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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.Carbonfund.org 

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: Caitlin Sellers, Stewart McMorrow, Rich Scharf, 
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, Version June 21, 2010.  

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) 23 May 2011 – 31 December 2012 
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 18-31 August 2013 
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 

July 12 - August 11, 2013 
 
 
1 comment in support of the project (summary of comments provided 
by CCB on 24 July 2013)  
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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 project is located in Acre, Brazil, about 60 river 
km (37 river miles) from the town of Manoel Urbano. 
It is 34,702 hectares in size, divided into two parcels. 
A Google Earth image with the property boundaries 
is included, also showing nearby towns. 
 
A deforestation map is also provided, which includes 
project area boundaries and a leakage area boundary, 
as well as geographic coordinates along the edge. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.1 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: No soils, geology or climate information. These items 
were in the original, validated PDD. 

Non-Conformity Report (NCR) to 
address non-conformance: 

Although the verifier realizes that the missing items 
are unchanged from the validated PDD, please 
include a statement to this effect in the PIR, as it is a 
requirement of the CCB that each section be included 
in the PIR. 

Date issued 8 October 2013 
Project proponent response/actions 
and date 

A statement was added on October 10, 2013 to the 
CCBS PDD stating the “basic physical parameters of 
the Purus Project, including the soil, elevation, and 
climate, remain unchanged from the validated Project 
Design Document (PDD).” 

Evidence used to close CAR Addition of the above-mentioned statement.  NCR 
addressed. 

Date closed 27 November 2013 
 
Indicator G1.2 – The types and 
condition of vegetation within the 
project area. 

Two vegetation strata were identified: open forest 
with palm and bamboo and open alluvial forest with 
palm. Bother are intact primary forests. A map of the 
strata is included. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: Indicator G1.2 has been adequately addressed. 
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Indicator G1.3 – The boundaries of 
the project area and the project zone. 

This indicator is addressed in section G1.1, with the 
deforestation map (labeled “Map 11”). The leakage 
area boundary, which is assumed to also constitute 
the project zone, is a buffer ranging from 2 km wide 
along most of the project area boundary, to 4 km 
wide along the Purus River. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.1 of the PIR 

Findings: Indicator G1.3 has been adequately addressed. 
 
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 refers the reader to the VCS PD for current 
carbon stocks. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.2 of the PIR 

Findings: No carbon stocks reported 
Non-Conformity Report (NCR) to 
address non-conformance: 

Please respond to indicator G1.4 within the PIR. 

Date issued 8 October 2013 
Project proponent response/actions 
and date 

The carbon stocks were reported in the PIR.  Please 
see pages 17 and 8 which 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.” (October 10, 2013) 

Evidence used to close CAR Inclusion of the passage quoted above has been 
noted. NCR addressed. 

Date closed 27 November 2013 
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Indicator G1.5 - A description of 
communities located in the project 
zone, including basic socio-economic 
and cultural information that 
describes the social, economic and 
cultural diversity within communities 
(wealth, gender, age, ethnicity etc.), 
identifies specific groups such as 
Indigenous Peoples8 and describes 
any community characteristics. 

This section is a repeat of the same section of the 
PDD, which was previously validated. 
 
No updates to community information included, 
however no assessments or surveys are scheduled to 
be repeated yet. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.3 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: Previously validated information adequately 
addresses indicator G1.5 

 
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 
disputes over land tenure that were 
resolved during the last ten years (see 
also G5). 

Settled areas are cleared, with people dependent on 
subsistence agriculture and cattle ranching. The land 
is privately owned, and was cleared by settlers who 
did not own. If this was done 10 years ago or more, 
they have the right to the title of the land. 
 
The project developers state they will voluntarily 
recognize whatever area is currently deforested and 
under productive use to families  

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G1.3 of the PIR and old PDD. 

Findings: This section is a brief summary of the similar section 
in the PDD. No additional information regarding the 
state of the land title transfer process is provided. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please describe the steps that have been taken toward 
awarding title to local stakeholders to date and 
include in the PIR. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

See page 28 for a description of the steps that have 
been taken toward awarding title to the local 
communities.  The following sentence was also 
added to page 11 (section G1.6) on October 21, 2013: 
“See page 28 for the actions taken to date to facilitate 
the titling of land to local communities.”  

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Progress toward transfer of land title to the local 
communities was indeed reported in section G3.2 of 
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the PIR. NCR addressed. 
Date Closed: 27 November 2013 

 
Indicator G1.7 - A description of 
current biodiversity within the project 
zone (diversity of species and 
ecosystems) and threats to that 
biodiversity, using appropriate 
methodologies, substantiated where 
possible with appropriate reference 
material. 

The PIR provides a brief summary of the area’s 
biodiversity and states that the main driver of 
deforestation is “cattle breeding.” 
 
This is a shortened version of the similar section from 
the previously validated PDD 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section 1.3 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: Indicator G1.7 has been adequately addressed. The 
PIR provides excerpts of reports from the WWF and 
the state government of Acre describing the 
ecosystem of the general area and threats to it. 

 
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. 

Two endangered plants were found during a rapid 
assessment of the project area. The Amazon 
Rainforest itself is considered an endangered 
ecosystem.  
 
The PIR also states that the project area provides the 
following critical ecosystem services: 
 
Erosion control  

 Water cycling, filtration and storage  

 Oxygen production  

 Nutrient recycling and soil quality enhancement  

 Wildlife activities such as pollination and seed 
dispersal  

 Genetic repository for medicinal plants  

 Foodstuffs for both local communities and wildlife  

 Habitat for an extraordinary diversity of flora and 
fauna  
 
The rivers also provide hydrological resources in the 
form of transportation, and are also sources of 
drinking and cooking water. 
 
Other basic needs provided include fish from the 
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Indicator 8.3 Threatened or rare 
ecosystems. 
 
Indicator 8.4 - Areas that provide 
critical ecosystem services (e.g., 
hydrological services, erosion 
control, fire control). 
 
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). 

river and creeks and game. Some residents use fuel 
wood for cooking purposes. 
 
The local people have no religious beliefs based on 
the area forests. Their ties to the area come from 
living there for 15 to 20 years. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section 1.3 of the PIR. 

Findings: Surveys on and near project lands indicate the 
presence of at least two endangered species. Tropical 
rainforests are also considered endangered 
ecosystems. Important hydrological services include 
transportation. Basic necessities provided by project 
lands include some fuel wood, building materials, 
and food in the form of fish and game. 
 
From the provided information, it is clear that the 
HCVs possessed by project lands include those 
described in G1.8 parts 1, 3, 4 and 5. This indicator 
has been adequately 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 

The baseline scenario was developed using VCS 
REDD methodology VM0007, v1.3. 
 
The without-project scenario is said to be continued 
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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. 

frontier deforestation. The reader is referred to the 
VCS project description for additional information. 
 
Later in the section, the likely scenario is described 
as clear cutting 20% of the property for a cattle ranch, 
also involving the removal of the people currently 
living there. This was the owners’ original plan for 
the land. If the land conversion did not occur, 
continued unplanned frontier deforestation would be 
likely. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G2.1 of the PIR, site visit 

Findings: The two likely land uses are planned or continued 
unplanned frontier deforestation, based on land use 
change in the area through time and the current, 
common land uses in the region. This indicator has 
been adequately addressed. 

