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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 Paraguay Forest Conservation Project. Reduction of GHG 
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in the Chaco-Pantanal ecosystem with the requirements of the 
Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standard .  The project was developed by Swire Pacific Offshore, 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 Swire Pacific Offshore REDD project in Paraguay 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 4,745 ha. The land is privately owned.  The project 
has a lifetime of 20 years, and has calculated a GHG reduction and/or removal of  255,686 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 aim of the Paraguay Forest Conservation Project is to protect sufficient forest demonstrably threatened with clearance to 
prevent the emission of 255,686 tCO2e (expressed as Voluntary Carbon Units or VCUs) into the atmosphere over a 20 year 
period, The protection of forest cover in the Chaco‐Pantanal region contributes to that target. The project is being validated 

against VCS standard to quantify emissions reductions from avoided planned deforestation and uses the CCB project design 
standard to certify that co-benefits are being created or maintained. This project component targets the Quebracho forests of the 
Chaco‐Pantanal transition area in eastern Alto Paraguay. The area lies in the traditional territories of the Yshir (Chamacoco), 

who have expressed strong support for the initiative. The project proponent is Swire Pacific Offshore (SPO), a leading service 
provider to the offshore oil and gas industry. 
The World Land Trust (WLT) is contracted to develop the project in collaboration with its Paraguayan project partner Guyra 
Paraguay (GP). 
 
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.   
 

http://www.rainforest-alliance.org/programs/forestry/smartwood/index.html
http://www.rainforest-alliance.org/climate.cfm?id=international_standards
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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: 

No NCRs issued 

 
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 a assessment statement. 

 
Validation not approved: 

Conformance with NCR(s) required 

 
2.1 Audit Conclusions 
The validation process had a field visit, from which the audit team prepared draft report.  This first audit report revealed some 
weaknesses to prove that its forest inventory and allometric equation was suitable for greenhouse gas calculations.  The project 
proponent has revised its calculations and improves calculations and documentations and it has provided sufficient evidence 
and documentation to close all outstanding NCRs, therefore the project is suitable for validation.  
 
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) 
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GL.1 Climate Change Adaption Benefits  Yes    No  Yes    No 

GL.2 Exceptional Community Benefits  Yes    No  Yes    No 

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 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, G1.4, 

Report Section: G1.4 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

When determining forest carbon stocks the parameter CBSLi was determined using 4 permanent plots, 2 in each of 
the 2 major forest strata high and low mesoxerophytic forest.  The proponent states on pg. 22 of the PD that it relied 
on the ―Winrock Terrestrial Sampling Calculator, (www.winrock.org/ecosystems/tools.asp) to determine the number of 
plots in these two strata.  However, the proponent neither submitted the relevant inputs required by the tool to allow 
the auditors to verify this claim, or the completed Winrock tool as part of the documentation.  Therefore the audit team 
cannot verify the sufficiency of the sampling design and whether it conforms to accepted levels of uncertainty.  

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 proponent has submitted the winrock calculator and shows how the inputs were 
calculated, and is contained in ―Annexe 20 Winrock Sampling Calculator.xls‖ 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The Winrock Tool was developed by Winrock, a recognized and reputable source for 
land-use change projects and methodologies to account for greenhouse gases.  Use of 
the tool in an appropriate way is considered to yield acceptable results regarding the 
sampling intensity of a forest inventory.  The proponent has demonstrated proper use of 
the tool and it shows that the proponent has placed a suitable number of plots in high 
and low mesoxerophytic forest.  The other strata are being supported through 
secondary sources so they are not subject to this tool.  As a result, the proponent has 
demonstrated that its sampling intensity is sufficient, therefore this NCR is considered 
CLOSED. 

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  
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NCR #: 02/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, G1.4, 

Report Section: G1.4 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

Several issues were identified regarding the accuracy of forest inventory measurements, which have implications on 
the carbon stock estimates for the project area.  These issues have been listed below. 
 
1. There is uncertainty concerning the accuracy of the diameter measurements for Parcelas 3 and 4 (high forest).  A 
significant portion of trees were measured to be greater than 60cm DBH within high forest yielding an average 
aboveground carbon content per hectare of 225tC. By comparison low forest is calculated as 58tC.  Observations 
made by the audit team suggest that the high forest biomass was observed to be somewhat taller than that of the low 
forest; however, it seemed rare to see a dramatic escalation in the number of trees over 50cm DBH.  The carbon 
content estimate between high mesoxerophytic forest appears inordinately large as compared to the low forest, thus 
raising uncertainty that measurements were taken correctly or that standard operating procedures for measuring 
trees were followed.  The audit team requests additional information to support the veracity of the measurements 
made in plots 3 and 4 of high forest, which shall include the original data sheets, and standard operating procedures 
for taking tree measurements.  
 
2. The carbon content of the palm savannah is based on measurements from Levia 2010.  This source was not 
provided to the audit team and therefore the team could not verify the adequacy of this source, which is important to 
determine carbon stocks and GHG emissions reductions.  

 

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: 

1.  The proponent conducted a re-evaluation of its forest inventory and concludes that 
measurements were accurate and that there are indeed many instances of trees that 
exhibit large DBH‘s but which are short in stature.   

 

2.  The proponent provided the Audit team with the document developed by Levia and 
the accompanying spreadsheet from which the original palm savannah carbon density 
values were obtained.  The proponent indicated that the original calculations followed 
by Levia did not use IPCC and VCS-approved expansion factors for belowground 
biomass and carbon fraction of dry matter; therefore, the final total carbon calculations 
for this strata as developed by Levia were modified by the proponent.  The spreadsheet 
developed for VCS validation and used for CCB validation titled ―Annexe 24E 
Copernicia alba, estimaci n de C.xls‖. was provided to the audit team and it 
demonstrates how the data by Levia was modified by the proponent using a carbon 
fraction of dry matter of 0.47, the value approved by VCS Module CP-AB, and the 
belowground expansion factor of 0.28, the value approved by the IPCC for tropical dry 
forest. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

1.The large DBH measurements of short stature trees appear in ―Annexe 8 C. Planilla 
de Inventario, Tobich, April 2012.xls‖, in tab ―Parcela VC 3‖ and Parcela VC 4‖, and 
examples include Prosopis alba (130cm DBH, 8m H), and Samanea saman (84cm 
DBH, 8m H).  The audit team consulted forestry and botanical literature and verified 
that these tree morphologies are common in these species in the Chaco, even though 
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the audit team did not get a chance to observe these trees during the field audit.  
Therefore, the audit team has determined that tree measurements taken by the 
proponent are plausible; therefore, this aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED. 

 

2.  The modification by the proponent relies on Levia‘s original biomass estimate, which 
was created by first calculating individual tree volume using DBH data from permanent 
plots in the northern Chaco.  The area in which these plots were obtained is in a similar 
area as the project area and therefore the data used is considered acceptable.  The 
audit team‘s visit to the northern Chaco determined that palm savannahs are relatively 
uniform in their structure throughout the northeastern Chaco, therefore the data used by 
Levia is appropriate for use by the proponent.  The methodology used by Levia to 
obtain biomass is based on work by Brown 1997, and the same procedures are used; 
therefore, this methodology and Levia‘s biomass calculations for Copernica alba palm 
are considered acceptable.  The modification by the proponent uses Levia‘s 
biomass/ha of Copernica palm and multiplies this value by the CP-AB approved value 
of 0.47, while the expansion factor of 0.28 is correctly applied to the biomass value.  
This leads to an adjusted total tC/ha calculation of 23.5 for the palm savannah stratum.  
Since the proponent uses appropriate secondary sources and methods to calculate the 
carbon density of the palm savannah stratum, this aspect of the NCR is considered 
CLOSED. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

NCR #: 03/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, G1.4, 

Report Section: G1.4 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The CCB Standard requires an assessment of current carbon stocks in the project area.  After having reviewed the 
quantification of carbon stocks, several issues were identified pertaining to the accuracy of carbon stock calculations.  
Examples of these quantification issues are identified and explained below: 

 
1. Annex 1A and 1B were provided and describe methods for determining the local allometric equation and the 
carbon stock estimates.  The development of the equation‘s coefficients and therefore the allometric equation 
appears to be satisfactory, and was used to calculate above-ground biomass.  When evaluated against the 
requirements set in CP-AB for allometric equations, as it possesses an r2 of >0.8 (0.8 being the value set in pg 12 of 
the CP-AB module. However, upon reviewing Annex 8C, there appears to be an issue with the applicability of the 
equation at diameters past 45cm, because at diameters greater than 45cm, the total biomass computed by the 
equation begins to decrease as diameters increase due to its functional form.  The results created by this 
characteristic yield unrealistic biomass estimates for larger trees.  For example, in Annex 1C, tab Parcela3 VC, cell 
H15 indicates a DBH of 50 cm with a biomass of 972kg, while cell H27 shows a DBH of 72 and biomass of 171kg.  
No explanation is made to justify the use of this equation for trees greater than >45cm, and no correction for the 
effect of this functional form is demonstrated or mentioned in the documentation.  Therefore this issue significantly 
affects the accuracy of all carbon stock estimates and subsequent calculations pertaining to net emissions reductions.  

 

2. The proponent indicates on pg 20 of the PD that the stratum along drainage lines used the computed carbon 
density values of high mesoxerophytic forest, based on the conservative assumption that forests in these areas have 
even larger trees than those found in high mesoxerophytic forest.  This assumption was determined to be acceptable 
because the audit team observed these same differences in the field, which corroborate this assumption; however, 
there are issues with the accuracy of the carbon calculations in high and low mesoxerophytic forest as noted in the 



C-25 CCB Valid_Verif Master Report Tmpl 12Jun11                 Page 8 

previous NCR (02/12), which affect the carbon content of this stratum.  The stratum‘s carbon density must be revised 
depending on the outcome of revised carbon calculations. Further, the transition zone between mesoxerophytic and 
palm savannah was the average of the two strata.  This assumption also appears to be an adequate methodology 
since the transition zone was observed to be a mix of palm and mexoxerophytic forest, however due to issues with 
the carbon calculations as noted in NCR 02/12, the carbon density of this strata is incorrect and must also be 
modified following revisions in the carbon calculations.  

 

3. Annex 8C was provided, which contains inventory information from the 4 1ha-plots in the project area as well the 
carbon calculations.  Although the local allometric equation appears to have been applied correctly, the incorporation 
of the below-ground biomass into the figure for total biomass appears to be incorrect.  The output of the allometric 
equation is aboveground biomass in kg.  However, the below-ground carbon estimate is based on the IPCC ratio of 
belowground to aboveground biomass of 0.28, which is correct, but it was used to separate the aboveground carbon 
content into aboveground and belowground carbon content.  Therefore, total carbon calculations are incorrect and 
GHG emissions reductions estimates are also incorrect.  As an example, tree 1 in Parcela 1 (Annex 8C) has carbon 
content of 0.21 tC, and the estimate of the below ground carbon content is given as 0.06.  However the final estimate 
of carbon content is determined to be 0.21tC.   

 

4. Finally, the proponent states that it uses the IPCC 2006 default value for carbon fraction of dry matter and lists it as 
0.50, which is incorrect. The value given by Module CP-AB and the IPCC 2006 is actually 0.47, which is based on the 
IPCC 2006 INV GLs AFOLU Chapter 4 Table 4.3.  The proponent has not justified the use of a carbon fraction of dry 
matter of 0.50, therefore if the proponent is to continue using a default value then it must use the correct value cited 
by the methodology.  By not using the official default value and not providing a justification for the higher carbon 
fraction, the proponent is not being conservative in its calculations.  

 

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: 

1.  The proponent has acknowledged that the functional form of the allometric equation 
is only valid until 45cm DBH, see section 3.1.1 pg 39-40 of the VCS PD April 2012. The 
proponent re-visited the destructively sampled data and the original allometric equation, 
and has presented a new allometric equation that is valid for trees with very large 
DBH‘s.  The new statistical tests were provided in the document prepared for VCS 
validation titled ―Annexe   B Estimaci n de Ecuaci n Alom trica y Estimaci n de 
Carbono, Tobich APR12.doc‖. The updated calculations were provided in VCS 
―Annexe  C Carbon Stock Calculations in Proxy Areas.xlsx‖, which show the raw 
inventory data as well as carbon calculations for each 1 ha plot placed in the project 
area. A comparison of various allometric equations along with the destructively sampled 
data was provided in ―Allometric Equation Validation Sample.xls.‖, while the process of 
recalculating the allometric equation was documented and provided in ―Guyra VCS 
GHG estimate adjustments.docx‖.  Finally, the proponent has placed an explanation in 
VCS PD section 3.1.1 to justify the DBH limit.  This explanation states that since the 
project was working with indigenous communities and that the proponent is a 
conservation NGO, felling large trees was a politically charged issue which could 
complicate the project.  To compensate, more trees of smaller diameters were 
obtained.  This is identified in section 2.6 of the VCS PD as measurement deviation.  

 

2.  The proponent has adjusted the paleocauce‘s carbon density values within Annex 
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8C to reflect the change in carbon stock estimates.   

 

3.  The proponent indicates that the original allometric equation referenced in the 
previous report represented total biomass.  However, the proponents has recalculated 
its allometric equation (see point 1 above) in VCS Annex 8C which clearly shows 
contains aboveground biomass/carbon estimates along with belowground biomass 
estimates based on an application of the IPCC approved BEF of 0.28.   The documents 
Annexe   B Estimaci n de Ecuaci n Alom trica y Estimaci n de Carbono, Tobich 
APR12.doc and ―Guyra VCS GHG estimate adjustments.docx‖ of the VCS 
documentation explain that in fact the new allometric equation produces aboveground 
biomass estimates.   

 

4.  Annex 8C was provided which demonstrates all tree-level carbon calculations. 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

1.  The documents provided by the proponent explain that the proponent utilized the 
services of a recognized forestry expert from Paraguay to reassess the problem with 
the allometric equation.  This assessment found that the original functional form utilized 
by the proponent was based on an equation developed for trees in small farming 
systems, thus leading to overestimates of the results.  The proponent utilized a new 
functional form cited in Rugnitz et al 2008 for natural forests.  This functional form was 
then used to generate a new regression equation using the proponent‘s destructively 
sampled data.  The proponent presents the results of those excercises in Annex 8B 8C, 
and ―Allometric Equation Validation Sample.xls‖, which suggest that the r2 value is 
0.863, which exceeds the CP-AB requirement of 0.80.  The data presented in 
―Allometric Equation Validation Sample.xls‖ helps verify that the data of sampled 
biomass from the project area is a good fit with the new equation.  The measurement 
deviation that results in sampling a limited range of dbh‘s appears approporiate, 
considering the political and cultural sensitivities.  Further, it is strengthened by the 
quality of fit with the new equation, which suggests that biomass estimates of large 
trees may be appropriate.   

