 Forest areas that provide basic services of nature in 
critical situations, HCV-5 Forest area fundamental to meeting of basic needs of local 
communities: described as response to NCR 04/12). In addition, communities will be assisted to 
plant these HCV trees identified in their home stead areas and in project site. Follow up on 
implementation will be strengthened by project staff and the cooperative committee. Increased 
education and environmental awareness is expected to increase protection of the protected 
areas of standing woodland, high conservation value trees and the reforested areas. 
These new evidences provided are useful to clearly meet the requirement of the CCBA 
indicator. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 11/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.10 

Report Section: G 3.10 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The project includes this process for hearing, responding to and resolving community and other stakeholder comments during 
the life of the project. The PDD, however, does not describe the process, which must be publicized to communities and other 
stakeholders. The process for handling unresolved conflicts and grievances, therefore, was discussed in detail during the site 
visit. In general, the first line of communication will likely be with the cooperatives in the event of a grievance or conflict. The 
cooperatives would then inform community and representatives of the community would contact the party and attempt to 
resolve the grievance. At the time of the audit it was clarified that, in the case of an unresolved dispute, the parties can seek to 
be heard by the Wolayita Government Agriculture and Environment Department as the third party mediator for dispute 
resolution that would be more familiar with the project. Given the scale of the project, it appears unlikely that there would be 
many stakeholders conflicts or grievances associated with withdrawing 503 ha of forest from harvest for 35 years. The 
conclusion, therefore, is that the project meets the intent of the indicator under the assumption that Wolayita Sodo zonal 
Government Agriculture and Environment Department will serve as the mediator of any unresolved conflicts, but this is not 
clear, publicized, and formalized. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 



13 
G-38  2Aug12 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G3.10 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

Again a very general procedure is mentioned in the updated PDD. There is no evidence that the 
Project Proponent has publicized and formalized this with a document. There is a need for a 
well-organized document showing the process for handling unresolved conflicts and grievances 
that arise during project planning and implementation.  
The Project Proponent should have developed a document, probably written also in local 
language, so the stakeholders can understand all its content. This document should be 
analyzed during the periodic meetings with the community representatives, institutions, and 
other people potentially affected by the implementation of the project.  
On the latest discussions with the project proponent in August it was said that they are 
consolidating the specific procedures for hearing, responding, resolving and archiving the 
conflicts and agreements, which will form one section of the an updated draft version of the 
Forest Management Plan in December 2012. 

NCR Status: OPEN 

Comments (optional): See Appendix B of this report below. 

 
 

NCR 12/12 Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.11, G 4.7 

Report Section: G 3.11, G 4.7 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

An excel sheet called “Sodo Financials 101111” has been provided also to the auditors, and despites the fact that the project 
has been existing for more than 3 years, it is not clear whether the so called “year 0” is 2011 (as the validation cost is included 
there) or if it is the project start date. Another bi-annual report has been given also, but it also covers the period October 01, 
2009 to March 31, 2010. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

An excel sheet called “Soddo_Financials_220612_options model” has been provided. 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The “Sodo Financials” spread sheet has been updated to list the actual years (e.g. 2006, 2007, 
et.) rather than starting at “year 0”. Some slight changes have been made to costs in the 
spreadsheet (e.g. moving validation costs into 2012) to ensure that the financials reflect actual 
costs as they occur. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 
 

NCR 13/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 4.1 

Report Section: G 4.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 
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World Vision Ethiopia (WVE) and Australia (WVA) are defined as Project Proponents. The responsibilities between them are not 
clarified in the PD, and led to confusion to the audit team as WVE was for example not responsible for some of the climate input 
and could not respond to the auditors.  
There is also a lack of information on the cooperatives roles, which is key for the project development. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G4.1 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The responsibilities of World Vision Ethiopia (WVE) and Australia (WVA) have now been 
described in the documentation, meeting the audit team perception from the field visit. The role 
of the cooperatives has been clarified in the template, and the term community changed to 
forest cooperative where appropriate, as it was agreed that it was confusing. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 14/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 4.1 

Report Section: G 4.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The wording of the indicator as per the standard has not been maintained by the project proponent, and this can cause 
problems in the responses. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G4.1 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The PDD has been updated to include a correct wording of the indicators as per the CCBS. 

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 15/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - G 4.2 

Report Section: G 4.2 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The biodiversity skills of the Project Proponent are not mentioned. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
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evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G4.2 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

In the updated PDD further details has been provided to explain that the project staff includes 
expert technical people specialized in topics such as forestry, agriculture and environment; soil 
and water conservation and land resource management; natural resource economic and policy 
among others; most of the staff are also experienced on biodiversity assessment and 
management; plant species identification and environmental impact assessment. In the field, 
the project supports its work in the communities through local promoters. The promoter also 
has partners that contribute adequately with the implementation of the project.  

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 16/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. -  G 4.6 

Report Section: G 4.6 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

First Aid kits were seen only in one of the cooperatives office, in the nursery and at the workers house near management units, 
and were found to be appropriate. One field technician of the project, based on the site, has available a first aid kit and it has 
been trained to attend emergencies, but as revealed in the interviews field workers usually work individually and not maintaining 
radio-contact throughout the work day when working in different parts of the forest. No first-aid kits are present while working in 
the forest, and no assessment of the risks associated with working on the forests and appropriate mechanisms for mitigating 
those risks has been found. In the event of major emergencies, there is a health centre in the Village site. There have not been 
major accidents as per the records and interviews. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G4.2 has been updated. Also, a proof of purchase of these kits, through a 
copy of the invoice, together with the receipts of the first aid kit delivery has been provided. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

All cooperatives have now been provided with the first aid kits. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

  

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 17/12 Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - CL2.1 

Report Section: CL2.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

Leakage is estimated to be zero for all categories required by the CFS (fuelwood use, charcoal burning, timber harvesting, 
agricultural farming, resettlement, and livestock grazing), which methodology has been followed by this project. The analysis for 
the fuelwood use is based on the assessment done for the Humbo project, which is a CDM project carried also by WVA and 
WVE, and is as explained very close (25 km) from the Sodo project. Checking the Humbo PD and the evaluation of impact of 
the project on fuelwood availability, however, the drivers for the fuelwood use don’t seem to be the same, so a more clear 
comparison between the two scenarios is needed. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
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requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G2.1 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The project proponent has provided further details explaining that, while it is recognised that the 
Sodo project has some differences to the Humbo project, the similarities with the project are 
also significant: 

 Both sites were formerly highly degraded, with low levels of biomass on site.     

 Both sites were deemed ‘communal lands’ and therefore could not be actively managed 
by the local community. 

 Both communities have established forest management cooperatives and have secured 
user-rights over the sites. 

 The issue of population pressure is also very high in Humbo, with over 65,000 people 
living in the Humbo Woreda.   

 Alternative forms of energy (gas and electricity) are less available in Humbo, meaning 
that the population relies almost entirely on biomass for cooking (meaning the use of the 
Humbo leakage assessment would be conservative).     

These clarifications are considered acceptable in the local context and thus the data used is 
considered reasonable. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 18/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - CL2.1 

Report Section: CL2.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

Regarding leakage from livestock grazing, Project Proponents refer to the CDM methodology AR-AM0003, replaced by AR-
ACM0001 v.5.1.1, to address the leakage from grazing, so this needs to be updated and any change considered. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section G2.1 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The Project Proponent has updated the above mentioned document and refers now to the AR-
ACM0001 V.5.1. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 19/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - CM 1.1 

Report Section: CM 1.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 
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The project proponent uses a Transformational Development Indicators system for estimating the net benefits to communities as 
a result of the project activities, but it is not clear which are the mentioned 13 indicators used under this approach, since 5 other 
parameters to be monitored are listed. There is not a comparison of any of these groups of indicators regarding the “with” or the 
“without” project scenario. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section CM 1.1 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The PDD has been modified and includes now new information. The Transformational 
Development Indicators system used estimates the impacts on communities by using 4 main 
indicators of sustained well-being of children and fulfilment of their rights within families and 
communities as a result of increased food security; improved water source; promotion of 
community development; and training of the local population, community participation and 
improvement in the quality of life. Finally, a table has been presented regarding social benefits 
for communities as a comparison between the “without project”2 and “with project” scenarios, to 
demonstrate that the impacts are expected to be positive.  

This new information is useful to meet the requirement of the CCBA indicator.  

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 20/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - CM 1.2, B 1.2 

Report Section: CM 1.2, B 1.2 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

Project Proponent has not clearly identified High Conservation Values to demonstrate that it will not be negatively affected.  

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD sections CM 1.2, B 1.2 have been updated.  

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The updated PDD indicates that water, soil and ecosystems will be positively affected by the 
project, which is expected to improve the conditions of the Biosphere Reserve. Reforestation 
practice is compatible with the improvement of soil resources, water and vegetation.  

The updated PDD describes that HCV will not be negatively affected:  HCV1 will be positively 
impacted through the use of FMNR to re-establish locally indigenous species and improve 
potential habitat for threatened fauna, as well as restore a significant area of montane moist 
forest (HCV3). The activities implemented as a result of this project will improve the quality of 
the water runoff from the project zone (HCV 4).   Planting and restoration of the forest will arrest 
the erosion and mudslide issues associated with the historical degradation of the site (HCV4). 
The increased availability of medicinal plants and trees for harvesting (post year 10) as well as 
increases in the ability of the community to gather fuelwood from thinning and prunings will 
have positive impacts on subsistence farming and health (HCV 5).  

NCR Status: CLOSED 
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Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 21/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - CM 3.2, B 3.2 

Report Section: CM 3.2, B 3.2 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

In the PDD the Project Proponents note that the plan for assessment of the effectiveness of measures used to maintain and 
enhance HCVs will be developed within 12 months of project validation as a component of the Forest Management Plan, but 
not initial plan has been done yet. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD sections CM 3.2, B 3.2 have been updated.  

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

In the updated PDD the Project Proponents presented an initial plan for assessment of the 
effectiveness of measures used to maintain and enhance HCVs. A new draft of the Forest 
Management Plan has been undertaken.  

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 22/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - B 1.1 

Report Section: B 1.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The key habitats have not been described in the PDD, as a results regeneration and reforestation forest (the “with project” 
scenario) vs. conversion of forest to agriculture (annual crop, the “without project” scenario) by using appropriate methodologies. 
During the site visit the project’s forester/ecologist described the numerous differences in plant and animal species richness 
between the two scenarios. He further indicated the negative impacts on rare plant and animal habitat should the forest be 
converted to agriculture, but no comparison is presented.  
The PDD states that the project operational monitoring plan (OMP) will be prepared in collaboration with communities and local 
stakeholders, and indicates that the biodiversity monitoring will be undertaken using standard biodiversity sampling methods, but 
no specific methodologies are presented. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section B1.1 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The key habitats have been described in the updated PDD, with further information as a result 
of regeneration and reforestation (the “with project” scenario vs. conversion of the forest to 
agriculture, the “without project” scenario). The operational monitoring plan, still to be 
developed within the twelve months of validation, is the document where progress will be 
recorded and will allow to a more in-depth comparison, but now a number of studies and 
experts are being used to construct the monitoring plan based on clearly defined and 
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defendable assumptions. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 23/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - B 1.3 

Report Section: B 1.3 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

As evidenced in the PDD Grevillea robusta, Cupressus lusitanica and Eucalyptus are the non-native species selected, although 
their actual use is not clear in the documentation (i.e. Forest Management plan vs. CFS PDD). 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section B1.3 has been updated. Relevant section of the “03 Forest Management” 
document has also been updated (see 03 Forest Management - Sodo August 2012) 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The CCB PDD has been updated and contains now the uses of Grevillea robusta, Cupressus 
lusitanica and Eucalyptus sp. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 24/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - B 1.4 

Report Section: B 1.4 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The impact Eucalyptus and Grevillea may have in the soil conditions (both structure and nutrients) are not mentioned. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section B1.4 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The updated PDD, together with the CFS PD and management plan, provides now the negative 
impact of Eucalyptus sp. on soil conditions, explaining that : 

 It has the potential to utilize significant volumes of groundwater and nutrient, and can 
negatively impact the growth potential of an area for other species.   

 Some species of Eucalyptus give off a natural allopathic chemical which inhibits the 
growth of other species within the root zone of the tree.  

 Eucalyptus species have the potential to utilize significant volumes of groundwater and 
can negatively impact the growth potential of an area for other species as well as 
reducing recharge of springs.  