 
Indicator G2.2 - Document that 
project benefits would not have 
occurred in the absence of the 
project, explaining how existing laws 
or regulations would likely affect 
land use and justifying that the 
benefits being claimed by the project 
are truly ‘additional’ and would be 
unlikely to occur without the project. 

The predominant land use along the local highways is 
cattle grazing. Two highways, BR-364 and BR-317 
are said to be nearby, one of which is being paved 
(BR-364). Maps provided in G1 depict one unnamed 
road. 
 
The landowners’ original plan was to clear cut 20% 
of the land to graze cattle, forcing the removal of 
local residents. The land use change would be in 
compliance with Brazilian forest code. 
 
Without the project or land conversion, landowners 
would be paying taxes without benefit from the land. 
Frontier deforestation from expanding communities 
would continue. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G2.1 of the PIR. Discussions with the 
landowners, site visit. 

Findings: It is reasonable to assume the landowners would seek 
income opportunities to at least offset taxes. The 
other, less likely possibility is allowing unplanned 
frontier deforestation to continue, unabated. Most 
unlikely of all three is the with-project scenario. 
 
Indicator G2.2 has been adequately addressed. 

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

gases must be included if they are 
likely to account for more than 5% 
(in terms of CO2-equivalent) of the 
project’s overall GHG impact over 
each monitoring period. 
 
Projects whose activities are designed 
to avoid GHG emissions (such as 
those reducing emissions from 
deforestation and forest degradation 
(REDD), avoiding conversion of non-
forest land, or certain improved forest 
management projects) must include 
an analysis of the relevant drivers and 
rates of deforestation and/or 
degradation and a description and 
justification of the approaches, 
assumptions and data used to perform 
this analysis.  Regional-level 
estimates can be used at the project’s 
planning stage as long as there is a 
commitment to evaluate locally-
specific carbon stocks and to develop 
a project-specific spatial analysis of 
deforestation and/or degradation 
using an appropriately robust and 

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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detailed carbon accounting 
methodology before the start of the 
project. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G2.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: The response to this indicator should be included 
within the CCBA documentation. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please include the response to indicator G2.3 within 
the PIR. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The specific carbon pools, estimation of carbon 
stocks and a summary chart of the GHG emission 
calculations (including non-CO2 GHGs) were added 
to the CCBS PIR on October 10, 2013.  See page 17. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Information has been added to section G2.2.  NCR 
closed. 

Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
 
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: 

Section G2.3 of the PIR. 

Findings: The effects of the kinds of deforestation the Purus 
project lands would face in the without-project 
scenario that are described in the PIR are reasonable. 
They are well known consequences of these land 
uses. 
 
Indicator G2.4 has been adequately addressed. 
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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: 

Section G2.4 of the PIR, site visit. 

Findings: It is clearly true that the consequences of without-
project scenarios would result in habitat loss, 
fragmentation, and loss of biodiversity. Endangered 
species are likely to face further pressure. 
 
Indicator G2.5 has been adequately addressed. 

 

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

The project objectives are to generate sustainable 
economic opportunities and providing some social 
benefits for local communities, while at the same 
time preserving the forests. 
 
The major climate objective is to mitigate 
deforestation and reduce GHG emissions. 
 
The major community objective is to generate 
sustainable economic activities for local communities 
and provide social projects. 
 
The major biodiversity objective is to preserve the 
land’s present biodiversity 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The stated objectives are reasonable ones for a 
project of this nature. This indicator has been 
adequately addressed. 

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

Climate-related project activities include: 
 Forest carbon inventory 
 Regional Land use and deforestation 

modeling 
 Address underlying drivers to mitigate GHG 

emissions 
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 Develop climate monitoring plan 
 
Major community activities include: 

 Project awareness meetings 
 Social projects and programs for the 

community 
 Develop social monitoring plan 
 Monitor community impacts. 

 
Biodiversity activities include: 

 Rapid biodiversity assessment 
 Develop biodiversity monitoring plan 
 Monitor biodiversity impacts. 

 
The section also includes explanations as to how the 
activities relate to project goals. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.2 of the PIR 

Findings: General activities were listed, with appropriate, 
reasonable explanations of how the activities support 
the project goals. This indicator has been adequately 
addressed. 

 
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). 

This indicator was ignored in this part of the report, 
however, the map in G1.1 (labeled Map 11, 
Historical Deforestation) depicts the project area and 
the surrounding project zone. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Map 11 in section G1.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: While not in this section, a map depicting the areas 
required for G3.3 is in the PIR. This indicator has 
been adequately addressed. 

 
Indicator G3.4 - Define the project 
lifetime and GHG accounting period 
and explain and justify any 
differences between them. Define an 
implementation schedule, indicating 

The Project began on 23 May 2011, as did the carbon 
accounting period. The carbon accounting period will 
be 10 years, ending on May 22, 2021 
 
The project itself is to go on for 60 years, according 
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key dates and milestones in the 
project’s development. 

to an agreement between the project proponents, with 
potential for an additional 50 years. 

 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.4 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: While the carbon accounting period and the length of 
the project period are not the same, the project 
proponent addresses this indicator explaining that the 
intent is to continue project activities beyond the 
crediting period. 
 
The PDD states the carbon accounting period is 30 
years, while the PIR states it is 10 years. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please explain the 20 year discrepancy between the 
carbon accounting period mentioned in the PDD with 
the carbon accounting period mentioned in the PIR. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The following paragraph was revised in the CCBS 
PIR on October 10, 2013 to clarify the discrepancy in 
years:  
“The initial Project Crediting Period – otherwise 
known as the GHG Accounting Period - will be for 
30 years which started on May 23, 2011 and ends on 
May 22, 2041.  The Project’s deforestation baseline 
will be reassessed no later than 10 years after the 
Project Start Date (i.e., by no later than May 22, 
2021).  This Project Crediting Period and 
reassessment of the Project’s deforestation baseline is 
also in conformance with the Verified Carbon 
Standard.” 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Above-mentioned changes were made to Section 
G3.5 of the PIR.  NCR addressed. 

Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
 
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 lists the following natural risks to the 
project: 

Seedling, sapling and tree survival  
 Drought and flooding  
 Severe weather  
 Forest fire  
 Disease, invasive species, and pest infestations  
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The following anthropogenic risk were listed: 
 
 Illegal logging 
 Illegal hunting of endangered fauna 
 Illegal collection of endangered flora 
 Human-induced fires 
 
The following is a summary of project risks: 

 Some communities see a reduction in land. 
 Increasing family populations result in less 

land per capita 
 Influx of money causes corruption 
 Increased in-migration or land speculation 
 Restrictions on cattle cause lower 

income/food security. 
 Ag classes not effective. 
 Carbon price can fall, crop prices grown 

locally can fall. 
 Lack of school attendance, lack of supplies 

and personnel for clinic. 
 

Actions and policies to mitigate risks are provided. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.5 of the PIR. 