 

The proponent‘s provides an analysis of VCS-approved forest-type allometric equations 
made by Brown and Chave to show how other possible equations compare to the 
proponent‘s local, but dbh-limited equation.  The proponent says that it looked at 
comparable dry forest types in Ecuador, Costa Rica, and Brazil for possible alternatives 
and settled on a functional form cited in Rugnitz 2008 due to the reputation of the 
institution and failure to identify comparable dry-forest forest-type equations that are 
valid at large dbh‘s.  Therefore, only tested Brown and Chave equations.  The audit 
team viewed some of the alternatives that were not used and agreed that some of 
these appear to be DBH limited as well, which supports the proponent‘s conclusion to 
only test Brown and Chave equations. The proponent clearly demonstrates that the 
Brown and Chave questions systematically and significantly overestimate the biomass 
of the proponent‘s sample, showing that the alternative biomass estimates which are 
valid at large dbh‘s would significantly overestimate the biomass in the project.  
Therefore, the proponent has adequately shown that the locally-derived allometric 
equation is limited by the DBH classes used in the destructive sample, and that the 
DBH estimates for larger trees (>45cm) are considerably more conservative than the 
current alternatives. 

 

Further, Annex 8C has been updated to use the new equation and the calculations 
have been performed correctly.  As a result, biomass estimates for high and low 
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mesophytic forests have been updated and are now 133tC/ha and 21 tC/ha 
respectively.  This difference results from larger trees in the high forest. The proponent 
has adequately demonstrated that the new allometric equation is appropriate and 
conservative for biomass estimates in high and low mesophytic forest types of the 
northern Chaco of Paraguay, as compared to the currently available alternatives; 
therefore, this aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED.   

 

2.  The proponent has addressed the carbon density values upon which the paleocauce 
forests stratum carbon density is based, and has adjusted the paleocauce‘s carbon 
density values accordingly within Annex 8C.  Since point 1 has been resolved, this 
aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED.   

 

3.   Annex 8C demonstrates a correct application of the BEF to determine belowground 
biomass.  Belowground biomass has therefore been correctly computed based on the 
level of aboveground biomass. Annex 8 A clearly states that only the aboveground 
components were measured; therefore, it is clear that the equation only captures 
aboveground biomass.  Since this aspect is clear this aspect of the NCR is considered 
CLOSED. 

 

4.  The carbon fraction of dry matter has been updated to 0.47 and was used 
consistently, completely, and correctly.  Therefore this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

NCR #: 04/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, G1.8.3 

Report Section: G1.8.3 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

 

The PDD says that it has identified the "bosque quebracho" in the project area. However, it does not make a 
complete support about the characteristics of this ecosystem. The figure linked to this section does not clearly 
express the relationship; also there are two figures with the number 8 (in page 19 and 21). 

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 proponent has provided updated the Paraguay Forest Conservation Project, Project 

Design Document with section G1.8.3. 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The mesoxerophytic (―quebracho‖) forest is describes in section G1.2 (page 13, PDD). 
In figure 4 to 6 (page 15-16) the proponent mentions the more important strata in the 
project area.  

The project proponent has clarified in the section G1.8.3 (page 37, PDD) and linked 
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clearly with the section G1.2 and Annexe 2. This update is enough to NCR is CLOSED. 

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

NCR #: 05/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, G2.1 

Report Section: G1.4, G2.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The CCB Standard requires the project to describe the most likely baseline scenario.  In order to do this, the project 
applies the VCS VM0007 methodology, which includes a stepwise process to identify and calculate the baseline rate 
of deforestation.  However, multiple issues were identified related to the implementation of this methodology.  The 
project must demonstrate full conformance with the selected methodology selected for baseline selection and 
quantification in order to conform with the CCB Standard.  Below is a description of the identified issues in the 
baseline quantification: 
 
Baseline Determinations Steps: 

Step 1.2)  When determining the agents of deforestation in the VCS PD section 2.4.1 the proponent alludes to 
arguments presented on pages 11 and 34 where the proponent asserts that due to escalating land-prices and the 
expiration of INDERT‘s requirements on the land, that the previous owner was already considering various bids on 
the land.  Interviews with INFONA, INDERT, and cattle ranching representatives suggest that bidding wars have 
increased in the northern Chaco, which corroborates the proponent‘s assertion.  However the proponent has not 
presented documentation to support these claims as required by footnote 18 related to G2.1 of the CCB standard and 
by the VCS Methodology which is being used to fulfil Section 2.1 of the CCB Standard.   
 
Step 1.3) It appears that the table showing rates of deforestation in section 2.4.3 of the VCS PD (noting this project is 
also in the process of being validated against the VCS Version 3 standard, and as such some documentation from 
the VCS project is referenced to demonstrate conformance with the CCB Standard) come from Annex 10‘s 
deforestation and land area figures for each proxy area. In many cases there are discrepancies between the total 
land area of each proxy area, the area deforested 2001-2010, and the total forest remaining listed between the table 
in the section 2.4.3 and respective maps supplied for each proxy area (Annex 10).  One such example of many 
occurs with Annex 10b (Proxy 2) where its total area is listed as 50,759.6 ha, but the table in 2.4.3 says 50,768 ha.  
Proxy 3 is listed in Annex 10c as 29,904 ha while the table says 30,100, and the area cleared in 2001-2010 in Annex 
10c adds up to 6822 while the table says 7394.  Therefore there is uncertainty regarding the accuracy of the 
deforestation rate calculations due to inconsistencies in the area listed for each proxy area.  These are just illustrative 
examples and it appears as though issues of this nature continue throughout the proxy areas. It is unclear what has 
caused these inconsistencies but they must be corrected as they may be affecting net GHG calculations.   
 
Although calculations have been demonstrated in the table provided in section 2.4.3 of the PD that pertain to the 
calculation of the rate of deforestation appear correctly computed, due to the comments made in the NCR above 
there is uncertainty regarding the accuracy of the figures used to calculate D%pn. Please refer to the paragraph 
above. 
 
Step 2.2) The VCS PD states in section 3.1.2 that ―Given that the baseline scenario assumes that 45% of the 
standing forest will be retained following clearance for ranching the post-deforestation carbon stock is taken as 45% 
of the pre-deforestation carbon stock”.   
 
This is an incorrect definition of post-deforestation carbon stocks, which as per VCS Module BL-PL 2.2 should be 
interpreted as ―Post-deforestation carbon stocks should be the long-term average stocks on the land following 
deforestation.‖ In other words, it refers to the long-term average carbon stock of the portion of land subject to 
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deforestation after it has been deforested.  The proponent‘s interpretation has created an incorrect value for 
CBSL,post,I that negatively affects the accuracy of GHG emissions reductions calculations.  The methodology 
requires the calculation of CBSL,post,I using the correct definition given in VCS Module BL-PL 2.2.    
 

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 proponent has acknowledged that discrepancies existed between the land-area 
calculations within the proxy area maps (Annex 10 of the VCS Documentation), and the 
summary table used to calculate D%pn and D%Planned in section 2.4.3 of the VCS 
PD.  A new set of proxy area maps was generated and the summary table in section 
2.4.3 of the VCS PD was updated to reflect the values given in the proxy area maps. 

 

The proponent has updated section 3.1.2 of the PD to account for the post-
deforestation carbon stock calculated as defined by section 2.2 of BL-PL.  This was 
demonstrated in ―Annexe 12 VCS Net ERs, C Stocks, Def rates; Uncertainty.xlsx‖.  It 
indicates that after omitting the carbon pools in above-ground and below-ground non-
tree vegetation, dead wood, litter, and soil organic carbon because they are optional 
and it is conservative to do so, that the long-term average carbon stock is 0 because 
stocks are typically cleared and retained as pastures.  It also indicates that some 
variants exist when farmers choose to leave sporadic shade trees or groups of trees for 
shelter; however, this usually comes at the expense of smaller windbreaks.  This 
pattern is noted as being less common.  

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The proxy area maps that comprise Annex 10 now match with the figures supplied in 
the summary in section 2.4.3.  Also, these adjustments have led to slight increase in the 
value of of D%planned from 8.24% to 8.259%.  This new figure has been incorporated 
into all dependent calculations.   Since the various data sources described in this NCR 
now match with one another, and because D%planned has been updated to reflect 
these slight adjustments, this aspect of the NCR is now considered CLOSED. 

 

The proponent has calculated the long-term average carbon stock using the 
appropriate definition.  The assertion that carbon stocks are usually completely cleared 
is supported by the audit team‘s overflight observations, which showed that the most 
common clearing pattern resulted in complete removal of woody vegetation.  The 
alternative configuration does appear to leave smaller wind breaks therefore 
maintaining the proponent‘s simple clear-all assumption. Since the proponent has 
performed a calculation of post-deforestation stocks that uses the appropriate definition 
of post-deforestation carbon stocks and has provided suitable evidence, this aspect of 
the NCR is considered CLOSED.   

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  
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NCR #: 06/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, G2.3 

Report Section: G2.3 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

Requirement G2.3 of the CCBA Standard requires a calculation of carbon stocks in each of the potential land-use 
classes.  The proponent has used VCS VM0007 which identifies post-deforestation carbon stocks as land-use class 
that must be considered and quantified.  The proponent has not quantified the carbon content of the post-
deforestation class correctly.   
In VCS Annex 12 (which was used in the GHG emission quantification of the CCBA project), tab BSL C Stocks & 
GHG aboveground and belowground forest carbon stocks in tCO2e as well as post-deforestation carbon stocks in 
tCO2e by stratum have been incorrectly computed. See NCR 05/12 for details.  In addition to being incorrect for due 
to the aforementioned NCR‘s the net carbon stock changes in the baseline scenario (∆CBSL) are also incorrect, due 
to an incorrect computation.  
 

Example: Cell F102 in the aforementioned document simply refers to the total biomass (above and below) in tCO2e 
and does not take into account post-deforestation carbon stocks.  

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 proponent has provided ―Annexe 12 VCS Net ERs, C Stocks, Def rates &amp; 
Uncertainty.xlsx‖, and has provided a copy of these tables in section 3.15 of the VCS 
PD.  

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The proponent has performed all the necessary calculations correctly and in a 
transparent manner.  The issue with NCR 3/12 has been resolved and carbon values 
have been correctly utilized, therefore this NCR is considered CLOSED.  

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

NCR #: 07/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, G3.2, G3.4, G3.5 

Report Section: G3.2 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The standard requires that all project activities must be described explicitly, so that it can be seen the achievement of 
the objectives and the importance of the impacts caused in climate, community and biodiversity. No implementation 
timetable has been presented in the PDD, as required by the standard. 

 

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.  



C-25 CCB Valid_Verif Master Report Tmpl 12Jun11                 Page 14 

Timeline for 
Conformance:  

Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The proponent has provided updated the Paraguay Forest Conservation Project, Project 

Design Document with section G3.2, G3.4. 

Annexe 44 Implementation Schedule PFCP Chaco Pantanal Component 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The project proponent has clarified the project activities (section G·3.2) and project 
milestone (section G3.4) in the new version of PDD.  

Annexe 44 Implementation Schedule, include activities that will be carried out in project 
lifetime: 

Certification process. Validation and verification 

Land management. Management control, legal safeguards in place, permanent staff 
recruited, fire management plan 

Training programme 

Monitoring. Climate (baseline map, land cover change monitoring, fire incidence 
monitoring); community (plan monitoring); biodiversity (plan monitoring, HCV indicator 
monitoring). All updated is NCR CLOSED. 

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

NCR #: 08/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, CL2.1 

Report Section: CL2.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

Section CL 2.1 of the CCBA Standard requires the proponent to determine leakage that is attributable to the project 
activities.  The proponent has used VCS VM0007, module LK-ASP to identify and quantify leakage.  However several 
calculations necessary for the quantification of leakage using the VCS methodology appear to have errors.  Examples 
of these errors have been identified below: 
 
1.  The NCR‘s raised in Table G1.4, G2.1, and G2.3 of this report have identified several errors regarding carbon 
stock calculations and emission reductions calculations.  These errors have extended into the leakage calculations 
and as such have resulted in material incorrect calculations of leakage.  It is unclear why the proponent has chosen a 
value of 10% for the variable D% planned,i,t when this variable was already derived in BL-UP Step 1.3 and 
determined to be 8.24%.  The reason for this deviation is not clear and is not justified within the PDD.   
 
2.   The method for calculating the variable PFc is not clear.  The proponent states in Annex 13 that ―The remaining 
area not otherwise set aside has been calculated at 1.235m ha.‖  However the proponent has not demonstrated how 
it has determined that 100% of the remaining land available for cattle is deforested.  Although the audit team 
performed an overflight along the Paraguay river and the project area, which suggests that most of the land available 
for cattle is forested, this was only a small portion of the grouped project area.  No geospatial analysis is referenced 
or provided to allow the audit team to evaluate the accuracy of this assessment.   

 

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.  
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Timeline for 
Conformance:  

Prior to validation 

Evidence Provided by 
Organization: 

The proponent has provided ―Annexe 13 VCS Leakage Calculations.xlsx‖, which 
contain updated calculations for leakage.  Summary tables have been provided in 
section 3.3 of the VCS PD, which is being used to address requirements for CCB 
validation. 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

1.  The proponent has provided highly transparent calculations for leakage and all 
computations were accurately computed.  NCR 3/12 raises uncertainties regarding 
forest carbon stock numbers, however, the actual computations area all correct.  
However, the proponent uses 8.24% for D%planned instead of the updated 8.259%.  
However, this slight difference does not result in a change in the net calculations.  
Therefore this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED. 

 

2.  The proponent cites Figures 5, 6, and 11 of the PD as supporting evidence for a PFc 
value of 100%.  These figures show remotely sensed images that when excluding 
already deforested land support the conclusion that 100% of currently forested land is 
available for deforestation.  This is further supported by the overflight taken by the audit 
team that clearly demonstrated the proportion of remaining forest vs. cattle ranching.  
Therefore this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED. 