The document states that due to these negative impacts, the use of Eucalyptus has been very 
limited, and in most of the project area, Eucalyptus will not be utilized at all. 
Information provided on the positive impact of Grevillea robusta which accounted for 39% of the 
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entire plantation by the proponent on the updated document indicates that the tree is known for 
its soil nutrient improvement by fixing nitrogen; it has no chemical effect, and thus, grows well 
friendly with other plants. Thus, it is considered to positively impact the soil structure in fixing 
nitrogen and this can benefit the rest of plants growing at its periphery. Moreover, the litter 
under the trees also helps to reduce soil erosion. 
With regards to other positive impact due to the cessation of grazing (e.g. halt of compaction 
and burning), improving the fertility by deposition of vegetation, soil compaction and disturbance 
during forest management operations, etc. the proponent indicates that the reduction in the use 
of grazing animals will also help to minimize issues of soil compaction, and reduced burning will 
assist in increasing soil fertility (through increased plant matter being incorporated into the 
topsoil).    

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 25/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - B 1.4 

Report Section: B 1.4 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

Given that Grevillea robusta and Cupressus lusitanica are widely cultivated in the country it has been deemed those are to pose 
minimal threat to biodiversity. The justification given for planting Grevillea is that it is naturalized and in order to remain 
competitive because of the good price for it and client demand. In the case Eucalyptus and Cupressus their use it is not clear, 
so a clarification must be provided. Project documentation, and specifically the Forest Management Plan, does not clearly 
describe the choice of tree species. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section B1.4 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The project proponent states that the use of Eucaliptus, the most controversial specie, will be 
minimized. It is now justified in the documentation the use of Eucalyptus sp. and Cupressus sp. 
(erosion control/firewood and firewood/timber/poles/posts/shade/ornamental/windbreak/live 
fence, respectively) under certain conditions (rocky and less fertile soil). 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 

NCR 26/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. - B 3.1 

Report Section: B 3.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

A rough list of possible variables, to be monitored every 5 years is described in the PDD for community, biodiversity, and climate 
monitoring, but the frequency it is not clear. 
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Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the 
requirement(s) referenced above. 

 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in 
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-
conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The PDD section B3.1 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

In the updated PDD a rough list of possible variables, to be monitored every 5 years is 
described for community, biodiversity, and climate monitoring and a table with the frequency of 
monitoring has been added to section B3.1 of the PDD. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional): None 

 
 
 
 
2.3 Observations 
 

Note: Observations are issued for areas that the auditor sees the potential for improvement in implementing standard 
requirements or in the quality system; observations may lead to direct non-conformances if not addressed.  Unlike NCRs, 
observations are not formally closed.  Findings from the field audit related to observations are discussed in Appendix A below. 
 
 

OBS  01/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. – G 1.1 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The PDD presents the basic information on the location, vegetation, soils, and climate, and 
includes also details on the country and the history of the site, but there is no information on the 
geology. 

Observation: Project proponent should complete the basic physical parameters with information on the 
geology.     

 
 

OBS  02/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. – G 1.4 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

A field survey was carried by WV staff at the project inception and the vegetation was 
determined to be a shrubland. The woody biomass has been estimated using the inventory of 
woody biomass prepared by the Ethiopian government in 2005, and the non-woody biomass 
using the Field Survey conducted by Dr. Deribe Gurmu, former head, Ethiopian Forestry 
Department. 

Another inventory was carried by WV and an excel sheet was reviewed by the auditors, but for 
some reason that remains unclear these data were not used. It’s worth mentioning that the tons 
of biomass per ha from that inventory are less than the option taken from the national 
inventory, so the election remains the most conservative. 

Observation: The project proponent should clarify why the data from the inventory carried by World Vision 
was not used to determine the baseline. 

 
 

OBS  03/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. – G 1.8.3 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

When pasting the HCV categories it was done from a generic text and some mentions to 
Australian attributes were kept. 
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Observation: The project proponent should check if there is any unwanted reference to Australian HCV and 
eliminate them if appropriate. 

 
 

OBS  04/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. – G 3.1 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

Section 3.1 of the PDD provides a description of the project’s major climate objectives mixed 
with the activities needed to achieve community managed forest regeneration and reforestation 
by planting trees on 503 hectares to sequester the carbon for a period of at least 35 years. 

Observation: CLOSED Sections G3.1 have been updated to better explain the goals and objectives of the project 
(G3.1) and how these are linked to the activities (G3.2). This includes a re-structuring of table 5 
and the inclusion of extra paragraphs at the start of G3.2. 

 
 

OBS  05/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. - G 5.6 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The Ethiopian Government has endorsed that ownership of carbon rights, and therefore 
revenues derived from carbon offsets, are owned by the community.  Co-operatives have been 
established to manage the project site including Gurmu, Kokate, Kunasa, Waja, and Wogene. 
In discussion with Environmental Authority of Ethiopia who is carbon issues mandated 
government organization, project proponent and the 5 cooperatives have the necessary rights 
to implement and manage the project. A confirmation letter for this has been given to the audit 
team. The names of the cooperatives can be found in other documents to which the letter 
refers, but are not clearly stated in the letter (CCBA_Annex_Package, Annex 5) 

Observation: The project proponent should officially and clearly confirm which the cooperatives with legal 
carbon rights are. 

 
 

OBS  06/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. - GL 2.5 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The project proponent indicates that detailed monitoring and evaluation plan will be prepared to 
assess community impacts, through interviewing and consulting with many stakeholders and 
community members to assess positive and negative impacts of the project, and identify 
measures to mitigate any negative impacts, but there are no specific measures that can 
demonstrate has happened as for now. 

Observation: The project proponent should demonstrate that community impact monitoring will be able to 
identify positive and negative impacts on poorer and more vulnerable groups taking a 
differentiated approach that can identify positive and negative impacts on poorer households 
and individuals and other disadvantaged groups, including women. More specifically, the 
project proponent should monitor how the income from VERs is shared within the communities. 

 
 

OBS  07/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. - G 1.5 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

More  relevant information regarding the communities has been added to section G 1.5 of the 
CCB updated PDD, but the Information is lacking the requested “Descriptions do not reflect 
similarities or differences found in those districts, including:  

 History and degrees of community involvement in the project and the contribution of 
timber and non-timber products to income; 

 Degree of contribution of the main crops and/or main non-agricultural activities; 

 Estimation of which crops or forest-based activities are likely to be increased in the 
coming years.” 
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Observation: The project proponent should expand the information regarding descriptions of similarities or 
differences found in the project districts, including:  

 History and degrees of community involvement in the project and the contribution of 
timber and non-timber products to income; 

 Degree of contribution of the main crops and/or main non-agricultural activities 

 Estimation of which crops or forest-based activities are likely to be increased in the 
coming years.” 

 
 

OBS  08/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. - G 1.2, G 1.3, G1.5, G 1.6, G 
1.7 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The project zone (4593 ha), project area (503 ha), and project sites (that altogether conform the 
project area) have been defined and mapped, and the PDD has been updated accordingly. 
Some typos are still found (for example in pg. 6 of the PDD the project zone is said to represent 
503 ha) 

Observation: The project proponent should review the PDD in order to make sure that the project zone, area, 
and site definition are consistent. 

 
 

OBS  9/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.5 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The impact of wild animals does not seem to be a big risk now, but it might change as the forest 
grows. 

Observation: The Project Proponent should monitor the impact of wild animals and how to mitigate their 
potential negative effects on the permanence of the project as the forest grows. 

 
2.4 Actions taken by the Project Proponent address NCRs (including any resolution of material discrepancy)  

 

Action Taken by Project Proponent following the issuance of the Draft Report Date 
Additional documents submitted to audit team (additional documents listed 
below) 

 Yes   No   N/A 1 July 2012,  
8 August 2012  

Additional stakeholder consultation conducted (evidence described below)  Yes   No   N/A  
Additional clarification provided  Yes   No   N/A 8 August 2012 
Documents revised (document revision description noted below)  Yes   No   N/A 1 July 2012 
GHG calculation revised (evidence described below)  Yes   No   N/A 8 August 2012 

 
The Project Proponent sufficiently addressed all NCR's prior to report finalization..See section 2.6 (description of audit process) 
for full details.  

 
Included in the actions taken by the Project Proponent to address NCRs was the submission of the following revised files: 

 
Ref Title, Author(s), Version, Date Electronic Filename 
1a. Additionality, World Vision, August 2012 02 Additionality -Sodo August 2012 
2a. Forest Management , World Vision, August 2012 03 Forest Management - Sodo August 2012 
3a. Environmental Aspects, World Vision, August 2012 04  Environmental Aspects - Sodo August 2012 
4a. World Vision, August 2012 05  Socioeconomic Aspects - Sodo August 2012 
5a. Leakage, World Vision, June 2012 09 Leakage - Sodo Updated June 30 2012 
6.a Capacities, World Vision, August 2012 11 Capacities - Sodo August 2012 
7.a CarbonFix Validation - Sodo WV Response, World Vision, 

June 2012 
CarbonFix Validation - Sodo WV Response June 
2012 

8.a CarbonFix Validation - Sodo WV Response, World Vision, 
August 2012 

CFS Validation WV Response Sodo August 2012 
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9.a Proof of purchase of the 1st Aid Kit, World Vision, June 
2012 

1ST AID KIT 

10.a  Community Delegation letter 

11.a Fire management plan, World Vision, June 2012 Fire management plan Sodo - Updated June 2012 
12.a Forest management plan, World Vision, June 2012 Forest management plan Sodo - Updated June 

2012 
13.a Financial model, World Vision, August 2012 Soddo_Financials_220612_options model 
14.a Human Resources Manual, World Vision, August 2012 Ref 05-02 World Vision HR Manual 
15.a Justification of growth data, World Vision, August 2012 Ref_06-01_Sodo_Justification_of_growth_data 
16.a Shapefiles, World Vision, August 2012 Shapefiles (Areas managed by communities, 

Degraded shrubland in 1996 and 2006, Nature 
Conservation Areas, Project Area) 

17.a List of Trainings offered to community, World Vision, 
August 2012 

Ref 04-03 List of Trainings offered to community 

18.a Receipts of First Aid Kit Delivery, World Vision, August 
2012 

Ref 05-01 Receipts of First Aid Kit Delivery 

19.a World Vision Ethiopia The Sodo Community Managed 
Reforestation (Forest Regeneration) Project “Many 
Species, one planet, one future” 

Sodo CCB - Updated August 2012 

20.a CCB Validation - Sodo WV Response, World Vision, 
August 2012 

CCB Validation WV Response Sodo August 2012 
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Audit Methodology 
 

2.5 Audit Team  

 
Overview of roles and responsibilities: 

Auditor(s) 

Responsibilities 

Lead 
Desk 

Review 

On-
site 
visit 

Climate 
Specialist 

Biodiversity 
Specialist 

Social 
Specialist 

Report 
Senior 
Internal 
Review 

Mateo Cariño Fraisse         
Assefa Tigneh         
Thales A. P. West         
Janice O’Brien         
 
Auditor qualifications: 

Auditor(s) Qualifications 
 Mateo Cariño Fraisse 
Lead Auditor 

Mateo is the Forest and Climate Services Coordinator for the Mediterranean and 
Africa. Mateo speaks French, Spanish, English, and Portuguese, holds a 
master’s degree in Forestry (Polytechnic University of Madrid, Spain; ENGREF, 
Montpellier, France), and has gained experience in forest fires (Spain), research 
(France), management plans (Comoros Islands), FSC and Carbon projects 
assessments (Costa Rica, DR Congo, Cameroon, Morocco, Guatemala, UK, 
Uruguay, Portugal, México, Brazil, Bolivia, Mozambique), funding projects 
(Fundación Biodiversidad, AECID, DFID, CBFF) and delivering trainings (Spain, 
Bolivia, UK, DR Congo, Cameroon, Brazil, Morocco, Kenya). Mateo has 
completed a lead auditor training by SmartWood, both for Forest Certification 
and Carbon Projects auditing.     

Assefa Tigneh 
Audit team member 
 

Msc in Agriculture/ Agronomy (Crop Physiology) with over 20 years of 
experience working on different agricultural and environmental issues. Assefa is 
a Rainforest Alliance lead auditor with experience in different African countries 
and representative in Ethiopia Since 2011 he is also working as lead auditor and 
trainer in Ethiopia and Uganda. Has been trained by SCS on CAFE practice 
working as an Approved verifier. 

Thales A. P. West 
Audit team member 
  

Forest Engineer and MSc in Forest Resource, with specialization in Business 
Management, Thales has worked for several companies as consultant in forest 
carbon projects, under the CDM and voluntary carbon market schemes.  

