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Climate, Community & Biodiversity Alliance 
PURUS PROJECT – A TROPICAL FOREST CONSERVATION 

PROJECT IN ACRE, BRAZIL, CCB Verification Report  

Introduction	
 
This report presents the findings of an audit conducted by Environmental Services, Inc. (ESI), to verify 
the claims made by the PURUS PROJECT – A TROPICAL FOREST CONSERVATION PROJECT IN 
ACRE, BRAZIL conforms to the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Project Design Standards 
(Second Edition- December 2008).  ESI is accredited by the American National Standards Institute 
(ANSI) under ISO 14065:2007 for greenhouse gas validation and verifications bodies and is approved by 
the Climate, Community & Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) to perform such validations/verifications. 

Contact	Information	
Client Name 
Address 
 
Phone 
Website 

CarbonCo, LLC 
3 Bethesda Metro Center, Suite 700 
Bethesda, Maryland 20814 
1-240-595-6883 
www.CarbonCoLLC.com 

Contact Name 
 
Address 
 
Phone 

Brian McFarland 
CarbonCo, LLC 
3 Bethesda Metro Center, Suite 700 
Bethesda, Maryland 20814 
240-247-0630 

3rd Party Auditors Environmental Services, Inc. 
Lead Verifier Shawn McMahon 

Environmental Services, Inc. 
3800 Clermont Street NW 
North Lawrence, Ohio 44666 
330-833-9941 

Verification Team Lead Verifier: Shawn McMahon 
Team Members: Richard Scharf, Caitlin Sellers, Jonathan Pomp, 
Matthew Perkowski, Eric Jaeschke, and Guy Pinjuv  
QA/QC: Janice McMahon 
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Verification	Details	
 
Verification Standard Climate, Community and Biodiversity Project Design Standards 

(Second Edition – December 2008) 
Verification Criteria The criteria will follow the verification guidance documents provided 

by CCBA located at www.climate-standards.org.  These documents 
include the following: 
 
a) Project Design Standards (Second Edition, December 2008)  
b) Rules for the Use of the Climate, Community & Biodiversity 
Standards (December 2013).  

Level of Assurance The level of assurance was used to determine the depth of detail that 
the verifier placed in the verification plan to determine if there were 
any errors, omissions, or misrepresentations (ISO 14064-3:2006).  ESI 
selected samples of data and information to be verified, to provide 
reasonable assurance. 

Verification Scope The scope of the verification, included the GHG project and 
implementation; baseline scenarios; physical infrastructure, activities, 
technologies and processes of the GHG project; GHG sources, sinks 
and/or reservoirs; types of GHG’s; periods covered; the validated 
PDD; and the evaluation of the project’s net climate, community, and 
biodiversity benefits.  

Verification Date(s) 1 January 2013 – 31 December 2013 
Materiality Materiality is a concept that errors, omissions and misrepresentations 

could affect the project design assertions and influence the intended 
users.  CCB does not specifically outline a materiality threshold; 
however, ESI used a 5% threshold for evidence. If a non-conformance 
was discovered, the project developer was given the opportunity to 
correct the non-conformity to the project design document within a 
reasonable timeframe. For this project, all non-conformances were 
corrected, so PIR is verified. 

Site Visits 12-25 August 2014 
Final Documents from 
Client 

Please see Appendix A for a complete list of documents 
received/reviewed during this verification. 

Public Comment 
Period on CCBA 
 
Number of Comments 
Received 

14 July – 13 August 2014 
 
 
No comments were received on the project.  
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Project Description 

The Purus Project is a payment for ecosystem services forest conservation project, otherwise 
known as a Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD+) project, on 
34,702 hectares (i.e., approximately 85,714 acres) of privately-owned land in Acre, Brazil.  The 
project was developed by three main Project Proponents: CarbonCo, LLC, Freitas International 
Group, LLC (“Freitas International Group” or “Carbon Securities”), and Moura e Rosa 
Empreendimentos Imobiliários, LTDA (“Moura & Rosa” or “M&R”).  CarbonCo, a wholly-
owned subsidiary of Carbonfund.org, is responsible for managing the verification process and for 
financing in the early stages of project implementation. 

The Purus Project is located alongside the curves of the Purus River, approximately 60 
kilometers (approximately 37 miles) from the nearest city of Manoel Urbano - this distance is 
about 20 kilometers (or 12 miles) “as the crow flies.”  The forested area of the Purus property 
(and thus the project boundary) encompasses 34,702 hectares (i.e., approximately 85,714 acres); 
it is divided amongst two contiguous parcels named Seringal Itatinga and Seringal Porto Central.  
The two main types of vegetation strata identified within the project boundary are open forest 
with palm/bamboo and open alluvial forest with palm, both of which are intact, primary forest. 

A forest carbon inventory, modeling of regional deforestation and land-use patterns, and 
mitigation of deforestation pressures have been undertaken as part of the project activities.  
Activities to mitigate deforestation pressures range from engaging EMBRAPA (i.e., the Brazilian 
Agricultural Research Corporation) and SENAR (Servico Nacional de Aprendizagem Rural) for 
agricultural extension training, to the patrolling of potential deforestation sites.   

Executive Summary of Verification Results 
 
 Criterion Required/ 

Optional 
Conformance 
Y/N  N/A 

G1 Original Conditions in the Project Area Required Y 
G2 Baseline Projections Required Y 
G3  Project Design and Goals Required Y 
G4 Management Capacity and Best Practices Required Y 
G5 Legal Status and Property Rights Required Y 
CL1 Net Positive Climate Impacts Required Y 
CL2 Offsite Climate Impacts (“Leakage”) Required Y 
CL3 Climate Impact Monitoring Required Y 
CM1 Net Positive Community Impacts Required Y 
CM2 Offsite Stakeholder Impacts Required Y 
CM3 Community Impact Monitoring Required Y 
B1 Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts Required Y 
B2 Offsite Biodiversity Impacts Required Y 
B3 Biodiversity Impact Monitoring Required Y 
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GL1 Climate Change Adaptation Benefits Optional N/A 
GL2 Exceptional Community Benefits Optional N/A 
GL3 Exceptional Biodiversity Benefits Optional Y 

 

Verification Findings  
G1 Original Conditions in the Project Area 
Indicator G1.1 – The location of the 
project and basic physical parameters 
(e.g. soil, geology, climate). 

The PIR verbally describes the location of the project 
within the State of Acre, Brazil. The PIR includes a 
Google Earth image of the area, with the project area 
boundaries depicted, as well as a map of the project 
area and surrounding zone, which also shows 
deforestation trends up through 2010. Another map, 
showing the two vegetation strata, main roads and 
rivers.  The PIR explains that the basic physical 
parameters of the project area and zone have not 
changed since the PDD was validated in March of 
2014. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1 of the PIR, observations during site visit. 

Findings: The location was provided in the maps in this section. 
Physical parameters have not changed since the 
release of the final version of the PDD, in March of 
2014. This indicator has been adequately addressed. 

 
Indicator G1.2 – The types and 
condition of vegetation within the 
project area. 

The PIR mentions two types of vegetation in the 
project area: open forest with palms and bamboo and 
open alluvial forest with palm. Both are intact, 
primary forests.  

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.1 of the PIR, site visit. 

Findings: Site visit confirms little change in the condition of the 
vegetation in the project area. No further action 
required. 

 
Indicator G1.3 – The boundaries of 
the project area and the project zone. 

The PIR depicts the boundaries of the project area 
and zone in Map 2, which also includes latitude and 
longitude. Re 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: Map 2 adequately depicts the boundaries and location 
of the project area and zone. 
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Indicator G1.4 - Current carbon 
stocks within the project area(s), 
using stratification by land-use or 
vegetation type and methods of 
carbon calculation (such as biomass 
plots, formulae, default values) from 
the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change’s 2006 Guidelines 
for National GHG Inventories for 
Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land 
Use5 (IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU) or 
a more robust and detailed 
methodology. 

The PIR states “The total carbon stock for 
aboveground biomass, belowground biomass and 
deadwood (i.e., the carbon pools) in the open forest 
with bamboo and palm strata is estimated to be 325.5 
metric tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (mtCO2e) 
per hectare, while the total carbon stock for the same 
carbon pools in the open alluvial forest with palm 
strata is estimated to be 411.3 mtCO2e per hectare.” 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.2 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: The carbon accounting was reviewed and found to be 
consistent with the methodology and approved 
deviations to the methodology.  

 
Indicator G1.5 - A description of 
communities located in the project 
zone, including basic socio-economic 
and cultural information that 
describes the social, economic and 
cultural diversity within communities 
(wealth, gender, age, ethnicity etc.), 
identifies specific groups such as 
Indigenous Peoples8 and describes 
any community characteristics. 

This section is almost identical to the corresponding 
section of the recently verified PIR of December 
2013, with some updates to population estimates for 
Acre and the towns near the project area. There is no 
reason to assume this information has changed 
significantly since that time, and no community 
monitoring occurred since the start of the project. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G1.3 of the PIR, site visit. 

Findings: The description of the communities provided in the 
PIR was reconfirmed during the site visit, and 
satisfies the requirements of this indicator 

 
Indicator G1.6 - A description of 
current land use and customary and 
legal property rights including 
community property in the project 
zone, identifying any ongoing or 
unresolved conflicts or disputes and 
identifying and describing any 

Section G1.3 of the PIR explains that the current land 
use in the project zone is subsistence agriculture. 
Land was cleared from primary forest by people who 
do not own the land. One of the project activities is to 
give title of the land to the people who have cleared 
and are farming it. This section is identical to that of 
the previous PIR. 
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disputes over land tenure that were 
resolved during the last ten years (see 
also G5). 

 
Two families interviewed appeared to have concerns 
over ownership, one of which objected to the project 
and had no plans to change deforestation practices.  

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.3 of the PIR, site visit. 

Findings: During the site visit one family in particular (the 
Guita family represented by the son, Antonio Sales 
Nunes Cardeal) stated they do not plan to change 
their activities and the extent of their right to 
ownership was somewhat in question.  Jose Maria 
Mariano was similarly not sure how much land he 
planned to claim and there seemed to be some 
conflict regarding this issue. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Within this section of the PIR please describe all 
issues with land tenure, their current status and how 
they will be addressed. 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The CCBS PIR was updated on page 13 to discuss 
the situation of land tenure for families (particularly 
the Guitas and Jose Mariano) with more than 100 
hectares deforested.  This update was made on 
September 18, 2014. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: The 9-19-14 version of the PIR explains the situation 
of these two families. One hundred hectares is 
considered by the project proponent to be sufficient 
for families within the municipality.   Additionally 
laws require more of landowners with greater than 
100 ha, including reforestation and maintenance of 
legal reserves. Meetings between W. C. Rosa, Kidney 
and the families are scheduled for October 2014 to 
explain the land tenure situation with them, record 
their opinions and resolve any conflicts. 

Date Closed: 6 October 2014 
Forward Action Request: The resolution of the concerns of the Guita family 

and Jose Mariano should be reviewed at the next 
verification to confirm resolution. 

 
Indicator G1.7 - A description of 
current biodiversity within the project 
zone (diversity of species and 
ecosystems) and threats to that 
biodiversity, using appropriate 

The PIR provides a summary of the project zone’s 
biodiversity, as was done in the previous PIR. The 
project proponents added preliminary information 
about rare and threatened species caught by recently 
installed camera traps on project area lands. These 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        9   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

methodologies, substantiated where 
possible with appropriate reference 
material. 

include ocelot, puma, giant anteater, short-eared dog 
and lowland tapir. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.4 of the PIR. 

Findings: Most information provided was previously validated 
and verified. Addition of positive newly collected 
data on project lands via camera traps enhances 
previous evidence these are biologically rich lands. 

 
Indicator G1.8 - An evaluation of 
whether the project zone includes any 
of the following High Conservation 
Values (HCVs) and a description of 
the qualifying attributes. 
 
Indicator 8.1 - Globally, regionally 
or nationally significant 
concentrations of biodiversity values: 
a. protected areas 

b. threatened species 

c. endemic species 

d. areas that support significant 
concentrations of a species during 
any time in their lifecycle (e.g. 
migrations, feeding grounds, 
breeding areas). 
 
Indicator 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. 
 
Indicator 8.3 Threatened or rare 
ecosystems. 
 
Indicator 8.4 - Areas that provide 
critical ecosystem services (e.g., 
hydrological services, erosion 
control, fire control). 
 

The description of project area HCVs is an updated 
version of the ones in the validated PDD and verified 
PIR from the previous monitoring period, with the 
inclusion of some of the results from the camera 
traps. 
 
The project area includes: 

 Threatened/endangered species 
 Threatened ecosystem 

 
The area provides ecosystem services: 

 Erosion control 
 Water cycling, filtration 
 Oxygen production 
 Nutrient recycling 
 Genetic repository for medicines 
 Food sources for the local community 
 Habitat for fish and game. 
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Indicator 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). 
 
Indicator 8.6 - Areas that are critical 
for the traditional cultural identity of 
communities (e.g., areas of cultural, 
ecological, economic or religious 
significance identified in 
collaboration with the communities). 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G1.4 of the PIR, site visit. 

Findings: The project’s HCVs were previously validated and 
verified as possessing the HCVs described in G1.8 
parts 1, 3, 4 and 5. The section was updated to reflect 
finding the near threatened short-eared dog and 
jaguar on the property via camera traps, as well as 
finding the vulnerable giant anteater and lowland 
tapir. This indicator has been fully addressed. 