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 

 

NCR #: 09/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, CL2.2, CL2.3 

Report Section: CL2.2, CL2.3 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The proponent identifies some leakage mitigation activities on page 13 of the PD including establishing a research 
partnership with the University of Paraguay to develop more forest-friendly ranching practices, helping the 
government monitor and enforce forest laws.  However, the proponent has not estimated the extent to which these 
activities may mitigate leakage as required in CL2.2. 

 

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: 

Updated text within section CL2.2 of the CCB PD. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The proponent has provided updated text within section CL2.2 of the CCB PD.  The text 
describes its attempt to estimate leakage mitigation impact of the activities listed above, 
and describes previously observed effects on forest cover by property owners when the 
environmental laws were not enforced. 
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NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 

 

NCR #: 10/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, CL3.2 

Report Section: CL3.2, CM3.3 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The proponent has indicated that it will implement a full monitoring plan, and will publically disseminate the plan on 
the Guyra and WLT websites.  The proponent has not indicated how the plan and results of the monitoring will be 
communicated to the Yshir and to other local stakeholders which is a requirement of CL3.2.  Although it has indicated 
that members of the Yshir will be involved in the monitoring plan this does not necessarily ensure that the community 
at large is informed of the results.   

 

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 proponent has provided an updated description to section CL3.2 of the CCB PDD.  
It states that it plans to post the monitoring reports on Guyra and WLT websites, and 
that a community member will be in charge of disseminating the results along with 
announcements on the community radio station. 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The proponent has adequately identified and explained its dissemination plan.  The 
auditors observed a community radio station and agree that it provides a reasonable 
platform for communicating results of the project in addition to extending the role of the 
community secretary to communicate these results more broadly.  As a result, the 
proponent has presented an adequate plan for communicating the results of the 
monitoring program, therefore this NCR is CLOSED. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

NCR #: 11/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, CL3.2 

Report Section: CL3.2 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The proponent states in Section CM2.2 of the PD that: 
―As potential offsite stakeholder impacts are positive, no specific mitigation strategy is contemplated. ―   

 

This statement is not consistent with the statement in CM2.1 and CM1.1 that identifies a potential negative result 
from the exclusion of benefits related to the project area within the community.  This is not consistent with the PD and 
leaves uncertainty regarding how UCINY ensures an equitable distribution of project benefits. 

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 proponent has expanded the text in section CM2.2 of the CCB PD to include the 
description that UCINY represents all Yshir communities, both onsite and off.  
Therefore this provides a mechanism to resolve conflict within the communities and 
ensure the outcomes are more equitable. 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The proponent‘s description of UCINY has been verified by the auditors, which held a 
meeting with representatives of UCINY.  This shows that UCINY constitutes a valid 
mechanism of resolving potential conflicts within the Yshir.  Therefore, the proponent 
has sufficiently described how its offsite stakeholder conflict mitigation strategy, and this 
NCR is considered CLOSED. 

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 

 

NCR #: 12/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, B1.1 

Report Section: B1.1 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

The project proponent has analyzed impacts on biodiversity in a scenario without project (G2.5) using Framework 
Methodology REDD (REDD-MF) (Avoided Deforestation Partners) VCS Version 1 Approved Methodology VM 0007, 
using the modules for planned deforestation. Also the PP has made an interpretation of the main impacts of 
biodiversity under the law of environmental impact and several scientific studies. However, the PP has not shown 
what methodology will use to estimate changes in biodiversity.  
 

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 proponent has provided updated the Paraguay Forest Conservation Project, 
Project Design Document with section B. 

Annexe 11D Plan de monitoreo de Impactos a Altos Valores de Conservación para 
Proyectos de Conservación. 

Annexe 11A. Adopción de los criterios de alto valores de conservación de recursos 
naturales en los distritos Fuerte Olimpo y Bahia Negra. Chaco Paraguayo. 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The project proponent has explained (section B1.1) the assessment required by 
Paraguayan environmental law (Ley 29493) in table on page 79. This methodology 
includes surveys, samples, data collection.  
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In the section B3 described the methodology used to estimate changes in biodiversity 
as a result of the project in the project zone and over the project lifetime: monitoring 
parameters, variables for assessment, variables for monitoring, variables for 
effectiveness and periodicity.  
 
Annexe 11A – 11D and Section B3.1 (in PDD), explain appropriate methodologies to 
protected areas, extensive forests at landscape scale, forests area comprising or 
containing rare ecosystem, forest areas providing basic ecosystem services, forests 
and fire.  The approach to biodiversity monitoring through the project lifetime use the 
methodology developed by Birdlife International for its Important Bird Areas (Cartes 
2008) and now being expanded to Key Biodiversity Areas. This methodology is 
recognised internationally and applied globally, and here specifically adapted to the 
Chaco-Pantanal area by Birdlife staff (Guyra Paraguay being the Birdlife partner 
responsible for its application in Paraguay). The NCR is CLOSED. 

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

NCR #: 13/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, GL1 

Report Section: GL1.1, GL1.3 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 

It is not clear how the proponent‘s description in GL1 of the PD demonstrates conformance with indicator (1) of the 
GL1.  The proponent‘s explanation does not provide evidence to support climate variability scenarios or current or 
anticipated impacts on either community or biodiversity.   
 
It is not clear how the proponent‘s description in GL1 of the PD demonstrates conformance with indicator (3) of the 
GL1.  The proponent‘s explanation does not demonstrate how project activities assist adaptation to probable impacts 
of climate change.      

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: 

No change. 

 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

The audit team re-evaluated this NCR, which had not been revised in the CCB PDD by 
the proponent since the draft audit report.  Upon further consideration and a more 
thorough review of Annex 11A, the audit team has partially reassessed its previous 
findings regarding GL1 Indicator 3.  However, the audit team conducted additional 
consultations with the proponent after receiving the updated documentation following 
the draft audit report to obtain sufficient evidence regarding the GL1 indicator 1.  Both 
issues are considered closed, and details of these findings are presented below.  

 

The proponent asserts that projections indicate that climate change will create a drier 
climate regime (CCB PD pg 85).  The proponent did not substantiate this claim with 
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evidence.  The audit team consulted with the proponent to determine whether such 
evidence was available and the proponent provided the audit team with two sources to 
substantiate the claim made on pg 85 and are listed below.  

 

Pastén, Max. 2009. Extreme Events: Climate Change Scenarios for Paraguay 
(Downscaling) - The Economy of Climate Change in Paraguay - Regional Studies 
for the Economy of Climate Change in Latin America and The Caribbean - 
Economic Commission for Latin America and The Caribbean. 2009. Paraguay. Pp 

50. 

 

http://www.eclac.cl/publicaciones/xml/8/41908/2010-913_Sintesis-Economia_cam 
bio_climatico-COMPLETO_WEB.pdf 
 
The source developed by Pastén was a regional climate projection for the Republic of 
Paraguay from 2010-2100.  The author appears to be an expert in the field and the 
findings were used in a larger report published by the United Nations in 2010 regarding 
climate change scenarios in Latin America and the Caribbean.  Therefore, the source 
appears to be appropriate for use by the proponent to address section GL of the CCB 
standard.  The work by Pastén indicates that most pronounced effects after 2070 
including intensification of rainfall during the rainy season and a drier climate regime 
during the dry season, as well as an overall increasing trend in mean temperatures in 
all parts of the country.  The spatial trends of the model appear to support the claim 
made by the proponent that there could be an eastward shift in ecotypes.   
 
In conclusion, the claims made by the proponent regarding climate scenarios and 
anticipated impacts to biodiversity appear to be adequately supported by the reference 
provided; however, the statements made in section GL1 of the CCB PD should be 
updated to include this supporting evidence (OBS  07/12).  Nonetheless, the proponent 
has provided the audit team with sufficient evidence to support its statement regarding 
projected climate variability scenarios; therefore this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED. 

 

The audit team reviewed the claim that retaining large tracts of natural forest confers 
resiliency to climate change effects, such as diminishing fire risk, as well as the 
increased fire risk presented by removing natural vegetation in the baseline scenario.  
The audit team was reminded that this evidence was observed in the project area 
during the field visit, and that Annex 11A, which is cited in section GL1 of the CCB PD 
contains documented evidence of this phenomenon as well.  These observations were 
taken into consideration and determined to be provide sufficient evidence to address 
indicator GL1.3.   Therefore, this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED. 

 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

NCR #: 14/12 

Standard & Requirement: CCB Second Edition, GL2.1-GL2.5 

Report Section: GL2.1-GL2.5 

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence: 
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Although the proponent has provided a description associated with section GL2 of the CCB standard it has either not 
addressed or provided evidence and explanations that demonstrates conformance with the five indicators required by 
the CCB section GL2.  For example: 
 
1. The description provided by the proponent in section GL2 of the PD does not demonstrate the level of human 
development in the project zone.  Although the audit team observed the isolation of the population of the area the 
proponent has not supported its claim with evidence and as such has not demonstrated conformance with indicator 
(1). 
 
2. The proponent has not addressed or provided evidence to support its conformance with indicators (2 thru 5) 
 

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 proponent provided Annex 45, and updated text in the PD in Section GL2.  Annex 
45 provides a description pertaining to each indicator in GL2 that addresses how each 
indicator was met by the proponent, along with references when appropriate. 

Findings  for Evaluation of 
Evidence: 

1.  The proponent provided an analysis of human development in the project zone that 
indicates that the project zone is at a low level of development, substantiated by 
evidence from the UNDP (http://www.undp.org.py/dh/?page=atlas ).  This applies to 
indicators 1 and 2.  This assessment is deemed appropriate by the audit team; 
therefore, this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED. 

 

2.  Indicator 3.  The proponent signals that UCINY ensures that this indicator is met and 
that the community has plans to leverage additional resources, such as a community 
ambulance, for the benefit of all community members.  The audit team met with UCINY 
and it appears to be structured to represent all community members.  Therefore, the 
evidence suggests that the structures are in place to ensure that indicator GL2.3 also 
has been sufficiently addressed, and this aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED. 

 

3. Indicator 4. The proponent asserts that diagnostic social assessments have been 
done with free prior and informed consent, and that the results mobilized plans to work 
specifically with youth, womens groups, and the elderly.  UCINY is mentioned as an 
integral member of this plan and responsible for project implementation and assistence 
to vulnerable groups.  The audit team has met with UCINY and the proponent and the 
evidence gathered that these plans are in place.  Therefore sufficient evidence has 
been demonstrated and gathered to substantiate this indicator, and this aspect of the 
NCR can therefore be CLOSED. 

 

4. Indicator 5. This point has been justified using similar evidence and rationale as in 
point 2 and 3 above. This explanation is deemed acceptable therefore this aspect of the 
NCR is CLOSED. 

NCR Status: CLOSED 

Comments (optional):  

 
 

http://www.undp.org.py/dh/?page=atlas
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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 Second Edition, G1.3 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

 

The definition of the project area is clearly marked and visible as confirmed during the 
field visit and review of legal documentation. The boundary with the 
adjoining private areas are delimited and also has fences, some of them 
are with fences and locks. However, there is a difference between the legal area 
(recognized by the INDERT) and the real surface of the ground. 

 

Observation: The PP should start the process of updating the boundary of the project area in order to 
legally recognize the actual surface area. 

 
 

OBS  02/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB Second Edition, G1.4, G2.1 G2.2 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The audit team found several examples where evidence was provided on-site but that 
lacked sufficient documentation in the PDD.  Examples of these issues are listed below.  

 

1. The proponent has provided referenced LandSat TM5 images dating from 1997, which 
exceed the 10 year requirement of the methodology.  During the field visit by the audit 
team and conversations with government officials additional evidence was provided 
regarding the historically isolated and undisturbed (anthropogenic) nature.  Therefore 
there is sufficient evidence to prove that the area has been forested at least 10 years 
before the project start date.  However, the information provided in the PD does not allow 
for easy verification of the exact image tiles needed to examine the project area. 

 

2. The proponent states on page 22 that: ―.. data sheets for estimation of 

carbon pools are given as Annexes 1A, B and C, with additional 
information on permanent  plot design in Annexe 39.‖, however Annexe 39 does not 
contain this additional information because it only explains the process for stratifying the 
forest. The proponent should reference the appropriate data source that contains 
information pertaining to the permanent plot design.   

 

3. Annex 4A is missing many key sub-annexes (annexe 2 and annexe 3), which diminish 
its transparency and the auditor‘s availability to evaluate the use of key economic 
statistics, tables, and charts referenced throughout the document.  

 

4. The second baseline scenario acknowledges that the WLT engages in land purchases 
driven by conservation interests, but because of escalating land prices, it required carbon 
finance in order to secure a loan needed to pay the upfront costs related to land-
acquisition. The proponent cites the increase in land prices faced by WLT, but does not 
provide documentation to support these prices. The audit team observed that the parcel 
that was originally targeted for purchase was bought by a different buyer due to its higher 
capacity to pay an elevated value of land.  This action forced the proponent to purchase 
the Tobich property.    
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Observation: The proponent should clearly name and identify data sources. 

 

 

OBS  03/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB Second Edition, G2.1 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The proponent states in section 2.5.5 that the analysis in Figure 2 of 1997 and 2011 
images shows no abandonment of cattle lots, rather it shows their proliferation.  When 
combined with the auditor‘s overflight and interview with government officials this trend 
appears to be supported.  Further, the quality of the geospatial analysis appears to be 
founded on common remote sensing practice and appears to be of sufficient quality. 
However, the proponent has not clearly and explicitly identified five proxy for analysis 
as required by Step 1.5 of BL-PL.  

 

Observation: The proponent should ensure that proxy areas are clearly and explicitly identified.  

 
 

OBS  04/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB Second Edition, G2.3 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

Annex 12 is referred to as supporting evidence of these results.  In tab BSL C Stocks & 
GHG the proponent has calculated total deforestation in year 12 and 13 incorrectly, 
which results from having  calculated total area of forest remaining in year 12 (Cell F20) 
instead of total area deforested.  However, the total amounts of area deforested have 
been computed correctly.   

 

Observation: The proponent should ensure that deforested areas in the baseline scenario by stratum 
have been calculated correctly. 