Janice O’Brien 
RRA Reviewer 

Janice has a Master's Degree in Forest Conservation from the University of 
Toronto and has been with SmartWood for 5 years. Janice acts as both the 
Canadian Verification Services and Chain of Custody Coordinator. She has task 
managed multiple Carbon methodology assessments, pre-validations, and 
validation projects in Canada, has completed a training program in GHG 
Accounting for Forests and participated as an auditor in 6 Carbon Pre-
Assessments, and 4 Carbon Validation Projects. She has coordinated 
approximately 800 Chain of Custody audits and assessments, conducted 
approximately 25 assessments/audits, and participated in 1 Forest Management 
Audit. Prior to joining SmartWood she worked in operational and financial risk 
management for 13 years. 
 

 
2.6 Description of the Audit Process 
 
The process started with a prevalidation, where the project documentation was reviewed in order to avoid major gaps that would 
have to be solved before carrying the field work. Once this step was done, a stakeholder notification was released 30 days 
before the on-site audit, and the auditors went to the field to start with some stakeholder meetings in Addis Ababa. 
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After this, the audit team moved to the Southern Highlands of the country, where the project is located, in an almost full day trip. 
The next day, an opening meeting was held in the WVE office in Sodo, after which the audit team took some of the 
documentation needed and went to visit the South/East part of the project, meet some of the cooperatives located close to that 
part, and visit the nursery. The same scheme was repeated the day after with another site located in the North/West.  
In both cases, the audit team walked in the site to see the status of the vegetation, the conservation areas, the water courses, 
check the borders with a GPS, and meet some of the local inhabitants that were found on site. With this, the majority of the 
project area and communities/cooperatives involved were visited.  
 
Finally, some meetings with other NGO’s not available during the visit were held by telephone. 
 
Following issuance of the Draft Final report on August 28, 2012, there were still NCR’s remaining open.  Evidence was 
submitted by the project proponent on Dec 20, 2012 for review to close out NCR 11/12. Additional evidence required to close 
the NCR was submitted on Jan 10, 2013 and the NCR was closed Jan 21, 2013. However, the project was not finalized at this 
time due as it was also pending validation under a second standard (CarbonFix).  By the time CarbonFix certification was ready 
for finalization, the project developer and validation body had been made aware that the project was required to re-post the PD 
for public comment for 30 days.  
 
The PD was reposted for public comment from April 26 - May 26, 2013. No comments were received and so no further action 
was required by the project developer and/or validation body.  
 
 

Location/Facility Date(s) Length of 
Audit 

Auditor(s) 

Environmental Units Program Directorate, 
EPA, Addis Ababa 

21-November 2 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

WVE office, Sodo 22-November 6 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

Kokate Marachare forest site 22-November 3 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

Kokate Forest Development cooperative 22-November 2 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

Kokate Forest Development cooperative 
Nursery 

22-November 2 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

Gurmu Woide forest site 23-November 2 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

Gurmu Woide Forest Development 
cooperative 

23-November 2 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

Gurmu Woide Forest Development 
cooperative Nursery 

23-November 2 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

WVE office, Sodo 24-November 6 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

WVE office, Sodo 25-November 2 h Assefa Tigneh, Mateo Cariño 

 
2.7 Review of Documents 
 
The following documents were viewed as a part of the field audit: 

Ref Title, Author(s), Version, Date Electronic Filename 
1 Joseph K Kamara, Country Program Coordinator, 23rd 

July 2010 
02-01 Letter confirming WVA financial 
additionality.pdf 

2 Demonstration of project Additionality – Sodo Ethiopia – 
ET - SDO 

02-01_Application of the standardized test for 
additionality to the Sodo Ethiopia reforestation 
project.pdf 

3 Ethiopian Energy Ii Project, Woody Biomass Inventory 
And Strategic Planning, Project - Phase 2, Final  Report, 
prepared by Tecsult, 31 January, 2004 

08-01 Woody Biomass Report.doc 

4 Shrubland Baseline 08-02 Shrubland Baseline2.xlsx 
5 Humbo and Soddo Community - Managed Natural 08-03 Dr. Deribe Report.doc 
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Regeneration Project, Ethiopia - Working Paper on 
Forestry (Draft), February 21, 2006 

6 Annex 3A.1 Biomass Default Tables for Section 3.2 
Forest Land 

Ref 06-2 GPG - Biomass values.pdf 

7 Justification of growth data Ref_06-01_Sodo_Justification_of_growth_data.xlsx 
8 Soddo Community Managed Forestry Project PRA 

Report, WORLD VISION ETHIOPIA Hawassa program 
office Soddo ADP,  March, 2010 

01-03_PRA for Sodo.pdf 

9 Letter confirming the project site is eligible 01-04_Letter confirming the project site is 
eligible.pdf 

10 Abala gefeta hoko mountain forest management &  
Protection cooperative society 

01-06 Sample Constitution of Forest 
Cooperative.pdf 

11 Reference document 01-01, Table taken from UNICEF 
website 

Ref 01-01.docx 

12 Annex 5 to Project Design Document - Ethiopia Humbo 
Assisted Natural Regeneration Project Legal And 
Institutional Aspects 

Ref 01-02 (legal analysis).pdf 

13 Annex 11: Additional information regarding leakage 09-03 Additional information on leakage.pdf 
14 Uncovering the Underground Forest. A Short History and 

Description of Farmer Managed Natural Regeneration. 
Ref 09-01 Underground Forest.doc 

15 Sustainable Land Management Sourcebook, The World 
Bank, p. 30 - 31. 

Ref 09-02 World Bank Sourcebook - Cut and 
Carry.docx 

16 Semi Annual Programme Management Report - Soddo 
Area Development Programme (Soddo Community 
Managed Forestry Project), prepared by World Vision 
Ethiopia, October 01, 2009 to March 31, 2010 

Ref 11-02 FY 10 Bi- Annual Project  Report-Carbon 
Sodo.doc 

17 Joseph K Kamara, Country Program Coordinator, 18th 
November 2010 

Ref 11-03 Letter from World Vision.pdf 

18 Soddo Community Managed Forestry project 
Fire Management Plan, prepared by Elmi Nure, January, 
2010 

Ref 11-04 Fire management plan Sodo.doc 

19 CarbonFix Standard Pre-Validation Report, 19th January 
2011 

Certification_Report_SDO_CFS.pdf 

20 Certificates and Management Units Management-Units_SDO_CFS_May_2011.pdf 
21 CCBA Annex Package CCBA_Annex_Package.pdf 
22 World Vision Ethiopia The Sodo Community Managed 

Reforestation (Forest Regeneration) Project “Many 
Species, one planet, one future”, v.1. 

Sodo - CCB Final - June 2011.docx 

 
 
 
2.8 Interviews 

 
The following is a list of the people interviewed as part of the audit.  The interviewees included those people directly, and in 
some cases indirectly, involved and/or affected by the project activities.   

Audit Date Name Title 
21/11/2011 Derege Agonafir, Email: epa_ddg@ethionet.et Director, Environmental Units Program Directorate, EPA  

* Hailu Tefera Environment Projects Manager WVE 
22/11/2011 Elmi Were Sodo based Project Manager WVE 

* Desalgne Fufa Forester WVE 
23/11/2011 Abrham Boshe Mobile 251916832012 Natural Resource Department, Agriculture & Rural Development 

Wolayita Zone 
* Haile Michael Fekadu Mobile 251913217042 Natural Resource Expert Sodo District 
* Tesfalidat W/Yohannis Mobile 251912050263 Head, Marketing & Cooperative Office Sodo District 

23/11/2011 1. Kokate Forest Development Cooperative  

mailto:epa_ddg@ethionet.et
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* Berata Besa Chair Man Kokate cooperative 
* Merken G/Silase Member and forest guard Kokate Forest Development cooperative  
* Medhin G/Silase Member and forest guard Kokate Forest Development cooperative  
* Dramo Masta Member Kokate Forest Development cooperative 
* Ayele Buge Member Kokate Forest Development cooperative 
* Alemu Woda Member Kokate Forest Development cooperative 
* Masresha Begeje Kokate Forest Development cooperative Accountant 
* Tadese Welde Vice chair man Kokate Forest Development cooperative  
* Betelo Bente Kokate Forest Development cooperative Secretary 
* Beremo Maska Kokate Forest Development cooperative Member 
* Werkneh G/Silase Kokate Forest Development cooperative Member 
* Altaye Sesabo Kokate Forest Development cooperative Member 
* Indryas Isayeyas Kokate Forest Development cooperative Secretary 
*  Berehanu Welde Development worker Forest Development Kokate cooperative 

23/11/2011 2. Delbo Wgene Forest Developm Cooperative  
* Temesgen Israel Nursery Supervisor Delbo Wgene Forest Development cooperative 
* Kutafo Kuma Casher Delbo Wgene Forest Development cooperative 
* Tamenech Israel (Female) Development worker Delbo Wgene Forest Development cooperative 
* Belete Beyene  Chair Man Delbo Wgene Forest Development cooperative 
* Markos Welde Daily worker Kokate Forest Development cooperative Nursery 
* Wegaso Wanka Daily worker Kokate Forest Development cooperative Nursery 
* Beshene Bekalo Daily worker Kokate Forest Development cooperative Nursery 
* Syum G/Silase Daily worker Kokate Forest Development cooperative Nursery 

24/11/2011 3. Damot Wadja Forest Developm. 
Cooperative 

 

* Mengistu Maje Chair man Damot Wadja Forest Develop. Cooperative 
* Kasa Sharafo Vice Chair man Damot Wadja Forest Develop. Cooperative 
* Kebede Mota Accountant Damot Wadja Forest Develop. Cooperative 
* Welde Kasa Casher Damot Wadja Forest Develop. Cooperative 
* Medehn Kolcha Credit and Saving Damot Wadja Forest Develop. Cooperative 
* Yishak Kumalo Development worker Damot Wadja Forest Dev. Cooperative 

24/11/2011 4. Kunsa Fulasa Forest Develop. Cooperative  
* Endale Yigazu Chair man Kunsa Fulasa Forest Develop. Cooperative 
* Yohanis Anjelo Accountant Kunsa Fulasa Forest Develop. Cooperative 
* Getahun Kabato Vice Chair man Kunsa Fulasa Forest Develop. Cooperative 
* Samueal Genta Development worker Kunsa Fulasa Forest Dev. Cooperative 

24/11/2011 5. Gurmu Woide Forest Develop. Cooperative  
* Abyne Assefa Chair man Gurmu Woide Forest Deve Cooperative 
* Hizlal Hailu Secretary Gurmu Woide Forest Deve Cooperative 
* Adilo Acha Casher Gurmu Woide Forest Deve Cooperative 
* Desalgne Anamo Accountant Gurmu Woide Forest Deve Cooperative 
* Gashaw Watancho Member Gurmu Woide Forest Deve Cooperative 
* Tadelech Loha (Female committee member) Com. Member Gurmu Woide Forest Deve Cooperative 
* Negatu Getahun Member Gurmu Woide Forest Deve Cooperative  
* Abebe Gizaw Development committee Gu Woide Forest Development Coop 
* Hailu Hatye Community Development Worker 
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APPENDIX A: Field Audit Findings 
 
Note: Findings presented in this section are specific to the findings resulting from the field audit as presented in the Draft Audit 
Report.  Any non-conformances or observations identified during the field audit are noted in this section, and specific NCR and 
OBS tables are included in section 2 of this report for each identified non-conformance and observations.  All findings related to 
audit team review of additional evidence submitted by the Project Proponent following the issuance of the Draft Audit Report by 
Rainforest Alliance, are included within section 2 of this report. 