Findings: Most risks mentioned are likely low, and reasonable 
activities or policies are suggested for mitigation. 
However, fire risk is hand-waved away with total 
annual rainfall figures. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): It is suggested that fire is low risk because the project 
proponents “spoke with” a local fire department 
professional and that the total annual rainfall is high. 
Please explain what the results of conversations with 
the fire department professional were, and 
statistically, what evidence is there that fire danger is 
a low risk? 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Fire historically has not been a problem in the Project 
Area. The VCS Non-Permanence Risk Assessment 
statement on fire was added to the CCBS PIR on 
October 11, 2013.  In addition, details of the 
conversation with the fire department were added. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Additions to section G3.5 of the PIR thoroughly 
cover fire risk.  NCR addressed. 
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Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
 
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 project’s main goal of preserving the natural 
forest will necessarily have the effect of preserving or 
enhancing HCVs. 

 
The project design integrates preservation of HCVs 
as a main objective. Additional conservation 
measures will be added as project-area specific 
information comes in. Monitoring of deforestation 
and community impacts will advise action to mitigate 
habitat losses. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.6, the very nature of the project. 

Findings: The PIR addresses this indicator by explaining that 
the HCVs of this project depend on maintaining the 
natural forest, which is the main objective of the 
project. 

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

The PDD mentions the longevity of the Tri-Party 
Agreement (60 years), the creation of Moura e Rosa 
Empreendimentos Imobiliarios LTDA to ensure 
management of project beyond the lifetimes of the 
project proponents’ children, the long reach of the 
social projects, the lasting effect of education and 
outreach, and the legalization of community land 
tenure. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.6 of the PIR. 

Findings: Sufficient measures (Tri-Party Agreement, M & R, 
social/education efforts) are in place to ensure project 
benefits will last beyond project lifetime. 

 
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 

The PIR summarizes the process for stakeholder 
identification. The full process is explained in the 
PDD. A list of the most important stakeholders is 
provided, but it appears to be a mixture of both 
primary and secondary stakeholders of widely 
varying importance. It appears likely that they are 
listed in order of importance to project goals, and 
include the project proponent (Moura e Rosa) and 
communities living within the project boundaries as 
#1 and #2, respectively. 
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high conservation values. Project 
developers must document 
stakeholder dialogues and indicate if 
and how the project proposal was 
revised based on such input.  A plan 
must be developed to continue 
communication and consultation 
between project managers and all 
community groups about the project 
and its impacts to facilitate adaptive 
management throughout the life of 
the project. 

 
The list also includes some stakeholders that are quite 
distantly connected to the project. 
 
Meetings for project proponents and consultants 
occurred in early 2011, and initial community 
meetings began in August of 2011. 
 
Many additional meetings with community, 
government and academic entities were held through 
December 2012, and activities summarized. 
 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.7 of the PIR and PDD. Site visit. 

Findings: The indicator is partially addressed by explaining the 
process of identifying stakeholders and listing them, 
and also providing some detail on meetings between 
the project proponents and other stakeholders. 
However, there is little evidence that communications 
between the communities and the project proponents 
is effectively addressing their concerns.  
The site visit revealed that some community 
members are unsatisfied with the rate at which 
project benefits are reaching them – especially in 
regard to the transfer of land titles. Also, some 
provided benefits were found to be of no interest to 
community members (e.g., the need for a clinic is 
much greater than a school bus boat or stairs from the 
river to their home). 
 
Site visit observations also reveal that there is a 
community in the North East boundary of the project 
that is encroaching into the project area via a dirt 
road. Verifier’s overflight confirmed that there is 
deforestation occurring in this area that is very near 
to or already within the project boundaries. 
Conversations with project proponents indicate that 
this community was not engaged with the project yet. 
 
Verifiers’ initial impression is that the project owners 
are offering short term incentives that do not appear 
to be of high priority to the community members that 
were encountered during the site visit. 
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Non-conformance Request (NCR): 1.  Please describe what process and milestones 
are planned for continued effective 
communications with the community 
members in relation to establishing a long 
term relationship between the project 
management and the community members.  

2. Please describe what actions are being taken 
to confirm that the benefits being offered are 
targeting the explicit needs of the community. 

3. Please describe what actions have and will be 
taken to engage the community on the NE 
boundary. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The Project Proponents discussed the three elements 
in great detail and a summary of these conversations 
was added to the CCBS PIR on pages 46-47 on 
October 23, 2013. 
 
The PIR states “The Ramal was planned and funded by 
the municipality of Manoel Urbano and Moura & Rosa 
will meet with the mayor of Manoel Urbano to re-
explain the Project and specifically educate the mayor 
about the impact the Ramal could have on the Project 
with respect to increased deforestation. Next, the local 
project manager Kidney will visit the communities 
living along the Ramal to inform the communities of 
the Project and that forest conservation is the 
cornerstone of the Project.” However it does not specify 
when these events are targeted to occur. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please provide a statement in the PIR with 
approximate dates on when the meetings with the 
mayor and Ramal communities are planned to occur. 

Date Issued: 27 November 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The client added language to the PIR indicating that 
the meeting with the mayor took place on 28 
November 2013.  Further it now states that the local 
project manager Kidney visited the communities 
living along the Ramal on November 27th and 28th, 
2013 to inform the communities of the Project and 
that forest conservation is the cornerstone of the 
Project.  NCR closed. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: PIR.  NCR closed. 
Date Closed: 6 December 2013 
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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 essentially the same as the 
corresponding section of the PDD. Language is not 
updated, it is still in the future tense. Dates of the 
original PDD posting are not provided. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G3.7 of the PIR and PDD 

Findings: This section needs to be updated to reflect the fact 
that the publicizing of the PDD and its posting for 
public comments occurred already.  

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please update this section to explain that it is 
something that has already happened. Supporting 
documents, like copies of ads that appeared in local 
media, would also be beneficial. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The verb tense has been updated.  Specific dates have 
been included.  Supporting documentation, including 
Carbonfund.org’s newsletter announcements and 
confirmation of Moura & Rosa’s radio announcement 
were provided to ESI.  (October 10, 2013) 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Supporting documentation (ads from local 
newspaper, newsletter).  NCR closed. 

Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
 
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 

The PIR includes a grievance procedure, especially 
for local community stakeholders. The third party 
mediator is the ombudsman with the Climate Change 
Institute, which has its own set of procedures that are 
listed in the PIR. 
 
This is essentially the same section as the 
corresponding one in the PDD. 
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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. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section 3.7 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: The project proponents have addressed this indicator 
by providing a detailed grievance procedure 
accessible to stakeholders, complete with a third 
party mediator with experience in the types of 
conflicts that might arise. 

 
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 states that Carbonfund.org has funded 70+ 
GHG-related projects, so they are well aware of the 
finances required for a project like this. A detailed 
pro-forma was developed for the 30 year crediting 
period 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections 3.9 of the PIR and PDD. 

Findings: No pro-forma was provided, crediting period differs 
from that mentioned in G3.4. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please show that projected revenues are likely to fund 
the project. Please address the discrepancy between 
the crediting period reported here and that reported in 
section G3.4. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The proper crediting period timeframe is 30 years 
and was updated throughout the CCBS PIR on 
October 10, 2013.  The Purus Project’s pro forma 
was provided to ESI. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Pro forma indicates sufficient funds will likely be 
generated to implement the project activities.  NCR 
addressed. 

Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
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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 identified in the 
PIR: Moura & Rosa, CarbonCo LLC and Freitas 
International Group. 
 
CarbonCo LLC manages project development, 
serving as the technical consultants to project owners. 
 
Freitas International Group is the liaison between 
CarbonCo and Moura & Rosa. 
 
Moura & Rosa own the property but their duties are 
not explained. 
 
Contact information is given for each of these 
entities. 
 
In addition, TerraCarbon is listed as a provider of 
technical skills for AFOLU projects, Professor Flores 
is mentioned as the deforestation modeler. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G4.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: An organizational chart is provided, showing the 
three project proponents as equals. The indicator 
requires that a single entity is identified as the party 
ultimately responsible for the project. Also, the role 
of the entity most likely in charge of the entire 
project (as owners) is not explained. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please identify an entity that oversees the entire 
project. Please explain the role of Moura & Rosa in 
project implementation. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The Purus Project’s development and implementation 
involves multiple organizations which is allowed by 
the CCBS indicator.  The roles of Moura & Rosa, 
CarbonCo and Freitas International Group were 
further clarified in the CCBS PIR on October 10, 
2013. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Roles of the entities involved in the project are now 
more clearly defined in G4.1. 

Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
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Indicator G4.2 - Document key 
technical skills that will be required 
to implement the project successfully, 
including community engagement, 
biodiversity assessment and carbon 
measurement and monitoring skills. 
Document the management team’s 
expertise and prior experience 
implementing land management 
projects at the scale of this project. If 
relevant experience is lacking, the 
proponents must either demonstrate 
how other organizations will be 
partnered with to support the project 
or have a recruitment strategy to fill 
the gaps. 

The PIR lists the following technical skills as being 
required: 

 Stakeholder ID and community engagement 
 Biodiversity assessment and monitoring 
 Carbon Stock measurement and monitoring 
 Regional deforestation and land-use modeling 
 project management  
 Local knowledge and fluency in Portuguese. 

  
The expertise/experience of the management team is 
explained, as well as that of the of project workers 
and technical contractors 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G4.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents address this indicator by 
mentioning the general technical skills required for 
the project and detailing the backgrounds and 
expertise of the people who will carry them out. 

 
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 orientation meetings for community 
members and training sessions for TECMAN staff. 

 
Agricultural training for community members is 
described in the PDD in the future tense, but training 
was scheduled to begin in June. 
  
Training for biodiversity monitoring was discussed 
with Dr. Calouro of UFAC, to see if he or his 
students could do it. 
  
Moura & Rosa will be used to train new workers 
when there is staff turnover.  
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G4.3 of the PIR and PDD 

Findings: This section is almost identical to the corresponding 
PDD section. The addition is that Kidney, the local 
project manager, was trained. 
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There is no progress reported on listed biodiversity 
trainings. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Items listed in the PDD that depict something in 
progress (e.g., discussions with Dr. Armando Muniz 
Calouro) should have some follow up. Also, please 
discuss the status of the listed biodiversity trainings. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

The Orientation and Training Section of the CCBS 
PDD and PIR are almost similar because this is the 
initial verification that covers May 2011 to December 
2012, while validation was achieved in December 
2012 with final posting of CCBS documents to the 
CCBS website in January 2013.  Additional trainings, 
such as biodiversity trainings and agricultural 
trainings, took place in 2013 and outside of the initial 
verification scope.  

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Clarification from client.  NCR Addressed. 
 27 November 2013 

 
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 
given a fair chance to fill positions 
for which they can be trained. 

The PIR states that project proponents recognize that 
the communities are the central element of the 
project, and will be given equal opportunity to fill 
employment positions. It also includes the list of 
tasks where community members were involved from 
the PDD, with the addition of the hiring of a project 
manager from the local community. 
 
The PDD includes language stating that hiring will be 
done without bias. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Sections G4.4 of the PIR and PDD, site visit. 

Findings: The project proponents have covered this indicator, 
reiterating their intent to hire locally whenever 
possible, and the hiring of the local project manager. 

 
Indicator G4.5 - Submit a list of all 
relevant laws and regulations 
covering worker’s rights in the host 
country. Describe how the project 

The PIR lists part of the Brazilian Constitution, 
which addresses wages, working hours, guidance on 
leave, collective bargaining and discrimination. Also, 
two additional labor laws are listed as affecting work 
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will inform workers about their 
rights. Provide assurance that the 
project meets or exceeds all 
applicable laws and/or regulations 
covering worker rights and, where 
relevant, demonstrate how 
compliance is achieved.   

hours, employment of minors and women, minimum 
wage, safety, penalties for non-compliance, judicial 
processes for addressing issues, and extending rights 
to rural workers. 
  
Agreements between project proponents and 
contractors stipulate abidance of these laws. 
CarbonCo’s employee handbook informs employees 
of their rights. Moura & Rosa will present a letter to 
employees, informing them of their rights. 
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

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

Findings: The indicator is addressed by the provision of a list of 
labor related laws, and an explanation of how 
workers are/will be informed of their rights. 

 
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. 

The PIR lists the following potential risks to workers: 

Drowning  

 Heat Exhaustion and Dehydration  

 Getting lost in Remote Forest  
• Venomous Snake Bites  
 
Common sense solutions are presented to mitigate 
these risks. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section 4.6 of the PIR and the site visit. 

Findings: This indicator was addressed by providing a list of 
risks to workers, and how each will be mitigated. 

 
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. 

The PIR states that Carbonfund.org provided the 
resources necessary to implement the project and that 
audited IRS forms are publicly available. Also, 
financial agreements and pro formas were supplied to 
the auditors 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G4.7 of the PIR. Carbonfund.org website. 

Findings: No pro forma was provided. IRS 990 form for 2012 
found on Carbonfund.org’s website indicate good 
financial health of the organization 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please provide a budget, showing that sufficient 
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funds are allocated to implement the project. Please 
include the link to Carbonfund.org’s website, and 990 
forms in this section. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Links to Carbonfund.org’s website, CarbonCo’s 
website, and the IRS Form 990s were added to the 
CCBS PIR on October 10, 2013.  A pro forma, 
detailing the budget, and the 2012 990 IRS form 
provided to ESI.  

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Pro forma indicates sufficient funds for the project 
will be generated. 2012 990 form provided.  NCR 
addressed. 

Date Closed: 27 Nov 2013 
 

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. 

The PDD lists international agreements that are 
pertinent to the project, and national laws and 
regulations. Detail regarding the way each law affects 
the project and the way the project proponents 
comply is included. The same is done for two laws in 
the State of Acre, regarding payment for ecosystem 
services and the forestry law. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G5.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents address this indicator with a 
list of pertinent laws and treaties, followed by a 
detailed explanation as to how the law/treaty relates 
to the project. 

 
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 PIR states that the land is owned by Moura & 
Rosa, and their approval and that of the local 
communities is shown by the Tri-Party Agreement 
and an MOU. The project also has letters of support 
from the Climate Change Institute and state and local 
governments. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G5.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: No copies of agreements or letter provided. 
Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please provide copies of the Tri-Party agreement and 

letters of approval from government officials and 
NGOs. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
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Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Copies of the Tri-Party Agreement and Letters of 
Approval were provided to ESI via a newly created 
DropBox subfolder entitled, “Agreements, MOUs 
and Letters of Support.” (October 21, 2013) 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Tri-Party agreement and letters of approval provided.  
NCR addressed. 