 
 

OBS  05/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB Second Edition, CM1.1 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The assessment addresses the potential impacts on the community, which are largely 
positive; however Annex 18B only mentions positive impacts and never acknowledges 
the potential for negative impacts of the project activities. However in Section CM1.1 
the proponent identifies the potential divisiveness that the long-term community fund 
may create within and between communities as the only potential negative issue, and 
claims that it by working with UCINY as a representative body that communities can 
resolve any disputes that may arise.  The auditors were able to speak with a 
representative of UCINY to determine that it has been established and determined that 
the project produces net positive benefits by helping the Yshir reclaim ancestral 
territory.  However, the auditor‘s consultations with various Yshir community 
representatives indicated that the governance practices of UCINY are extremely 
important in helping to manage potential future conflicts that may arise within and 
between communities.   

 

Observation: The proponent should include a more thorough discussion of the potential negative 
impacts resulting from the project. 
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OBS  06/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB Second Edition, CM2.3 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

Small numbers of spatially separated cattle ranching operations surround the project 
area and lie outside the project zone.  The proponent asserts cattle ranchers do not 
incur net-negative impacts from the project, and claims cattle ranchers have expressed 
support for the project.  Although the audit team heard testimony from two cattle 
ranchers operating in the area the documentation does not itself demonstrate this 
support. 

 

Observation: The proponent should include a more thorough discussion of the potential negative 
impacts resulting from the project 

 

OBS  07/12 Reference Standard & Requirement:  CCB Second Edition, GL1.1 

Description of findings leading 
to observation: 

The claims made by the proponent regarding climate scenarios and anticipated impacts 
to biodiversity appear to be adequately supported by the reference provided to the 
audit team; however, supporting references are not provided.   

Observation: The statements made in section GL1 of the CCB PD should be updated to include 
supporting evidence for the projected climate variability scenarios in the Chaco of 
Paraguay.  

 
 
 
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 May 17, 2012  

Additional stakeholder consultation conducted (evidence described below)  Yes   No   N/A n/a 

Additional clarification provided  Yes   No   N/A May 17, 2012  

Documents revised (document revision description noted below)  Yes   No   N/A May 17 2012 

GHG calculation revised (evidence described below)  Yes   No   N/A May 17 2012  

 
Following review of the draft report the audit team observed several issues regarding carbon calculations and the underlying 
allometric equation that was utilized for carbon calculations.  The proponent revised documents for the final report however 
several issues remained regarding the allometric equation, and several consultations were held with the proponent to identify 
the root issues regarding the allometric equation, and to provide clarification on other minor non-conformities.  Revised 
documents were resubmitted again on May 17 2012, which fully addressed any and all outstanding issues.  As a result of the 
modifications to the allometric equation‘s functional form the GHG emissions reductions estimates dropped significantly by 
approximately 60% to 255,686 tCO2e over the project lifetime.  This new estimate appears to be more accurate. 

 
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. Allometric Equation Validation Sample, WLT, Version 
n/a, May 17, 2012 

Allometric Equation Validation Sample.xls 

2a. Estimaci n de Ecuaci n Alom trica y Estimaci n de 
Carbono, Tobich,  WLT, Version n/a, May 17, 2012 

Annexe   B Estimaci n de Ecuaci n Alom trica y 
Estimaci n de Carbono, Tobich APR12.doc 

3a. Carbon Stock Calculations in Proxy Areas, Guyra, 
Version n/a, May 17, 2012 

Annexe 8C Carbon Stock Calculations in Proxy 
Areas.xlsx 

4a. VCS Net ERs, C Stocks, Def rates &amp; Uncertainty, 
Guyra, Version n/a, May 17, 2012 

Annexe 12 VCS Net ERs, C Stocks, Def rates 
&amp; Uncertainty.xlsx 

5a. VCS Leakage Calculations, Guyra, Version n/a, May 17, 
2012 

Annexe 13 VCS Leakage Calculations.xlsx 

6a. VCSv3 Non-Permanence Risk Report, Guyra, Version Annexe 14A VCSv3 Non-Permanence Risk 
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n/a, May 17, 2012 Report.docx 

7a. Winrock Sampling Calculator, WLT, Version n/a, May 
17, 2012 

Annexe 20 Winrock Sampling Calculator.xls 

8a. Procesamiento de datos del inventario - NW MAY 2012, 
Guyra, Version n/a, May 17, 2012 

Annexe 24C Procesamiento de datos del inventario 
- NW MAY 2012.xls 

9a.  Copernicia alba, estimaci n de C,  WLT, Version n/a, 
May 17, 2012 

Annexe 24E Copernicia alba, estimaci n de C.xls 

10a. Project Description Tobich MAY 2012, WLT, V6, May 10, 
2012 

VCSv3 Project Description Tobich MAY 2012.docx 

11a. MOU WLT-SPO. WLT, version NA, Dec 2008 WLT-SPO MoU.pdf 

12a. PREGUNTAS PROYECTO REDD PANTANAL, Guyra, 
version N/A, April 2012.  

Annexe 45 PREGUNTAS PROYECTO REDD 
PANTANAL abril 2012 (1).docx 

13a. The Paraguay Forest Conservation Project, Project 
Design Document, Guyra/SPO/World Land Trust. V9, 
May 2012.  

Chaco PDD CCBA MAY 2012 FINAL.docx 

14a. Economía del Cambio Climático en Paraguay, Max 
Pastén, version N/A, 2010 

EVENTOS_EXTREMOS_PARAGUAY_IF y 
DESCRIPCION.PDF 
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3 Audit Methodology 

 
3.1 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 

Violeta Colán         
Ian Starr         
TBD         

 
Auditor qualifications: 

Auditor(s) Qualifications 

Violeta Colán Forestry Engineer with Master degree in Integrated Management of Renewable 
Natural Resources and a specialization in Natural Forest Silviculture. She has 
participated in formal FSC forest certification auditing courses, volunteer forestry 
certification, gradual approximation to certification system, chain of custody and 
environmental auditing ISO 14001. She has also been trained by Rainforest 
Alliance in carbon verification auditing. Violeta has, to date, participated in over 
50 forest management evaluations, certification auditing for FSC P&C in Bolivia, 
Chile, Colombia, and Perú; and over 15 carbon validation processes in 
Colombia, Paraguay, Uruguay and Perú. Currently she is the Rainforest Alliance 
Representative for the Andean Region.  
 

Ian Starr Ian is a consulting forester and resource manager with personal and professional 
experience in North America, Central and South America, and Africa.  His 
principal interests lie in improving conservation and forest management practices 
in tropical forests.  Most recently he has served as an auditor for forest carbon 
offset projects with the Rainforest Alliance.  He has also collaborated on a 
variety of forestry and natural resource management projects in both Amazonia, 
and the temperate hardwood forests of the Northeastern United States.  These 
projects have included modeling the carbon sequestration potential of various 
tropical agroforestry systems and designing and participating in several forest 
inventories in New England to plan timber sales based on natural regeneration.  
Ian received his Masters degree in Forestry from the Yale School of Forestry and 
Environmental Studies with a focus on tropical forest and resource management, 
and received his B.A. from Colgate University where he concentrated in Native 
American Studies.  He is fluent in Spanish and Portuguese. 
 

TBD Senior Internal Reviewer 

 
3.2 Description of the Audit Process 
The Project Description (PD) and supporting documents have been submitted to validation process on November 2011 by the 
Project Proponent (PP). During pre-validation process some major gaps were identified. A new version of PD was prepared and 
used by audit team in validation process. The validation process was realized in 2 steps: desk audit, field visit.  
 
Desk audit: The team of PP made a specific explanation about: methodologies, forest stratification, additionality conditions, 
baseline, carbon quantification, leakage, and others.  The audit team had available all support documents of PD in digital 
version (spreadsheeets, maps, etc.) and other relevant publications in paper.  
 
Field visit: The audit team decided to evaluate the forest stratification, inventory plots. In this visit the audit team had a flight over 
the project area. An inventory plot of carbon quantification was visited. In the project area, the auditors evaluated strata: bosque 
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mesoxerofítico bajo, bosque mesoxerofítico alto, bosque mesoxerofítico en transición con palmar y palmares. According to PP 
and stakeholders, several interviews were realized with NGOs, local organization, government institutions (local and national), 
and other interested (farmers and local people).  
 
At the end of field visit, the audit team and PP had a closing meeting to require some additional explanations and present the 
preliminary findings.   
 

Location/Facility Date(s) Length of 
Audit 

Auditor(s) 

Guyra Office in Asunción, Paraguay Jan 16-17 All days V. Colán, I. Starr 

Field visit to Bahia Negra Jan 18-20 All days V. Colán, I. Starr 

Guyra Office in Asunción, Paraguay Jan 21 All day V. Colán, I. Starr 

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

Ref Title, Author(s), Version, Date Electronic Filename 

1 Annex 1A, Metodología para ecuación alométrica y stock 
de carbono. Cecliia Pizzurno, Version Unknown, Oct. 
2011 

Annexe 1 A Metodologia para ecuacion alometrica 
y stock de carbono, Tobich - Copy.pdf 

2 Annex 1B.  Determinación de ecaución alométrica stock 
de carbon. Cecliia Pizzurno, Version Unknown, Oct. 2011 

Annexe 1 B estimacion de ecuacion alometrica y 
estimacion de carbono, Tobich - Copy.pdf 

3 Annexe 1 C. Planilla de Inventario, Tobich, Author 
Unknown, Version Unknown, Jan 6 2012 

Annexe 1 C. Planilla de Inventario, Tobich, 
actualizado 06enero.xls 

4 Actividades y Monitoreo Social. Author Unknown, Version 
Unknown, Date unknown 

Annexe 18B ACTIVIDADES Y MONITOREO 
SOCIAL.docx 

5 Metodología de elaboración de la Cobertura de la Tierra 
de la Finca Tobich, Author unknown, Version unknown, 
date unknown. 

Annexe 39 Descripcion Metodologia Bosques 
REDD Tobich.docx 

6 The Paraguay Forest Conservation Project, Project 
Design Document, Guyra/World Land Trust, v.6, January 
2012  

Chaco PDD_ CCBA FINAL Feb 2012.pdf 

7 The Paraguay Forest Conservation Project, Project 
Design Document, Guyra/World Land Trust, v.4, January 
2012  

VCS v3 Project Description Tobich Dec FINAL.pdf 

8 Evaluación Ecológica Rápida. Parque Nacional Río 
Negro. Resumen Ejecutivo. Guyra Paraguay, et al. 
Febrero 2003 

Annexe 2 Rio Negro Rapid Ecological 
Assessment.pdf 

9 Grouped Project Boundary. Author unknown, Version 
unknown, date unknown. 

Annexe 38 A Grouped Project Boundary.kmz 

10 Limites de propiedad REDD Chaco Pantanal. Author 
unknown, Version unknown, date unknown. 

Annexe 38 B Limites Propiedad REDD Chaco 
Pantanal.kmz 

11 Información de Pueblos Indígenas. 
Author unknown, Version unknown, date unknown. 

Annexe 3 Pueblos indígenas.xlsx 

12 Land use trends in Paraguay and the Northern Chaco. 
World Land Trust and Guyra Paraguay, Version unknown, 
August 2009 

Annexe 4 A Economic drivers.pdf  

13 Land use trends in Paraguay and the Northern Chaco 
Maps. 
World Land Trust and Guyra Paraguay, Version unknown, 
August 2009 

Annexe 4 B Economic drivers maps.pdf 

14 Altos Valores Final 

Guyra Paraguay, Version unknown, February 2012 

Annexe 11B Planilla HCV 1 Febrero 2012.xls 

15 BirdLife International Statement regarding the global Annexe 32 BirdLife Statement Paraguay Forest 
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importance for biodiversity conservation of the Chaco-
Pantanal project zone. 
Rob Clay, BirdLife International. Version unknown, date 
unknown. 

Conservation Project.pdf 

16 Censo Neotropical de Aves Acuáticas 2007. 

Arne J. Lesterhuis y Silvia Centrón. 2007. 

Annexe 14 IBAS 2007.pdf 

17 Adopcion de los criterios de Alto Valores de 
Conservación de recursos naturales en los distritos 
Fuerte Olimpo y Bahía Negra. Chaco Paraguayo. 
Guyra Paraguay. Enero 2012 

Annexe 11A HCVA Chaco Pantanal Final.pdf 

18 San Gabriel Non Permanence Risk Assessment 

Author unknown, Version unknown, date unknown. 
Annexe 16 VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Tool for 
Risk Assessment.xls 

19 Proceso de consult a previa libre e informada del 
proyecto conservación de bosques del Paraguay. 
Guyra Paraguay – Union de comunidades indigenas de la 
nación Yshir. Version unknown. Date unknown. 

Annexe 40 Proceso de consulta previa libre e 
informada.docx.  

20 Paraguay Forest Conservation Programme – Financials 
April 2011. 
Guyra Paraguay. Version unknown. Date unknown. 

Annexe 19 PFCP Financials.xls 

21 Guyra Paraguay Performance and Other Institutions. 

Guyra Paraguay. Version unknown. Date unknown. 

Annexe 22 Guyra Institutional Curriculum Vitae.doc 

22 Proyecto de conservación de bosque Paraguay – RDD 
Pantanal 
UCINY-Guyra Paraguay. Version unknown. Date 
unknown. 

Annexe 21 Outline Training Plan.docx 

23 Relevant legislation – Chaco-Pantanal (extracted from 
Project legal consultancy reports and/or cited in Project 
Description Document.) 

Author unknown, Version unknown, date unknown. 

Annexe 27 Legal review Chaco-Pantanal.doc 

24 Plan de emergencias. Reserva Pantanal Paraguayo. 

Author unknown, Version unknown, date unknown. 
Annexe 24 Plan General de Emergencias – 
Copy.docx 

25 Proceso de selección de personal 

Author unknown, Version unknown, date unknown. 