 

GENERAL SECTION 
 

G1.  Original Conditions at Project Site - Required 
 
Concept 
The original conditions at the project area1 and the surrounding project zone2 before the project commences 
must be described. This description, along with baseline projections (G2), will help to determine the likely 
impacts of the project.  
 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must provide a description of the project zone, containing all the following information: 
 
General Information 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
The PDD presents the basic information on the location, vegetation, soils, and climate, and includes also details on the country 
and the history of the site. There is no information on the geology. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS OBS 01/12 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
The PDD is comprehensive describing the types of vegetation in the project zone, gives details on their conservation status and 
some biodiversity features, and describes the types and vegetation existing prior the project start. It does not include in this 
section though the actual types and condition of the vegetation in the project area. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 01/12 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
There is a clear description on what is the project zone, the project area, and the concept used by the project proponent: “project 
site”. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 01/12 
 
Climate Information 

4) Current carbon stocks within the project area(s), using stratification by land-use or vegetation type and methods of 
carbon calculation (such as biomass plots, formulae, default values) from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

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

2
 The ‘project zone’ is defined as the project area and the land within the boundaries of the adjacent communities potentially affected by the project. 
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Change’s 2006 Guidelines for National GHG Inventories for Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use3 (IPCC 2006 GL 
for AFOLU) or a more robust and detailed methodology.4     

Findings from Validation field audit 
The project applies the CFS vs 3 methodologies, which includes the woody/non-woody above and belowground biomass as 
carbon pools.  
A field survey was carried by WV staff at the project inception and the vegetation was determined to be a shrubland. The woody 
biomass has been estimated using the inventory of woody biomass prepared by the Ethiopian government in 2005, and the non-
woody biomass using the Field Survey conducted by Dr. Deribe Gurmu, former head, Ethiopian Forestry Department. 
Another inventory was carried by WV and an excel sheet was reviewed by the auditors, but for some reason that remains 
unclear these data were not used. It’s worth mentioning that the tons of biomass per ha from that inventory are less than the 
option taken from the national inventory, so the election remains the most conservative. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS OBS 02/12 
 
Community Information  

5) A description of communities5 located in the project zone, including basic socio-economic and cultural information that 
describes the social, economic and cultural diversity within communities (wealth, gender, age, ethnicity etc.), identifies 
specific groups such as Indigenous Peoples6 and describes any community characteristics.7  

Findings from Validation field audit 
The PDD fell short on describing the communities with socio-economic demographic or quantified information that would 
evidence a clearer starting point for communities in the project area and from that basis to enable evaluation of the benefits the 
project seeks to catalyse.  
Basic socio-economic information and mitigation techniques to reduce the associated negative impacts are included (it is to be 
noted, as said above, that Project Proponents have not clearly defined what the project zone and project area are), but there is 
no information on cultural diversity and other community characteristics, particularly those adjacent to the forest, in each of the 
districts in the project area.  
Descriptions do not reflect similarities or differences found in those districts, including: 
- History and degrees of community involvement in the project and the contribution of timber and non-timber products to income; 
- Degree of contribution of the main crops and/or main non-agricultural activities; 
- Estimation of which crops or forest-based activities are likely to be increased in the coming years. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 01/12 

NCR 02/12 
OBS 07/12 

6) A description of current land use and customary and legal property rights including community property8 in the project 
zone, identifying any ongoing or unresolved conflicts or disputes and identifying and describing any disputes over land 
tenure that were resolved during the last ten years (see also G5). 

Findings from Validation field audit 
The PDD provides a description of current land use and customary and  legal property rights.  including community property, 
that would probably be applicable to the project zone, since it is common and extensible to a broad area, but this needs to be 
confirmed.. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 01/12 
 
Biodiversity Information 

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

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

5
 ‘Communities’ are defined as all groups of people—including Indigenous Peoples, mobile peoples and other local communities—who live within or adjacent 

to the project area as well as any groups that regularly visit the area and derive income, livelihood or cultural values from the area. (See Appendix B: 
Glossary for more information.) 
6
 ‘Indigenous Peoples’ are defined as distinct, vulnerable, social and cultural groups whose members identify themselves as belonging to an indigenous 

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

institutions and rules governing the use of resources. 
8
 Including lands that communities have traditionally owned, occupied or otherwise used or acquired. 

http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/vol4.html
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7) A description of current biodiversity within the project zone (diversity of species and ecosystems9) and threats to that 
biodiversity, using appropriate methodologies, substantiated where possible with appropriate reference material.  

Findings from Validation field audit  
The Project Proponents have provided a description of current flora biodiversity (see NCR 01/12 regarding the definition of 
project zone) but not of fauna and threats to that biodiversity. Moreover, there is no information on the methodologies and 
reference material used. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 01/12 

NCR 03/12 

8) An evaluation of whether the project zone includes any of the following High Conservation Values (HCVs) and a 
description of the qualifying attributes:10  

Findings from Validation field audit  
The PDD does not include a comprehensive evaluation of the HCV, although falling within a proclaimed “protected” landscape, 
but it rather mentions, for example, that WV anticipates the category  HCV1 to be present and that monitoring will deliver results 
on this. This is detailed in the indicators below.  See also NCR 01/12 regarding project zone/area. 
It is to be noted that HCV don’t need to be officially recognized to be considered as such.  
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 01/12 

NCR 04/12 

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

a. protected areas11 
b. threatened species12 
c. endemic species13 
d. areas that support significant concentrations of a species during any time in their lifecycle (e.g. migrations, 

feeding grounds, breeding areas). 

Findings from Validation field audit 
The IUCN List of Endangered Species for Forest Moist Montane/High Altitude Shrubland in the Sub-Saharan Region of Ethiopia 
has been provided. This is a general list, not completed with the endemic status or the areas that support significant 
concentrations of a species during any time in their lifecycle. The document shall give more specific description for High 
Conservation Value (HCV) 1 to HCV 5 by defining the project zone.  
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 04/12 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
See finding in 8 above. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 04/12 

 
8.3. Threatened or rare ecosystems; 

Findings from Validation field audit 

                                                 
9
 Equates to habitat types, biotic communities, ecoregions, etc. 

10 These high conservation value criteria are based on those defined by the High Conservation Value (HCV) Resource Network http://hcvnetwork.org/. 

Practical help is available for using HCVs in each region, including generic guidance documents (Toolkits) and Country Pages. 
11

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

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

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

http://hcvnetwork.org/
http://www.iucn.org/about/union/commissions/wcpa/wcpa_work/wcpa_strategic/wcpa_science/wcpa_categories/index.cfm
http://www.iucnredlist.org/
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This section refers to sections G.1.2 and G.1.7, where the dominant threatened ecosystem, the “Ethiopian montane grasslands 
and woodlands”, is well described. 
It is nevertheless to be noted that when pasting the HCV categories it was done from a generic text and that some mentions to 
Australian attributes were kept. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS OBS 03/12 
 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
As described in the PDD, he project site is providing significant levels of watershed protection and erosion control in the steep 
slopes of Mt. Damota. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 
 

8.5. Areas that are fundamental for meeting the basic needs of local communities (e.g., for essential food, fuel, fodder, 
medicines or building materials without readily available alternatives); and 

Findings from Validation field audit 
This is recognized to be a HCV but is not described in the PDD. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 04/12 
 

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 from Validation field audit 
This is not described in the PD, although the interviews held during the field audit revealed that the communities used a plant 
growing in the project area for some religious activities. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 04/12 

 
G2.  Baseline Projections- Required 
 
 
Concept 
A baseline projection is a description of expected conditions in the project zone in the absence of project 
activities. The project impacts will be measured against this ‘without-project’ reference scenario.  
 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must develop a defensible and well-documented "without-project" reference scenario that 
must:  
 

1) Describe the most likely land-use scenario in the absence of the project following IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU or a more 
robust and detailed methodology,14 describing the range of potential land-use scenarios and the associated drivers of 
GHG emissions and justifying why the land-use scenario selected is most likely. 

Findings from Validation field audit 

The version 02 of the Tool for the Demonstration and Assessment of Additionality in A/R CDM Project Activities is used to 
demonstrate the additionality of the project, but it is not correctly used: 

 The Outcome of Sub-step 1b should be a list of plausible alternative land use scenarios and that has not been presented 

 Sub-step 1c is missing 

 The investment analysis was not carried arguing that there is not any income stream, but Sub-step 2b. – Option I: simple 
cost analysis is applicable and if as stated there are no other financial benefits than the carbon the analysis is to be 
continued with the Common practise and not with the Barrier analysis. 

                                                 
14

 In cases where a published methodology is used, the full reference must be given and any variations from the published methodology must be explained. 
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The rest of the analysis has been found to be ok after the field observations and stakeholder meetings, especially at the local 
government level. 
It is accepted that he most likely without-project scenario is that woody biomass will not increase due to continued harvesting or 
small amounts of woody material for firewood, and grazing activities, as confirmed by the Participatory Rural Appraisal and the 
actual meetings held by the audit team with the communities, together with the fact that the the project contributes to a more 
sustainable development in short/mid/long term. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS  NCR 05/12 

2) Document that project benefits would not have occurred in the absence of the project, explaining how existing laws or 
regulations would likely affect land use and justifying that the benefits being claimed by the project are truly ‘additional’ 
and would be unlikely to occur without the project.15 

Findings from Validation field audit  
The PDD contains an analysis of the different land use scenarios and barriers to each of these and it is reasonably argued that 
none of these activities would likely happen on the degraded land that the Project is established on. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS  None 

3) Calculate the estimated carbon stock changes associated with the ‘without project’ reference scenario described above. 
This requires estimation of carbon stocks for each of the land-use classes of concern and a definition of the carbon pools 
included, among the classes defined in the IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU.16 The timeframe for this analysis can be either the 
project lifetime (see G3) or the project GHG accounting period, whichever is more appropriate.17 Estimate the net change 
in the emissions of non-CO2 GHG emissions such as CH4 and N2O in the ‘without project’ scenario. Non-CO2 gases must 
be included if they are likely to account for more than 5% (in terms of CO2-equivalent) of the project’s overall GHG 
impact over each monitoring period.18 

Projects whose activities are designed to avoid GHG emissions (such as those reducing emissions from deforestation 
and forest degradation (REDD), avoiding conversion of non-forest land, or certain improved forest management projects) 
must include an analysis of the relevant drivers and rates of deforestation and/or degradation and a description and 
justification of the approaches, assumptions and data used to perform this analysis.19 Regional-level estimates can be 
used at the project’s planning stage as long as there is a commitment to evaluate locally-specific carbon stocks and to 
develop a project-specific spatial analysis of deforestation and/or degradation using an appropriately robust and detailed 
carbon accounting methodology before the start of the project.20 

Findings from Validation field audit  
The selective harvesting category has been chosen for calculation. The growth model was established by individuals coming 
from the Ethiopian forestry department, the Joanneum Research centre, and World Vision. The method used was discussed 
with the Project Proponents in the field, but the excel sheet provided was not clear in the items described below:   

 A root to shoot ratio and the aboveground biomass stock for the naturally regenerated tropical forest in Africa (191 
tonnes of dry matter per ha) default values from the Chapter 3: LUCF Sector Good Practices Guidance (tropical and sub-
tropical dry forest) have been used, but it is not clear why the value 1.92 tdm/ha was used. 

 It is not clear also why 1% will be excluded of the calculations due to harvesting, while in section 03 Forest Management 
it is mentioned that 15 trees per hectare on a rotational basis will be harvested. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 06/12 

                                                 
15

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

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

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

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

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/031/eb31_repan16.pdf. 
19

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

 The ‘start of the project’ is defined as the start of implementation of activities that will directly cause the project’s expected GHG emissions reductions or 
removals. 

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/031/eb31_repan16.pdf
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4) Describe how the ‘without project’ reference scenario would affect communities in the project zone, including the impact 
of likely changes in water, soil and other locally important ecosystem services. 

Findings from Validation field audit  
The PDD has described how the without-project scenario would affect local communities' livelihoods , basically explaining the 
impacts regarding food and water security and user rights.  
Note: see NCR 01/12 regarding project zone/area. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS  None 

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

Findings from Validation field audit  

The PDD has a rough explanation of the impact on biodiversity and the steady decline that the without project scenario would 
implicate in the surroundings of the project. 

Note: see NCR 01/12 regarding project zone/area. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS 

 None 

 

G3.  Project Design & Goals - Required 
 
Concept 
The project must be described in sufficient detail so that a third-party can adequately evaluate it. 
 