Date Closed: 27 Nov 2013 
 
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. 

The PIR explains that the project will only be 
conducted on private lands owned by project 
proponent Moura & Rosa. Areas where communities 
have traditionally lived will not be encroached upon. 
 
Project proponents received FPIC from communities, 
demonstrated by MOUs with the independent firm, 
PAV. 
 
Additionally, the PIR mentions the communities will 
actually be given title to land legally owned by 
Moura & Rosa. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G5.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: While it is unlikely a project with a major activity 
that involves giving title of land to communities will 
encroach on those communities, copies of the Tri-
Party agreement and the MOUs obtained by PAV 
would prove the PIR’s assertion. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please provide a copy of the MOUs and the Tri-Party 
agreement. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Copies of the MOUs and Tri-Party Agreement were 
provided to ESI via a newly created DropBox 
subfolder entitled, “Agreements, MOUs and Letters 
of Support.” (October 21, 2013) 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Tri-Party agreement and letters of approval provided.  
NCR addressed. 

Date Closed: 27 Nov 2013 
 
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 

The PIR states that the project will not require 
anyone’s involuntary relocation or the relocation of 
important activities. 
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communities.  If any relocation of 
habitation or activities is undertaken 
within the terms of an agreement, the 
project proponents must demonstrate 
that the agreement was made with the 
free, prior, and informed consent of 
those concerned and includes 
provisions for just and fair 
compensation. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G5.3 of the PIR. 

Findings: The statement by the project proponents and one of 
the major project activities – granting title to people 
who settled on privately owned land – demonstrate 
that involuntary relocation will not be a consequence 
of this 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. 

The PIR lists three illegal activities that could affect 
the projects benefits: 
 

 Hunting, fishing or collecting endangered 
flora or fauna; 

 Illegal logging; 
 Cultivation, transportation or distribution of 

illegal drugs. 
 
All three activities can be discovered through 
deforestation monitoring, if they occur. No illegal 
activity will be permitted. None were identified 
between May 2011 and December 2012 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G5.4 of the PIR. 

Findings: This indicator is addressed because the potential 
illegal activities that could impact the project are 
reasonable and can also be addressed through the 
same monitoring program that will monitor 
deforestation and biodiversity. 

 
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 

The PIR states the project proponents have clear, 
uncontested title to the carbon rights. 
 
A title search, or the Brazilian equivalent was done 
and supposedly provided to the auditors 
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undertaken on behalf of the carbon 
owners with their full consent. Where 
local or national conditions preclude 
clear title to the carbon rights at the 
time of validation against the 
Standards, the project proponents 
must provide evidence that their 
ownership of carbon rights is likely to 
be established before they enter into 
any transactions concerning the 
project’s carbon assets. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section G5.5 of the PIR 

Findings: No title documentation provided. 
Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please provide title documentation described in the 

PIR. 
Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Title documentation was provided to ESI via 
DropBox. (October 21, 2013) 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Title documentation provided.  NCR addressed. 
Date Closed: 27 Nov 2013 

 

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. 

Review addressed within the VCS documentation. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

See VCS verification report dated 10 Dec 2013. 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        31   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

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

GHG emissions such as CH4 and N2O 
in the with and without project 
scenarios if those gases are likely to 
account for more than a 5% increase 
or decrease (in terms of CO2-
equivalent) of the project’s overall 
GHG emissions reductions or 
removals over each monitoring 
period. 

Review addressed within the VCS documentation. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

See VCS verification report dated 10 December 
2013. 

Findings: Indicator addressed. 
 
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. 

Review addressed within the VCS documentation. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

See VCS verification report dated 10 Dec 2013. 

Findings: Indicator addressed. 
 
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). 

Review addressed within the VCS documentation. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

See VCS verification report dated 10 Dec 2013. 
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Findings: Indicator addressed. 
 
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 is being registered with VCS to ensure 
avoidance of double counting. 

 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CL1.5 of the PDD, VCS project submission 
documents. 

Findings: Concurrent VCS validation efforts demonstrate that 
VCUs will not be double counted.  Addressed. 

 

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. 

Review addressed within the VCS documentation. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

See VCS verification report dated 10 Dec 2013. 

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

The PIR states that a variety of mitigation activities 
were designed. Alignment with the State of Acre’s 
Payment for Ecosystem Services Scheme is cited as 
one, and the monitoring of the leakage belt and 
reporting illegal deforestation is another. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CL2.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: No explanation of the Payment for Ecosystem 
Services Scheme, and how it fits into leakage 
mitigation 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please explain the above mentioned scheme and its 
relationship to leakage mitigation. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

An explanation of SISA is provided on page 65 and 
its relevance to leakage mitigation was added to the 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

168‐FOR‐CCBA Verification Report Template – final – v1        33   
Controlled Document 23 August 2013 
 

CCBS PIR on October 23, 2013.  
Evidence Used to Close NCR: Monitoring of leakage belt and extending some 

project activities beyond the project zone may have 
an effect on leakage. SISA may alleviate the some of 
the pressure of in-migration. 

Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
 
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). 

Review addressed within the VCS documentation. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

See VCS verification report dated 10 Dec 2013. 

Findings: Indicator addressed. 
 
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: 

Validated under original PD.  No indications from the 
desktop or site visit indicate any concern that any 
non-CO2 pool would have changed sufficiently to 
account for more than a 5% increase or decrease of 
the net change calculations of the project’s overall 
off-site GHG emissions reductions or removals over 
each monitoring period. 

Findings: Indicator addressed. 

 
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 

The Purus Project has a complete and detailed 
climate impact monitoring plan which accounts for 
leakage and the required carbon pools. Leakage 
monitoring, which will be done via aerial monitoring 
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monitoring. Potential pools include 
aboveground biomass, litter, dead 
wood, belowground biomass, wood 
products, soil carbon and peat. Pools 
to monitor must include any pools 
expected to decrease as a result of 
project activities, including those in 
the region outside the project 
boundaries resulting from all types of 
leakage identified in CL2. A plan 
must be in place to continue leakage 
monitoring for at least five years after 
all activity displacement or other 
leakage causing activity has taken 
place. Individual GHG sources may 
be considered ‘insignificant’ and do 
not have to be accounted for if 
together such omitted decreases in 
carbon pools and increases in GHG 
emissions amount to less than 5% of 
the total CO2-equivalent benefits 
generated by the project.  Non-CO2 

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

from a trike, by conducting participatory rural 
assessments, as well as from reviewing satellite 
imagery, will continue for at least five years after all 
activity displacement or other leakage causing 
activities have taken place.  
 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

VCS project description. 

Findings: A full detailed climate impact monitoring plan has 
been provided.  This was assessed during the original 
VCS validation.  Indicator addressed. 

 
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 

For the Purus Project’s full climate impact 
monitoring plan, which also addressed the initial 
monitoring plan requirements, please see the VCS 
Project Description section 4 Monitoring. This full 
climate impact monitoring plan, and its ongoing 
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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. 

monitoring results, was made publicly available on 
the internet and will also be made available to the 
communities and the Purus Project’s other 
stakeholders. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

VCS project description. 