Annexe 23 Proceso de seleccion de personal.docx 

26 World Land Trust. Report and Financial Statements. 

World Land Trust. Version unknown. December 2010 

Annexe 25 2010 WLT Final Accounts.pdf 

27 Dictamen de los auditors independientes. 
CYCE, version unknown, June 2011 

Annexe 26 Dictamenes de los Auditores-Esp-
Ing.pdf 

28 Resolución 189-11 
INDERT, version unknown, May 2011 

Annexe 28 (A,B,C) INDERT title transfer 
authorisation.jpg 

29 SEAM 229/08 
SEAM, version unknown, Oct 2008 

Annexe 29 SEAM endorsement.pdf 

30 Acta de Reunion 
Comunidades Yshir, version unknown, May 2011 

Annexe 17C Acta UCINY REDD 07 2011.pdf 

31 Informe de Campo 
Comunidad Yshir, version unknown, March 2010 

Annexe 17B Chamacoco alternative site 
agreement.pdf 

32 Acta de Reunion 
Comunidad Yshir, version unknown, Aug 2009 

Annexe 17A Chamacoco Puerto Ramos 
agreement.pdf 

33 Plan de Monitoreo de impactos a altos valores de 
conservación para proyecto de conservación de 
bosques del Chaco. 
Guyra Paraguay, version 2012, January 2012 

Annexe 11D Plan de monitoreo HCVA.rtf 

34 Ley Nº294 Evaluación de Impacto Ambiental. 
Congreso de la Naciona Paraguaya. version unknown, 

Dec 1993 

Annexe 33 Ley de Evaluacion de Impacto 
Ambiental.pdf 
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35 Implementation Schedule PFCP Chaco-Pantanal 
component. 
Guyra Paraguay, version May 2012, 

Annexe 44 Implementation Schedule.xlsx 

 
3.4 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 

Jan 16, 2012 Massimo Coda Asociación Rural del Paraguay – Bahía Negra 

Jan 16, 2012 Carlos Irazabal Director Instituto Forestal Nacional - INFONA 

Jan 16, 2012 Angel Parra INFONA 

Jan 16-21, 2012 Oscar Rodas Guyra Paraguay, Landscape Coordinator  

Jan 16-21, 2012 Roger Wilson World Land Trust 

Jan 17, 2012 Esteban Vasconcelos Asociación Rural del Paraguay – Vice Presidente 

Jan 17-21, 2012 Fernando Palacios Guyra Paraguay, GIS expert  

Jan 17, 2012 Víctor Demestri Instituto de Tierra - INDERT 

Jan 17, 2012 Isabel Basualdo Secretaria del Ambiente – SEAM 

Jan 17, 2012 Rafael Gonzales Secretaria del Ambiente – SEAM 

Jan 17, 2012 Alison Ferreyra Secretaria del Ambiente – SEAM 

Jan 18-21, 2012 Cecilia Pizzurno Guyra Paraguay, Forest expert 

Jan 18, 2012 Estanislao Baes + 15 
communitarian  

UCINI 

Jan 18, 2012 Cándido Silva Representative of Bahia Negra City 

Jan 20, 2012 Sheila Abed IDEA Institute 

Jan 20, 2012 Mirtha Pereyra Federación de la Autodeterminación de Pueblos Indígenas – 
FAPI 

Jan 21, 2012 Cristina Morales Guyra Paraguay, Biodiversity 



C-25 CCB Valid_Verif Master Report Tmpl 12Jun11                 Page 29 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The Project Proponent – PP, describe location the project in the Department of Alto Paraguay, in the Chaco 
(Occidental Region) of north-eastern Paraguay. It is designed as a grouped project; the project zone is extended to 
include the Yshir communities. 
The river has a markedly different seasonal flow to the Chaco as a whole, being dependent on upstream conditions 
and reaching highest levels in the southern autumn. This controls the seasonality of the wetlands of the Pantanal and 
the seasonal flooding of the immediate hinterland in the Chaco-Pantanal transition, where the project area is located. 
In the west of the project zone the soils tend to be sandy and free‐ draining. In the east (including the project area) 
they tend to be poorly‐ draining clays. The soil types, aptitudes and constraints have been assessed (Alvarenga et al 
1996, Larrosa 1999, Barboza 2006, see also Morales et al 2012 – Annexe 11) and comprise mineral regosols, 
cambisols, luvisols, gleysols and fluvisols that are generally apt for livestock but prone either to erosion or to 
waterlogging. 
There is marked seasonality, being hottest (averaging 28ºC) in December-January and coolest (averaging 19ºC) in 
June-July. The cool season is also dry, with little or no rainfall. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

2) The types and condition of vegetation within the project area. 
Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project zone is considered within ―Parque Nacional Rio Negro‖, the area evaluated 2003 (Annexe 2), identifying 
representative areas from the following types of forests: xerofítico semi caducifolio forest, transitional mesoxerofítico 
semi caducifolio forest, dense mesoxerofítico semi caducifolio forest, dense mesoxerofitico semi caducifolio in 
transition forest, flooded forests. In the case of savannah was identified palm savannah in transition with forest 
formations, savannahs with shrublands or bushes, park savannah, savannah of wetlands. In the study done by the 
PP to determine the allometric equation (Annexe 1 A), we used satellite images to determine the type of vegetation in 
the project area. As a result, there was classified in five types of vegetation: high mesoxerophytic forest, forest 

                                                 
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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in Drainage mesoxerophytic high line, lowwmesoxerophytic Woodland and thicket, mesoxerophytic forest 
/ savannah transition palm, palm savannah.  
Before the field visit, the auditor team identified the places to visit to check the identification made. In the field the 
auditor team checked four types of vegetation. The identification was also confirmed with the overflight to the project 
area.  The PDD presents images of the vegetation types (Figures 6 A - 6 F) and maps of the coverage (Figures 4 and 
5). 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

3) The boundaries of the project area and the project zone. 
Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In the Figure 7 of the PDD, the PP shows the project area and project zone. The project area boundaries are legally 
defined with private property whose property title are recognized by the Instituto Nacional de Desarrollo Rural y de 
Tierras – INDERT as review by the auditor team. The PP has also sent the Annexes 38A and 38B to identify the 
project zone depending on the scope in the future. It is observed that the PP has found that there is a difference 
between the surface recognized legally verified with satellite imagery and field measurements, although all the 
boundaries are visible in the field with fence.  This could be because it was considered very old documents (Instituto 
de Bienestar Rural-IBR) for certification and currently there are very precise tools. OBS 01/12. 
The project zone is defined by the surface with similar coverage to the project area in mesoxerophytic and palm 
savannahs, which amounts to 1'252, 825 hectares. The delineation was performed with two types of satellite images.  
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS OBS 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 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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent describes a process for stratifying the project area using satellite data referenced in Annex 39.  The 
audit team verified the quality of the stratification map in the project area, which was found to correspond closely to 
the observed differences in strata while in the field.  Further, the proponent has an experienced GIS/remote sensing 
professional on staff and several images were viewed on site pertaining to the stratification. Although, Annex 39 
shows screen shots to document the stratification process it does not clearly specify the exact images used in the 
analysis, which diminishes the transparency and verifiability of the process  (OBS 02/12).  
 
According to page 22 of the PD, the carbon stocks in the project area was determined using 4 permanent plots, 2 in 
each of the 2 major forest strata high and low mesoxerophytic forest.  The proponent states on pg. 22 of the PD that it 
relied on the ―Winrock Terrestrial Sampling Calculator, (www.winrock.org/ecosystems/tools.asp) to determine the 
number of plots in these two strata.  However, the proponent neither submitted the relevant inputs required by the tool 
to allow the auditors to verify this claim, or provided an example of the completed Winrock tool as part of the 
documentation.  Therefore, the audit team cannot verify correct usage, the sufficiency of the sampling design and 
whether it conforms to the accepted levels of uncertainty (NCR 01/12).  Further, the proponent states on page 22 
that: ―..data sheets for estimation of carbon pools are given as Annexes 1A, B and C, with additional information on 
permanent plot design in Annexe 39.‖, however Annexe 39 does not contain this additional information because it 
only explains the process for stratifying the forest (NCR 05/12).   
 
Annex 1A and 1B were provided and describe methods for determining the local allometric equation and the carbon 
stock estimates.  The development of the equation‘s coefficients and therefore the allometric equation appears to be 

                                                 
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. 

http://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/vol4.html
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satisfactory, and was used to calculate above-ground biomass.  When evaluated against the requirements set in CP-
AB for allometric equations, as it possesses an R value of >0.8. However there appears to be an issue with the 
applicability of the equation at diameters past 45cm, because at diameters greater than 45cm the total biomass 
computed by the equation begins to decrease as diameters increase due to its functional form.  The results created 
by this characteristic yield unrealistic biomass estimates for larger trees.  For example, in Annex 1C, tab Parcela3 VC, 
cell H15 indicates a DBH of 50 cm with a biomass of 972kg, while cell H27 shows a DBH of 72 and biomass of 
171kg.  No explanation is made to justify the use of this equation for trees greater than >45cm, and no correction for 
the effect of this functional form is demonstrated or mentioned in the documentation.  Therefore this issue significantly 
affects the accuracy of all carbon stock estimates and subsequent calculations pertaining to net emissions reductions 
(NCR 03/12). 
 
Furthermore, there is uncertainty concerning the accuracy of the diameter measurements for Parcelas 3 and 4 (high 
forest).  A significant portion of trees were measured to be greater than 60cm DAP within high forest yielding an 
average aboveground carbon content per hectare of 225tC. By comparison low forest is calculated as 58tC/ha.  
Observations made by the audit team suggest that the high forest biomass was observed to be somewhat taller than 
that of the low forest; however, it seemed rare to see a dramatic escalation in the number of trees over 50cm.  Given 
climatic and edaphic variables of the site coupled with field observations suggest that the project area may not 
support a high number of large-diameter trees to the extent reported by the proponent.  Further, the diameter and 
height relationships of large-diameter trees appears unrealistic.  For example cell H27 in Annex 1C, tab Parcela3 
notes a tree of 72 cm DBH, and total height of 9m.  It is not indicated as a damaged tree, nor are any other trees with 
similar DBH and Height relationships.  This further adds to the uncertainty that field data is correct.  The overall effect 
of these issues leads to an inordinately disparate carbon content estimate between high mesophytic forest as 
compared to the low forest, thus raising uncertainty that measurements were taken correctly and that carbon 
calculations are correct (NCR 02/12).  The audit team requests additional information to support the veracity of the 
measurements made in plots 3 and 4 of high forest, which shall include the original data sheets.  
 
Annex 8C was provided, which contains inventory information from the 4 1ha-plots in the project area, as well as the 
carbon calculations.  Although the local allometric equation appears to have been applied correctly to compute 
aboveground biomass, the incorporation of the below-ground biomass into the figure for total biomass appears to be 
incorrect.  The output of the allometric equation is aboveground biomass in kg.  However, the below-ground carbon 
estimate based on the IPCC ratio of belowground to aboveground biomass of 0.28, which is correct; however, it was 
used to separate the aboveground carbon content into aboveground and belowground carbon content (NCR 03/12).  
Therefore carbon calculations are incorrect and GHG emissions reductions estimates are also incorrect.  As an 
example tree 1 in Parcela 1 (Annex 8C) has carbon content of 0.21 tC, and the estimate of the below ground carbon 
content is given as 0.06.  However the final estimate of carbon content is determined to still be 0.21tC, which is 
incorrect.  
 
The proponent indicates on pg 20 of the PD that the stratum along drainage lines used the computed carbon density 
values of high mesoxerophytic forest based on the conservative assumption that forests in these areas have even 
larger trees than those found in high mesoxerophytic forest.  This assumption was determined to be acceptable 
because the audit team observed these same differences in the field, which corroborate this assumption; however, 
there are issues with the accuracy of the carbon calculations in high and low mesophytic forest as noted in NCR 
02/12.   
The transition zone between mesoxerophytic and palm savannah was the average of the two strata.  This assumption 
also appears to be an adequate methodology since the transition zone was observed to be a mix of palm and 
mexoxerophytic forest; however, there are issues with the carbon calculations that affect this average and must be 
corrected (NCR 03/12)   
 
The carbon content of the palm savannah is based on measurements from Levia 2010.  This source was not provided 
to the audit team and therefore the team could not verify the adequacy of this source, which is important to determine 
carbon stocks and GHG emissions reductions (NCR 02/12) 
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Finally, the proponent states that it uses the IPCC 2006 default value for carbon fraction of dry matter which it lists as 
0.50, which is incorrect. The value given by Module CP-AB and the IPCC 2006 is actually 0.47 which is based on the 
IPCC 2006 INV GLs AFOLU Chapter 4 Table 4.3.  The proponent has not justified the use of a carbon fraction of dry 
matter of 0.50, therefore if the proponent is to continue using the default value then it must use the correct value of 
used by the methodology.  By not using the official default value and not providing a justification for the higher carbon 
fraction, the proponent is not being conservative in its calculations. (NCR 03/12). 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 01/12; NCR 02/12; NCR 03/12; NCR 05/12; 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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD describes the project's location in a region far from the country, where Bahia Negra is the largest 
population but still there is no socioeconomic information updated. There are some indicators for the district as 
access to electricity, access to clean water, access to sewerage and waste management, all of them are 
very rare. In the project zone are recognized 4 types of communities: ranchers, the people 
of Bahia Negra, the Ayoreos and Yshir. 
The PDD contains socioeconomic information of the ranchers and the people of Bahia Negra. The Ayoreos are 
approximately 80 km from the project area and has different customs to Yshir and have agreed to 20,000 ha granted 
by the Paraguayan Indigenous Institute. Figure 12 of the PDD presents information about Yshir communities and 
Annex 3 details the social information for the 4 communities, according to the requirements of the standard. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD describes four types of land ownership: state-protected areas by the government, private protected area, 
military areas, and community lands. Military areas correspond to area destined to a military base. This area has not 
been excluded because it also is threatened by deforestation. Private protected areas refer to areas of conservation 
within farming properties that will not be changed to pasture but kept in original condition due to the presence of 
any watercourse or interest of the owner. 
The PP has made a special study to the stakeholders of the project area, describing all types of land use, uses 
satellite imagery to identify movements or changes in land use in recent years (Annex 4 A and Annex 4 B). In the 
Annex, there is a plotted comparison between economic activities of Paraguay with the drivers of growth. Much of 
the project zone is located in protected areas but in recent decades the State has sold land for livestock, becoming a 
viable and investor interest activity. 
Figure 14 indicates the location of indigenous communities in the project zone and shows the registers of INDI to 

                                                 
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. 
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November 2011, with its effective resolutions. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

 
Biodiversity Information 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PP has based its analysis of biodiversity in the Rapid evaluation of the ―Parque Nacional Río 
Negro‖ (Annexe 2) using the methodology of The Nature Conservancy, consisting of remote sensing, biological 
sampling and socioeconomic sample. This methodology provides the information required by the standard. In the 
zone there are mainly two ecoregions that generate special habitats: dry Chaco and extensive Pantanal, 
making biodiversity different. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

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  
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project area is adjacent to the Parque Nacional Defensores del Chaco, the ―Parque Nacional Rio negro‖, and 
these are within the Chaco Biosphere Reserve, created in 2005. Both National Parks,  Defensores de Chaco and Rio 
Negro are recognized internationally as Important Bird Areas (IBAs). BirdLife International (Annexe 32) mentions 
that these two IBAs are important because they contribute to global conservation of species and for hosting migratory 
species. Also specifically restricted birds Reservoirs and Closed. The wetland is one of the largest in the world and 
concentrates more than 20,000 waterfowl. In the census taken in 2007 (Annexe 14), details that most abundant 
species are in the area in February and July. 
 