G2 Baseline Projections 
Indicator G2.1 - Describe the most 
likely land-use scenario in the 
absence of the project following 
IPCC 2006 GL for AFOLU or a more 
robust and detailed methodology, 

describing the range of potential land 
use scenarios and the associated 
drivers of GHG emissions and 
justifying why the land-use scenario 
selected is most likely. 

The PIR states that the ‘without project’ land use 
scenario is continued frontier deforestation. This 
section of the PIR is identical to the corresponding 
sections of the previous, verified PIR and validated 
PDD. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G2.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The ‘without project’ scenario was well established 
by the project proponents during validation and does 
not need to be revisited. 

 
Indicator G2.2 - Document that 
project benefits would not have 
occurred in the absence of the 

The landowner originally planned to clear cut 20% of 
the land for cattle grazing, which is the common land 
use along the nearby roads BR364 and BR-317. This 
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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. 

would force relocation of existing communities and 
leave the remaining land subject to continued frontier 
deforestation.  

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G2.1 of the PIR, site visit. 

Findings: This indicator was well established during validation. 
Pressures on the project area have not appreciably 
changed, so this indicator does not need to be 
revisited here. 

 
Indicator G2.3 - Calculate the 
estimated carbon stock changes 
associated with the ‘without project’ 
reference scenario described above. 
This requires estimation of carbon 
stocks for each of the land-use classes 
of concern and a definition of the 
carbon pools included, among the 
classes defined in the IPCC 2006 GL 
for AFOLU.  The timeframe for this 
analysis can be either the project 
lifetime (see G3) or the project GHG 
accounting period, whichever is more 
appropriate. Estimate the net change 
in the emissions of non-CO2 GHG 
emissions such as CH4 and N2O in the 
‘without project’ scenario. Non-CO2 

gases must be included if they are 
likely to account for more than 5% 
(in terms of CO2-equivalent) of the 
project’s overall GHG impact over 
each monitoring period. 
 
Projects whose activities are designed 
to avoid GHG emissions (such as 
those reducing emissions from 
deforestation and forest degradation 
(REDD), avoiding conversion of non-
forest land, or certain improved forest 
management projects) must include 
an analysis of the relevant drivers and 

The PIR instructs the reader to see the VCS project 
description for estimations of carbon stocks in 
specific carbon pools. 
 
Using the CDM Tool for testing the significance of 
GHG emissions in A/R CDM project activities, 
contributions from non-CO2 emissions sources were 
determined to be less than 5% of the project 
emissions reductions and removals. 
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rates of deforestation and/or 
degradation and a description and 
justification of the approaches, 
assumptions and data used to perform 
this analysis.  Regional-level 
estimates can be used at the project’s 
planning stage as long as there is a 
commitment to evaluate locally-
specific carbon stocks and to develop 
a project-specific spatial analysis of 
deforestation and/or degradation 
using an appropriately robust and 
detailed carbon accounting 
methodology before the start of the 
project. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G2.2 of the PIR, PDD 

Findings: The narrative provided, along with the supporting 
documentation and spreadsheets, sufficiently 
demonstrated at validation the without project 
scenario for all carbon pools.  This included 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.    

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

The two without project scenarios would lead to 
degradation of ecosystem services. One would likely 
result in the communities being forced off the lands 
they have lived on and worked, to resettle on a new 
patch of forest, or to move to a city. The other would 
result in deterioration of ecosystem services, as 
unplanned frontier deforestation continued. 
 
Continued frontier deforestation would reduce water 
quality by reducing stabilizing vegetation and 
increasing erosion. 
 
Loss of wildlife habitat will reduce game and fishing 
resources. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G2.3 of the PIR 

Findings: The effects of the kinds of deforestation the Purus 
project lands would face in the without-project 
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scenario that are described in the PIR are reasonable. 
They are well known consequences of these land uses 
and were sufficiently established during validation. 

 
Indicator G2.5 - Describe how the 
‘without project’ reference scenario 
would affect biodiversity in the 
project zone (e.g., habitat availability, 
landscape connectivity and 
threatened species). 

The without-project scenarios would reduce the 
amount of habitat as well as fragment remaining 
habitat. 
 
Biodiversity would be reduced, especially affecting 
creatures requiring forest habitat. Endangered plant 
species may disappear. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G2.4 of the PIR  

Findings: It is understood that due to the nature of the type of 
impacts, the consequences of without-project 
scenarios would result in habitat loss, fragmentation, 
and loss of biodiversity. Endangered species are 
likely to face further pressure. 
 
Additionally the impacts of the project on 
biodiversity were established during validation. The 
described effects of the without project scenario are 
reasonable. 

 

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

The project goals are summarized in the PIR as: 
 
“…to generate sustainable economic opportunities 
for the local communities and to implement social 
projects, while mitigating deforestation (i.e., which 
results in less greenhouse gas emissions) and 
preserving the Project’s rich biodiversity.” 
  
A list of activities that have commenced or for which 
planning has commenced during the time period 
covered by the PIR is provided, including: 
 

 Forest Carbon Inventory  
 Regional Land-use and Deforestation 

Modeling  
 Address Underlying Deforestation Drivers to 

Mitigate Release of GHGs  
 Develop Climate Monitoring Plan  



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        14   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

 Monitor Deforestation  
 Project Awareness, Meet Community, and 

Discuss Project  
 Design Social Projects and Programs for 

Community 
 Implement Social Projects and Programs for 

Community  
 Develop Community Monitoring Plan  
 Monitor Community Impacts  
 Rapidly Assess Biodiversity on Project 
 Develop Biodiversity Monitoring Plan 
 Monitor Biodiversity Impacts 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The PIR adequately described the project’s climate, 
community and biodiversity objectives. 

 
Indicator G3.2 - Describe each 
project activity with expected 
climate, community and biodiversity 
impacts and its relevance to 
achieving the project’s objectives. 

The PIR states that activities geared toward achieving 
the climate objective are  

 ongoing monitoring,  
 the forest carbon inventory, conducted in 

2011, 
 regional land use and deforestation modeling, 

done in 2011 and 2012, but data acquisition 
continued in 2013, 

 addressing drivers of deforestation 
 development of the monitoring plan, 

completed in 2012 
 
The major community objective, “To generate 
sustainable economic opportunities and to implement 
local social projects for communities living in and 
around the Purus Project…” is linked to the following 
project activities: 

 Project awareness 
 Hire project manager 
 Forest patrols for deforestation 
 Agricultural training 
 Award land rights 
 “social assistance.” 
 Profit sharing of carbon credits. 
 Reforestation near Purus river 
 Build office 
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 Improve school and provide a school bus boat 
 Health/dental clinic 
 New houses for families that have joined 

project 
 Ecotourism 

 
Explanation of how each relates to project goals is 
provided, as well as some specifics about progress 
during the monitoring period 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section 3.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: General activities are listed and explained in light of 
project goals, with updates, satisfying this indicator. 

 
Indicator G3.3 - Provide a map 
identifying the project location and 
boundaries of the project area(s), 
where the project activities will 
occur, of the project zone and of 
additional surrounding locations that 
are predicted to be impacted by 
project activities (e.g. through 
leakage). 

In the first section of the PIR, maps of the project 
area and zone are provided. One map also shows 
cleared areas, which are presumed to be areas that are 
likely to be transferred to local communities. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: A map of the project area and zone was provided in 
section G1.1 

 
Indicator G3.4 - Define the project 
lifetime and GHG accounting period 
and explain and justify any 
differences between them. Define an 
implementation schedule, indicating 
key dates and milestones in the 
project’s development. 

The project lifetime is 60 years (two 30 year crediting 
periods) followed by the potential of two renewable 
terms of 25 years each (total of 110 years). The initial 
30 year crediting period started on May 23, 2011, and 
extends to May 22, 2041.  

 
This monitoring report covers January 1, 2013 – 
December 31, 2013. 
 
An implementation plan for the first ten years of the 
project is provided. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.4 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project lifetime and the GHG accounting period 
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is fully explained. The implementation schedule, 
including dates work was completed, started, or is 
expected to be started, is included. 

 
Indicator G3.5 - Identify likely 
natural and human-induced risks to 
the expected climate, community and 
biodiversity benefits during the 
project lifetime and outline measures 
adopted to mitigate these risks. 

The PIR reiterates the natural and human induced 
risks described in the previous PIR and PDD, and 
further states that the risks were reviewed by the 
project proponents during the monitoring period, and 
the risks are considered low. The low VCS buffer 
reserve is offered as evidence. 
 
The area nearest ramal to the northeast has seen 
considerable expansion in the past few years.  
Verification interviews with members of this 
community showed they knew very little about this 
project and had not changed their activities based on 
the project benefits.  Accordingly this area needs to 
be discussed within this section with regard to risks 
to the project. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.4 of the PIR, site visit. 

Findings: The area nearest ramal to the northeast needs to be 
discussed within this section with regard to risks to 
the project. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): In this section please discuss the community nearest 
the Ramal to the NE of the project, outlining the risks 
they pose and the ways in which the project is 
mitigating these risks. 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The risk posed by the ramal was incorporated into the 
CCBS PIR on page 47 on September 18, 2014. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: The 9-19-14 version of the PIR acknowledges the 
risk represented by the ramal community to the NE of 
the project area. Kidney, Normando Sales and Paulo 
Silva Cesarion Rosa have visited the ramal and there 
will be ongoing monitoring of the ramal via trike fly-
overs and satellite imagery. 
 
A motorcycle will be purchased to improve the 
project’s ability to access the community more 
frequently, to regularly discuss the project with the 
communities. The project developers will take GPS 
points on the border of the project area to make sure 
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encroachment does not take place. 
 
Spreading awareness may mitigate risks to the 
project, and additional monitoring efforts will be able 
to measure the effectiveness of this activity. 

Date Closed: 6 October 2014 
 
Indicator G3.6 - Demonstrate that 
the project design includes specific 
measures to ensure the maintenance 
or enhancement of the high 
conservation value attributes 
identified in G1 consistent with the 
precautionary principle. 

The PIR reiterates the same section of the previous 
PIR here. 
   
The HCVs are thoroughly integrated into the project 
design. All HCVs are maintained or enhanced 
through the preservation of the existing forest, which 
is the central project activity. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.5 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project design revolves around maintenance of 
HCVs. HCVs all depend on the existing rainforest 
remaining intact, and this is the main goal of the 
project. Activities either monitor the forest, or are 
geared toward reducing the need for community 
members to deforest more land. 

 
Indicator G3.7 - Describe the 
measures that will be taken to 
maintain and enhance the climate, 
community and biodiversity benefits 
beyond the project lifetime. 

This section is identical to that of the corresponding 
section of the previous PIR. Agreements extend the 
project far into the future. Many of the projects 
involve education of one sort or another, or training 
in new skills. These kinds of activities may extend 
beyond the project’s boundaries and lifetime. A legal 
entity is in place to manage the project beyond the 
project proponent’s lifetime (Moura e Rosa 
Empreendimentos imobiliarios LTDA). Land tenure 
will clearly extend beyond the project lifetime. 
 
Education and outreach activities during the 
monitoring period include training local contractors 
and spreading the word on REDD+ to various groups, 
including to the project proponents of the nearby 
Russas and Valparaiso projects. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.5 of the PIR. 

Findings: Sufficient measures, including agreements and 
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educational efforts, are in place to ensure project 
benefits last beyond the project lifetime, but there is 
no mention of any activity during the monitoring 
period.  

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please state whether any progress or activity in 
efforts toward enhancement longevity occurred 
during this monitoring period. 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

This section was revised on September 17, 2014 to 
include specific references to activities in 2013 that 
were taken to maintain and enhance the climate, 
community and biodiversity benefits beyond the 
project lifetime. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: The 9-19-14 version of the PIR sufficiently reports 
that agricultural training courses were implemented 
during the monitoring period, and work toward 
getting title to communities progressed during this 
time period. Both project activities are intended to 
enhance project benefits beyond the project’s 
lifetime. 

Date Closed: 22 September 2014 
 
Indicator G3.8 - Document and 
defend how communities and other 
stakeholders potentially affected by 
the project activities have been 
identified and have been involved in 
project design through effective 
consultation, particularly with a view 
to optimizing community and 
stakeholder benefits, respecting local 
customs and values and maintaining 
high conservation values. Project 
developers must document 
stakeholder dialogues and indicate if 
and how the project proposal was 
revised based on such input.  A plan 
must be developed to continue 
communication and consultation 
between project managers and all 
community groups about the project 
and its impacts to facilitate adaptive 
management throughout the life of 

The PIR largely reiterates the efforts to identify and 
involve stakeholders that were explained in the 
previous PIR, and refer to Appendix A of the PDD 
for more on the identification of stakeholders. 
 
In addition, the PIR provides updates on meetings 
with the communities in March and April of the 
monitoring period. Meetings with other stakeholders, 
including meetings between CarbonCo and Moura & 
Rosa, Brian McFarland and REDD+ industry groups 
and last year’s verification site visit. 
 
In November, Moura & Rosa met with the major of 
Manuel Urbano to re-explain the project to him, and 
how new roads, like the ramal recently financed by 
the town, may negatively affect the project. Kidney 
also visited the new ramal community to inform them 
of the project. 
 
Kidney visited the project once a month for 15 days 
at a time during the monitoring period. He made a 
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the project. total of 20 visits during the year. 
 