Projects must be designed to minimize risks to the expected climate, community and biodiversity benefits 
and to maintain those benefits beyond the life of the project.  Effective local participation in project design 
and implementation is key to optimizing multiple benefits, equitably and sustainably.  Projects that operate in 
a transparent manner build confidence with stakeholders and outside parties and enable them to contribute 
more effectively to the project.  
 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must: 

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

Findings from Validation field audit  
Section 3.1 of the PDD provides a description of the project’s major climate objectives mixed with the activities needed to 
achieve community managed forest regeneration and reforestation by planting trees on 503 hectares to sequester the carbon for 
a period of at least 35 years. This section further notes the community benefits that could accrue if they can realize income from 
carbon storage in lieu of harvesting the trees. Elsewhere in the PDD the major biodiversity objectives for the project are 
described in detail, including regeneration and preservation of native forest habitats and conservation of native and rare plants 
and animals. 
The PDD does not have a version/date from which to track the changes. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS OBS 04/12 

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

Findings from Validation field audit  
Only the specific sylvicultural activities have been described, although in the field other activities regarding cattle management, 
honey production, or training, for example, have been identified by the audit team. There is both a mixture between goals and 
activities and a lack of explanation on how the activities are linked to the other objectives described, such as facilitating the 
socio-economic development of the Sodo community or delivering biodiversity benefits, and how these will work to achieve the 
project goals. 
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Conformance Yes   No  N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 07/12 

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 from Validation field audit  
The PDD has provided a map identifying the project location and boundaries of the project “area(s)”, where the project activities 
will occur, but none of the project zone and of additional surrounding locations that are predicted to be impacted by project 
activities (e.g. through leakage). 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 08/12 

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 from Validation field audit   
The project lifetime and GHG accounting period are stated to be the same, 35 years, and the PDD defines a rough 
implementation schedule, indicating key dates and milestones in the project’s development. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit   
The project proponent has identified only part of major risks which include changes to land management objectives, population 
pressure, environmental disasters, and, fire, but wild animal population growth as a results of regenerated forest cover is not 
included. The measures that will be adopted to mitigate risks are listed and include, periodically visiting the forest, implementing 
a health and protection control system, investing in scientific research on forest dynamics, and monitoring local climate features, 
hydrological dynamics, and biodiversity. Wild animal population growth and measures to mitigate their risks are not foreseen 
and planned for. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 09/12  

6) Demonstrate that the project design includes specific measures to ensure the maintenance or enhancement of the high 
conservation value attributes identified in G1 consistent with the precautionary principle.21 

Findings from Validation field audit  
As said in 1.8, the PDD has not described thoroughly environmental and social high conservation value attributes. Under wildlife 
habitat, for example, the PDD should have included that the forest would enhance habitat for certain rare animals and potential 
impacts of wildlife population  increase would be impacting the community around the project area. As the project specifically 
ensures the elimination of hunting, these potential impacts to high conservation value attributes would be avoided, butthe 
conflict between increased wildlife population and the community and its mitigation plan should have been clearly described. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 10/12  

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

Findings from Validation field audit    
The Project Proponents suggest that if the Community is fairly compensated for the environmental services provided by the 
regenerated and reforested forest, they are likely to consider renewing the project under a sustainable forest management which 
means they maintain and enhance the climate, community and biodiversity benefits beyond the project lifetime. During field visit 

                                                 
21

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

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

postponing measures to avoid or minimize such a threat.’ 
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it was learned that there is effective local participation in project design and implementation and the project operates in a 
transparent manner and has built confidence with stakeholders and outside parties and enable them to contribute more 
effectively to the community managed forest regeneration and reforestation project.  
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

8) Document and defend how communities and other stakeholders22 potentially affected by the project activities have been 
identified and have been involved in project design through effective consultation,23 particularly with a view to optimizing 
community and stakeholder benefits, respecting local customs and values and maintaining high conservation values. 
Project developers must document stakeholder dialogues and indicate if and how the project proposal was revised 
based on such input.24 A plan must be developed to continue communication and consultation between project 
managers and all community groups about the project and its impacts to facilitate adaptive management throughout the 
life of the project. 

Findings from Validation field audit   
Primary stakeholders to the project are the owners of the land , and the cooperatives with rights.Secondary stakeholders include 
users of the forest (primarily parties used to have free access), neighbouring communities, and environmental government 
organization concerned with a community managed forest regeneration and reforestation of Sodo Project. The PD describes 
thoroughly the consultation process, including: 

 Extensive consultation and capacity building in collaboration with community, has resulted in the project being strongly 
supported and driven by the community.   

 The establishment of community cooperatives ensures an effective governance system is in place to manage the project, 
with strong collaboration and community participation. 

 The project aims to restore the ecosystem of Mt Damota on the project site and provide resilience from negative 
environmental impacts. Through improved soil condition and stability, a long term aim is to increase groundwater 
recharge and natural springs to Mt Damota, and improved agricultural productivity of the cultivated fields surrounding the 
project sites.  

 Collaboration with the local forestry department and Woreda government helps ensure long term success of the project. 
 Landholders have been involved in environmental awareness programs to increase understanding of the role of environmental 
protection and FMNR site rehabilitation.  
 
Five cooperatives member were interviewed during the site visit by the audit team and appear to have made a full and informed 
decision to enroll the property in the Sodo project. They also indicated that they have discussed the project with parties that 
regularly visit the forest (mostly fire wood collectors and livestock grazers) and they are in favor of keeping the community 
managed forest regeneration and reforestation of Sodo Project. The cooperatives and the Project Proponents have also 
discussed the project with neighboring communities of a similar size and report that all parties are interested in seeing the 
project implemented. During the site visit representatives of Sodo government zonal, district and national level, as well as 
environmental groups, were interviewed and they expressed knowledge of and support for the proposed project. The PDD 
provides an outline for how communication will be maintained moving forward. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

                                                 
22

 ‘Other stakeholders’ are defined as the main groups potentially affected by the project activities that are not living on or adjacent to the project site. 
23

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

culturally appropriate methods. Consultations must be gender and inter-generationally inclusive and must be conducted at mutually agreed locations and 

through representatives who are designated by the communities themselves in accordance with their own procedures.  Stakeholders affected by the project 

must have an opportunity to evaluate impacts and raise concerns about potential negative impacts, express desired outcomes and provide input on the 

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

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

there are plans for appropriate full engagement before the start of the project.  Where conformance with the Standards is being applied to a project already 

under implementation, project proponents must either provide documentation of appropriate consultation during the project design phase or demonstrate 

how more recent consultations have been effective in evaluating community benefits and adapting project design and implementation to optimize 

community and stakeholder benefits and respect local customs.   
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9) Describe what specific steps have been taken, and communications methods used, to publicize the CCBA public 
comment period25 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 from Validation field audit  

The Project Proponents staff (the World Vision Ethiopia’s project manager) is permanently on site, and when the public 
comment period is active, WVE will facilitate community consultations and inform the community of the opportunity to submit 
comments to CCB standards. Part of Sodo project manager’s role involves communicating verbally to community (in the local 
language, Wolaita).  Communities are able to visit the Sodo project office and raise any concerns with WVE staff.   
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
The project includes this process for hearing, responding to and resolving community and other stakeholder comments during 
the life of the project. The PDD, however, does not describe the process, which must be publicized to communities and other 
stakeholders. The process for handling unresolved conflicts and grievances, therefore, was discussed in detail during the site 
visit. In general, the first line of communication will likely be with the cooperatives in the event of a grievance or conflict. The 
cooperatives would then inform community and representatives of the community would contact the party and attempt to resolve 
the grievance. At the time of the audit it was clarified that, in the case of an unresolved dispute, the parties can seek to be heard 
by the Wolayita Government Agriculture and Environment Department as the third party mediator for dispute resolution that 
would be more familiar with the project. Given the scale of the project, it appears unlikely that there would be many stakeholders 
conflicts or grievances associated with withdrawing 503 ha of forest from harvest for 35 years. The conclusion, therefore, is that 
the project meets the intent of the indicator under the assumption that Wolayita Sodo zonal Government Agriculture and 
Environment Department will serve as the mediator of any unresolved conflicts, but this is not clear, publicized, and formalized 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 11/12  

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 from Validation field audit 
World Vision Australia, as the financial partner of the project, has committed to support the management of the project through 
World Vision Ethiopia until the project is registered and the community cooperatives are financially secure and able to fund the 
project management through the sale of VERfutures. 

The project proponent refers to the WVA financial reports to check their financial health, but looking at the 2011 accounts, it 
seems that in 2011 WVA was in deficit 
(https://www.worldvision.com.au/Libraries/Annual_Report_2011/WVA_Annual_Statements_and_Accounts_FY11_-_Final.pdf). A 
letter from WVA committing to fund the cost of establishing the project has been provided, though.  
An excel sheet called “Sodo Financials 101111” has been provided also to the auditors, and despites the fact that the project 
has been existing for more than 3 years, it is not clear whether the so called “year 0” is 2011 (as the validation cost is included 
there) or if it is the project start date. Another bi-annual report has been given also, but it also covers the period October 01, 
2009 to March 31, 2010. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 12/12 

                                                 
25

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

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

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

https://www.worldvision.com.au/Libraries/Annual_Report_2011/WVA_Annual_Statements_and_Accounts_FY11_-_Final.pdf
http://www.climate-standards.org/
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G4.  Management Capacity and Best Practices - Required 
 
Concept 
The success of a project depends upon the competence of the implementing management team.  Projects 
that include a significant capacity-building (training, skill building, etc.) component are more likely to sustain 
the positive outcomes generated by the project and have them replicated elsewhere.  
 
Best practices for project management include: local stakeholder employment, worker rights, worker safety 
and a clear process for handling grievances. 
 
Indicators 
The Project Proponents must: 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
World Vision Ethiopia (WVE) and Australia (WVA) are defined as Project Proponents. The responsibilities between them are not 
clarified in the PD, and led to confusion to the audit team as WVE was for example not responsible for some of the climate input 
and could not respond to the auditors.  
There is also a lack of information on the cooperatives roles, which is key for the project development. 
The wording of the indicator as per the standard has not been maintained by the project proponent, and this can cause 
problems in the responses. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 13/12 

NCR 14/12 

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 from Validation field audit 
Key technical skill required for the project includes overall management, quantifying current carbon stocks, evaluating existing 
biodiversity values, community and stakeholder outreach, and conducting future biodiversity, community, and carbon monitoring.  

For climate related technical expertise World Vision Ethiopia has some of the country’s most experienced and qualified 
individuals. World Vision Ethiopia has established the country’s first CDM project in Humbo, a biodiversity restoration forestry 
project encompassing 2728 hectares. World Vision International and World Vision Australia have established the Climate 
Change Response Initiative.  

World Vision Australia’s climate change and carbon markets team is providing backing and technical support to the project, 
particularly with compliance, verification, managing brokerage and sale of credits, revenue structuring to ensure transparent 
return of carbon revenues to community, as well as legal, finance and administrative support.   

The biodiversity skills are not mentioned.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 15/12 

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. 
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Findings from Validation field audit 
The project intends to put in place a community managed forest regeneration and reforestation project, designed to conserve 
503 ha forest for 35 years. As such, there are no new jobs that will be created on the specific project forest. There are aspects of 
capacity building, however, associated with the potential expansion of the conservation concept to other Mt Damota sites. As 
part of developing the project, the Project Proponents worked to orient local carbon and biodiversity experts to the requirements 
of the CCBA and Carbon Fix standards. Such orientation activities will give these experts the opportunity to rapidly join similar 
CCBA projects in the future, thereby building local capacity for similar projects. The Project Proponents are documenting study 
designs and methodologies for carbon, biodiversity, and community monitoring so that they are available to other parties should 
there be staff turnover. 
The Project Proponents delivered also trainings to the communities regarding various aspects that included the creation and 
management of the cooperatives. 
The cooperatives and Project Proponents have also been meeting with other members of the communities and farmers to 
explain the CCB project in an effort to expand the potential awareness and capacity for carbon projects in the region. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
As noted above, given the project size it will not generate new employment opportunities. The Project Proponents, however, 
have utilized local consultants for biodiversity field work and carbon calculations and moreover they have given priority and 
employed five local development workers from within the five cooperatives local community members out of which one is a 
women.  
Conformance Yes  No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 rights26 and, where relevant, demonstrate how compliance is achieved.  

Findings from Validation field audit 
Sodo Project makes worker safety in the forest a priority and interviews with local worker working on the project confirm that 
appropriate efforts were made to ensure worker safety while working on the forest. 
Ethiopian national legislation recognises workers’ rights. World Vision ensures staff rights are ensured, with provisions over and 
above the minimum standards stated under Article 12(8) and 15 of Ethiopian labour law. Labor Proclamation No. 377/2003 
recognises other codes of the country, including criminal laws, especially "worker's human dignity" stated under article 12(3) and 
article 14 of 377/2003. Among the rights of workers that are considered sensitive and are stated under the national labor 
proclamation include: 

1. Occupational injuries and its medical benefit for workers (Article 95 and 105). 
2. Occupational Health and Safety, and safe working environments shall be provided to workers (Article 92). 
3. Article 61 requires reasonable hours of work, weekend breaks and public holidays as part of worker rights.  