Pg 11 Annex B, the PP describes all the endemic species, migratory birds, endangered species and rare 
or threatened.  In item G.1.8.1 b, the PDD provides a table with numbers of species (by category) that 
is vulnerable nationally and internationally. 46 species of wildlife, including reptiles, birds and important 
for endemic species and migratory. In the dry season the birds are concentrated in wetlands or swamp. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

                                                 
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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NCR/OBS None  

 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PP has done work for the identification of conservation values in the districts of Fuerte Olimpo and Bahia 
Negra (Annexe 11A, 11B, and 11C), based on similar work in the National Park Reserve for San Rafael. The project 
zone is a transition between the Dry Chaco, Pantanal and Cerrado ecoregion. According to the methodology 
developed, the Annexe 11C shows the location maps of areas with conservation attributes. The project 
zone highlighted by a special attribute for the conservation of birds, mammals, amphibians, reptiles and ecosystem. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

 
8.3. Threatened or rare ecosystems; 

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In the project zone has identified the forest of "quebracho", considered a rare ecosystem because it is not 
represented in the protected area system. The PDD does not make a complete support of the definition 
of rare ecosystems. Also Figure 8, marked as evidence, it is not clear to relate to this issue also exists in the 
PDD another figure with the same number. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 04/12 

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

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

Annexe 11A, provides an explanation of the different aquifers in the project zone. We found four wetlands. The 
Paraguay River wetland is one of the largest in Paraguay and has regular environmental quality. The Black River 
wetland is considered internationally as a Ramsar site, has an excellent environmental quality. Both wetlands are 
Category I: Rivers, Dams and Lagoons. The Black Bay wetland, which corresponds to Category IV (Riachos, 
Lagoons and Coastal Forests), also has excellent environmental quality. The Mariscal Estigarribia wetland (category 
VIII: canyons, dry forest and Agriculture) has a poor environmental quality. 
 
In Figure 11 of Annexe 11A shows the aquifers of the municipality of Bahia Negra and in Figure 12 are seen the 
recharge areas of aquifers, which are considered AVC by the availability of water 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project zone is one of the largest but least populated of the country. The communities of the Yshir nation use the 
areas adjacent to its territory for firewood, hunting, fodder, building materials and obtain materials for crafts. In an 
extended meeting with the leaders and coordinators of Yshir communities, the audit team could see that the 
communities use the surrounding areas to provide themselves with all the aforesaid goods. They also said that the 
conversion of forest to farming production has split its territory and makes them very difficult to get food, 
besides the wildlife It is far away. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

 



C-25 CCB Valid_Verif Master Report Tmpl 12Jun11                 Page 35 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project zone has been the territory of the Ayoreo and traditionally Yshir. The Ayoreos came in the territory 
and are now out of the zone and Yshir stayed close to the river and is now isolated, there are many farms that have 
transformed the landscape and becomes their territory mosaics without the possibility of maintaining their traditional 
customs. During the validation it was found with the communities that the project area will engage 
in religious rituals that have not been achieved in recent years. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In section G2.1 the proponent states that ―. In the absence of the project the Tobich project area would be sold for 
conversion to cattle ranching‖. This is the baseline scenario identified and selected by the proponent, and provides a 
summarized description of three pricing scenarios related to cattle ranching. However, the proponent refers the 
reader to the baseline determination process elaborated in its documentation for VCS certification.  Therefore, the 
audit team referred to the VCS PD for this analysis and the findings related to the baseline determination using VCS 
module BL-PL are described below.   
 
Baseline Determinations Steps: 
Step 1.1) In section 2.4.1 of the PD the proponent identifies ―large-scale‖ cattle ranchers as the most likely class of 
deforestation agent based on historical patterns of development demonstrated by historical satellite data.  This data 
was available to the auditors and some records were viewed at the proponent‘s geospatial lab.  Further, the 
proponent‘s geospatial analysis and the auditor‘s overflight demonstrated that cattle clearings are indiscriminate of 
forest type.  Annex 4 provides a deeper analysis of land-use trends in the Chaco based on 2008 national agricultural 
census. According to Annex 4, an overwhelming number of new cattle ranches are greater than or equal to 500 
hectares in size. Growth of the cattle industry in this region has increased dramatically due to attractive land prices 
relative to other parts of Paraguay and global demand for beef.  However, Annex 4A is missing many key sub-
annexes (annexe 2 and annexe 3), which diminish its transparency and the auditor‘s availability to evaluate the use of 
key economic statistics, tables, and charts referenced throughout the document. The proponent should ensure that all 
relevant supporting documentation is provided (OBS 02/12). However, auditor consultations with government 
officials, as well as an overflight between Asunción and the project area clearly show the undisputed dominance of 
large cattle holdings as the main land-use in the Chaco.  Therefore, it appears adequate to select large-scale cattle 
ranchers as the most likely deforestation agent class. 
   

                                                 
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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Step 1.2)  The proponent demonstrates imminent site threat using the following evidence: 

1. VCS Annexes 8A,-8C lay forth guidelines and regulations to guide the manner in which natural resources are used 
including forests cleared for agriculture.  The auditors confirmed critical aspects of these laws with representatives of 
SEAM and INFONA such as the 100ha max. pasture size, 25% retention of original forest cover, and 100m buffer 
strips between pastures.   

 

2. Suitability for cattle ranching is based on assessments by SEAM, and the fact that the original owner was granted 
land due to agrarian reform promoting cattle.  This was confirmed in interviews by the audit team with SEAM, 
INFONA, and INDERT.   

 

3. A bidding process occurred to purchase the land to rival that of a buyer with interest in cattle ranching.  During the 
validation process the proponent made it a clear possibility for the audit team to interview the former land owner and 
the counter-bidding party to confirm the bidding process, however after 4-5 other stakeholders confirmed the trend 
towards higher land prices in the Chaco the team felt this was unnecessary since sufficient evidence suggested a 
bidding process had occurred.  

 

4.  Figure 10 of the VCS PD outlines a historical trend of deforestation in the Chaco based on remotely sensed data.  
This information was viewed and verified at the proponent‘s geospatial lab and appears to have followed the 
appropriate conventions and practices for remote sensing analysis. 

 

5.  The  claimed level of forest  retention after within recently cleared cattle lots (2001-2010) was given as 45% based 
on application of required reserves, windbreaks, and buffers.  The proponent claims in section 2.4.2 of the VCS PD 
that on average the proxy areas retained 53% of their forest and indicates the reader to examine section 2.4.3. It also 
refers the reader to VCS Annex 10a-10f, which shows a classified geospatial analysis of each proxy area along with 
deforestation historical deforestation amounts.  It appears that the table showing rates of deforestation in section 
2.4.3 come from Annex 10‘s deforestation and land area figures for each proxy area. In many cases there are 
discrepancies between the total land area of each proxy area, the area deforested 2001-2010, and the total forest 
remaining listed between the table in the section 2.4.3 and respective maps supplied for each proxy area (Annex 10).  
One such example of many occurs with Annex 10b (Proxy 2) where its total area is listed as 50,759.6ha, but the table 
in 2.4.3 says 50,768ha.  Proxy 3 is listed in Annex 10c as 29904ha while the table says 30100, and the area cleared 
in 2001-2010 in Annex 10c adds up to 6822 while the table says 7394.  Therefore, there is uncertainty regarding the 
accuracy of the deforestation rate calculations due to inconsistencies in the area listed for each proxy area (NCR 
05/12). These are just illustrative examples and it appears as though issues of this nature continue throughout the 
proxy areas.  It is unclear what has caused these inconsistencies but they must be corrected as these inconsistencies 
affect the variable D%pn, which in turn may have consequences on net GHG calculations.  An explanation for these 
inconsistencies shall also be provided to the audit team prior to validation. 
 
Step 1.3) Although the calculations in the table provided in section 2.4.3 of the VCS PD appear correctly computed, 
due to the comments made in the commentary above there is uncertainty regarding the accuracy of the figures used 
to calculate D%pn.   Please refer to the commentary above (refer to NCR 05/12). 
 
Step 1.4) The proponent states that the proxy areas are privately owned; therefore, the likelihood of deforestation is 
100%.  The information obtained by the audit team through interviews with SEAM, INDERT, and INFONA confirms 
that these are private land holders and that therefore this probability rating has been determined accurately. 
 
Step 1.5) The proponent states in section 2.5.5  that the analysis in Figure 2 of 1997 and 2011 images shows no 
abandonment of cattle lots, rather it shows their proliferation.  When combined with the auditor‘s overflight and 
interview with government officials this trend appears to be supported.  Further, the quality of the geospatial analysis 
appears to be founded on common remote sensing practice and appears to be of sufficient quality. However, the 
proponent has not clearly and explicitly identified five proxy for analysis as required by Step 1.5 of BL-PL (OBS 
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03/12). Therefore although the proponent‘s claim that no abandonment appears justified, it should ensure that proxy 
areas are clearly and explicitly identified.  
 
Step 2.1) Please refer to NCR 01/12, NCR 02/12, and NCR 03/12 related to CCB section G1.4.    
 
Step 2.2) The VCS PD states in section 3.1.2 that ―Given that the baseline scenario assumes that 45% of the 
standing forest will be retained following clearance for ranching (PD Section 2.4.2.), the post-deforestation carbon 
stock is taken as 45% of the pre-deforestation carbon stock”.   
 
This is an incorrect definition of post-deforestation carbon stocks, which as per VCS module BL-AP 2.2 should be 
interpreted as ―Post-deforestation carbon stocks should be the long-term average stocks on the land following 
deforestation.‖ (NCR 03/12).   In other words, it refers to the long-term average carbon stock of the portion of land 
subject to deforestation after it has been deforested.   The proponent‘s interpretation has created an incorrect value 
for CBSL,post,I that negatively affects the accuracy of GHG emissions reductions calculations.   The proponent shall 
recalculate CBSL,post,I using the correct definition given in BL-AP 2.2.    
 
Part 3). The project is not modelling biomass burning or non-CO2 gases in its baseline scenario and has elected to 
omit non-CO2 gases on the basis that it is conservative to exclude them.  This action appears to be justified based on 
the requirements of REDD-MF. 
 
Part 4).  The project has indicated in section 2.2 of the PD that baseline renewal shall occur every 10 years, which is 
in conformance with the REDD-MF methodology. 
 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 03/12; OBS 03/12  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent presents two alternative scenarios to the baseline scenario which include a). a pre-project land-use 
where the land remains under the previous owner and is not developed, and b). that the project land area is acquired 
by the proponent without carbon finance.  The proponent asserts that due to escalating land-prices and the expiration 
of INDERT‘s requirements on the land, that the previous owner was already considering various bids on the land.  
Interviews with INFONA, INDERT, and cattle ranching representatives suggest that bidding wars have increased in 
the northern Chaco, which corroborates the proponent‘s assertion.  However, the proponent has not referenced 
documentation to support these claims as required by footnote 18 related to G2.1 of the CCB standard.  (OBS 02/12) 
 
The second scenario acknowledges that the WLT engages in land purchases driven by conservation interests, but 
because of escalating land prices it required carbon finance in order to secure a loan needed to pay the upfront costs 
related to land-acquisition. The proponent cites the increase in land prices faced by WLT, but does not provide 
documentation to support these prices (OBS 02/12).  However, as mentioned earlier, the stakeholder interviews 
suggest an upward trend in land prices.  Further, the proponent states that it already engaged, and lost, a bid to 
acquire another property, which supports the assessment that significant upfront capital is necessary for acquiring 
land based on increasing land-prices. The audit team confirmed that the proponent was outbid during the attempt to 
purchase the Puerto Ramos parcel based on signage placed on that property by the new owner.  In addition, the 
proponent claims and demonstrates that Annex 2 contains provisions regarding the use of carbon finance as a 

                                                 
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.  
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funding mechanism that is written into the title.  The audit team‘s stakeholder interviews suggest that the proponent 
has followed all relevant national laws as per assessments by IDEA, INFONA, and SEAM. Therefore, the proponent‘s 
analysis suggests that the project is truly additional. 
 

 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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent summarizes the analysis contained within the VCS PD and ultimately defers to its analysis regarding 
net-changes in carbon stocks.  This evaluation relates to the information presented in the VCS PD that uses the VCS 
REDD-MF methodology.  
 
The proponent has presented baseline emissions estimates at the end of section 3.1.3 of the VCS PD.  The 
proponent presents the information in prose only and states that:  
 
―In sum, the post-deforestation carbon stocks are reduced by 1.162.200 t CO2-e over the full crediting period. At a 
deforestation rate of 8.24%, the forest available at year 1 will be exhausted in year 13. This represents an annual 
reduction of 95.811 t CO2-e over 12 years (i.e. throughout the 10 year initial baseline period) leaving a residual 
12.472 t CO2-e reduction as the last available forest is transformed in year 13.  ― 
 
Annex 12 is referred to as supporting evidence of these results.  In tab BSL C Stocks & GHG the proponent has 
calculated total deforestation in year 12 and 13 incorrectly which results from having calculated total area of forest 
remaining in year 12 (Cell F20) instead of total area deforested (OBS 04/12).  However, the total amounts of area 
deforested have been computed correctly.  The proponent should ensure that deforested areas in the baseline 
scenario by stratum have been calculated correctly. 