There are also yearly visits to the community by 
CarbonCo, Carbon Securities and Moura & Rosa to 
discuss the project with the local communities. This 
year, (not clear whether it is 2014 or during the 
monitoring period) several government officials and 
NGOs also attended (including the mayor of Manuel 
Urbano). Action items to engage the new ramal 
communities were discussed. 
 
Interviews with the community indicated a lack of 
project communication.  Many community members 
stated they were either unfamiliar with the project, 
had no understanding of the benefits or did not want 
the benefits described. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G3.6 of the PIR and previous PIR. 

Findings: Many community members stated they were either 
unfamiliar with the project, had no understanding of 
the benefits or did not want the benefits described. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please discuss why many community members were 
under-informed about the project and how this will 
be addressed in the future.  Please provide specific 
dates and names of the community members met 
with. 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The communities throughout the Project Zone are 
familiar with the Purus Project, which has been 
implemented since 2011.  This includes 18 families 
participating in the BNS, PRA and Agricultural 
Surveys, the presence of the headquarters and regular 
visits by Kidney including invitations to participate in 
the agricultural extension courses.  The communities 
appear to be unfamiliar with the Project because 
many families are intimidated by the Guita family.  
The CCBS PIR was updated on pages 57 and 58 and 
Monitoring Reports documenting meetings 
throughout 2013 were sent to ESI on September 19, 
2014. 

Finding: The 9-19 version of the PIR includes a list of 
documented meetings and visits to the Purus project 
by Kidney, including: 
1-10-13: to pay onsite project manager 
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4-12-13: visit all communities to inquire about desire 
for outboard motor maintenance class. 
4-22-13: visit to project HQ for bamboo assessment. 
6-5-13: pay onsite project manager 
6-14-13: Installation of wildlife cameras. 
7-7-13: visit to several families, including Dona 
Celina and Raimundo, for assistance in building 
stairs. 
7-13-13: visit to HQ to check progress of completion 
and to replace wildlife camera batteries. 
8-2-13: Painted and cleaned Mr. Benedito’s house 
and met with Chico do Brabo. 
8-8-13: visit with communities to invite them to ag 
extension courses. 
8-14-13: Installed stairs for Benedito family 
9-10-13: visit to project HQ, Benedito, Dona Celina 
and Raimundo Baltazar. 
11-20-13: Kidney and some stakeholders visited 
project HQ to discuss collection of trash. 
 
In addition, for each visit, a page titled, “Monitoring 
Report for Purus Project” was provided, showing 
brief notes of the meetings, mentioned above. 
 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): While it is understood that the Guita family may have 
influence under the communities to the east of the 
project headquarters where the Guita family is 
located, previous discussions with the project 
proponent have indicated that the communities in this 
area do not interact much.  As such it would seem 
that the Guita family has little influence west of the 
headquarters.  Please clarify why this group (west of 
the headquarters) did not know much about the 
project.   

Date Issued: 6 October 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The Guitas exert influence throughout the Project 
Zone, because one of the Guitas is a politician in 
Manoel Urbano and another Guita is the local school 
teacher.  The families throughout the Project Zone 
have been visited numerous times by the Project 
Proponents, along with visits from other stakeholders 
including the Climate Change Institute, Adair Pereira 
Duarte of S.O.S. Amazônia, and the independent 
community specialist Ayri Rando.  Upon receiving 
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land title and resolving the issue with the Guitas, the 
Project Proponents are confident the families will be 
more receptive to outsiders and willing to share their 
insights on the Purus Project. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Description of the issue by the project proponent.  
The project proponent provided additional narrative 
elaborating on the relationship of the Guita family 
within the community.  They believe that once the 
land title issue is resolved with the Guita family (to 
take place before the next verification) those under 
the influence of the Guita family will be more 
receptive.  This, along with the evidence provided in 
support of the community outreach, are sufficient to 
address this NCR.  This issue will be assessed 
through a separate forward action request at the next 
verification.   

Date Closed: 8 October 2014 
 
Indicator G3.9 - Describe what 
specific steps have been taken, and 
communications methods used, to 
publicize the CCBA public comment 
period to communities and other 
stakeholders and to facilitate their 
submission of comments to CCBA. 
Project proponents must play an 
active role in distributing key project 
documents to affected communities 
and stakeholders and hold widely 
publicized information meetings in 
relevant local or regional languages. 

This section of the PIR is very similar to that of the 
previous PIR. 
 
No mention of efforts to publicize this PIR comment 
period. The comment period discussed in the PIR 
occurred during 2013, for the previous monitoring 
period. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G3.6 of the PIR and previous PIR. 

Findings: No mention of efforts to publicize the current PIR 
comment period. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please describe efforts that will be/are being 
conducted to publicize the current PIR comment 
period. 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Carbonfund.org, the parent company of CarbonCo, 
included an announcement of the Purus Project’s 
Public Comment Period in its newsletter on July 21, 
2014.  This newsletter was sent to approximately 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        22   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

40,000 subscribers.  In addition, the CCBA 
announced the Public Comment Period for the Purus 
Project via the IISD (International Institute for 
Sustainable Development) listserv on July 15, 2014.  
In addition, Moura & Rosa announced the Public 
Comment Period on a local radio and had Kidney 
hand-deliver Summary Reports.  The CCBS PIR was 
updated on September 17, 2014.   

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Section G3.6 of the 9-19 PIR was updated to include 
efforts to publicize the comment period for this PIR. 
These include emails, a radio ad, and twenty hand-
delivered copies of the summary report, delivered to 
each family by Kidney. Also, a copy of the email that 
went out through the IISD listserv was provided. A 
copy of Carbonfund.org’s 21 July 2014 newsletter, 
including the announcement of the comment period 
of the Purus, Russas and Valparaiso projects, was 
also provided. 

Date Closed: 22 September 2014 
 
Indicator G3.10 - Formalize a clear 
process for handling unresolved 
conflicts and grievances that arise 
during project planning and 
implementation. The project design 
must include a process for hearing, 
responding to and resolving 
community and other stakeholder 
grievances within a reasonable time 
period. This grievance process must 
be publicized to communities and 
other stakeholders and must be 
managed by a third party or mediator 
to prevent any conflict of interest. 
Project management must attempt to 
resolve all reasonable grievances 
raised, and provide a written response 
to grievances within 30 days. 
Grievances and project responses 
must be documented. 

A clear and detailed process for handling grievances, 
mediated by a third party, was developed between 
May 2011 and December 2012. This process is 
explained in both the PIR and the PIR for the 
previous monitoring period. The PIR states that 
during this monitoring period, the grievance 
procedure was re-explained to the communities. 

 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G3.6 of the PIR and previous PIR. 

Findings: A detailed grievance procedure is in place, including 
the 30 day response time and mediation by a third 
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party (Acre’s Climate Change Institute will play the 
mediator’s role). 
 
Given the lack of understanding of the project from 
community members, specifics need to be stated in 
the PIR regarding how the community will be 
informed of the grievance process. 
 

Clarification Request (CL): In the PIR please discuss how the community 
members will be informed of the grievance process.   

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The grievance procedure, in addition to a visit by the 
Climate Change Institute to the Purus Project, was 
also included in Summary Document that was 
distributed to the families in July and August 2013.  
The CCBS PIR was updated on September 19, 2014. 

Evidence Used to Close CL: The summary document includes the full grievance 
procedure, and contact information for anyone with a 
grievance. Also, the updated PIR includes mention of 
the visit to the communities from the climate change 
institute. 

Date Closed: 6 October 2014 
 
Indicator G3.11 - Demonstrate that 
financial mechanisms adopted, 
including projected revenues from 
emissions reductions and other 
sources, are likely to provide an 
adequate flow of funds for project 
implementation and to achieve the 
anticipated climate, community and 
biodiversity benefits. 

The PIR reiterates section G3.8 of the previous PIR. 
It states a detailed pro-forma was provided.  

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.8 of the PIR. IRS form 990 for 
Carbonfund.org 

Findings: 2012 IRS form 990 indicates Carbonfund.org has 
over $5.7 million in total net assets. No 2013 form 
available. No pro-forma provided. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please provide the mentioned pro-forma and the 2013 
IRS form 990. 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Carbonfund.org’s 2013 IRS Form 990 and a revised 
pro forma for the Purus Project was also provided to 
ESI on September 19, 2014. 
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Evidence Used to Close NCR: An updated pro forma and a copy of a sales 
agreement for VCUs have now been provided. The 
project appears to have adequate funding. IRS form 
990 was provided to ESI on 6 October 2014.  
Addressed. 

Date Closed: 6 October 2014 
 

G4 Management Capacity and Best Practices 
Indicator G4.1 - Identify a single 
project proponent which is 
responsible for the project’s design 
and implementation. If multiple 
organizations or individuals are 
involved in the project’s development 
and implementation the governance 
structure, roles and responsibilities of 
each of the organizations or 
individuals involved must also be 
described. 

There are three project proponents: 
 Moura & Rosa 
 CarbonCo, LLC 
 Freitas International Group. 

 
Moura & Rosa is most responsible for 
implementation and on-site project management. 
Freitas International acts as a liaison between 
CarbonCo, landowners and community members. 
CarbonCo is responsible for technical aspects of 
project development and preparing documentation for 
validation and verification, and early stage project 
finance. 
  

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G4.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The PIR adequately identifies and explains the roles 
of the three project proponents, and provides contact 
information for them. 

 
Indicator G4.2 - Document key 
technical skills that will be required 
to implement the project successfully, 
including community engagement, 
biodiversity assessment and carbon 
measurement and monitoring skills. 
Document the management team’s 
expertise and prior experience 
implementing land management 
projects at the scale of this project. If 
relevant experience is lacking, the 
proponents must either demonstrate 
how other organizations will be 
partnered with to support the project 
or have a recruitment strategy to fill 

The PIR reiterates the key technical skills listed in the 
PDD: 
 

 Stakeholder identification and community 
engagement 

 Biodiversity assessment and monitoring 
 Carbon stock measurement and monitoring 
 Regional deforestation and land-use 

modelling 
 Project management 
 Local knowledge and fluency in Portuguese 

 
The reader is then referred to the PDD for the 
biographies of staff holding these skills. 
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the gaps. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G4.2 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: The staff possess the technical skills necessary to 
implement this project. By referring to the recently 
validated PDD, the clear implication is that there has 
been no change in the personnel responsible for the 
skills described. 

 
Indicator G4.3 - Include a plan to 
provide orientation and training for 
the project’s employees and relevant 
people from the communities with an 
objective of building locally useful 
skills and knowledge to increase local 
participation in project 
implementation. These capacity 
building efforts should target a wide 
range of people in the communities, 
including minority and 
underrepresented groups. Identify 
how training will be passed on to new 
workers when there is staff turnover, 
so that local capacity will not be lost. 

The PIR lists the trainings that have occurred since 
the beginning of the project, including during the 
monitoring period covered. Three trainings of any 
kind occurred during the monitoring period: 

 Kidney was trained on the setup of camera 
traps 

 CarbonCo trained Carbon Securities and 
Moura & Rosa on the use of the Markit 
Environmental Registry. 

 Agricultural training courses were conducted 
by SOS Amazonia in July and August of 
2013. 

 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G4.3 of the PIR and PIR from the previous 
monitoring period. 

Findings: The PIR provides a list of trainings that occurred 
during the monitoring period, training will continue 
as new workers are hired, or there is staff turnover. 
This indicator has been adequately addressed. 

 
Indicator G4.4 - 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 

This section is essentially identical to the similar 
section of the PIR from the previous monitoring 
period, except it specifically mentions the dates of the 
monitoring period. 
 
The only permanent positions remain the local 
project manager who is not from the community but a 
nearby town. Other than that, temporary work to 
provide lodging and transportation went to local 
community members. The PIR reiterates a 
commitment to strong consideration for local 
community members when hiring. 
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given a fair chance to fill positions 
for which they can be trained. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G4.4 of the PIR and the PIR from the 
previous monitoring period. 

Findings: There are not many employment opportunities 
available directly through the project. The project 
proponents have stated a dedication to hiring locally 
and regionally within this section and in other parts 
of the PIR. The first local project managers were 
from the community. 
 
No detail on how employees are selected is provided. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please provide more detail in the PIR how employees 
are/will be selected and how this process favors 
locals and minorities, specifically where and how 
will needs for personnel be advertised (door to door, 
at the school, etc.) 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The CCBS PIR was updated on September 18, 2014 
to explain how employees are selected and how the 
positions are advertised.  

Finding: Section G4.4 now includes information on selection 
of employees and contractors. Work that can be done 
by community members, including boat drivers, 
cooks, wildlife camera installation and laborers are 
announced on the radio and by going door to door. 
 
No further specifics on how underrepresented groups 
are given a fair chance to fill positions.  Please 
provide this detail in the PIR. 

Date Issued: 6 October 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The Project Proponents also attempt to hire and/or 
contract services from local families and 
marginalized families. Since May 23, 2011 and 
particularly between January 2013 and December 
2013, the communities were involved in the Purus 
Project by:  
� Acting as guides  
� Providing lodging, food and transportation services 
� Choosing the particular crops and techniques they 
would like to learn more about from the Centro de 
Produções Técnicas (Center for Technical 
Production) and the communities participated in 
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agricultural extension courses  
� Engaging in solving land tenure arrangements  
� Discussing the Project design, benefits of the 
project, how they would like to participate  
� Hired as local project managers  
 
More specifically, Moura & Rosa hired Kidney from 
Rio Branco and hired Rogério from a nearby 
community outside the Project Zone. The Project 
Proponents have also hired boat drivers, cookers, 
assistants with the installing the wildlife cameras, and 
laborers (i.e., to build the headquarters and stairs) 
from the local community. These positions are 
advertised in advance via radio announcements and 
by going door-to-door. Under-represented groups, 
such as women and young adults, will be given a fair 
chance to participate in any employment positions. 
Radio announcements will be targeted to all families 
living throughout the Project Zone and door-to-door 
visits will ensure all family members (i.e., both men 
and women, as well as young adults) are aware of the 
positions. For example, one of the original local 
project managers (Socorro) was a woman and the 
hired cookers are often women.  
 