Workers rights are included in the “2008 Human Resource Manual" of World Vision Ethiopia which builds extra provision for 
workers over and above the minimum labour proclamation 377/2003 requirements to attract, retain and support staff. Labour 
Proclamation number 494/2005 recognises the 1960 civil code of Ethiopia regarding binding employment relations between 
managers and employees.  
The national legal system ratifies and recognises more than 25 treaties under ILO (International Labour Organization), as 
identified in Article 13 of the FDRE constitution. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

                                                 
26

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



40 
G-38  2Aug12 

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 from Validation field audit 
First Aid kits were seen only in one of the cooperatives office, in the nursery and at the workers house near management units, 
and were found to be appropriate. One field technician of the project, based on the site, has available a first aid kit and it has 
been trained to attend emergencies, but as revealed in the interviews field workers usually work individually and not maintaining 
radio-contact throughout the work day when working in different parts of the forest. No first-aid kits are present while working in 
the forest, and no assessment of the risks associated with working on the forests and appropriate mechanisms for mitigating 
those risks has been found. In the event of major emergencies, there is a health center in the Village site. There have not been 
major accidents as per the records and interviews. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 16/12  

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
World Vision Australia, as the financial partner of the project, has committed to support the management of the project through 
World Vision Ethiopia until the project is registered and the community cooperatives are financially secure and able to fund the 
project management through the sale of VERfutures. 

The project proponent refers to the WVA financial reports to check their financial health, but looking at the 2011 accounts, it 
seems that in 2011 WVA was in deficit 
(https://www.worldvision.com.au/Libraries/Annual_Report_2011/WVA_Annual_Statements_and_Accounts_FY11_-_Final.pdf). A 
letter from WVA committing to fund the cost of establishing the project has been provided, though.  
An excel sheet called “Sodo Financials 101111” has been provided also to the auditors, and despites the fact that the project 
has been existing for more than 3 years, it is not clear whether the so called “year 0” is 2011 (as the validation cost is included 
there) or if it is the project start date. Another bi-annual report has been given also, but it also covers the period October 01, 
2009 to March 31, 2010. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 12/12 
 

G5.  Legal Status and Property Rights - Required 
 

Concept 
The project must be based on a solid legal framework (e.g., appropriate contracts are in place) and the project must satisfy 
applicable planning and regulatory requirements.   
 
During the project design phase, the Project Proponents should communicate early on with relevant local, regional and national 
authorities in order to allow adequate time to earn necessary approvals.  The project design should be sufficiently flexible to 
accommodate potential modifications that may arise as a result of this process. 

 
In the event of unresolved disputes over tenure or use rights to land or resources in the project zone, the 
project should demonstrate how it will help to bring them to resolution so that there are no unresolved 
disputes by the start of the project. 
 

Indicators 
Based on information about current property rights provided in G1, the Project Proponents must: 

1) Submit a list of all relevant national and local laws27 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 from Validation field audit 
The Project Proponents have submitted a list of the relevant laws. The field assessment and the interviews with stakeholders 

                                                 
27

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

https://www.worldvision.com.au/Libraries/Annual_Report_2011/WVA_Annual_Statements_and_Accounts_FY11_-_Final.pdf
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both at national and local level focussed on this aspect and no unconformities have been revealed. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
The letter of approval presented to the audit team has been confirmed during the interviews with the official authorities and the 
communities. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

3) Demonstrate with documented consultations and agreements that the project will not encroach uninvited on private 
property, community property,28 or government property and has obtained the free, prior, and informed consent of those 
whose rights will be affected by the project.29 

Findings from Validation field audit  
The cooperatives for the subject Sodo carbon Project were interviewed regarding this aspect and it was found that they have 
made a free and informed decision to enter into agreements with Sodo carbon Project with regard to conserved forest products 
and carbon rights on the subject Sodo Carbon Project. A copy of the draft carbon project right contract was provided. 
The project has been established on communal lands, identified by the community as suitable for the restoration of bio-diverse 
forest. No private fields have been incorporated within the project activity area, therefore the project will not encroach uninvited 
on any property. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

4) Demonstrate that the project does not require the involuntary relocation of people or of the activities important for the 
livelihoods and culture of the communities.30 If any relocation of habitation or activities is undertaken within the terms of 
an agreement, the Project Proponents must demonstrate that the agreement was made with the free, prior, and informed 
consent of those concerned and includes provisions for just and fair compensation.31 

Findings from Validation field audit   
No one is living on the property (Sodo Carbon Project sites) and the project will not require relocation. The proposed project 
activity takes place only on uninhabited communal lands, and does not involve the relocation of any individuals or communities. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
The Project Proponents do not expect any illegal activities to be a threat within the project area. To ensure that this is the case, 
the project has educated the community on the benefits of the project, allowed all members of the community to be beneficiaries 
of the project, , and clearly defined the project boundaries. The Project Proponents encourages also the community members to 
police the project from those entering from outside. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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.  

                                                 
28

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

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

 Restricting the evaluation to activities that comply with statutory laws or conform with customary rights. ‘Customary rights’ to lands and resources refers to 

patterns of long-standing community land and resource usage in accordance with Indigenous Peoples’ and local communities’ customary laws, values, 

customs, and traditions, including seasonal or cyclical use, rather than formal legal title to land and resources issued by the State.  
31

 In conformance with the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. 
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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 from Validation field audit 
The cooperatives have legal rights to ownership of forest carbon sequestered, alongside their rights to use the project zone for 
reforestation. The Ethiopian Government has endorsed that ownership of carbon rights, and therefore revenues derived from 
carbon offsets, are owned by the community.  Co-operatives have been established to manage the project site including Gurmu, 
Kokate, Kunasa, Waja, and Wogene. A confirmation letter for this has been given to the audit team. The names of the 
cooperatives can be found in other documents to which the letter refers, but are not clearly stated in the letter 
(CCBA_Annex_Package, Annex 5) 

World Vision Ethiopia and Australia has the right to manage the sale of carbon off-sets on behalf of the carbon owners as 
indicated in Annex 6. The cooperatives have given their full consent to the project, as evidenced in Annex 1. By interviewing the 
cooperatives it was demonstrated that they are willing to enter into an agreement with carbon buyer to sell rights to the timber 
and carbon associated with the 503 ha of harvestable forest for the mentioned period of 35 years. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS OBS 05/12 
 
 

  



43 
G-38  2Aug12 

CLIMATE SECTION 
 

CL1. Net Positive Climate Impacts - Required 
 
Concept 
The project must generate net positive impacts on atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases (GHGs) 
over the project lifetime from land use changes within the project boundaries. 
 
Indicators  
The Project Proponents must: 

1) Estimate the net change in carbon stocks due to the project activities using the methods of calculation, formulae and 
default values of the IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU or using a more robust and detailed methodology.32 The net change is 
equal to carbon stock changes with the project minus carbon stock changes without the project (the latter having been 
estimated in G2). This estimate must be based on clearly defined and defendable assumptions about how project 
activities will alter GHG emissions or carbon stocks over the duration of the project or the project GHG accounting 
period. 

Findings from Validation field audit 
The project has used the CFS vs 3 methodologies, which utilises the IPCC data for the estimations.  
The selective harvesting category has been chosen for calculation. The growth model was established by individuals coming 
from the Ethiopian forestry department, the Joanneum Research centre, and World Vision. The method used was discussed 
with the Project Proponents in the field, but the excel sheet provided was not clear in the items described below:   

 A root to shoot ratio and the aboveground biomass stock for the naturally regenerated tropical forest in Africa (191 
tonnes of dry matter per ha) default values from the Chapter 3: LUCF Sector Good Practices Guidance (tropical and sub-
tropical dry forest) have been used, but it is not clear why the value 1.92 tdm/ha was used. 

 It is not clear also why 1% will be excluded of the calculations due to harvesting, while in section 03 Forest Management 
of the CarbonFix PD it is mentioned that 15 trees per hectare on a rotational basis will be harvested 

 Finally, the CCB PD mentions that harvest would happen 15 years post establishment of the trees, while the excel sheet 
provided ( REF_06-01_Sodo_Justification_of_growth_data calculates the same but starting on year 10.. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 06/12 

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 from Validation field audit 
The project does not involve the clearing of any vegetation for project activities, nor the application of any fertilisers, nor any 
irrigation. Therefore emissions of non-CO2 gases are considered not significant (<5%) and are therefore not accounted for. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

3) Estimate any other GHG emissions resulting from project activities.  Emissions sources include, but are not limited to, 
emissions from biomass burning during site preparation, emissions from fossil fuel combustion,33 direct emissions from 
the use of synthetic fertilizers,34 and emissions from the decomposition of N-fixing species. 

Findings from Validation field audit 
The project has no emissions due to biomass burning during site preparation, site preparation, or the use of Synthetic fertilisers.  
Fossil fuel consumption is considered in the CFS methodology under project emissions. 

Given the small size of the project, and based on the assumptions in the CDM small scale methodology (ARAM SSM0001), no 
other GHG emissions resulting in project activities need to be accounted for. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

                                                 
32

 In cases where a published methodology is used, the full reference must be given and any variations from the published methodology must be explained. 
33

 The following CDM Executive Board tool can be used to quantify these emissions:  http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/033/eb33_repan14.pdf  
34

 The following CDM Executive Board tool can be used to quantify these emissions:  http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/033/eb33_repan16.pdf  

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/033/eb33_repan14.pdf
http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/033/eb33_repan16.pdf
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NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
The actual net greenhouse gas removals by sinks have been calculated using the CFS methodology and have been calculated 
at a positive (net sequestration) of 189,183 tCO2e over 35 years. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
The project expects to sell the credits through one of the CFS endorsed registries to avoid double counting, and Ethiopia does 
not have an emissions cap. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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

Concept 
The project proponents must quantify and mitigate increased GHG emissions that occur beyond the project 
area and are caused by project activities (commonly referred to as ‘leakage’).  
 

Indicators  
The project proponents must: 

1) Determine the types of leakage35 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 from Validation field audit 
Leakage is estimated to be zero for all categories required by the CFS (fuelwood use, charcoal burning, timber harvesting, 
agricultural farming, resettlement, and livestock grazing), which methodology has been followed by this project. The analysis for 
the fuelwood use is based on the assessment done for the Humbo project, which is a CDM project carried also by WVA and 
WVE, and is as explained very close (25 km) from the Sodo project. Checking the Humbo PD and the evaluation of impact of 
the project on fuelwood availability, however, the drivers for the fuelwood use don’t seem to be the same, so a more clear 
comparison between the two scenarios is needed. 
Regarding leakage from livestock grazing, Project Proponents refer to the CDM methodology AR-AM0003, replaced by AR-
ACM0001 v.5.1.1, to address the leakage from grazing, so this needs to be updated and any change considered. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 17/12 

NCR 18/12 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
No leakage is expected to occur (see table above) 

                                                 
35

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

 



45 
G-38  2Aug12 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
No leakage is expected to occur (see table above) 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
emissions of non-CO2 gases are considered not significant (<5%) and are therefore not accounted for. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 
 

 
CL3. Climate Impact Monitoring - Required 
 
Concept 
Before a project begins, the project proponents must have an initial monitoring plan in place to quantify and 
document changes (within and outside the project boundaries) in project-related carbon pools, project 
emissions, and non-CO2 GHG emissions if appropriate. The monitoring plan must identify the types of 
measurements, the sampling method, and the frequency of measurement. 
 
Since developing a full monitoring plan can be costly, it is accepted that some of the plan details may not be 
fully defined at the design stage, when projects are being validated against the Standards. This is acceptable 
as long as there is an explicit commitment to develop and implement a monitoring plan.  
 
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 

1) Develop an initial plan for selecting carbon pools and non-CO2 GHGs to be monitored, and determine the frequency of 
monitoring. Potential pools include aboveground biomass, litter, dead wood, belowground biomass, wood products, soil 
carbon and peat. Pools to monitor must include any pools expected to decrease as a result of project activities, including 
those in the region outside the project boundaries resulting from all types of leakage identified in CL2. A plan must be in 
place to continue leakage monitoring for at least five years after all activity displacement or other leakage causing activity 
has taken place.  Individual GHG sources may be considered ‘insignificant’ and do not have to be accounted for if 
together such omitted decreases in carbon pools and increases in GHG emissions amount to less than 5% of the total 
CO2-equivalent benefits generated by the  project.36 Non-CO2 gases must be included if they are likely to account for 
more than 5% (in terms of CO2-equivalent) of the project’s overall GHG impact over each monitoring period. Direct field 
measurements using scientifically robust sampling must be used to measure more significant elements of the project’s 
carbon stocks.  Other data must be suitable to the project site and specific forest type.   