Findings: A full detailed climate impact monitoring plan has 
been provided.  This was assessed during the original 
VCS validation.  Indicator addressed. 

 

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. 

Using a participatory rural assessment and basic 
needs survey, the project proponents characterized 
the local community stakeholders. 
   
The greatest impact on communities will be the 
continued degradation of the surrounding forest in the 
without project scenario, which will gradually have a 
greater and greater impact on life, reducing 
ecosystem services provided. The with-project 
scenario improves community well-being and 
prolongs full ecosystem services. 
   
It is assumed that local communities will be able to 
continue their subsistence agricultural lifestyle in the 
without project scenario, but slowly degrading over 
time. 

Evidence Used to Assess Section CM1.1 of the PIR. 
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Conformance: 
Findings: Project proponent addressed the indicator using 

assessments and surveys and the Theory of Change 
process to realistically state impacts. 

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

The HCVs identified include G1.8.4 and G1.8.5 
(providing critical ecosystem services and basic 
needs). The project will preserve the ability of local 
people to gather foods (fish, game) from the project 
area, as well as medicinal plants. 
 
Use of the forest to collect fuel wood and building 
materials will no longer be permitted. However, 
sustainable woodlots will be established and the trend 
is toward getting building materials from the city 
instead of the forest. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM1.2 of the PIR 

Findings: The main HCV that will be affected is gathering 
wood for use as fuel, which is mitigated with wood 
lots. The need for building materials from the forest 
is already diminishing. The more important HCV, the 
foods the intact forest provides, will be preserved. 

 

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

No negative offsite stakeholder impacts occurred 
during the monitoring period covered by this report. 
The following potential offsite stakeholder impacts 
were identified: 
 

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

 Decreased value of land; for example, if 
Purus 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 
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 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 leads to jealousy, conflict, illicit 
activity, etc. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM2.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents address this indicator 
thoroughly, although the project is unlikely to have 
any offsite stakeholder impacts. 

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

No negative offsite stakeholder impacts occurred 
during the monitoring period. There has been some 
land value increase due to the completion of paving 
on BR-364, but it is more likely that this kind of land 
value increase would not happen on the project lands, 
since road building is excluded. No in-migration has 
been detected. No wealth-related issues have arisen. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM2.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents fulfilled the requirements of 
this indicator by reviewing the potential negative 
impacts and reporting the findings/observations over 
the monitoring period. 

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

The PIR states that the net impact from the Purus 
project has been positive. One positive impact cited is 
the increased knowledge of REDD+ projects, which 
sparked the initiation of two more such projects in 
Acre State. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM2.3 of the PIR, initiation of Russas and 
Valparaiso projects in Acre State 

Findings: Net negative offsite stakeholder impacts are unlikely 
in a project of this nature. Successful initiation of 
additional, similar projects represents a clear positive 
impact. 

 

CM3 Community Impact Monitoring 
Indicator CM3.1 - Develop an initial 
plan for selecting community 
variables to be monitored and the 

This had been done during initial project validation. 
A full monitoring plan was submitted to CCBA on 15 
May 2013. 
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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). 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM3, CM3.1 

Findings: The project proponents addressed this indicator 
during validation, and have since submitted a full 
monitoring plan. 

 
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. 

The PRA and BNS were designed to measure the 
community related HCVs. They will continue to be 
monitored. The next BNS and PRA will be conducted 
in March 2014. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM3.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: The assessment and survey are in place and will be 
repeated periodically. 

 
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. 

The monitoring report has been developed and 
submitted to CCBA. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section CM3.3 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents have honored their 
commitment to develop a full monitoring plan. 

 

B1 Net Positive Biodiversity Impacts 
Indicator B1.1 - Use appropriate 
methodologies to estimate changes in 

The project proponents used VM0007 methodology 
modules to estimate changes in forest cover with the 
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biodiversity as a result of the project 
in the project zone and in the project 
lifetime. This estimate must be based 
on clearly defined and defendable 
assumptions. The ‘with project’ 
scenario should then be compared 
with the baseline ‘without project’ 
biodiversity scenario completed in 
G2. The difference (i.e., the net 
biodiversity benefit) must be positive.

island biogeography methodology to estimate 
changes in biodiversity. 
 
No negative impacts on biodiversity occurred during 
the monitoring period. Positive impacts include the 
maintenance of forest cover, nutrient cycling, soil 
quality and habitat 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.1 of the PIR. 

Findings: Methods are appropriate. Net biodiversity impacts of 
a project that preserves threatened habitat is expected 
and demonstrated. 

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

The project proponents examined satellite imagery to 
determine whether forest cover had diminished. None 
had occurred during the monitoring period. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: Since the HCVs depend on the intact native forest, 
and the project’s goal is to maintain the forest, there 
is no reason to believe biodiversity related HCVs 
would be negatively affected by the project. 

 
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 states that there will be some reforestation 
activities in degraded areas, but no invasive species 
will be used. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.3 of the PIR. 

Findings: Some reforestation activities are part of the project, 
but the species that will be used have not been 
identified. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please identify all species that will be used by the 
project so that they can be compared with invasive 
species lists. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
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Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

A list of the locally-appropriate species to be used in 
the future has been added to the CCBS PIR. (October 
21, 2013) 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: The following species, to be used by the project in 
the future, were listed: 
“Cedro” assumed to be Cedrus genus, no invasives 
found. 
Copaiba assumed to be Copaifera officinalis, non-
invasive. 
Cumaru Citim assumed to be Dipteryx odorata, non-
invasive. 
Dipteryx micrantha is non-invasive. 
Eperua bijuga is non-invasive. 
Jatoba, assumed to be Hymenaea courbaril, is non-
invasive. 
“Samauma” assumed to be Eriodendron samauma, is 
non-invasive. 
Seringueira, assumed to be Hevea brasiliensis, is non-
invasive. 

Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
 
Indicator B1.4 - Describe possible 
adverse effects of non-native species 
used by the project on the region’s 
environment, including impacts on 
native species and disease 
introduction or facilitation. Project 
proponents must justify any use of 
non-native species over native 
species 

The PIR states that only locally appropriate, native 
species will be used. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.4 of the PIR. 

Findings: This indicator is not applicable, since no non-native 
species will be used. 

 
Indicator B1.5 - Guarantee that no 
GMOs will be used to generate GHG 
emissions reductions or removals. 

The PIR states the project proponents’ guarantee that 
no GMOs will be used in the Purus project to 
generate GHG emissions reductions or removals. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B1.5 of the PIR. 

Findings: The declaration fulfills the requirements of this 
indicator. 
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B2 Offsite Biodiversity Impacts 
Indicator B2.1 - Identify potential 
negative offsite biodiversity impacts 
that the project is likely to cause. 

There is little likelihood of any negative offsite 
biodiversity impacts due to a project of this nature, 
except due to leakage. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B2.1 of the PIR 

Findings: There is no reason to expect any negative offsite 
biodiversity impact, unrelated to leakage, in a project 
like this.  Indicator addressed. 