The next jobs to be created at the Purus Project will 
be for assistance with building the onsite health 
center and then later, for staffing the health center. 
Moura & Rosa will attempt to hire under-represented 
groups for these upcoming positions. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: PIR revision.  The narrative now states specific 
actions that will be taken to support minorities and 
underrepresented groups (mainly women and 
marginalized families).  This is sufficient to address 
these concerns now and can be confirmed at the next 
verification. 

Date Closed: 8 October 2014 
 
Indicator G4.5 - Submit a list of all 
relevant laws and regulations 
covering worker’s rights in the host 
country. Describe how the project 
will inform workers about their 
rights. Provide assurance that the 

The PIR provides the same list of laws that was 
provided in the PIR from the previous monitoring 
period. Detail on how workers will be informed of 
their rights, and an assurance that all laws have been 
met or exceeded during the monitoring period. 
 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        28   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

project meets or exceeds all 
applicable laws and/or regulations 
covering worker rights and, where 
relevant, demonstrate how 
compliance is achieved.   
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G4.5 of the PIR. Interviews during site visit. 

Findings: Listing and describing laws and the ways workers 
will/are being informed of their rights was provided, 
adequately addressing this indicator. 

 
Indicator G4.6 - Comprehensively 
assess situations and occupations that 
pose a substantial risk to worker 
safety. A plan must be in place to 
inform workers of risks and to 
explain how to minimize such risks. 
Where worker safety cannot be 
guaranteed, project proponents must 
show how the risks will be minimized 
using best work practices. 

This section is essentially identical to the 
corresponding section of the PIR from the previous 
monitoring period. Potential work-related risks 
include drowning, heat exhaustion/dehydration, 
getting lost, venomous snakes and tropical diseases. 
Brief descriptions of risk reduction measures are 
included. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G4.6 of the PIR. 

Findings: Risks remain the same as in the PIR from the 
previous monitoring period. This indicator has been 
adequately addressed.  

 
Indicator G4.7 - Document the 
financial health of the implementing 
organization(s) to demonstrate that 
financial resources budgeted will be 
adequate to implement the project. 

This section is similar to that of the PIR from the 
previous monitoring period, except there are links to 
CarbonCo’s and Carbonfund.org websites. One link 
is said to provide access to all IRS form 990s from 
2009 through 2013, but the 2013 forms are not there. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G4.7 of the PIR, financial documents 
provided through the websites. 

Findings: The project proponents have not demonstrated they 
have the financial resources available to implement 
the project. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please provide IRS form 990 for Carbonfund.org for 
the 2013 year. 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Carbonfund.org’s 2013 IRS Form 990 was provided 
to ESI on September 19, 2014. 
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Finding: Not in any ‘files from client’ folder, including 9-19, 
also not found on Carbonfund.org website, although 
2012 is there. 

Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Project proponent provided the IRS 990 on October 6 
via email.   

Evidence Used to Close NCR: 2013 Client copy for Carbonfund.org Foundation 
(05-15-2014).pdf.  Along with additional 
documentation, the IRS form provided sufficient 
evidence of financial health of the organization.  

Date Closed: 8 October 2014 
 

G5 Legal Status and Property Rights 
Indicator G5.1 - Submit a list of all 
relevant national and local laws and 
regulations in the host country and all 
applicable international treaties and 
agreements. Provide assurance that 
the project will comply with these 
and, where relevant, demonstrate how 
compliance is achieved. 

This section is nearly identical to the corresponding 
section of the PIR from the previous monitoring 
period, except there are now links to relevant 
international treaties. 
 
The PIR lists not only the relevant laws, but detailed 
descriptions as to how the project proponents achieve 
compliance with the law. 
 
No additional laws, regulations or treaties were added 
since the previous monitoring period. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G5.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: It is assumed that no new laws, regulations or treaties 
were enacted between the time the PDD was 
validated and this version of the PIR was published, 
but there is no assurance of that. 

Clarification Request (CL): For clarity, please state whether any change has taken 
place since the previous project document was 
validated. 

Date Issued: 9 September 2014  
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

CarbonCo forget to incorporate the latest Brazilian 
Forest Code (passed on May 25, 2012) in the CCBS 
PIR.  This latest Forest Code was added to the CCBS 
PIR on September 17, 2014.  No other relevant laws, 
regulations or treaties were enacted. 

Evidence Used to Close CL: The updated PIR includes the updated Brazilian 
Forest Code, and explains the law and how 
compliance is achieved. 

Date Closed: 6 October 2014. 
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Indicator G5.2 - Document that the 
project has approval from the 
appropriate authorities, including the 
established formal and/or traditional 
authorities customarily required by 
the communities. 

The project was successfully validated. Approval 
from appropriate authorities demonstrated. The 
project proponents own the land, and are keeping the 
local communities informed. 
 
 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G5.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents established approval for the 
project from appropriate authorities during 
validation. 

 
Indicator G5.3 - Demonstrate with 
documented consultations and 
agreements that the project will not 
encroach uninvited on private 
property, community property, or 
government property and has 
obtained the free, prior, and informed 
consent of those whose rights will be 
affected by the project. 

This section is appropriately identical to the 
corresponding section of the PIR from the previous 
monitoring period. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G5.2 of the PIRs. 

Findings: The project proponents established that the project 
will not encroach uninvited on private, community or 
government property during the validation. FPIC for 
all communities volunteering to join the project was 
also demonstrated. 
 
In the case of these project lands, inversely 
communities encroached on the project proponents’ 
lands and the project proponents are actually trying to 
grant the communities legal title to it. 

 
Indicator G5.4 - Demonstrate that 
the project does not require the 
involuntary relocation of people or of 
the activities important for the 
livelihoods and culture of the 
communities.  If any relocation of 
habitation or activities is undertaken 
within the terms of an agreement, the 

The PIR reiterates that the project requires no 
relocation of communities or activities important to 
livelihoods and culture. 
 
Some buildings that are too close to the Purus River, 
according to law, will be voluntarily moved further 
from the banks of the river. 
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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. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G5.3 of the PIR 

Findings: Compliance with this indicator was established 
through the declaration and the fact that one of the 
main project activities is to grant land title to 
communities on the lands they have cleared, worked 
and made productive.  No relocation of people is 
required or supported by the project. 

 
Indicator G5.5 - Identify any illegal 
activities that could affect the 
project’s climate, community or 
biodiversity impacts (e.g., logging) 
taking place in the project zone and 
describe how the project will help to 
reduce these activities so that project 
benefits are not derived from illegal 
activities. 

This section is nearly identical to the corresponding 
section of the PIR from the previous monitoring 
period. Hunting and fishing for protected fauna, 
illegal logging and illegal drug manufacture, 
transportation or distribution were listed as potential 
illegal activities. Monitoring and public awareness 
will be used to detect illegal activities. 
 
Further, the PIR reports no illegal activities were 
identified between January and December of 2013. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G5.4 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents identified and described 
potential illegal activities and provided a reasonable 
way to detect them. They have also stated that no 
illegal activity was detected during the monitoring 
period, adequately addressing this indicator. 

 
Indicator G5.6 - Demonstrate that 
the project proponents have clear, 
uncontested title to the carbon rights, 
or provide legal documentation 
demonstrating that the project is 
undertaken on behalf of the carbon 
owners with their full consent. Where 
local or national conditions preclude 
clear title to the carbon rights at the 
time of validation against the 

The Project Proponents have clear, uncontested title to 
both property rights and the carbon rights.  A review of 
the Landowners and the Purus Project property was 
conducted between May 2011 and December 2012 to 
ensure full title validity and accuracy.    
 
The title documentation was confirmed at validation. 
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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. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G5.6 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: This indicator was successfully demonstrated during 
the validation. 

 

CL1 Net Positive Climate Impacts 
Indicator CL1.1 - Estimate the net 
change in carbon stocks due to the 
project activities using the methods 
of calculation, formulae and default 
values of the IPCC 2006 GL for 
AFOLU or using a more robust and 
detailed methodology.  The net 
change is equal to carbon stock 
changes with the project minus 
carbon stock changes without the 
project (the latter having been 
estimated in G2). This estimate must 
be based on clearly defined and 
defendable assumptions about how 
project activities will alter GHG 
emissions of carbon stocks over the 
duration of the project or the project 
GHG accounting period. 

The PIR refers to the VCS monitoring report.  For the 
crediting period the VCS monitoring report 
sufficiently demonstrates the net GHG change in 
carbon stocks to be 60,563 after the required 10% 
risk deduction. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

PIR, 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf, 
2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls,  

Findings: The VCS monitoring report and excel spreadsheet 
sufficiently demonstrate that the methodology has 
been applied correctly and the net emission removals 
are accurate.  

 
Indicator CL1.2 - Estimate the net 
change in the emissions of non-CO2 

GHG emissions such as CH4 and N2O 
in the with and without project 
scenarios if those gases are likely to 
account for more than a 5% increase 

The PIR refers to the VCS monitoring report.  The 
methodology states that quantification of fossil fuel 
combustion and nitrogen application is optional.   
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or decrease (in terms of CO2-
equivalent) of the project’s overall 
GHG emissions reductions or 
removals over each monitoring 
period. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

PIR, 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf, 
2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls, 

Findings: The project proponent has selected not to quantify 
fossil fuel combustion or nitrogen application as 
permitted under the methodological requirements. 

 
Indicator CL1.3 - Estimate any other 
GHG emissions resulting from 
project activities. Emissions sources 
include, but are not limited to, 
emissions from biomass burning 
during site preparation, emissions 
from fossil fuel combustion, direct 
emissions from the use of synthetic 
fertilizers, and emissions from the 
decomposition of N-fixing species. 

The PIR refers to the VCS monitoring report.  The 
monitoring report states “As forest monitors reported 
evidence of fire on recently cleared land, N2O and 
CH4 emissions from biomass burning have been 
accounted for. Using parameters found in Section 3.1 
and 3.2 and Table 3.3, emissions from biomass 
burning (EBB) were calculated as the product of the 
area burned, the aboveground carbon stocks, a 
combustion factor, a GHG emission factor, and the 
global warming potential.” 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

PIR, 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf, 
2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls, 

Findings: As appropriately justified, total project GHG 
emissions (GHGP) equal emissions from biomass 
burning (EBB) as other sources are equal to zero. 

 
Indicator CL1.4 - Demonstrate that 
the net climate impact of the project 
is positive. The net climate impact of 
the project is the net change in carbon 
stocks plus net change in non-CO2 

GHGs where appropriate minus any 
other GHG emissions resulting from 
project activities minus any likely 
project-related unmitigated negative 
offsite climate impacts (see CL2.3). 

The Purus Project had a net positive climate impact 
between January 1, 2013 and December 31, 2013 by 
mitigating deforestation and the subsequent release of 
greenhouse gas emissions. For the detailed 
methodology and calculations of this net positive 
impact, please see the VCS Monitoring Report. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

PIR, 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf, 
2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls, 

Findings: The VCS monitoring report sufficiently demonstrates 
the net GHG change in carbon stocks to be 60,563 
after the required 10% risk deduction. 
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Indicator CL1.5 - Specify how 
double counting of GHG emissions 
reductions or removals will be 
avoided, particularly for offsets sold 
on the voluntary market and 
generated in a country with an 
emissions cap. 

The project has been validated to the VCS to ensure 
the avoidance of double counting. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CL1.5 of the PIR, successful VCS validation 
of the Purus project. 

Findings: This indicator was addressed by registering the 
project with VCS. 

 

CL2 Offsite Climate Impacts (“Leakage”) 
Indicator CL2.1 - Determine the 
types of leakage that are expected and 
estimate potential offsite increases in 
GHGs (increases in emissions or 
decreases in sequestration) due to 
project activities. Where relevant, 
define and justify where leakage is 
most likely to take place. 

The Purus Project’s total baseline GHG emissions are 
estimated to be 1,709,253 mtCO2e from unplanned 
deforestation in the Project Area, yet only 18% (i.e., 
308,406 mtCO2e) of these GHG emissions are 
estimated to be displaced due to the Project from the 
Project Area to the leakage belt or from the Project 
Area to outside the leakage belt. Thus, the Purus 
Project’s deforestation mitigation activities and the 
leakage mitigation activities, along with the fact that 
many communities within the Purus Project have 
been residents for over five years, are estimated to 
reduce leakage from a potential 100% displacement 
(i.e., all baseline GHG emissions displaced from 
Project Area to the leakage belt and outside the 
leakage belt) down to an estimated 18% 
displacement.  
 
The methodology provides for accounting for activity 
shifting leakage resulting from both local and 
immigrant deforestation agents. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance:  

PIR, 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf, 
2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls, 

Findings: The project proponent has sufficiently demonstrated 
that the leakage quantification requirements of the 
methodology have been appropriately implemented. 