 

In tab BSL C Stocks & GHG aboveground and belowground forest carbon stocks in tCO2e as well as post-
deforestation carbon stocks in tCO2e by stratum have been incorrectly computed. See NCR 05/12 for details.  In 

                                                 
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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addition to being incorrect for due to the aforementioned NCR‘s, the net carbon stock changes in the baseline 
scenario (∆CBSL) are also incorrect due to an incorrect computation.  Example:  Cell F102 simply refers to the total 
biomass (above and below) in tCO2e and does not take into account post-deforestation carbon stocks (NCR 06/12).   
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 06/12, NCR 04/12; Also refer NCR 01/12 and NCR 03/12; OBS 04/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent provides a description of the without project scenario with specific reference to water resources.  It 
indicates that clearing lands for cattle in the project area may affects water supplies for the Yshir by diminishing the 
emergency water reservoirs that exist within the stream channels in the project area. Given that this parcel is over 
50km from the Yshir this appears this analysis appears sufficient since the communities do not rely directly on the 
project area for daily needs.  
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent provides a description of the without project scenario with reference to biodiversity in the project zone.  
It indicates that clearing lands for cattle in the project area may make the lands more susceptible to fire risk due to 
forest degradation and clearing, further fragmentation of habitat, and general weakening of various wild populations.  
Many of these affects are difficult to foresee, but the proponent has provided references to various scientific studies 
and expert opinion to support its analysis.  Therefore, the proponent has provided a sufficient analysis for this 
component.  
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD has the summary of the principal aims. Hope reduces emissions for an amount mayor of 840,000 tC02 in 
20 years. Ensure the conservation of the Chaco-Pantanal areas, transition and the zone diversity. Communities have 
access to areas traditionally developed. 
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Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

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

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD describes two main strategies: 
- Secured Management Control of Threatened forest. The project area was purchased by Guyra Paraguay and is 
expected to be in control of the area to be managed together with Chamacocos-Yshir. Establishing measures for the 
alliance with the Yshir people reversed in a better condition position of the biodiversity. Also for the transfer 
of ownership to Yshir establishing the management agreements of area. It is hoped that the measures taken have a 
positive impact on the climate, community and biodiversity, establishing the expected impacts. 
- Land and Conservation Management. The main aim is to maintain or improve the ecological quality of the area 
through monitoring, research, protection measures, training for community members Yshir. It also expects to 
have agreements with communities UCINY for managing the area. Determine the impacts on climate (mitigation of 
permanence risk), community (strengthening cultural identity and employment opportunities in 
conservation area), and biodiversity (continued protection, connectivity between conservation areas). 
Neither reflects explicit and concrete activities to be undertaken to comply with the requirements of the standard. 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

Figure 4 to 7, the PDD includes information about the project area and project zone including the different 
characteristics of the zone. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The accounting period is the same of project life, from February 25th 2011 to February 24th 2031. It is made up two 10 
year baseline period. The PDD does not include implementation schedule. In G3.4 the PP has mentioned some 
milestone about project. 
.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 07/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD has identified several elements of risk:  Management capacity of implementing agencies; fire; political and 
social risk; infrastructural development. The PDD indicates that it has used the VCS risk assessment guidelines as 
showing in Annex 16. The proponent‘s risk assessment in fact uses these guidelines and adequately identifies 
measures to mitigate these risks. 
 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  
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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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD is a HCVS conservation project, all activities performed in the area will target the conservation of flora and 
fauna attributes. However, activities have not been detailed to guarantee the maintenance of the attributes. See NCR 
07/12. 

 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 07/12 

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

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD explains that project area will be incorporated as a reserve under shared management with the Yshir 
community. The PP is establishing a fund as long-term management fund to Chaco Area: Chovoreca, Defensores del 
Chaco National Park and Dry Chaco. 
  
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project area is uninhabited, the only stakeholders are neighbouring land owners and their estancias: ranchers, municipality 

of Bahía Negra, Ayoreo, Yshir. The consultation process opens with a presentation setting out project aims and the issues 
surrounding the use of carbon financing mechanisms. Views are solicited and the process continues through a negotiation, 
reiterating the process as many times and as frequently as necessary to reach an outcome acceptable to all parties. It will 
also continue into project implementation, as the basis of an adaptive management approach strengthened by co-
ownership and active collaboration in land management on mutually agreed principles.  See Annexe 40. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

                                                 
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.‘ 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In the PDD, the PP mentioned: All project documentation (PDD, procedures, consultations, progress reports, 
associated research reports) are regarded as in the public domain and will be available through the 56 WLT and 
Guyra Paraguay web sites. In the case of WLT, this will form a dedicated section of its ‗Ecosystems Services‘ site 
http://ecoservices.worldlandtrust.org/. 
The audit team has revised all meeting invitations and agreement, and verifies that all stakeholders have been 
informed about the project. 

 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD includes a process for handling unresolved conflict and grievances that arise during project planning and 
implementation has been presented. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PP has showed financials worksheet with information in several activities (Annexe 19).  The project proponent has 
provided the file about deliverable and costs in Chaco Pantanal, Amistad, fixed costs, and operation costs.  
The costs include assumptions to capitalization, emission, net benefit, etc.  The audit team considers that enough 
evidence for compliance with this requirement. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
25
‗The CCBA public comment period‘ is the process whereby CCBA posts project documents that are under evaluation by an auditor for conformance with 

the Standards on www.climate-standards.org for at least 30 days with an invitation and link for public comments to which the auditor must respond in the 
audit report. 

 

http://www.climate-standards.org/
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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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project proponent is Swire Pacific Offshore (Pte) Ltd. It has commissioned the project to meet its corporate social 
responsibility goals, provides the necessary financing and is the recipient of all VCUs delivered through project 
activity. Guyra Paraguay is responsible for project implementation. It has developed the project and is responsible for 
all project activities leading to delivery of VCUs for transfer to Swire Pacific Offshore. World Land Trust provides 
technical support to Guyra Paraguay in project design and implementation, and acts as the liaison with Swire Pacific 
Offshore. It is envisaged that this role becomes redundant after five years. The project governance structure is based 
on a contract chain between SPO and WLT, WLT and GP, and GP with local partners – e.g. UCINY for specific 
actions under the project strategy. Annual operational plans and spending requirements, based on this PDD and 
conditioned by the performance of the investment portfolio, are drawn up by Guyra.  
 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD contain information about skills and capacities requirement in project implementation. In Annexe 22 there 
are information about project proponents and other organization: Guyra Paraguay; international membership; 
international main donors. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

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

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PP has prepared a Training Plan (Annexe 21). The strategy to involve the community has two levels and will be 
realized with young group in Bahia Negra. Modules are: manager and administration; biodiversity, monitoring, 
research, protection areas, communication. 
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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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PP has developed a procedure for the recruitment of general staff (Annexe 23), but for field work requires the 
participation of community members. In the field visit, it was found that all personnel inventory came from Yshir 
communities. It is desirable that these villagers are trained in all operations. 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The Annexe 27 contain a Relevant Legislation according to forestry, environmental, protected area, convention and 
agreement ratification laws, land tenure, sanctions and penalties, labour laws. Each law has a little comment. 
.  

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

An assessment of the work has been done and the PP developed a general emergency plan (Annexe 24), which 
includes accident prevention, trauma care, basic equipment, transport to welfare centers, and protocols that vary by 
location the accident. The project proponent has also set policy on non-use of weapons, no drugs or alcohol, and use 
of health procedures. All employees enjoy all the benefits provided by law.‘ 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

Implementation of project is considered within the budget of Swire Pacific Offshore, which is the project proponent 
and is a globally recognized company with revenues in more of 500 million dollars annually. World Land Trust is an 
international NGO that has invested in this project also demonstrates financial stability financial audit (Annexe 25). 
Guyra Paraguay manages an annual budget of approximately one million dollars and accounting is audited by 
external, independent and internationally recognized. (Annex 26). 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

                                                 
26

 ‗Workers‘ are defined as people directly working on project activities in return for compensation (financial or otherwise), including employees, contracted 

workers, sub-contracted workers and community members that are paid to carry out project-related work. 
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NCR/OBS None  

 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

Annex 28 (A, B, and C) contain the official documents of authorization to transfer the property to Guyra Paraguay. In 
G4.5 mentioned findings regarding compliance with local laws and standards to which it submits the project 
proponent.  
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has presented four annexes documenting the approval of the project: Annexe 29 from the Secretary of 
Environment of Paraguay, and Annexe 17A, 17B, 17C where the leaders of the Yshir community signed a document 
acknowledging the REDD project, Also, Yshir leaders acknowledge co-ownership with Guyra of Tobich land for the 
next 20 years and commitment to transfer land tittles to the Yshir after the project lifetime.   
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project states that follow its procedures for communicating with its neighbors and will not enter private property without 
invitation. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

                                                 
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. 
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. 
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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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PP mention: The project area has no inhabitants. Involuntary relocation is inapplicable and is not part of project 
activity. Furthermore the area is currently not used by the communities. Project activity invites rather than excludes 
activities important for the livelihoods and culture of the communities. 
 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PP has monitoring deforestation activity in the zone; this has been reported to the appropriate authorities for 
action. Illegal logging has not been noted in the project zone or in the adjacent Guyra Paraguay reserves. Project 
benefits derive from maintaining the standing forest stock. 
 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

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

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

Project proponent has presented property titles Yshir community, issued by the authority on land, therefore it is a 
legal recognition. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

 
 

                                                 
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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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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In section CL1.1 of the PD the proponent claims that:  ‗with- project‟  scenario  maintains  the  status  quo  against  a  

„no‐project‟ scenario estimated to incur a reduction in carbon stocks in above and belowground tree biomass  of 1.162

.200 tCO2‐e over the Project lifetime.”  The audit team has issued various NCR‘s related to the calculation of forest 

stocks as well as the calculations for net emissions reductions of the project.  Refer to NCR 01/12, NCR 02/12, NCR 
3/12, NCR 5/12, NCR 6/12 
 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  NCR 01/12,  NCR 02/12, NCR 3/12, NCR 5/12, NCR 6/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has omitted calculations of non-CO2 gases in their baseline calculations due to their insignificance.  
The thresholds are stated in VCS REDD-MF methodology and described in section 3.2 of the PD.  This decision 
appears to be satisfactory based on the justifications for conservative omissions of various GHG gases afforded by 
table 3 of the VCS REDD-MF methodology. 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent identifies transport as the only other source of GHG emissions resulting from project activities, which 
have been excluded by the proponent using the guidelines established by the VCS REDD-MF methodology.  This 

                                                 
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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decision appears to be adequate based on the justifications for conservative omissions of various GHG gases 
afforded by table 3 of the VCS REDD-MF methodology. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent asserts that the project has a net positive impact of 464,880 tC02e.  Although various NCR‘s have 
been issued related to the accuracy of forest carbon stocks and net-emissions reductions calculations, the fact that 
the with-project scenario entails complete retention of carbon stocks vs. a 55% reduction, and because no further 
emissions deductions are necessary as a result of being conservative, it is likely that despite the NCRs the net 
climate impact will still be positive.  However, the proponent must correct the issues raised in Table G1.4, G2.1, and 
G2.3 of this report in order to present a more accurate analysis of net climate impact.  See NCR 01/12, NCR 02/12, 
NCR 3/12, NCR 5/12, NCR 6/12. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS See  NCR 01/12,  NCR 02/12, NCR 3/12, NCR 5/12, NCR 6/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent asserts that Paraguay does not have an emissions cap, and the project has only been registered with 
VCS.  These points were verified by the audit team through stakeholder interviews and a review of the CDM registry. 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has identified the potential for displaced deforestation caused by cattle ranching as a result of the land 
purchase, and refers to the reader to section 2.4.1 and 3.3 of the VCS PD.  It has defined the leakage zone as 
illustrated in Figure 10 of the VCS PD and has estimated leakage using the VCS LK-ASP module along with 

                                                 
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. 
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calculations to develop an estimated amount of leakage.   
 
The audit team determined several issues: 
 
1.  The NCR‘s raised in Table G1.4, G2.1, and G2.3 of this report have identified several errors regarding carbon 
stock calculations and emission reductions calculations.  These errors have extended into the leakage calculations 
and shall be corrected.  See NCR 01/12,  NCR 02/12, NCR 3/12, NCR 5/12, NCR 6/12 
 
2.  It is unclear why the proponent has chosen a value of 10% for the variable D%planned,i,t when this variable was 
already derived in VCS Methodology BL-UP Step 1.3 and determined to be 8.24%.  The reason for this deviation is 
not clear and must be either justified or corrected to conform to the methodology (NCR 08/12). 
 
3.   The method for calculating the variable PFc is not clear.  The proponent states in Annex 13 that ―The remaining 
area not otherwise set aside has been calculated at 1.235m ha.‖  However the proponent has not demonstrated how 
it has determined that 100% of the remaining land available for cattle is deforested.  Although the audit team 
performed an overflight along the Paraguay river and the project area, which suggests that most of the land available 
for cattle is forested, this was only a small portion of the grouped project area.  No geospatial analysis is referenced 
or provided to allow the audit team to evaluate the accuracy of this assessment of the variable PFc (NCR 08/12).    
The proponent shall reference or provide a transparent procedure for determining PFc. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 08/12;  Refer to NCR 01/12,  NCR 02/12, NCR 3/12, NCR 5/12, NCR 6/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent identifies some leakage mitigation activities on page 13 of the PD including establishing a research 
partnership with the University of Paraguay to develop more forest-friendly ranching practices, helping the 
government monitor and enforce forest laws.  However, the proponent has not estimated the extent to which these 
activities may mitigate leakage as required in CL2.2 (NCR 09/12). 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 09/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project has subjected estimated leakage using VCS module LK-ASU and has subtracted this from the net climate 
impacts.  The results appear in section CL1.4.  However, various issues were cited in Table CL2.1 of this report 
regarding the accuracy of leakage calculations.  The proponent should ensure that leakage calculations are updated 
following the issues identified in Table CL2.2 of this report.  Please refer to Table CL2.2 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS Refer to NCR 01/12,  NCR 02/12, NCR 3/12, NCR 5/12, NCR 6/12, NCR 8/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent is in conformance with this requirement. Refer to Table CL1.2 of this report.  
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Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS Refer to Table CL1.2 of this report.  