Findings from Validation field audit 
An initial plan with the variables, sources, data units, frequency and recording method is outlined in the PD, and it includes all 
the carbon pools as required by the CFS methodology. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

                                                 
36

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

http://cdm.unfccc.int/EB/031/eb31_repan16.pdf
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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 from Validation field audit 
The Project Proponents have committed to develop a full monitoring plan within twelve months of validation and make it 
available publicly. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 
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COMMUNITY SECTION 
 
CM1. Net Positive Community Impacts - Required 
 
Concept  
The project must generate net positive impacts on the social and economic well-being of communities and 
ensure that costs and benefits are equitably shared among community members and constituent groups 
during the project lifetime. 
 
Projects must maintain or enhance the High Conservation Values (identified in G1) in the project zone that 
are of particular importance to the communities’ well-being. 
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 

1) Use appropriate methodologies37 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-being38, 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. 

Findings from Validation field audit 
The project proponent uses a Transformational Development Indicators system for estimating the net benefits to communities as 
a result of the project activities, but it is not clear which are the mentioned 13 indicators used under this approach, since 5 other 
parameters to be monitored are listed. There is not a comparison of any of these groups of indicators regarding the “with” or the 
“without” project scenario. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 19/12 

2) Demonstrate that no High Conservation Values identified in G1.8.4-639 will be negatively affected by the project. 

Findings from Validation field audit 
The Project Proponent has not demonstrated that the “to be identified” High Conservation Values (see NCR 04/12) will not be 
negatively affected.  
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS 

NCR 20/12 

 
CM2. Offsite Community Impacts - Required 
 
Concept 
The project proponents must evaluate and mitigate any possible social and economic impacts that could 
result in the decreased social and economic well-being of the main stakeholders living outside the project 

                                                 
37

 See Appendix A of CCB Standard “Potential Tools and Strategies”. 
38

 Restricting the evaluation to well-being based on activities that comply with statutory laws or conform with customary rights. 
39

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

without readily available alternatives); and,  
G1.8.6 Areas that are critical for the traditional cultural identity of communities (e.g., areas of cultural, ecological, economic or religious significance 

identified in collaboration with the communities). 
Note that High Conservation Values G1.8.1-3 that are more related to biodiversity conservation are covered in B1. 
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zone resulting from project activities. Project activities should at least ‘do no harm’ to the well-being of 
offsite stakeholders40.  
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
The project is not expected to generate any significant offsite community impacts expected to be associated with implementation 
of this small-scale project.It is however likely that nearby communities not involved within the Sodo Project will wish to become 
involved once the environmental and social benefits are met, as for the CDM project in Humbo. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
There are no negative offsite social or economic impacts expected. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
There are no significant offsite social and economic impacts as a result of the project activity. The net social and economic 
benefits of the project to all stakeholder groups are therefore positive. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 
 

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

1) Develop an initial plan for selecting community variables to be monitored and the frequency of monitoring and reporting 
to ensure that monitoring variables are directly linked to the project’s community development objectives and to 
anticipated impacts (positive and negative).41  

Findings from Validation field audit  
A rough list of possible variables, to be monitored every 5 years, is described in the PDD for community, biodiversity, and 
climate monitoring. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

                                                 
40

 Restricting the evaluation to well-being based on activities that comply with statutory or conform with customary rights. 
41

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

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 from Validation field audit  
In the PDD the Project Proponents note that the plan for assessment of the effectiveness of measures used to maintain and 
enhance HCVs will be developed within 12 months of project validation as a component of the Forest Management Plan, but not 
initial plan has been done yet. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS 

NCR 21/12 

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 from Validation field audit  
In the PDD the Project Proponents note that the project operational monitoring plan (OMP) will be prepared in collaboration with 
communities and local stakeholders within 12 months of compliance registration.  It will include community development, 
biodiversity and carbon compliance criteria. This monitoring plan will enable the tracking of community wellbeing, livelihood and 
ecosystem conditions. Monitoring of variables will be undertaken yearly or every 5 years, depending on the variable. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 
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BIODIVERSITY SECTION 
 
B1. Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts - Required 
 
Concept  
The project must generate net positive impacts on biodiversity within the project zone and within the project 
lifetime, measured against the baseline conditions.  
 
The project should maintain or enhance any High Conservation Values (identified in G1) present in the 
project zone that are of importance in conserving globally, regionally or nationally significant biodiversity. 
 
Invasive species populations42 must not increase as a result of the project, either through direct use or 
indirectly as a result of project activities.   
 
Projects may not use genetically modified organisms (GMOs)43 to generate GHG emissions reductions or 
removals. GMOs raise unresolved ethical, scientific and socio-economic issues. For example, some GMO 
attributes may result in invasive genes or species. 
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 

1) Use appropriate methodologies44 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 from Validation field audit  
The key habitats have not been described in the PDD, as a results regeneration and reforestation forest (the “with project” 
scenario) vs. conversion of forest to agriculture (annual crop) (the “without project” scenario) by using appropriate 
methodologies. During the site visit the project’s forester/ecologist described the numerous differences in plant and animal 
species richness between the two scenarios. He further indicated the negative impacts on rare plant and animal habitat should 
the forest be converted to agriculture, but no comparison is presented. 
The PDD states that the project operational monitoring plan (OMP) will be prepared in collaboration with communities and local 
stakeholders, and indicates that the biodiversity monitoring will be undertaken using standard biodiversity sampling methods, but 
no specific methodologies are presented.  
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 22/12 

2) Demonstrate that no High Conservation Values identified in G1.8.1-345 will be negatively affected by the project.   

Findings from Validation field audit  
The Project Proponent has not demonstrated that the “to be identified High Conservation Values” (see NCR 04/12) will not be 
negatively affected.  

                                                 
42

 ‘Invasive species’ are defined as non-native species that threaten ecosystems, habitats or species in the project zone as identified in the Global Invasive 
Species Database: http://www.issg.org/database, from scientific literature, and from local knowledge. 
43 

‘Genetically modified organisms’ are defined as any living organism that possesses a novel combination of genetic material obtained through the use of 
modern biotechnology and which is capable of transferring or replicating genetic material. 
44 

See Appendix A of CCB Standard “Potential Tools and Strategies” for further guidance.   
 
45

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

species and areas that support significant concentrations of a species during any time in their lifecycle(e.g., migrations, feeding grounds, breeding 
areas);  
G1.8.2 Globally, regionally or nationally significant large landscape-level areas where viable populations of most if not all naturally occurring species 

exist in natural patterns of distribution and abundance;  
G1.8.3 Threatened or rare ecosystems. 

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

http://www.issg.org/database
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Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 20/12 

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 from Validation field audit  
As evidenced in the PDD Grevillea robusta, Cupressus lusitanica and Eucalyptus are the non-native species selected, although 
their actual use is not clear in the documentation (i.e. Forest Management plan vs. CFS PDD).Grevillea robusta and Cupressus 
lusitanica have been present in the area for over 60 years (www.worldagroforestry.org) and have been demonstrated to be non-
invasive. It is to be noted also thatthey are not currently listed in the Global Invasive Species Database for Ethiopia - 
http://www.issg.org/database).  

Conformance Yes  No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit 
Given that Grevillea robusta and Cupressus lusitanica are widely cultivated in the country it has been deemed those are to pose 
minimal threat to biodiversity. That said, the specific to this conditions impact Eucalyptus and Grevillea may have in the soil 
conditions (both structure and nutrients) are not mentioned. The justification given for planting Grevillea is that it is naturalized 
and in order to remain competitive because of the good price for it and client demand. In the case Eucalyptus and Cupressus 
their use it is not clear, so a clarification must be provided. Project documentation, and specifically the Forest Management Plan, 
does not clearly describe the choice of tree species. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 24/12 

NCR 25/12 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
As stated, there will be no introduction of genetically modified organisms within the project activity. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 
 

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

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

Findings from Validation field audit  
All indications would be that the conservation of the Sodo Reforestation Project will only result in positive biodiversity impacts. 
The PPD does not project there being any negative off-site impacts. Discussions with Project Proponents and other 
stakeholders emphasized the favourable contribution to biodiversity at a landscape level through the maintenance of high 
conservation values by reduction of deforestation or degradation. Perhaps one of the unintended, but possible consequences of 
conservation as designed would be continued potential wildlife human interactions. 
 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

http://www.worldagroforestry.org/
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2) Describe how the project plans to mitigate these negative offsite biodiversity impacts. 

Findings from Validation field audit  
As the project does not anticipate negative biodiversity impacts through conservation, only positive ones. In the PDD (Section 
B2.2) the Project Proponents indicates that no mitigation measures are necessary. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit  
There would not be likely unmitigated negative offsite biodiversity impacts. The overall net effect of the retention of large areas 
of forest and habitat should be far more positive than a baseline scenario. Thus, the Project Proponents indicate that no offsite 
biodiversity impacts are expected. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 
 

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

1) Develop an initial plan for selecting biodiversity variables to be monitored and the frequency of monitoring and reporting 
to ensure that monitoring variables are directly linked to the project’s biodiversity objectives and to anticipated impacts 
(positive and negative).46   

Findings from Validation field audit 
A rough list of possible variables, to be monitored every 5 years is described in the PDD for community, biodiversity, and climate 
monitoring, but the frequency it is not clear. 
Conformance Yes   No  N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 26/12 

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 from Validation field audit 
In the PDD (Section B3.1) the Project Proponents indicates that the plan for assessment of the effectiveness of measures used 
to maintain of enhance HCVs will be developed within 12 months of project validation as a component of the Forest 
Management Plan, but has not presented any plan for assessing the effectiveness of measures used to maintain or enhance 
High Conservation Values.     

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS NCR 21/12 

                                                 
46

 Potential variables may include but are not limited to: species abundance; population size, range, trends and diversity; habitat area, quality and diversity; 
landscape connectivity; and forest fragmentation. 
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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 from Validation field audit 
The Project Proponents have committed to develop a full monitoring plan within twelve months of validation and make it 
available publicly. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 
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GOLD LEVEL SECTION 
OPTIONAL 

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

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
World Vision Australia has undertaken a detailed assessment of the likely impact of climate change on the Horn of Africa, 
incorporating the project zone.  A summary of the likely scenario is outlined in the PDD.  The predictions are simplified estimates 
based on the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (FAR) published in 2007. While the report is not region specific, it aligns with 
particular geographic zones.  The IPCC FAR uses data based on the ‘A1B model’, a moderate scenario.  There is evidence to 
suggest that climate change impacts may again be more serious than those identified in the mentioned analysis.    
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS  None 

2) Identify any risks to the project’s climate, community and biodiversity benefits resulting from likely climate change and 
climate variability impacts and explain how these risks will be mitigated.47   

Findings from Validation field audit 
No response has been provided for this indicator. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

3) Demonstrate that current or anticipated climate changes are having or are likely to have an impact on the well-being of 
communities48 and/or the conservation status of biodiversity49 in the project zone and surrounding regions.   

                                                 
47

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

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

 Project proponents can demonstrate evidence of a change in actual range, phenology or behavior of a species found within the project zone.  For a range 
change, the project proponents should demonstrate that the change affects the entire range of the species and not just a subset of the range (which might 
be part of natural variation and offset by gains in other parts of the species range). Alternatively, the project proponents can demonstrate anticipated 
negative changes in the range of one or more species found in the project area using modeling techniques. The recommended modeling tool is Maxent 

because of its ease of implementation and performance (http://www.cs.princeton.edu/~schapire/maxent/).  Recommended climatologies are IPCC4 A1 or 

A2 scenarios, Hadley or Japan high resolution GCM, downscaled to 1km (also available on the internet at http://www.worldclim.org).  Best practice is 

to have this analysis conducted by a researcher who has published on climate and species distribution modeling using Maxent in the peer-review literature.   

http://www.cs.princeton.edu/~schapire/maxent/
http://www.worldclim.org/
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Findings from Validation field audit 
The project aims to assist adaptation to climate change through: 

 Protecting land downslope from the anticipated increases in large rainfall events given a warmer and wetter climate 

 Assist in facilitating species movement from lower to higher altitudes by making available a biodiverse forest for native 
fauna. 

 Demonstrating a cost-effective method for landholders to adopt in building better adaptive capacity into their private 
landholdings.     

 Providing resources for community cooperatives so they have some resources to implement health, education and 
economic diversification programs which make them more able to adapt in the face of a changed climate. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

4) Demonstrate that the project activities will assist communities50 and/or biodiversity51 to adapt to the probable impacts of 
climate change. 