 
Indicator CL2.2 - Document how 
any leakage will be mitigated and 
estimate the extent to which such 
impacts will be reduced by these 

There were a variety of leakage mitigation activities 
designed and implemented since May 23, 2011 and 
particularly between January 2013 and December 
2013. This includes: 
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mitigation activities. � Alignment with the State of Acre’s Payment for 
Ecosystem Services Scheme 
� Landowners monitored the leakage belt and will 
report illegal deforestation to the authorities, if 
identified 
From January 2013 to December 2013, the Project 
Proponents monitored the leakage belt via a trike and 
via boat. To mitigate the leakage attributed to 
communities moving from within the Project Zone to 
outside the Project Zone, the Project Proponents 
consulted communities throughout the Project Zone 
and will extend project activities (such as agricultural 
extension training courses) to communities 
throughout the Project Zone and not just to those 
living within Moura & Rosa’s property. Furthermore, 
satellite imagery was also used to quantify the 
amount of deforestation that took place as a result of 
leakage from January 2013 to December 2013. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

PIR, 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf, 
2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls 

Findings: The leakage mitigation activities are still ongoing.  
Though agricultural training and other benefits have 
been extended to the communities inside and beyond 
the leakage belt some additional communication is 
needed with some of the more remote communities.  
The project proponent has planned trips to these 
communities which can be confirmed at the next 
verification to ensure progress. 

 
Indicator CL2.3 - Subtract any 
likely project-related unmitigated 
negative offsite climate impacts from 
the climate benefits being claimed by 
the project and demonstrate that this 
has been included in the evaluation of 
net climate impact of the project (as 
calculated in CL1.4). 

The Project subtracted any likely project-related and 
unmitigated negative offsite climate impacts. 
 
 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

PIR, 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf, 
2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls 

Findings: The project proponent has sufficiently demonstrated 
that the project-related negative offsite climate 
impacts were quantified as per the methodological 
requirements.  This included a demonstration that 
non-CO2 emissions from methane and nitrous oxides 
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as a result of biomass burning, fossil fuel 
combustion, and leakage are less than 5% of the 
Purus Project’s overall GHG emissions reductions 
and removals. 

 
Indicator CL2.4 - Non-CO2 gases 
must be included if they are likely to 
account for more than a 5% increase 
or decrease (in terms of CO2-
equivalent) of the net change 
calculations (above) of the project’s 
overall off-site GHG emissions 
reductions or removals over each 
monitoring period. 

The Project accounted for any non-CO2 GHG gasses 
(e.g., methane or nitrous oxides) if they were likely to 
account for more than a 5% increase or decrease (in 
terms of CO2e) of the net change calculations. In all 
cases, non-CO2 emissions from methane and nitrous 
oxides as a result of biomass burning, fossil fuel 
combustion (e.g., due to airplane flights, as well as 
vehicle and boat usage to access the Project), and 
leakage are less than 5% of the Purus Project’s 
overall GHG emissions reductions and removals. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

PIR, 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf, 
2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls 

Findings: The project proponent has sufficiently demonstrated 
that the project-related negative offsite climate 
impacts were quantified as per the methodological 
requirements.  This included a demonstration that 
non-CO2 emissions from methane and nitrous oxides 
as a result of biomass burning, fossil fuel 
combustion, and leakage are less than 5% of the 
Purus Project’s overall GHG emissions reductions 
and removals. 

 
CL3 Climate Impact Monitoring 
Indicator CL3.1 - Develop an initial 
plan for selecting carbon pools and 
non-CO2 GHGs to be monitored, and 
determine the frequency of 
monitoring. Potential pools include 
aboveground biomass, litter, dead 
wood, belowground biomass, wood 
products, soil carbon and peat. Pools 
to monitor must include any pools 
expected to decrease as a result of 
project activities, including those in 
the region outside the project 
boundaries resulting from all types of 
leakage identified in CL2. A plan 
must be in place to continue leakage 

The project already has a complete and detailed 
climate monitoring plan, before the previous 
monitoring period ended. 
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monitoring for at least five years after 
all activity displacement or other 
leakage causing activity has taken 
place. Individual GHG sources may 
be considered ‘insignificant’ and do 
not have to be accounted for if 
together such omitted decreases in 
carbon pools and increases in GHG 
emissions amount to less than 5% of 
the total CO2-equivalent benefits 
generated by the project.  Non-CO2 

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

Section CL3.1 of the PIR, section 4.3 of the validated 
VCS project description. 

Findings: A complete monitoring plan was completed and 
included in the VCS validation and does not need to 
be revisited here. 

 
Indicator CL3.2 - Commit to 
developing a full monitoring plan 
within six months of the project start 
date or within twelve months of 
validation against the Standards and 
to disseminate this plan and the 
results of monitoring, ensuring that 
they are made publicly available on 
the internet and are communicated to 
the communities and other 
stakeholders. 

A full monitoring plan was developed and is in place. 
This was reviewed during validation. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CL3.4 of the PIR, section 4.3 of the validated 
VCS PD. 

Findings: This indicator was fully addressed during project 
validation and a monitoring. A full monitoring plan 
was designed and is in place. 
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CM1 Net Positive Community Impacts 
Indicator CM1.1 - Use appropriate 
methodologies to estimate the 
impacts on communities, including 
all constituent socio-economic or 
cultural groups such as indigenous 
peoples (defined in G1), resulting 
from planned project activities. A 
credible estimate of impacts must 
include changes in community well-
being due to project activities and an 
evaluation of the impacts by the 
affected groups. This estimate must 
be based on clearly defined and 
defendable assumptions about how 
project activities will alter social and 
economic well-being, including 
potential impacts of changes in 
natural resources and ecosystem 
services identified as important by 
the communities (including water and 
soil resources), over the duration of 
the project. The ‘with project’ 
scenario must then be compared with 
the ‘without project’ scenario of 
social and economic well-being in the 
absence of the project (completed in 
G2). The difference (i.e., the 
community benefit) must be positive 
for all community groups. 

This section is almost identical to the corresponding 
section in the PIR from the previous monitoring 
period, except the following was added: 
 
“Throughout 2013, the Project Proponents continued 
to meet with the local communities and will re-
administer the Basic Needs Survey in 2014 to 
quantify community impacts. 
 
It was previously established, using the PRA, the 
BNS methodology to develop a theory of change, 
which projects net positive impacts on the 
communities. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections CM1.1 of the PIRs. 

Findings: The “with project” scenario was established as 
having greater positive community impacts than the 
“without project” scenario during validation. The 
analysis is still valid. Re-evaluation with the BNS 
will happen in 2014. 

 
Indicator CM1.2 - Demonstrate that 
no High Conservation Values 
identified in G1.8.4-6 will be 
negatively affected by the project. 

The community-related HCVs identified include food 
sources (hunting and fishing), fuel, medicinal plants 
and a source for building materials. Traditional 
cultural significance is also mentioned. 
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Conservation practices should be neutral or positive 
regarding food sources and medicinal plants. The 
project may eventually negatively affect the supply of 
certain building materials, but there is a movement 
toward using building materials brought from the 
city. The PIR states that most fuel is collected from 
dead wood, not requiring cutting of living trees. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM1.2 of the PIR, site visit. 

Findings: Food and medicine HCVs will not be negatively 
affected. The loss of a source of building materials is 
unavoidable in such a project, but since the trend is 
moving away from using forest materials for 
building, and that landowners are still permitted to 
harvest some trees for building, this is not currently a 
problem. 

 

CM2 Offsite Stakeholder Impacts 
Indicator CM2.1 - Identify any 
potential negative offsite stakeholder 
impacts that the project activities are 
likely to cause. 

This section is almost identical to the corresponding 
section of the PIR for the previous monitoring period, 
where the following potential negative offsite 
stakeholder impacts were determined to be: 
 

 Increased cost of land; for example, if forest 
carbon projects increase property values for 
future land purchases  

 Decreased value of land; for example, if 
Valparaiso Project prevents adjacent 
properties from accessing markets  

 In-migration to areas adjacent to the Project 
Zone  

 If communities migrate out of the Project 
Zone (i.e., due to forced relocation or lack of 
Project success) and into primary forests 
adjacent to the Project Zone  

 If the Project Proponents are unable to 
eliminate deforestation and the community 
continues to expand into the forest, including 
forests outside the Project Zone  

 Wealth in Project Zone creates conflict in 
surrounding areas due to jealousy, a rise in 
illicit activities, alcoholism, elite capture, etc. 
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This section also includes an update, stating that none 
of these impacts were observed during the monitoring 
period. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM2.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents have addressed negative 
impacts that could reasonably occur.  

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

This section of the PIR is essentially identical to the 
corresponding section of the PDD. 

 Land values are unlikely to fluctuate due to 
the project in comparison with other drivers 
of land values: building of roads. The only 
potential impact to offsite stakeholders would 
be less transportation access through project 
lands, since no roads will be built through 
them. Monitoring for this potential impact 
will continue, but no issues have arisen so far. 

 In-migration and out-migration will be 
monitored through forest monitoring, and also 
by direct communication with community 
stakeholders regarding social programs and 
projects. 

 Social ills due to the availability of jobs and 
money will be monitored through community 
monitoring. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM2.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents have thoroughly addressed 
this indicator. In future verifications, they will report 
whether monitoring has detected any of these 
potential negative impacts during the time period 
under verification. 

 
Indicator CM2.3 - Demonstrate that 
the project is not likely to result in net 
negative impacts on the well-being of 
other stakeholder groups. 

This section is identical to the corresponding section 
of the PDD. 
 
The PIR states the project will have net positive 
impacts on all stakeholders’ well-being, through the 
health/dental clinic, agricultural extension training, 
increased knowledge for future REDD+ projects, 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        41   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

sharing of knowledge and BMPs with stakeholders. 
 

Not mentioned in this section are other benefits, 
including land title to communities and the 
maintenance of ecosystem services. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM2.3 of the PIR, various other places in the 
PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents have demonstrated that net 
impacts of the project on stakeholders is likely to be 
positive. 

 

CM3 Community Impact Monitoring 
Indicator CM3.1 - Develop an initial 
plan for selecting community 
variables to be monitored and the 
frequency of monitoring and 
reporting to ensure that monitoring 
variables are directly linked to the 
project’s community development 
objectives and to anticipated impacts 
(positive and negative). 

This section is essentially identical to the 
corresponding section of the PDD. 
 
Both an initial community monitoring plan and final 
community monitoring plan were developed and 
validated. 

 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section 3.1 and 3.3 of the PIR. 

Findings: This indicator was adequately addressed during 
project validation. 

 
Indicator CM3.2 - Develop an initial 
plan for how they will assess the 
effectiveness of measures used to 
maintain or enhance High 
Conservation Values related to 
community well-being (G1.8.4-6) 
present in the project zone. 

Community-related HCVs are assessed through the 
PRA and BNS, which include questions about the use 
and availability of HCVs: trends in the availability of 
foods and medicinal plants, etc. Specific hydrological 
resources are also addressed in the surveys. 
 
The verification community interviews found a lack 
of communication of project benefits and some 
members stated they did not agree with the project 
nor want the benefits provided/proposed.  

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM3.2 of the PIR 

Findings: Though the project proponents have assessed the 
community members’ access to HCV benefits of the 
project area through direct questioning in the PRA 
and BNS, we received a fair amount of negative 
feedback from the community some of which stated 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        42   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

they did not know about the project or the benefits, or 
did not want the provided/proposed benefits. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please discuss how the community monitoring plan 
will be modified to ensure the community is 
informed of the project particulars (benefits, 
requirements, etc.) and that changes in their needs are 
considered.   

Date Issued: 8 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The CCBS PIR was updated on September 18, 2014 
to explain how the community will be informed of 
the project particulars during the community 
monitoring plan and how changing needs are 
considered. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: The BNS and PRA will be administered every two 
years (last administered in March of 2012). The 
project and its benefits will be discussed with each 
family prior to administering the surveys. Basic 
needs will be analyzed, to see if they remain constant, 
or change over time. 

Date Closed: 6 October 2014 
 
Indicator CM3.3 - Commit to 
developing a full monitoring plan 
within six months of the project start 
date or within twelve months of 
validation against the Standards and 
to disseminate this plan and the 
results of monitoring, ensuring that 
they are made publicly available on 
the internet and are communicated to 
the communities and other 
stakeholders. 

Project proponents developed a full community 
monitoring plan prior to validation.  
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections CM3.3 of the PDD and PIR. 

Findings: A full monitoring plan exists and has already been 
used to set the baseline for community monitoring. 

 

B1 Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts 
Indicator B1.1 - Use appropriate 
methodologies to estimate changes in 
biodiversity as a result of the project 
in the project zone and in the project 
lifetime. This estimate must be based 

This section is identical to the corresponding section 
in the PIR from the previous monitoring period, 
except the section in the PIR specifies that no 
negative biodiversity impacts occurred between 
March 2011 and December 2013. 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        43   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

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.

 
VCS VM0007 is used to monitor changes in forest 
cover and island biogeography methodology to 
estimate change in biodiversity. The estimate resulted 
in no loss in biodiversity during the monitoring 
period. 

 
The “without project” scenario of continued frontier 
deforestation would likely result in less tree cover, 
habitat and biodiversity. The “with project” scenario 
maintains forest cover and ecosystem services and 
biodiversity at current levels. 

 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents explain that the biodiversity 
present in primary rainforest is best maintained by 
protecting the area from deforestation, and is 
certainly negatively affected by the “without project” 
scenario of frontier deforestation.  

 
Indicator B1.2 - Demonstrate that no 
High Conservation Values identified 
in G1.8.1-3 will be negatively 
affected by the project. 