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

The project proponents refer the reader to the 
community section and mitigation plans in the VCS 
PD for leakage mitigation. The PIR also says 
adaptive management will be practiced to deal with 
offsite impacts later identified. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B2.2 of the PIR. 

Findings: Community sections do not discuss mitigation of 
offsite biodiversity impacts. 

Non-conformance Request (NCR): Please describe mitigation plans for offsite 
biodiversity impacts within this section. 

Date Issued: 8 October 2013 
Project Proponent Response/Actions 
and Date: 

Although negative offsite biodiversity impacts are 
unlikely, additional information was added to the 
CCBS PIR on October 23, 2013 to make the 
connection between activity shifting leakage and 
potential offsite biodiversity impacts, along with an 
explanation of the mitigation plan. 

Evidence Used to Close NCR: Offsite biodiversity impacts amount to leakage, the 
mitigation of which is addressed elsewhere. It is 
unlikely that a REDD+ project can produce negative 
offsite biodiversity impacts beyond leakage 

Date Closed: 27 November 2013 
 
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 net effect on biodiversity, 
both on and offsite, is positive. 
 
Much more forest cover is preserved in the with 
project scenario than in the without project scenario, 
even with the danger of leakage. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B2.3 of the PIR 



 
  PURUS PROJECTVERIFICATION REPORT 

 
 

 

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

Findings: It is unlikely that this project preserving forest habitat 
would result in the destruction of more habitat. The 
net effect on biodiversity cannot be negative and is 
likely positive.  Indicator addressed. 

 

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). 

This had been done during initial project validation. 
A full monitoring plan was submitted to CCBA on 15 
May 2013. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B3.1 of the PIR 

Findings: This indicator was covered during project validation, 
and a full monitoring plan has since been submitted 
to CCBA. 

 
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. 

The PIR reviews the initial plan created and validated 
during project validation. 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B3.2 of the PDD 

Findings: This indicator was successfully covered during 
project validation, and does not need to be revisited. 

 
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 

The full monitoring plan was developed and 
submitted to CCBA on 15 May 2013. 
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stakeholders. 
Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section B3 of the PIR. 

Findings: The project proponents honored their prior 
commitment to develop a full monitoring plan. 

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

Two endangered flora species were identified during 
a rapid assessment conducted in 2009. In addition, 
seven other endangered species are known to be 
found in Acre State, though not yet identified on 
project lands. 

 

Evidence Used to Assess 
Conformance: 

Section GL3.1 of the PIR 

Findings: Positive identification of endangered species on the 
project lands satisfies this indicator. 

 

Public Comment Period 
The public comment period for the PIR was from 12 July 2013 – 11 August 2013.   

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.  ESI confirms that all comments were addressed and is satisfied with the results of the 
public shareholder/stakeholder meetings outreach programs.  Further as required, the PIR was 
provided to the CCBA and was publically posted on the website for 30 days, from 12 July 2013 
– 11 August 2013.  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 to Carbonfund.org’s 20,000+ members. Carbonfund.org’s newsletter for the 
CCBS PIR Public Comment Period announcement was sent on July 22, 2013. 
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One public stakeholder comment was received and this was strongly in support of the project.  
This comment is provided in Appendix B. 

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 18 August 2013 and 31 August 2013.  Onsite 
interviews and informal discussions were conducted with project staff, members and leaders of 
the local communities, a not-for-profit organization, and Brazilian government representatives.  
During 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 just didn’t care about the project one way or the other because they didn’t need the 
benefits.   

Further, two specific issues were identified.  One involved Miguel (Sebastião Marques da Silva), 
the previous on site manager, had decided not to continue his employment with the project.  A 
boat had been built during his employment as a school bus and to assist in general with the 
project.  There was some confusion about the boat as Miguel believed the boat was his; 
eventually it was decided that the boat would be given to Miguel to settle the issue.   

Additionally one resident (Mr. Guitas) did not want to be involved in the project and was 
considered to be opposed to it.  Additionally it was a concern that he may potentially deforest in 
project areas.  It was indicated after the site visit that this was resolved by the project proponent 
though discussion with Mr. Guitas to show how the project would support his application for 
land ownership.  This issue should be reviewed again in the next verification to confirm it 
was addressed and Mr Guitas is not deforesting in the project area.  

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.  A 
representative of the Climate Change Institute of Acre provided useful insight regarding the 
governmental association with the project and discussed the ecological/social sustainability 
benefits that they are expecting the project to provide in addition to GHG emission reductions.  
In addition, the interviews with SOS Amazonas supported the PD’s information regarding 
sustainable agriculture training.   The following is a list of the main interviewees: 
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Name* Title 

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

James Eaton 
Senior Manager-Forestry & 

Technical Services, TerraCarbon, 
LLC./Independent Consultant 

Wanderley Cesario Rosa 
Managing Director, Moura & 

Rosa /Landowner-Project 
Manager 

Andre Silva Cesario Rosa 
Representative, Moura & Rosa 
/Landowner-Project Manager 

Paulo Silva Cesario Rosa 
Representative, Moura & Rosa 
/Landowner-Project Manager 

Felipe Moura Sales 
 

Representative, 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 

Lelo Freitas 

Representative, Freitas 
International Group, LLC. 
(Carbon Securities)/Project 

Facilitator 

Kidney Da Cunha Aires On-Site Project Staff 

George Tome Da Silva On-Site Project Staff 

Roderigo Fernandes das 
Neves 

General Prosecutor, Climate 
Change Institute of Acre 

Mónica Julissa De Los Rios 
de Leal 

Assessor of the President, 
Climate Change Institute of Acre 

Miguesl Scarcello 
Secretary General, SOS 

Amazonas  

Cida Lopes Representative, SOS Amazonas  

Francisco Local Resident 

Sandra and Chiage Local Residents 
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Jose Silva Local Resident 

Jose Marioso Leite Local Resident 

Jaimine Local Resident 

Miguel and Soccoro Local Residents 

Antonio Sales Local Teacher/Professor 

Angelica Local Resident 

Nunes Frotas Local Resident 

Gito Local Resident 

Maria Alvis Local Resident 

Bendito Local Resident 

Jose Rogerio Olivera Saboia Local Resident 

*Regarding members of the local communities, most people did not give their full 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 most community members are participating in project 
activities and feel that they are a benefit.  Further, it is clear that the Brazilian government 
supports the project. 
      