 
 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent provides a summarized description of the monitoring plan in section CL3.1 of the PD, and refers the 
reader to the VCS PD, which uses the VCS Module M-MON to establish a monitoring plan.  The summarized plan 
indicates that all parameters will be monitored annually for 2011-2016 within the leakage area and grouped project 
area, and every five years thereafter.  It indicates that only aboveground biomass shall be monitored using a 
combination of remotely sensed data, overflights, and groundtruthing involving the Yshir, Univeristy of Paraguay, and 
Guyra Staff.  The VCS monitoring plan is covered in section 4 of the VCS PD.  All the parameters included in this plan 
are described in this section.   
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has indicated that it will implement a full monitoring plan, and will publically disseminate the plan on 

                                                 
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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the Guyra and WLT websites.  The proponent has not indicated how the plan and results of the monitoring will be 
communicated to the Yshir and to other local stakeholders which is a requirement of CL3.2 (NCR 10/12). Although it 
has indicated that members of the Yshir will be involved in the monitoring plan this does not necessarily ensure that 
the community at large is informed of the results.    
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 10/12 
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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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent states in Section CM1.1 of the PD that the project ―directly addresses the concerns of the Yshir 
regarding recognized rights and interest in ancestral territory‖ and that they have access to these areas. The 
proponent uses Annex 18B to estimate impacts on the Yshir in the with-project scenario and includes a summarized 
description of this exercise in section CM1.1 of the PD.  Annex 18B uses a methodology informed by the ―Manual de 
Capacitaci n en Diálogo y Negociaci n Colaborativa para la Transformaci n de Conflictos Socioambientales‖. 
Fundación Futuro Latinoamericano 2010, and the Documento Conceptual sobre Monitoreo Biológico y Social. 
APECO – INRENA. Perú, 2007, which meets the requirement in CCB CM1.1 that an accepted methodology be used 
to estimate social impacts.   
 
The assessment addresses the potential impacts on the community, which are largely positive; however, Annex 18B 
only mentions positive impacts and never acknowledges the potential for negative impacts of the project activities. 
However, in Section CM1.1 the proponent identifies the potential divisiveness that the long-term community fund may 
create within and between communities as the only potential negative issue, and claims that it by working with UCINY 
as a representative body that communities can resolve any disputes that may arise.  The auditors were able to speak 
with a representative of UCINY to determine that it has been established and determined that the project produces 
net positive benefits by helping the Yshir reclaim ancestral territory.  However, the auditor‘s consultations with various 
Yshir community representatives indicated that the governance practices of UCINY are extremely important in helping 
to manage potential future conflicts that may arise within and between communities.  Although the net-positive 
benefits were clear to the auditors, the proponent should include a more thorough discussion of the potential negative 
impacts resulting from the project. (OBS 05/12).  
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

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

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project aims to recover all conservation attributes favorable to the welfare of populations in the project area, 
including the attributes of cultural identity, using the forest as a resource for housing and food for indigenous 
communities in the area. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

 
CM2. Offsite Community Impacts - Required 
 
Concept 
The project proponents must evaluate and mitigate any possible social and economic impacts that could 
result in the decreased social and economic well-being of the main stakeholders living outside the project 
zone resulting from project activities. Project activities should at least „do no harm‟ to the well-being of 
offsite stakeholders40.  
 
Indicators  
The project proponents must: 

1) Identify any potential negative offsite stakeholder impacts that the project activities are likely to cause. 
Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In section CM2.1 of the PD the proponent states that ―No negative off-site community impacts are foreseen, except 
the potential (note above) for exclusion from benefits of the more distant Yshir communities.‖  The auditors confirmed 
that the project area is a significant distance from the Yshir communities and since it is a land acquisition based in 
conservation-driven objectives, it is unlikely for the conservation area to have negative impacts on the Yshir.  On the 
contrary, the impacts are mostly positive. The proponent has already identified the potential negative impacts related 
to the exclusion of benefits within the Yshir community in section CM1.1 (See OBS 05/12).  However, the project 
activities including land-acquisition, monitoring, and long-term fund themselves do no harm to the well-being of the 
Yshir.  
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS See OBS 05/12 

2) Describe how the project plans to mitigate these negative offsite social and economic impacts. 
Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent states in Section CM2.2 of the PD that: 
―As potential offsite stakeholder impacts are positive, no specific mitigation strategy is contemplated. ―  This statement 
is not consistent with the statement in CM2.1 and CM1.1 that identifies a potential negative resulting from the 
exclusion of benefits related to the project area.  This inconsistency should be corrected in the PD and the proponent 
should more thoroughly explain how UCINY ensures an equitable distribution of project benefits.  (NCR 11/12) 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 11/12 

                                                 
39

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

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

identified in collaboration with the communities). 
Note that High Conservation Values G1.8.1-3 that are more related to biodiversity conservation are covered in B1. 
 
40

 Restricting the evaluation to well-being based on activities that comply with statutory or conform with customary rights. 
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3) Demonstrate that the project is not likely to result in net negative impacts on the well-being of other 
stakeholder groups.   

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent asserts that other stakeholder groups, including cattle ranchers do not incur net-negative impacts from 
the project, and claims cattle ranchers have expressed support for the project.  Although the audit team heard 
testimony from two cattle ranchers operating in the area, the documentation does not itself demonstrate this support 
(OBS 06/12). 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS OBS 06/12 

 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent states that Annex 18 has been provided as an initial plan for monitoring community variables and lists 
the frequency of the assessments, and the entities responsible.  This plan appears to sufficiently monitor for 
community variables that are linked to the project activities including monitoring of project area, reinvigorating 
traditional knowledge, building local capacity to develop management skills, and account for community impacts 
(positive and negative).  There is specific language regarding the assessment of UCINY as a governing body for the 
communities, which would be responsible for mitigating any potential negative issues resulting from project activities. 
The proponent is in conformance with this requirement. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PP has established any keys for this assessment in Annex 11A (pages 56 - 72), considering the main activities they made 
in the area to be monitoring. 

 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

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 

                                                 
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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they are made publicly available on the internet and are communicated to the communities and other 
stakeholders.  

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has indicated its commitment towards a full monitoring plan; however, it does not indicate that the 
monitoring reports shall be made publically available and by what means they will be made so.  See NCR 10/12 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS Refer to NCR 10/12 

 



C-25 CCB Valid_Verif Master Report Tmpl 12Jun11                 Page 56 

 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project proponent has analyzed impacts on biodiversity in a scenario without project (G2.5) using Framework 
Methodology REDD (REDD-MF) (Avoided Deforestation Partners) VCS Version 1 Approved Methodology VM 0007, 
using the modules for planned deforestation. Also, the PP has made an interpretation of the main impacts of 
biodiversity under the law of environmental impact and several scientific studies. However, the PP has not shown 
what methodology will use to estimate changes in biodiversity.  
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 12/12 

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

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project's main objective is the conservation of landscapes and threatened ecosystems, so their activities are only 

                                                 
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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the conservation and monitoring.  As such, it is not likely that project activities would negatively impact any identified 
HCVs.  This was confirmed through interviews with project staff and review of project area management plans. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

Project activities will conserve natural ecosystems and native species; also monitoring for easy restocking. It is not 
planned logging of native trees and spread of exotic species. 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project does not use non-native species.  The project activities include stopping deforestation of native forest; as 
such this criterion is not applicable. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

5) Guarantee that no GMOs will be used to generate GHG emissions reductions or removals.   
Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project does not use genetically modified materials.  The project activities include stopping deforestation of native 
forest; as such this criterion is not applicable. 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The PDD indicates that the project does not generate negative impacts on biodiversity. By contrast, a long-term 
activities offers potential for positive impacts in the project area. Through interviews with SEAM, INFONA and 
Asociación de Ganaderos, the audit team found that out of the project area, changing the land use is a common 
activity and the project can be an option for biodiversity, which is a positive effect. 
 
Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 
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2) Describe how the project plans to mitigate these negative offsite biodiversity impacts. 
Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project proponent says that their activities do not generate negative impact on biodiversity. The project has been 
conceptualized to mitigate the negative impact on biodiversity outside the project area (G3.1), where forest decreased 
in 1,000 ha/day (Without project scenario, G2.1). The audit team had an overflight to the project area and checked 
change in land use in project zone. 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The project proponent made an analysis of project activities impacts (page 78) using the law of environmental impact 
assessment (Annexe 33). The result is a positive effect on biodiversity in the project. 
 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In Annexe 11A, the PP has set some actions for the monitoring plan of conservation attributes. The PDD also sets 
some actions according to the methodology of BirdLife. The PP has committed to develop a comprehensive 
monitoring plan for six months after start the project, but the Annexe 11D contain more details about monitoring 
strategy and demonstrated that proposed of monitoring is to obtain information related to population size, diversity, 
live work, landscape connectivity, and forest fragmentation. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

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. 

                                                 
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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Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In Annexe 11A, the project proponent has set some actions for the monitoring plan of conservation attributes. The 
PDD also sets some preliminary actions according to the methodology of BirdLife, to evaluate the conservation 
measures as required by the standard. The project proponent has committed to develop a comprehensive monitoring 
plan for six months after the project began. 
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In the PDD, the project proponent has stated its commitment to develop a comprehensive monitoring plan within six 
months after the start of the project. The audit team verified in the field that project proponent has a specific 
monitoring plan for HCVs areas. Preliminary monitoring plan for communities has been initiated. The audit team also 
found that Guyra Paraguay has several publications on biodiversity monitoring in other regions of Paraguay. The final 
version of the monitoring plan will be available on its website within the timeframe requested according VCS module 
VMD0015 ‗Methods for monitoring of greenhouse gas emissions and removals (M-Mon). 
 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has provided a description in section GL1 of the PD that alludes to probable changes in climate.  However it has 
not clearly identified the source used to support the claim, including statements such as: 
―The projections of underlying climate change for Paraguay indicate a dryer climatic regime …― Nor has the proponent identified 
potential changes in local land-use scenario.  Athough the proponent identifies Yanosky 2010 as supporting evidence, the 
proponent has not clearly and adequately identified or related its findings from available studies to support its claims. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 13/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In section GL1 of the PD the proponent asserts that the Quebracho forest is already subjected to withstanding extreme weather 
and that therefore changes in climate are unlikely to affect project benefits and that, therefore mitigating actions are not 
necessary on Quebracho forest.  The audit team is in agreement with this assessment. 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS  

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.   
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Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

It is not clear how the proponent‘s description in GL1 of the PD demonstrates conformance with indicator (2) of the GL1.  The 
proponent‘s explanation does not demonstrate current or anticipated impacts on either community or biodiversity.   

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 13/12 

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

Findings from Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

It is not clear how the proponent‘s description in GL1 of the PD demonstrates conformance with indicator (3) of the GL1.  The 
proponent‘s explanation does not demonstrate how project activities assist adaptation to probable impacts of climate change.      

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 13/12 

 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The description provided by the proponent in section GL2 of the PD does not demonstrate the level of human development in 
the project zone.  Although the audit team observed the isolation of the population of the area, the proponent has not supported 
its claim with evidence and as such has not demonstrated conformance with this indicator. (NCR 14/12) 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
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.   
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://www.cs.princeton.edu/~schapire/maxent/
http://www.worldclim.org/
http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_20072008_en_complete.pdf
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Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 14/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has not addressed or provided evidence to support its conformance with indicator (2) in CCB Section GL2 (NCR 
14/12) 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 14/12 

 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has not addressed or provided evidence to support its conformance with indicator  (3) in CCB Section GL2 (NCR 
14/12) 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS NCR 14/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has not addressed or provided evidence to support its conformance with indicator (4) in CCB Section GL2 (NCR 
14/12) 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS Refer to NCR 14/12 

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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

The proponent has not provided evidence to support its conformance with indicator (5) in CCB Section GL2 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS Refer to NCR 14/12 

 

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 

                                                 
53

 See Appendix A of CCB Standard ―Potential Tools and Strategies‖ for further guidance.   
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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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In the project zone, at least two species vulnerable were observed: Tapirus terrestris and Priodontes maximus. 
Priodontes has been identified as Endangered (EN) by Secretaria de Medio Ambiente del Paraguay – SEAM. In the 
Annexe 11A (page 33), the PP made a list about flora, birds and mammals. 
 
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 Review on 6 APRIL 2012 

In the project zone there are two Important Bird Area (IBA), Rio Negro National Park and Defensores del Chaco. In Addition Rio 
Negro is a Key Biodiversity Area because contain Pantanal area, Chaco savannah, and Chaco wetland.  
 

Conformance Yes   No   N/A   

NCR/OBS None 

 

                                                 
54

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

 
Primary Contact for Coordination with Rainforest Alliance 

 

Primary Contact, Position:  Alberto Yanosky 

Executive Director Guyra Paraguay 

Address: Gaetano Martino No 215 es. Tte Ross. CC 1132 

Asuncion, Republic of Paraguay 

Tel/Fax/Email: +595 2122 3567 

+595 2122 9097 
yanosky@guyra.org.py 

 
Billing Contact 

 

Contact, Position:  Same as above 

Address: Same as above 

Tel/Fax/Email: Same as above 
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APPENDIX C: Stakeholders Interviewed (Confidential) 
 

 
List of Project Proponent Staff Consulted 

 

Name Title Contact Type of Participation 

Oscar Rodas Guyra Paraguay, 
Landscape Coordinator  

oscar@guyra.org.py  Individual interview 

Roger Wilson World Land Trust rwilson@worldlandtrust.org Individual interview 

Fernando Palacios Guyra Paraguay, GIS 
expert  

fernandolpd@gmail.com  Individual interview 

Cecilia Pizzurno Guyra Paraguay, Forest 
expert 

ccipizzu2@gmail.com  Individual interview 

Cristina Morales Guyra Paraguay, 
Biodiversity 

cristina@guyra.org.py  Individual interview 

 
 
List of other Stakeholders Consulted 
 

Name Organization Contact Type of Participation 

Massimo Coda Asociación Rural del 
Paraguay – Bahía Negra 

 Individual interview 

Carlos Irazabal Director Instituto 
Forestal Nacional - 
INFONA 

 Individual interview 

Angel Parra INFONA  Individual interview 

Esteban Vasconcelos Asociación Rural del 
Paraguay – Vice 
Presidente 

 Individual interview 

Víctor Demestri Instituto de Tierra - 
INDERT 

 Individual interview 

Isabel Basualdo Secretaria del Ambiente 
– SEAM 

 Group interview 

Rafael Gonzales Secretaria del Ambiente 
– SEAM 

 Group interview 

Alison Ferreyra Secretaria del Ambiente 
– SEAM 

 Group interview 

Estanislao Baes + 15 
communitarian  

UCINI  Group interview 

Cándido Silva Representative of Bahia 
Negra City 

 Individual interview 

Sheila Abed IDEA Institute  Individual interview 

Mirtha Pereyra Federación de la 
Autodeterminación de 
Pueblos Indígenas – 
FAPI 

 Individual interview 
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