This section of the PIR is almost identical to that of 
the PIR from the previous monitoring period. The 
biodiversity-related HCVs identified in G1.8 exist in 
the project area because of the relatively pristine 
nature of the project area rainforest. This project 
seeks to maintain the forest in its present condition. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project’s goal will maintain biodiversity-related 
HCVs.  
 
During the site visit interviews one of the project 
proponents stated he had to kill a jaguar on his land 
but this was not mentioned in the monitoring report.   

Clarification Request (CL): Please describe the circumstances surrounding the 
shooting of the jaguar and document this in the 
monitoring report. 

Date Issued: 15 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The CCBS PIR was updated on September 18, 2014 
to read as follows: In August 2014, it was discovered 
by the Project Proponents that a local family killed a 
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jaguar which is a threatened species (i.e., a High 
Conservation Value).  The local family has three 
young children that regularly play in the nearby 
pasture and the family was concerned about their 
children’s safety due to the jaguar’s regular 
appearance.  The killing of jaguars, and other 
threatened species, is not a regular occurrence at the 
Purus Project.  No other such killings have been 
observed and no wildlife trafficking or bush meat 
trade has been identified. 

Evidence Used to Close CL: The updated PIR includes the paragraph describing 
the shooting of the jaguar, as it appears above.  Even 
with the shooting of the jaguar, the net benefit to 
HCVs above the baseline scenario is still considered 
to be positive. 

Date Closed: 6 October 2014 
 
Indicator B1.3 - Identify all species 
to be used by the project and show 
that no known invasive species will 
be introduced into any area affected 
by the project and that the population 
of any invasive species will not 
increase as a result of the project. 

The PIR lists the following species that may be used 
at some point during project activities: 
 

 Cedro 
 Copaiba 
 Cumaru Citim 
 Cumaru Ferro (Dipteryx micrantha Harms) 
 Ipê (Eperua bijuga Benth.) 
 Jatoba 
 Samauma 
 Seringueira. 

 
None of these are on the ISSG’s invasive species list 
for Brazil. 
 
None of these potential plantings will be included in 
GHG quantifications. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.3 of the PIR, ISSG website. 

Findings: The project will not be using invasive species. 
Maintaining native vegetation will also not increase 
the population of invasive species. 

 
Indicator B1.4 - Describe possible 
adverse effects of non-native species 

The list of trees that may be used in project activities 
can be found in the write-up for indicator B1.3, 
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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 

above. No non-native species will be used. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections B1.3 and B1.4 of the PIR, ISSG website. 

Findings: No non-native species will be used. 
 
Indicator B1.5 - Guarantee that no 
GMOs will be used to generate GHG 
emissions reductions or removals. 

Section B1.5 states that no GMOs will be used to 
generate reductions or removals for credit. No GMOs 
were used during the monitoring period covered by 
this report. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.5 of the PIR. 

Findings: This indicator has been adequately addressed 
 

B2 Offsite Biodiversity Impacts 
Indicator B2.1 - Identify potential 
negative offsite biodiversity impacts 
that the project is likely to cause. 

The only negative offsite biodiversity impact from a 
project of this nature is leakage. Deforestation will be 
monitored in the project zone to detect leakage. 
Project activities are planned that should reduce 
leakage. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B2.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: Leakage of deforestation is the only possible negative 
offsite biodiversity impact identified.  Monitoring of 
deforestation in the project zone should effectively 
detect any leakage. 

 
Indicator B2.2 - Document how the 
project plans to mitigate these 
negative offsite biodiversity impacts. 

Negative offsite biodiversity impacts would stem 
from leakage. Mitigation efforts thus far include 
discussing the project with the communities, aligning 
with the State of Acre’s Payment For Ecosystem 
Services Scheme, and monitoring of the leakage belt 
and offering educational programs to all local 
communities, whether they are part of project site 
communities, or not. 
 
According to satellite imagery analysis, deforestation 
during the 2013 monitoring period was reduced 
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beyond that of the “without project” scenario. 
 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B2.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: Biodiversity leakage mitigation is based primarily on 
prevention of deforestation leakage.  Based on 
current project status, verification interviews and the 
PIR negative offsite project impacts are unlikely, and 
the project proponents are addressing activity shifting 
leakage in a manner consistent with the methodology. 

 
Indicator B2.3 - Evaluate likely 
unmitigated negative offsite 
biodiversity impacts against the 
biodiversity benefits of the project 
within the project boundaries. Justify 
and demonstrate that the net effect of 
the project on biodiversity is positive. 

The PIR states that the overall effect of the project on 
biodiversity is positive for the 2013 monitoring 
period. A map of predicted deforestation in the 
absence of the project, created by TerraCarbon and 
Professor Antonio Flores, is provided.  
 
The PIR reports the amount of land that would be 
deforested in the absence of the project is projected to 
be 6,037 ha, and offsite deforestation with the project 
is projected to be only 139.7 ha, through 2020.  

 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B2.3 of the PIR. 

Findings: Activity shifting leakage, being the only identified 
potential offsite biodiversity impact, is unlikely to be 
100% and impossible to be greater than 100%. 
Leakage analysis in the with and without-project 
scenarios are compared favorably. 

B3 Biodiversity Impact Monitoring 
Indicator B3.1 - Develop an initial 
plan for selecting biodiversity 
variables to be monitored and the 
frequency of monitoring and 
reporting to ensure that monitoring 
variables are directly linked to the 
project’s biodiversity objectives and 
to anticipated impacts (positive and 
negative). 

The full biodiversity monitoring plan was submitted 
to CCBA on 15 May 2013. 

 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B3 of the PIR, Purus Project Full Monitoring 
Plans document, available on the CCBA website. 

Findings: This indicator was adequately addressed during the 
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validation. 
 
Indicator B3.2 - Develop an initial 
plan for assessing the effectiveness of 
measures used to maintain or enhance 
High Conservation Values related to 
globally, regionally or nationally 
significant biodiversity (G1.8.1-3) 
present in the project zone. 

Wildlife related HCVs were initially assessed by 
measuring forest cover change. The wildlife related 
HCVs are dependent on native forest habitat, so 
measuring cover change provides a good estimate on 
habitat change. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B3.2 of the PIR, Purus Project Full 
Monitoring Plans. 

Findings: The full monitoring plan was developed and 
submitted to CCBA. 
 

 
Indicator B3.3 - Commit to 
developing a full monitoring plan 
within six months of the project start 
date or within twelve months of 
validation against the Standards and 
to disseminate this plan and the 
results of monitoring, ensuring that 
they are made publicly available on 
the internet and are communicated to 
the communities and other 
stakeholders. 

The PIR states the full monitoring plan was created 
and is in place. During the monitoring period, 
locations for camera traps were determined, based on 
vegetation maps and consultation with local 
communities. Traps were installed and photos were 
analyzed by Andre Luis Botelho de Moura. 
 
A better understanding of wildlife diversity and 
populations is being developed for the project. A full 
report from Andre will be completed in 2014. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B3.3 of the PIR. 

Findings: The commitment to developing a full monitoring plan 
was fulfilled by the project proponents. It is in place 
and monitoring is in progress. 

Gold	Level	Section	
 

GL3	 Exceptional	Biodiversity	Benefits						    
Indicator GL3.1 – Vulnerability 
Regular occurrence of a globally 
threatened species (according to the 
IUCN Red List) at the site: 
 
1.1 - Critically Endangered (CR) and 
Endangered (EN) species - presence of 

Two endangered flora species were identified during 
a rapid assessment in 2009 (Aniba rosaeodora and 
Virola surinamensis). Seven endangered or critically 
endangered species are known to exist in the state of 
Acre. 
 
Camera traps within the project area have 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        48   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

at least a single individual;      or 
 
1.2 - Vulnerable species (VU) - 
presence of at least 30 individuals or 
10 pairs. 

photographed a short-eared dog (near threatened), a 
jaguar (near threatened), a giant anteater (vulnerable) 
and a lowland tapir (vulnerable). 

 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section GL3.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project area clearly includes endangered species 
and near threatened and vulnerable species, though 
the numbers for the vulnerable species were not 
estimated.   

Clarification Request (CL): Please clarify what the evidence of the endangered 
flora species was obtained during the rapid 
assessment in 2009 (photographic?) and provide for 
our files. 

Date Issued: 8 September 2014 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The complete 2009 study, including flora and fauna 
biodiversity study indicating the identification of  
Aniba rosaeodora and Virola surinamensis have 
been provided to ESI on September 19, 2014. 

Evidence Used to Close CL: The study appears to be the document “Project 
Purus.pdf.” This document is in Portuguese. Virola 
surinamensis and Aniba roseodora were found during 
a vegetation survey.  These species were not 
identified onsite during the site visit, it is within the 
expected range/habitat requirements for the species. 

Date Closed: 6 October 2014. 

Public Comment Period 
The public comment period for the PIR was from 14 July 2014 – 13 August 2014.   

Public Shareholder Comments 
Public comments for CCBA PIR were solicited in several ways.  A copy of the Portuguese 
version of the PIR was posted at Purus Project’s headquarters so the community could access it. 
The headquarters is located centrally within the project along the river which is used for nearly 
all travel.  Further as required, the PIR was provided to the CCBA and was publically posted on 
the website for 30 days, from 14 July 2014 – 13 August 2014.  No public comments were 
received for the project.   
 
Finally, CarbonCo’s parent company Carbonfund.org Foundation publicized the project 
documents on its website and solicited comments on the Project via a newsletter announcement 
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to Carbonfund.org’s 20,000+ members. Carbonfund.org’s newsletter for the CCBS PIR Public 
Comment Period announcement was sent on July 15, 2014. 
 

Local Shareholder Comments 
As stated above, a copy of the Portuguese version of the PIR was posted at Purus Project’s 
headquarters so the community could access it.  The headquarters is located centrally within the 
project along the river which is used for nearly all travel.  Additionally the project proponent 
reported having gone through the community to notify them of the process.  The project 
proponent stated no comments on the PIR had been provided through these channels.   

The verification site visit occurred between 12 August 2014 and 25 August 2014.  Onsite 
interviews and informal discussions were conducted with project staff, members of the local 
communities, the project biologists, the healthcare provider for the project, and the entity 
conducting the agricultural trainings (SOS Amazonas).   

As was the case during the last verification interviews with the local community some 
commented that they didn’t fully understand the project and wanted clearer information.  In most 
instances further discussion from ESI with the persons and/or the project proponent revealed that 
they had chosen not to attend the trainings or visit the headquarters for meetings.  A few other 
individuals indicated that they understood the project, but wither did not care about the project or 
did not want the benefits.   

During the site visit one family in particular (the Guita family represented by the son, Antonio 
Sales Nunes Cardeal) stated they do not plan to change their activities and the extent of their 
right to ownership was somewhat in question.  Jose Maria Mariano was similarly not sure how 
much land he planned to claim and there seemed to be some conflict regarding this issue.  The 
project proponent provided a discussion explaining that the issue for both families is centered 
around the size of the lands they will obtain title to from the project.  100 hectares is considered 
to be sufficient by the project proponent for each community member as there are legal 
requirements to deforest for lands greater than 100 ha in size.  Meetings between W. C. Rosa, 
Kidney and these families are scheduled for October 2014 to explain the land tenure situation 
with them, record their opinions and resolve any conflicts.  A forward action request has been 
noted for the next verifier to review this issue at the next verification to ensure the 
resolution of the concerns of the Guita family and Jose Mariano. 

No other negative comments were received, and information provided in the PD was supported.  
The majority of locals indicated that the land titling aspect of the project is a great benefit.  The 
interviews with SOS Amazonas supported the PD’s information regarding sustainable agriculture 
training.   The following is a list of the main interviewees: 

Name* Title 

Brian McFarland 
Director-Carbon Projects and 
Origination, Carbonfund.org – 
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CarbonCo/Project Developer 

James Eaton 
Senior Manager-Forestry & 

Technical Services, TerraCarbon, 
LLC./Independent Consultant 

Wanderley Cesario Rosa 
Managing Director, Moura & 

Rosa /Landowner-Project 
Manager 

Normando Rodrigues Sales 
Representative, Moura & Rosa 
/Landowner-Project Manager 

Pedro Freitas 
President, Freitas International 

Group, LLC. (Carbon 
Securities)/Project Facilitator 

Kidney Da Cunha Aires On-Site Project Staff 

Jose Rojerio Olivero Saboia On-Site Project Staff 

Adair Duarte Coordinator, SOS Amazonas  

Sebastiao De Melo Carvalho Project Area Nurse 

Cecelia Local Resident 

Andre Botelo Project Biologist 

Jose Maria Mariano Local Residents 

Antonio Sales Nunes Cardeal Local Resident 

Interviewee 
 (no name given) 

Local Resident 

Francimar Pereira deMelo Local Resident 

Hermando Local Resident 

Jose Artenisio da Silva Local Resident 

Jose Marios da Silva Local Resident 

Raymundo Nascimento Local Resident (leakage area) 

Sonja Local Residents (leakage area) 

Ramal Interviewee 1  
(no name given) 

Local Resident, Adjacent Ramal 
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Ramal Interviewee 2  
(no name given) 

Local Resident, Adjacent Ramal 

Ramal Interview 3 
(Mariana) 

Local Resident, Adjacent Ramal 

*Regarding members of the local communities, a fair number of interviewees did not give 
their names or only gave partial names.  Due to the nature of their settlement, it was decided 
to simply ask for “names, then it was recorded. This was intended to not intimidate them and 
hope for a more complete answer.