Findings from Validation field audit 
No response has been provided for this indicator. 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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

Indicators 
Project proponents must: 

1) Demonstrate that the project zone is in a low human development country OR in an administrative area of a medium or 
high human development52 country in which at least 50% of the population of that area is below the national poverty line.   

Findings from Validation field audit GL2.1 
Ethiopia is classified as a country of Low Human Development (or a least developed country). In the 2007 Human Development 
Index Ethiopia was placed 171 out of 182 countries, with an HDI of 0.464. Annex 11 contains a summary of the UNDP human 
development indicators for Ethiopia which identify it as a least developed country. 

Conformance Yes  No   N/A   

                                                 
50

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

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

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

http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_20072008_en_complete.pdf
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NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit  

In the very first consultations with communities in the project zone, carried out in January 2006, several groups of the poorest 
category of community members were identified. These are also the groups that could potentially be most disadvantaged by 
project activities. This included charcoal makers and wood sellers and those grazing their animals in the forest. It was proposed 
by the community that alternative income generating activities should be investigated including involving them in the safety net 
or other employment generating schemes or employing them as wardens for the communal land. Farmers who used to graze 
their livestock in the communal land would be allowed to cut and carry hay from the closed area.   
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

 

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 from Validation field audit  
The main strategy the project employs to address the risk of benefits not going to the poorer households, is to build the capacity 
of the cooperatives to manage the project on behalf of the entire community, and to help encourage and support poorer 
members of the community.  The project has provided training to the forest cooperatives on leadership, conflict resolution and 
management, financial management, credit and saving and livelihoods development. Evidence for the capacity of co-operatives 
to ensure poorer households are not ‘left out’ of the benefits of the project, is reported annually (the Sodo Annual Report), which 
describes how cooperatives identified and assisted some disadvantaged community members. The cooperatives arranged for 
the community to provide oxen and sheep for fattening to disadvantaged households, who returned some of the proceeds from 
the eventual sale of the animals back to the cooperative as a revolving fund. In this way poorer households created alternative 
livelihoods and assets are built within the community. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit  
Social mitigation essentially requires two basic conditions, that the project proponent has taken in account since the start of the 
project, to be fulfilled to ensure that appropriate social safeguards are put in place before making operational a community-
based natural resources management project. These conditions are: 

 that the community decision-making process to restrict access to the resources in the proposed project zone has been 
conducted in an adequate manner; and 

 that identification of appropriate measures to mitigate adverse impact on the vulnerable members of the community have 
been provided. 
The project developed a component designed to address the needs of the disadvantaged people by the closure of the 
forest, and have been applying it since 2007. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

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 from Validation field audit  
The project proponent indicates that detailed monitoring and evaluation plan will be prepared to assess community impacts, 
through interviewing and consulting with many stakeholders and community members to assess positive and negative impacts 
of the project, and identify measures to mitigate any negative impacts, but there are no specific measures that can demonstrate 
this has happened as for now.  
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Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS OBS 06/12 

 

GL3. Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits – OPTIONAL 
 
Concept 
All projects conforming to the Standards must demonstrate net positive impacts on biodiversity within their 
project zone.  This Gold Level Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits criterion identifies projects that conserve 
biodiversity at sites of global significance for biodiversity conservation. Sites meeting this optional criterion 
must be based on the Key Biodiversity Area (KBA) framework of vulnerability and irreplaceability.53 These 
criteria are defined in terms of species and population threat levels, since these are the most clearly defined 
elements of biodiversity. These scientifically based criteria are drawn from existing best practices that have 
been used, to date, to identify important sites for biodiversity in over 173 countries. 
 

Indicators 
Project proponents must demonstrate that the project zone includes a site of high biodiversity conservation priority by 
meeting either the vulnerability or irreplaceability criteria defined below: 
 

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

Findings from Validation field audit 
The project was not found to fulfil the Gold Level Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits criteria.   
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

 
Or, 

2) Irreplaceability 
a. A minimum proportion of a species’ global population present at the site at any stage of the species’ lifecycle 

according to the following thresholds:54 
b. Restricted-range species - species with a global range less than 50,000 km2  and 5% of global population at the 

site; or 
c. Species with large but clumped distributions - 5% of the global population at the site; or 
d. Globally significant congregations - 1% of the global population seasonally at the site; or 
e. Globally significant source populations - 1% of the global population at the site;  

Findings from Validation field audit 
The project was not found to fulfil the Gold Level Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits criteria.   
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   
NCR/OBS None 

3) 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 from Validation field audit 
The project was not found to fulfil the Gold Level Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits criteria.   
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

                                                 
53

 See Appendix A of CCB Standard “Potential Tools and Strategies” for further guidance.   
54

 While there is wide consensus on the need for a sub-criterion for bioregionally restricted assemblages, this sub-criterion has been excluded from the 
Standards until guidelines and thresholds have been agreed. 
 
55

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

http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_20072008_en_complete.pdf
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NCR/OBS None 

 
  



59 
G-38  2Aug12 

APPENDIX B: Organization Details 
 
Contacts 

 
Primary Contact for Coordination with Rainforest Alliance 

 

Primary Contact, Position:  Dean Thomson, Commercial and Compliance Advisor, Food, Climate, Energy & Natural 
Resources 

Address: 1 Vision Drive, East Burwood, 3151 Vistoria, Australia 

Tel/Fax/Email:  Phone: +61-3-9287-2731 | Mobile: 0417 108049 
Email: dean.thomson@worldvision.com.au  

 
Billing Contact 

 

Contact, Position:  Dean Thomson, Commercial and Compliance Advisor, Food, Climate, Energy & Natural 
Resources 

Address: 1 Vision Drive, East Burwood, 3151 Vistoria, Australia 

Tel/Fax/Email:  Phone: +61-3-9287-2731 | Mobile: 0417 108049 
Email: dean.thomson@worldvision.com.au  

 

  

mailto:dean.thomson@worldvision.com.au
mailto:dean.thomson@worldvision.com.au
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3 Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report 
 

Organization:  World Vision 

Cert/Ver/Val Code: NA 

Report Date: 21/January/2013 

 

I. AUDIT PROCESS  
 

Auditor, Qualifications:   Mateo Cariño Fraisse, Lead Auditor. 

Mateo is the Forest and Climate Services Coordinator for the 
Mediterranean and Africa. Mateo speaks French, Spanish, English, and 
Portuguese, holds a master’s degree in Forestry (Polytechnic University 
of Madrid, Spain; ENGREF, Montpellier, France), and has gained 
experience in forest fires (Spain), research (France), management plans 
(Comoros Islands), FSC and Carbon projects assessments (Costa Rica, 
DR Congo, Cameroon, Morocco, Guatemala, UK, Uruguay, Portugal, 
México, Brazil, Bolivia, Mozambique), funding projects (Fundación 
Biodiversidad, AECID, DFID, CBFF) and delivering trainings (Spain, 
Bolivia, UK, DR Congo, Cameroon, Brazil, Morocco, Kenya). Mateo has 
completed a lead auditor training by SmartWood, both for Forest 
Certification and Carbon Projects auditing.     

Audit Date(s): 27/December/2012 

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

Audit Overview: A new document called "Soddo Grievance Procedure" was sent to the 
auditor in order to close the oustanding NCR. As some information was 
lacking, the auditor requested further clarification to the Project Proponent 
and a new document "Soddo Grievance Procedure V2" was sent together 
with an email with the requested explanations. 

Changes to Scope 
since last Audit: 

NA 

  
II. NON-CONFORMITY REPORT (NCR) EVALUATION 

 

NCR 11/12  Reference to Standard and Requirement: CCB 2nd Ed. 
- G 3.10 

Report Section:  G 3.10 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

 The project includes this process for hearing, responding to and resolving community and other stakeholder 
comments during the life of the project. The PDD, however, does not describe the process, which must be 
publicized to communities and other stakeholders. The process for handling unresolved conflicts and 
grievances, therefore, was discussed in detail during the site visit. In general, the first line of 
communication will likely be with the cooperatives in the event of a grievance or conflict. The cooperatives 
would then inform community and representatives of the community would contact the party and attempt to 
resolve the grievance. At the time of the audit it was clarified that, in the case of an unresolved dispute, the 
parties can seek to be heard by the Wolayita Government Agriculture and Environment Department as the 
third party mediator for dispute resolution that would be more familiar with the project. Given the scale of 
the project, it appears unlikely that there would be many stakeholders conflicts or grievances associated 
with withdrawing 503 ha of forest from harvest for 35 years. The conclusion, therefore, is that the project 
meets the intent of the indicator under the assumption that Wolayita Sodo zonal Government Agriculture 
and Environment Department will serve as the mediator of any unresolved conflicts, but this is not clear, 
publicized, and formalized. 

Corrective Action Request: Organization shall implement corrective actions to 
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demonstrate conformance with the requirement(s) 
referenced above. 
 

Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing 
the specific occurrence described in evidence above, as 
well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent 
recurrence of the non-conformance. 

Timeline for Conformance:  Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by Organization: The PDD section G3.10 has been updated. 

Findings  for Evaluation of Evidence: Findings from Validation Final Report: Again a very 
general procedure is mentioned in the updated PDD. 
There is no evidence that the Project Proponent has 
publicized and formalized this with a document. There 
is a need for a well-organized document showing the 
process for handling unresolved conflicts and 
grievances that arise during project planning and 
implementation.  

 
The Project Proponent should have developed a 
document, probably written also in local language, so 
the stakeholders can understand all its content. This 
document should be analyzed during the periodic 
meetings with the community representatives, 
institutions, and other people potentially affected by the 
implementation of the project.  
On the latest discussions with the project proponent in 
August it was said that they are consolidating the 
specific procedures for hearing, responding, resolving 
and archiving the conflicts and agreements, which will 
form one section of the an updated draft version of the 
Forest Management Plan in December 2012. 
 
Findings from CVA, December 2012: 
The Project Proponent has elaborated a new document 
(Soddo Grievance Procedure V2) which is a lot more 
detailed than the former and includes among others 
clear procedures for providing written responses to 
grievances, documenting the processes, or using third 
party mediators. The document includes: 

1. Disputes between project staff and WVE 
2. Disputes between the community and WVE 
3. Disputes between community members. 

It is to note that it remains unclear if point 3 above is 
included under the procedures for point 2 or not, 
although it is assumed as included. 
The most relevant part of this Grievance Procedure has 
been already exposed to the community, and the 
Project Proponent is in process of updating the 
management plan and will include the updated 
document there to make it available more broadly. 

NCR Status: CLOSED       

Comments: None 

 
 

III. CONCLUSIONS 
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NCRs Closed:   No follow-up required related to closed NCRs 

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

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

 Major NCRs not closed; suspension of certification/verification 
required 

 Minor NCRs are upgraded to Major; see section IV below 

 New NCR(s) issued, see section IV below 

Comments/Foll
ow-up Actions: 

See observations below 

 

IV. OPEN NCRs 
Newly issued or upgraded NCRs: 
Newly issued observations: 

OBS  01/13 Reference Standard 
& Requirement:  

CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.10 

Description of 
findings 
leading to 
observation: 

The Project Proponent has elaborated a new document (Soddo Grievance 
Procedure V2). The document includes: 

 Disputes between project staff and WVE 

 Disputes between the community and WVE 

 Disputes between community members. 
It is to note that it remains unclear if point 3 above is included under the 
procedures for point 2 or not, although it is assumed as included. 

Observation: The project proponent should clarify in the Soddo Grievance Procedure if the 
procedures for disputes between the community and WVE include also the 
cases of disputes between community members. 

 

OBS  02/13 Reference Standard 
& Requirement:  

CCB 2nd Ed. - G 3.10 

Description of 
findings 
leading to 
observation: 

The Project Proponent has elaborated a new document (Soddo Grievance 
Procedure V2) which is a lot more detailed than the former. The most relevant 
part of this Grievance Procedure has been already exposed to the community, 
and the Project Proponent is in process of updating the management plan and 
will include the updated document there to make it available more broadly. 

Observation: The project proponent should ensure that the updated Soddo Grievance 
Procedure is broadly publicized. 

 
 



C-25 CCB Valid_Verif Master Report Tmpl 12Jun11                 Page 1 

V. AUDIT REPORT APPROVAL 
 

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

 

 Refer to separate Q-09 RRA Checklist 

 Report approved by way of this checkbox 

Approved by:        

Date:        

 Salesforce has been completed with applicable files uploaded, and is updated based on any 
changes to the Organization details or other areas relevant to the CVA. 

 

 