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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Submittal Information 
Report Submitted to: CarbonCo, LLC 

3 Bethesda Metro Center, Suite 700 
Bethesda, Maryland 20814 
 
Climate, Community &Biodiversity Alliance 

Report Submitted (CCBA-Approved Verifier) 
by: 

Environmental Services Inc. 
7220 Financial Way, Suite 100 
Jacksonville, Florida  32256 

Lead Verifier and Regional Technical 
Manager (QA/QC) Names and Signatures: 

 

 
 
Shawn McMahon – Lead Verifier 
 

 
Janice McMahon – Vice President and 
Regional Technical Manager 
Forestry, Carbon, and GHG Services Division 

Date:  
10 December 2013 
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Appendix	A	–	Documents	Reviewed	/	Received	
 
Documents received 11 July 2013 

  Purus Project Final Draft Implementation Report (7-8-13).pdf 
 
Documents received 11 July 2013 (CCBA website) 

 The+Purus+Project's+Full+CCBS+Monitoring+Plans.pdf 
 Purus+Project+Final+Draft+CCBS+PDD+-+English+(10-15-12).pdf 

 
Documents received 12 July 2013 

 Purus Project VCS Monitoring Report.pdf 
 Purus Project Final Draft Implementation Report, Portuguese (7-12-13).pdf 

 
Documents received 1 August 2013 (VCS website) 

 VALID_REP_963_28DEC2012.pdf 

 PROJ_DESC_963_28DEC2012.pdf 
 
Documents received 13 August 2013 

 Purus 2012 Monitoring Archive 
o 01 Monitoring Report 

  2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.07.05.xls 
 2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.07.05.doc 

o 02 Literature Sources 
 UCEGEO Methodology 2011.DOC 
 FAO 2010 FRA Brasil.pdf 
 Lehmann et al., 2002, WCSS Bangkok, paper no.0449.pdf 
 Salimon et al 2011.pdf 

o 04 Participatory Rural Appraisal 
 Purus Project VCS Degradation Surveys April 2013.pdf 
 Aggregated Purus Project Degradation Survey Results April 2013.xls 

o 05 Maps and GIS 
 2012_ForestBenchmark.jpg 
 Acre 2012 deforestation database 
 Project Boundaries 

o 06 Risk Assessment 
 Updated Pro Forma for Purus Project Verification (6-26-13).xls 
 Cochrane and Laurance 2002 Fire as a large-scale edge effect in 

Amazon.pdf 
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 Cochrane et al. 1999 Positive Feedbacks in the Fire Dynamic of Tropical 
Forest.pdf 

 Espírito_Santo et al. 2010 Storm intensity and forest disturbances in the 
Amazon.pdf 

o 07 Miscellaneous 
 2012_PurusDegradation 2013.07.05.xls 
 Accuracy Assessment 

 Acre_2012AA.xls 

 Acre_2012AA.kmz 
 
Documents received 8 October 2013 

 2012 IRS 990.pdf 
 
Documents received 23 October 2013 

 CCB NCR Checklist Purus_round1, Brian's Responses.docx 

 Purus Project Implementation Report, Revised (10-23-13).pdf 
 
Documents Received from client on 30 October 2013 

 06 Risk Assessment-addl docs 
o CarbonCoCarbonNeutralSignedVERPADecember 302012.pdf 
o CarbonCo's Bank Statement.pdf 
o CFO Letter of Support for Purus, Russas and Valparaiso Projects.pdf 

 07 Misc – addl docs 
o Brian McFarland's Promotion of Public Comment Period.pdf 
o CF's Newsletter for Purus Project's CCBS PDD Public Comment.pdf 
o CF's Newsletter for Purus, Russas and Valparaiso Projects' CCBS Public 

Comment Period.pdf 
 08 Title Documentation 

o Itatinga - Contrato de Compra e Venda do Seringal.pdf 
o M&R - Certid_o Itatinga - MemorialDescritivo - Manoel urbano - 13.03.12.pdf 
o M&R - Certid_oNegativaAç_es - Matricula-nº 1920 - PortoCentral - 14.03.12.pdf 
o M&R - Cetid_o Matricúla-nº1920-PortoCentral - 14.03.12.pdf 

 09 Agreements, MOUs, and Letters of Support 
o Addendum to Tri-Party Agreement (English), Fully Signed.pdf 
o Adriano Moura da Silva MOU.pdf 
o Almira Nunes MOU.pdf 
o Antonio Marques MOU.pdf 
o Benedita Nunes MOU.pdf 
o Celina Pereira de Melo MOU.pdf 
o Francisco Marques MOU.pdf 
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o Josefa Rodrigues MOU.pdf 
o M&R - Carta Município Manuel Urbano.pdf 
o M&R - Proj.Purus - Carta Corpo de Bombeiros.pdf 
o M&R - Proj.Purus - Carta SENAR.pdf 
o M&R - Projeto Purus - Certid_oPromotoriaMeioAmbiente.pdf 
o Manoel Oliveira da Silva MOU.pdf 
o MR - Projeto Purus - Carta Governo do Acre.pdf 
o Sebastiao Marques MOU.pdf 
o Termo de Cessao de Direito de Uso de Dados Geoespaciais.pdf 
o Tri-Party Agreement for Purus Project, Fully Signed.pdf 

 10 Verification 
o Verification 2013.10.30 

 Verification Responses 
 Acre_Vegetation 

o Ac_Vegetation.shp 
 Strata 

o LBStrata.shp 
o PurusStrata.shp 

 2012 deforestation revised 
o Desmate_Acre_1988_2012_Merge_6pixel.shp 

 2012 GIS Monitoring Results.xlsx 
 2012_PurusDegradation 2013.07.05.xls 
 Arag_o and Shimabukuro 2010.pdf 
 LK-ASU proposed revision.docx 
 METODOLOGIA DESMATAMENTO DO ACRE 2011 

(English).docx 
 METODOLOGIA DESMATAMENTO DO ACRE 2011.doc 
 Purus Forest Inventory data 2012.10.30.xls 
 Purus REDD project forest inventory 2012.10.30 clean.doc 
 PurusProject Tables 2012.12.14.xls 

 2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.10.30.docx 
 2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.10.30.xls 
 CarbonCo_Purus_VM0007_Round 1 NCRs_Final Responses 

2013.10.30.xlsx 
 
Documents received from client on 01 November 2013 

 2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.10.30.docx 
 2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.10.30.xls 
 CarbonCo_Purus_VM0007_Round 1 NCRs_Final Responses 2013.10.30.xlsx 

 
Documents received 20 November 2013 

 DegradationMonDeviation 2013.11.20.doc 
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Documents received 21 November 2013 
 Purus_REDD_MF_NCRs Responses 2013.11.21.xlsx 

 
Documents received 22 November 2013 

    Purus Project VCS Degradation Surveys April 2013.pdf 

Documents received 25 November 2013 
 2012_PurusDegradation 2013.11.25.xls 

 CarbonCo_Purus_VM0007_Round 1 NCRs_Final Responses 2013.11.25.xlsx 

 DegradationMonDeviation 2013.11.25.docx 

Documents received 27 November 2013 
 2012_PurusDegradation 2013.11.27.xls 

 2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.10.30.xls 

 2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.11.27.docx 

Documents received 3 December 2013 
 CCB NCR Checklist Purus_round2_Final, Brian's Responses.docx 

 Purus Project Implementation Report, Final (12-3-13).pdf 

Documents received 4 December 2013 
 2012_PurusMonitoring 2013.12.04.docx 
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Appendix	B	–	Stakeholder	Meeting	Comments	
 
Comments received by the CCBA during the verification audit.  
 
CCB Standards Second Edition  
Project: The Purus Project: A Tropical Forest Conservation Project in Acre, Brazil  
Comment 1  
Date: 24 July 2013  
Sent by: Norman Bishop  

I would  like to express wholehearted support for the Purus Project  Implementation. Not only  is  it 
paramount to slowing climate change, but the area is one of earth's biodiversity hotspots, and it is 
essential  to save as many of  them as possible,  to preserve mankind's sources of new medicinals, 
and esthetic appreciation of wildness. 
 
 