The interviews confirmed with reasonable assurance that no community members will be 
negatively affected by the project and that a majority of community members interested in 
receiving project benefits, particularly land title.   
  

Verification	Conclusion	
ESI confirms all verification activities including objectives, scope and criteria, level of 
assurance, the project’s adherence to the validated PDD , and implementation as outlined in the 
PIR adhere to the CCB Project Design Standards, Second Edition, as documented in this report 
are complete.  ESI concludes without any qualifications or limiting conditions that the CCB 
Project Implementation Report entitled “The Purus Project Implementation Report A Tropical 
Forest Conservation Project in Acre, Brazil” meets the requirements of the CCB Project Design 
Standards (Second Edition – December 2008) and the Gold Level Benefit for Exceptional 
Biodiversity. 
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Bethesda, Maryland 20814 
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Appendix	A	–	Documents	Reviewed	/	Received	
 
Documents received 03 March 2014 

 Purus Project Implementation Report, Portuguese (12-30-13).pdf 
 
Documents received 02 July 2014 

 Purus Project Implementation Report, Final (6-24-14).pdf 
 
Documents received 03 July 2014 

 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.07.03.xls 
 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014 07 03.pdf 

 
Documents received 10 July 2014 

 Purus Project Summary Document (Final Version, Portuguese) 7-10-14.pdf 
 Purus Project Summary Document (Final Version, English) 7-10-14.pdf 

 
Documents received 11 July 2014 

 GIS 
o Strata 

 PurusStrata.shx 
 LBStrata.dbf 
 LBStrata.prj 
 LBStrata.sbn 
 LBStrata.sbx 
 LBStrata.shp 
 LBStrata.shp.xml 
 LBStrata.shx 
 PurusStrata.dbf 
 PurusStrata.prj 
 PurusStrata.sbn 
 PurusStrata.sbx 
 PurusStrata.shp 
 PurusStrata.shp.xml 

o 2013 monitoring 
 Deforestation2013_PurusPA_strata.shp.xml 
 Deforestation2013_PurusPA_strata.shx 
 2013 deforestation tc 

 Desmate_TC_1988_2013.shx 
 Desmate_TC_1988_2013.dbf 
 Desmate_TC_1988_2013.prj 
 Desmate_TC_1988_2013.sbn 
 Desmate_TC_1988_2013.sbx 
 Desmate_TC_1988_2013.shp 
 Desmate_TC_1988_2013.shp.xml 

 Deforestation1988_2013_PurusRRL.dbf 
 Deforestation1988_2013_PurusRRL.prj 
 Deforestation1988_2013_PurusRRL.sbn 
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 Deforestation1988_2013_PurusRRL.sbx 
 Deforestation1988_2013_PurusRRL.shp 
 Deforestation1988_2013_PurusRRL.shp.xml 
 Deforestation1988_2013_PurusRRL.shx 
 Deforestation2013_PurusLB_strata.dbf 
 Deforestation2013_PurusLB_strata.prj 
 Deforestation2013_PurusLB_strata.sbn 
 Deforestation2013_PurusLB_strata.sbx 
 Deforestation2013_PurusLB_strata.shp 
 Deforestation2013_PurusLB_strata.shp.xml 
 Deforestation2013_PurusLB_strata.shx 
 Deforestation2013_PurusPA_strata.dbf 
 Deforestation2013_PurusPA_strata.prj 
 Deforestation2013_PurusPA_strata.sbn 
 Deforestation2013_PurusPA_strata.sbx 
 Deforestation2013_PurusPA_strata.shp 

o Purus Geographical Boundaries 
 RRL_Boundary.shx 
 PurusLB2012.09.24.kmz 
 PurusLeakageBelt2012.09.19.dbf 
 PurusLeakageBelt2012.09.19.prj 
 PurusLeakageBelt2012.09.19.sbn 
 PurusLeakageBelt2012.09.19.sbx 
 PurusLeakageBelt2012.09.19.shp 
 PurusLeakageBelt2012.09.19.shp.xml 
 PurusLeakageBelt2012.09.19.shx 
 PurusPA2012.9.24.kmz 
 PurusProjectArea2012.09.19.dbf 
 PurusProjectArea2012.09.19.prj 
 PurusProjectArea2012.09.19.sbn 
 PurusProjectArea2012.09.19.sbx 
 PurusProjectArea2012.09.19.shp 
 PurusProjectArea2012.09.19.shp.xml 
 PurusProjectArea2012.09.19.shx 
 RRD_Boundary.dbf 
 RRD_Boundary.prj 
 RRD_Boundary.sbn 
 RRD_Boundary.sbx 
 RRD_Boundary.shp 
 RRD_Boundary.shp.xml 
 RRD_Boundary.shx 
 RRL_Boundary.dbf 
 RRL_Boundary.prj 
 RRL_Boundary.sbn 
 RRL_Boundary.sbx 
 RRL_Boundary.shp 
 RRL_Boundary.shp.xml 

 2013 purus monitoring 
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o 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.07.03.xls 
o additional support 

 Purus Project VCS Degradation Surveys April 2013.pdf 
 2013 acuracy assessment 

 AccuracyAssessment2013_2014.06.30.docx 
 AApoints2013 

o AApoints2013_utm.shx 
o AApoints2013_final.kmz 
o AApoints2013_final.lyr 
o AApoints2013_utm.dbf 
o AApoints2013_utm.prj 
o AApoints2013_utm.sbn 
o AApoints2013_utm.sbx 
o AApoints2013_utm.shp 
o AApoints2013_utm.shp.xml 

 AApoints_2013_2014.06.30.xlsx 
 2013_PurusDegradation 2014.07.03.xls 
 Aggregated Purus Project Degradation Survey Results April 2013.xls 

o 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014 07 03.docx 
o 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014 07 03.pdf 

 
Documents received 28 July 2014 

 Purus Project CCBS PIR, Portuguese, 7-28-14.pdf 
 
Documents received 19 August 2014 

 PurusPA2012.9.24.kmz 
 Purus_RRL.kmz 
 PurusLB2012.09.24.kmz 

 
Documents received 27 August 2014 

 Cursos Projeto Purus 
o Project photos and videos 
o Apresentações 

 1 FRUTICULTURA Generozo 
 FERTIRRIGAÇÃO.mht 
 Ministério da Agricultura, Pecuária e Abastecimento  SISLEGIS.mht 
 Hortaliças 

o A Cultura da Batata Doce.pdf 
o 1 Cultivo de Hortaliças.pdf 

 Jabuticaba 
o 21Mirtaceas UFAC.ppt 

 Jaca 
o Valor Nutricional do Abacate, banana, goiaba, jaca, azeitona e 

pitanga.pdf 
 Jambo 

o 21Mirtaceas UFAC.ppt 
 Jenipapo 
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o Jenipapo f01.pdf 
o Jenipapo cot99.pdf 

 Mamão 
o Produção de mudas circtec15.pdf 
o Produção de Mudas Mamão e outras.pdf 
o Custo de Produção do Mamão 

 Custo de Produção do Mamão\MAMÃO.xls 
 custo produção mamão I I I ano.pdf 

o Mamão e Derivados 
 comunicado_116 Doces e Passas de Mamão.pdf 
 circular_100 Geléia de Araçá-boi com Mamão.pdf 

o 1 circular_86.pdf 
o 1 documentos_179.pdf 
o 1 Mamoeiro_UFAC.ppt 
o 026__Afranio_Eugenio_ok.pdf 
o abc_aplicador_agrotoxico.pdf 
o boletim_pesquisa_39.pdf 
o Caderno_Campo_Mamão.pdf 
o circular_69 Nutrição Calagem e Adubação.pdf 
o circular_85 Fertirrigação.pdf 
o comunicado_99 Meleira.pdf 
o comunicado_111 Fertirrigação.pdf 
o comunicado_121 Mosca Branca.pdf 
o comunicado_124 manejo de Solo.pdf 
o comunicado_125 Pinta Preta do Mamoeiro.pdf 
o comunicado_127.pdf 
o comunicado_139 Calagem e Adubação.pdf 
o documentos_162.pdf 
o documentos_169 Fertirrigação.pdf 
o documentos_188.pdf 
o documentos_196.pdf 
o Grade_Agroquimicos_Mamão.pdf 
o Instrucao_Normativa_Mamão.pdf 
o Mamão bd18.pdf 
o Mamão cot133.pdf 
o Mamão documentos169.pdf 
o Mamão documentos179.pdf 
o Mamão IT1398.pdf 
o mamao_20 Mosca das Frutas e Meleira.pdf 
o mamao_21 Podridão Interna dos Frutos.pdf 
o mamao_22 Podridrão Peduncular.pdf 
o mamao_23 Mancha no Fruto e Folhas.pdf 
o mamao_24 Mancha Chocolate do fruto.pdf 
o mamao_25 Mancha ou Sarda do Fruto.pdf 
o mamao_26 Podridão do Fruto.pdf 
o mamao_27 Ácaro Rajado.pdf 

 Mandioca 
o mandioca de mesa.pdf 
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o MANDIOCA .xls 
 Manga 

o Produção de Mudas Manga e outras.pdf 
o Custo de Produção da Manga 

 Manga e Melão Desidratados.pdf 
 custo produção manga.pdf 

o Manga e Derivados 
  Manga Desidratada.pdf 

o 1 A Cultura da Manga.pdf 
o 1 Irrigação da Mangueira.pdf 
o 1 Produção de Mudas de Manga.pdf 
o 050_Mauricio_Eugenio_ok.pdf 
o Acre comunicado68 Manga.pdf 
o Apostila_Manga_(Irrigação_e_Fertirrigação).pdf 
o circular_87 Irrigação.pdf 
o circular_94 Produção de Mudas Enxertada.pdf 
o comunicado_140 Calagem e Adubação.pdf 
o Grade_Agroquimicos_Manga.pdf 
o Instrucao_Normativa_Manga.pdf 
o Manga bolpd217.pdf 
o Manga INT65 Antracnose.pdf 
o Manga OPB136 Manejo Integrado de Pragas.pdf 
o Manga SDC186 Perdas Pós-Colheita.pdf 
o manga.pdf 
o manga_5 Poda de Formação.pdf 
o manga_06 Aplicação de Farinha de Rocha.pdf 
o manga_07 Produção de Mudas.pdf 
o online08 Cultivo de Mangueira.pdf 
o Portaria 37 Anexo X MAPA Manga.pdf 

 Maracujá 
o Custo de Produção do Maracujá 

 Custo de Produção do Maracujá\MARACUJÁ.xls 
 Custo de Produção do Maracujá\1 custo produção 

maracujá.pdf 
 custo produção maracujá I I ano.pdf 
 custo produção maracujá I I I ano.pdf 

o 1 A Cultura do Maracujá.pdf 
o 1 Cultivo do Maracujá.pdf 
o 1 Cultivo do Maracujazeiro.od" 
o 1 Ficha Pedag Maracujá.pdf 
o 1 Maracujá doc242.pdf 
o 1 Maracujá Perguntas e Respostas.odt 
o 1 Maracujá Polinizadores SDC217.pdf 
o 1 Maracujá Pragas e Controle Doc245.pdf 
o 1 MARACUJÁ.docx 
o 1 Maracujacultura_UFAC.ppt 
o 1 Maracujazeiro Doenças e Controle 00001663.pdf 
o 1 Maracujazeiro Manejo de Pragas 00002630.pdf 
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o 1 Pragas_do_maracujazeiro.pdf 
o Acre tese.mestrado.jacson Maracujá.pdf 
o Adubação_do_Maracujazeiro.pdf 
o Aplicação de boro no maracujazeiro.pdf 
o Auditoria_Empacotadora_Maracujá.pdf 
o Caderneta_Campo_Maracujá.pdf 
o Caderneta_Colheita_Maracujá.pdf 
o circular_70 Manejo de plantas daninhas em maracujá.pdf 
o comunicado_107 Adubação para Maracujá.pdf 
o comunicado_132 Doenças do maracujá.pdf 
o comunicado_141 Calagem e adubação para maracujá.pdf 
o Controle Biológico do Percevejo no Maracujá v39n2a25.pdf 
o Cultivar BRS Gigante amarelo.pdf 
o Cultivar BRS Ouro Vermelho.pdf 
o Cultivar BRS Sol do Cerrado.pdf 
o Geléia de Maracujá Bp017.pdf 
o Grade_Maracujá.pdf 
o Instrução_Normativa_Maracujá.pdf 
o Maracujá art021.pdf 
o Maracujá BPD65.pdf 
o Maracujá comtec147.pdf 
o Maracujá comunicado132.pdf 
o Maracujá Controle da Lagarta 1731.pdf 
o Maracujá Ct105.pdf 
o Maracujá ct912005.pdf 
o Maracujá doc_site_serevicoseprodutos_livraria_Fruticultura_A 

cultura do Maracujá.pdf 
o Maracujá doc30.pdf 
o Maracujá doc223.pdf 
o Maracujá doc233.pdf 
o Maracujá Doc357.pdf 
o Maracujá Doce bolpd05.pdf 
o Maracujá Doenças e Controle Ct086.pdf 
o Maracujá Novos Híbridos ALAV683_maracujz.pdf 
o Maracujá Pragas e controle comtec47.pdf 
o Maracujá Produção de mudas rectec42.pdf 
o Maracujá rectec45.pdf 
o Maracujá.mht 
o maracuja_28 Diagnose foliar Maracujazeiro.pdf 
o maracuja_29 Comercialização do Maracujá.pdf 
o maracuja_30 Endurecimento dos frutos de maracujá.pdf 
o Produção de mudas circtec15.pdf 

 Melancia 
o A Cultura da Melancia 1.pd" 
o Cultura da Melancia 2.pdf 
o Custo de Produção da Melancia 

 custo produção melancia.pdf 
 Melão 
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o Melão ci028.pdf 
o A Cultura do Melão.pdf 
o Malão ct54.pdf 
o Manga e Melão Desidratados.pdf 

 Milho 
o online11 milhoverde.pdf 
o Custo de Produção do Milho Verde 

 custo produção milho verde.pdf 
o 1 A Cultura do Milho Verde.pdf 
o 1 A Cultura do Mini Milho.pdf 
o Milho Verde _Informacoes_Basicas.pdf 

 Morango 
o Morango boletim53.pdf 
o Custo de Produção do Morango 

 custo produção morango.pdf 
o A Cultura do Morango.pdf 

 Patoá ou Patauá 
o Acre doc88 Patauá.pdf 

 Pimenta do Reino 
o Portaria 37 Anexo XII MAPA Pimenta-do-reino.pdf 
o A Cultura da Pimenta-do-Reino.pdf 

 Pinha Fruta do Conde ou Ata 
o Pinha_Informacoes_Basicas.pdf 
o Adubação Orgânica da Pinha cot077.pdf 
o Ateira It001.pdf 
o Cultivo da Ateira It001.pdf 
o Pinha fruta do conde ou ata.pdf 

 Pitanga 
o Valor Nutricional do Abacate, banana, goiaba, jaca, azeitona e 

pitanga.pdf 
o 21Mirtaceas UFAC.ppt 
o Frutas Nativas Araçá pitanga buriti UFAC.ppt 
o Pitanga 10574.pdf 
o Pitanga 29675.pdf 
o Pitanga 169916223011.pdf 
o Pitanga Art814.pdf 
o Pitanga artigo18.pdf 
o pitanga.pdf 

 Plantas Medicinais 
o plantas_medicinais_web.pdf 
o 1 A Cultura do Gergelim.pdf 

 Processamento de Frutas e outros 
o Tofu.pdf 
o Cachaca_de_Alambique.pdf 
o Conserva Caseira de Frutas.pdf 
o Doce de Frutas em calda.pdf 
o Frutas Cristalizados.pdf 
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o Geléia 1998DOC0029.pdf 
o Geléia Processamento documento138.pdf 
o Guia Alimentar.pdf 
o Massa Fresca Tipo Capelete Congelada.pdf 
o Peixe Defumado.pdf 

 Pupunha 
o Pupunha012004.pdf 
o Custo de Produção da Pupunha 

 PUPUNHA-FRUTO.xls 
 PUPUNHA_PALMITO.xls 

o 0Pupunheira UFAC.ppt 
o A Cultura da Pupunha.pdf 
o Acre cirtec31 pupunha.pdf 
o Acre comunicado80 pupunha.pdf 
o Acre comunicado141 pupunha.pdf 
o Acre comunicado144 pupunha.pdf"Acre comunicado150 

pupunha.pdf 
o Acre comunicado163 Pupunha.pdf 
o Acre cultivo_da_pupunha.pdf 
o Acre it19 Pupunha.pdf 
o Acre pesquisa92 Pupunha.pdf 
o Acre pesquisa101 Pupunha.pdf 
o Acre pesquisa133 Pupunha.pdf 
o Portaria 37 Anexo III MAPA Pupunha.pdf 
o Pupunha doc105.pdf 

 Rambutan 
o Rambutan2.pdf 
o Rambutan.pdf 
o Rambutan_Cultivo em Rondônia.pdf 
o Rambutan_Queima das folhas e frutos.pdf 

 Romã 
o  
o Romã.pdf 

 SAFs 
o SAFs Seringueira doc63.pdf 
o 1 apostilasolos.pdf 
o Acre doc20 Fruticultura.pdf 
o Acre Fruteiras Nativas pesquisa104.pdf 
o Adubação Verde Ct025.pdf 
o apostilacomercializacao.pdf 
o apostilacompostagem.pdf 
o apostilaintegracaosistemas.pdf 
o apostilamudas.pdf 
o apostilasafs.pdf 
o Demandas Tecnológicas para Fruticultura doc56.pdf 
o Fruticultura.pdf 
o Mudas Frutíferas Ct042.pdf 
o SAFs Acre comunicado87.pdf 
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o SAFs Doc17.pdf 
 Seringueira 

o Seringueira.pdf 
o online16 Seringueira.pdf 
o online17 Seringueira.pdf 
o SAFs Seringueira doc63.pdf 

 Solos 
o unidade-9.1-recomendacao-adubos-corretivo.pdf 
o unidade-9.2-adubacao-organica-quimica.pdf 
o 1 apostilasolos.pdf 
o folderbokashi.pdf 
o plantas_melhoradoras de solo.pdf 
o Recuperação de Solos cursorad2008.pdf 
o Solos doc90.pdf 
o Solos Doc266.pdf 
o unidade-1-introducao-ao-estudo-de-fertilidade-do-solo.pdf 
o unidade-2-unidades-usuais-em-solos.pdf 
o unidade-3-elementos-essenciais.pdf 
o unidade-4-disponibilidade-de-nutrientes.pdf 
o unidade-5-materia-organica.pdf 
o unidade-6-1-nitrogenio.pdf 
o unidade-6-2-fosforo.pdf 
o unidade-6-3-potassio.pdf 
o unidade-6-4-enxofre.pdf 
o unidade-7-amostragem-de-solos.pdf 
o unidade-8a-acidez-e-calagem.pdf 
o unidade-8b-metodos-de-determinacao-da-necessidade-de-

calagem.pdf 
 Tucumã 

o Tucumã Visaoestrategica.pdf 
o Tucumã Buriti doc229.pdf 
o Tucumã Comtec223.pdf 

 Urucum 
o Urucum ORIENTALBP3.pdf 
o 1 Urucum RecBas13.pdf 
o FOL101.pdf 
o Portaria 37 Anexo V MAPA Urucum.pdf 
o Urucum CPATUBP131.pdf 
o Urucum CPATUCirTec59.pdf 
o Urucum CPATUCirTec66.pdf 
o Urucum CPATUCirTec67.pdf 
o Urucum CPATUCirTec552.pdf 

 1Importância da fruticultura UFAC.ppt 
 2FruticulturaAcre UFAC.ppt 
 3Sistemas de produção UFAC.ppt 
 4Propagação de plantas frutíferas UFAC.ppt 
 5Matrizes copa e portaenxertos UFAC.ppt 
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 6Viveiros UFAC.ppt 
 7Planejamento e implantação de pomar UFAC.ppt 
 8Poda de plantas frutíferas UFAC.ppt 
 9Florescimento e frutificação UFAC.ppt 
 10Colheita e Pós-colheita de frutos UFAC.ppt 
 Adubação de Frutíferas e Hortaliças.mht 
 Apostila_Fruteiras_Nutrição_e_Fertirrigação[2].pdf 
 Cerca_Eletrica.pdf 
 Coordenadoria de Defesa Agropecuária do Estado de São Paulo.mht 
 Cubiu.mht 
 Decreto nº 5.153, de 23 de agosto de 2004.pdf 
 Embalagens para Frutas e Hortaliças.pdf 
 Espécies Florestais do Acre.pdf 

 Fotos atividades Xapuri - photos 
 Manejo de Pastagem 

 sistenas_sustentaveis_pecuaria..pdf 
 Amendoim Forageiro - Leguminosa para divesificação da Pastagens e 

conservação do solo.pdf 
 Brucelose, Diagnóstico e Controle.pdf 
 capim_mombaça.pdf 
 Cercas Vivas com espécies arbórias.pdf 
 Controle de Moscas Sinantropicas.pdf 
 folder_degradacao_pastagens_m...pdf 
 Manejo Rebanho Leiteiro.pdf 
 Sistemas Sustentaveis de Pecuária de Corte.pdf 

 Apresentacao BPT Grupo PESACRE.ppt 
 Artigo Cientifico - TCC.doc 
 Artigo Proambiente.doc 
 BIP Práticas Agroecológicas.doc 
 Doação Simultanea - PAA.ppt 
 manualpesa.pdf 
 Apresentações\Memória oficina monitoramento.doc 
 PESAMAURO.ppt 
 Proambiente PAA 17-18.03.2009.ppt 
 PV Ativo_Certificação_CINARA.ppt 
 Resultados Pólo Alto Acre.ppt 
 Roteiro Passo a Passo para as I Oficinas Locais.doc 
 Transição Agroecológica_Marlene_setembro_2009.ppt 
 Transição Agroecológica_setembro_2010.ppt 

o Criação de Galinha caipira 
 Sistema Alternativo de Criação de Galinha Caipira.docx 
 Documentos 

 texto.docx 
 3 passos.docx 
 Como Iniciar a criação de Galinhas Caipipras.docx 
 Instalaçao e fases da criação.docx 
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 Manejo Alimentar.docx 
 Manejo reprodutivo.docx 
 Manejo Sanitário.docx 
 Reprodução.docx 

 Apresentação.pptx 
 Manual para criação de galinhas caipiras.pdf 

o Manejo de Pastagem 
 Pastoreio Voisin.flv 
 Documentos 

 Controle de Moscas Sinantropicas.pdf 
 Amendoim Forageiro - Leguminosa para divesificação da Pastagens e 

conservação do solo.pdf 
 Brucelose, Diagnóstico e Controle.pdf 
 capim_mombaça.pdf 
 Cercas Vivas com espécies arbórias.pdf 
 controle da cigarrinha.pdf 
 folder_degradacao_pastagens_m...pdf 
 sistenas_sustentaveis_pecuaria..pdf 
 Manejo Rebanho Leiteiro.pdf 
 Sistemas Sustentaveis de Pecuária de Corte.pdf 

 Formação de pastagem 
 Problemas.docx 

 Vacinação 
 Vermifugos.docx 
 Controle de parasitas.docx 
 Tabela Vacinação.docx 
 Vacinas.docx 

 Apresentação.pptx 
 Como construir uma cerca eletrica agropecuaria.flv 
 Doenças em bezerros.docx 
 Pastagem.docx 

o Roçado Sustentavel 
 Apresentacao BPT Grupo PESACRE.ppt 
 Transição Agroecológica - Roçados Sustentáveis.ppt 

o SAFs 
 Sistemas-Integrados-Amazonia-Gladys-Beatriz8.pdf 
 apostila_do_educador_agroflorestal-arboreto.pdf 
 Cartilha sobre sistema agroflorestal 01 pdf.pdf 
 CARTILHA.pdf 
 Sistemas Agroflorestais.pptx 

o Relatório do curso - Manejo de Pastagem.doc 
o Relatório do curso - Criação de Galinhas Caipiras.doc 
o Relatório do curso - Gestão da Propriedade.doc 

 
Documents received 19 September 2014 

 Updated Pro Forma for Purus Project Verification (9-17-14).xls 
 022_01- CCBA NCR Round1_Purus, Brian's Responses (9-19-14).docx 
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 2013 Monitoring Reports and Kidney Visits.pdf 
 CarbonCoCarbonNeutralSignedVERPADecember 302012.pdf 
 CCBA Announcement of Verification on IISD List.pdf 
 CF Annoucement of Russas, Valparaiso and Purus Projects' Public Comment Period.pdf 
 Project Purus.pdf 
 Purus Project Implementation Report, Final Version (9-19-14).pdf 
 Purus Project Implementation Report, Tracked Changes (9-19-14).pdf 
 Purus Project, Verpa, CarbonCo LLC- Carbon Neutral Company, Signed, July 20, 2014.pdf 

 
Documents received 29 September 2014 

 Purus 2013 - Round 1 NCRs_2014.09.29.xlsx 
 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.09.29 track changes.docx 
 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.09.29.docx 
 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.09.29.xls 
 Purus Additional 

o Updated Pro Forma for Purus Project Verification (9-17-14).xls 
o 2013 Monitoring Reports and Kidney Visits.pdf 
o 2013_PurusDegradation 2014.09.29.xlsx 
o AccuracyAssessment2013_2014.09.23.docx 
o Aggregated Purus Project Degradation Survey Results April 2013.xls 
o August 2014 CC Checking Statement.pdf 
o CarbonCoCarbonNeutralSignedVERPADecember 302012.pdf 
o CC Vanguard June 2014 statement.pdf 
o Chave et al 2006 Variation of wood density of neotropical species.pdf 
o Lehmann et al., 2002, WCSS Bangkok, paper no.0449.pdf 
o Purus Project, Verpa, CarbonCo LLC- Carbon Neutral Company, Signed, July 20, 

2014.pdf 
o Purus_RRL.kmz 
o PurusLB2012.09.24.kmz 
o PurusPA2012.9.24.kmz 

 
Documents received 06 October 2014 

 2013 Client copy for Carbonfund.org Foundation (05-15-2014).pdf 
 Purus Project Implementation Report, Final Version (10-6-14).pdf 
 2013-CLI.PDF 

 
Documents received 08 October 2014 

 Purus 2013 - Round 2 NCRs 2014.10.08.xlsx 
 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.docx 
 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.pdf 
 2013_PurusMonitoring 2014.10.08.xls 
 2013_PurusMonitoringRiskReport 2014.10.08.pdf 
 Final Purus Project CCBS PIR, Portuguese (10-8-14).pdf 

 


