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	Summary:

	An accuracy review of the Renewable Energy based power generation projects in Bangladesh registration request has been conducted by Verra in accordance with Section 4.3 of the Registration and Issuance Process. 
The accuracy review has raised 15 assessment findings and one minor findings, detailed below. The VVB, in coordination with the project proponent, is hereby required to provide a response to the 15 assessment findings presented in Section 1. Please note, however, that where Verra finds consistent minor findings by the VVB in future reviews, minor findings shall be escalated to assessment findings.
This findings report may be made publicly available. Confidential information may be provided as separate attachments. 





1 Assessment Findings
	Finding 1
Per Section G1.8 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards, v3.1 “Briefly describe each project activity and the expected outputs, outcomes and impacts of the activities identifying the causal relationships that explain how the activities will achieve the project’s predicted climate, community and biodiversity benefits.”
Further, Section 2.1.8 of the CCB Project Description Template, v3.0 requires projects “Provide a summary description of each project activity and the expected output, outcomes and impacts using a theory of change to explain how the activities will achieve the project’s predicted climate, community, and biodiversity benefits.”
Section 2.1.8 of the project description does not state, in a theory of change, how the project activates will lead to the intended community and biodiversity objectives such as “the eradication of rural poverty.”
As such, the project proponent is requested to update Section 2.1.8 of the project description to include a separate theory of change for each of the project activities, so that is clear as to how the project activities will lead to the projects objectives.

	VVB Response: 
As it is stated in the PD, “the main contribution of Guanaré/FAS project activity is the eradication of rural poverty through the generation of high quality and stable employment…” Creation of employment is also another social benefit arising from the project.
Additional supporting material is included in the PD to explain the theory of change in a more direct way. It should to be clarified that the Appendix 2 is the summary table for the theory of change, which was also improved.

	Verra Response:
While Verra acknowledges the updates provided, further clarification is required.
Verra notes the project’s stated goal is “eradication of rural poverty” however, it is unclear how an increase in employment in the region leads to the eradication of rural poverty. Please clarify what the poverty line is in Uruguay and provide evidence demonstrating a clear causal relationship between employment with the project and poverty alleviation. If a causal relationship between employment and poverty cannot be demonstrated, the project is requested to revise the claim.

	VVB Response: 
The project proponent has revised the claim since it is difficult to demonstrate the causal relationship between employment generation and poverty alleviation. Therefore, the claim has changed to “the generation of employment will help alleviate the poverty in the region”. The claim is not arguing that poverty will be “eradicated” because project´s employment generation but it is undoubtful that it will contribute (directly of indirectly) to the alleviation of rural poverty. As many studies have already demonstrated (cited in the PD) the forestry sector has socially modified the livelihood and social welfare of the habitants in the departments where forest plantation has been established. The claim now is referred to the contribution of the project to that reality. A causal relationship will not be demonstrated since the project proponent is not attributing such positive results only to the project but to the forestry sector in its totality. 

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 2
Per Section G1.11 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards, v3.1 “Describe the measures needed and taken to maintain and enhance the climate, community and biodiversity benefits beyond the project lifetime.”
Section 2.1.13 of the project description states that "Guanaré/FAS project is expected to multiply that figure by more than 10,” further, it goes on to state that the project will "creating nearly 1,000 job positions.”
However, Section 2.1.8 of the project description states that "Guanaré/FAS project is expected to multiply that figure by more than 20.” Further, Section 1.1 of the project description states that 450 jobs will be created.
As such, the project proponent is requested to clarify the conflicting information presented in Sections 2.1.13 and 2.1.8. 

	VVB Response: The project propent provided the following update: “Section 2.1.8 is incorrect. Guanaré/FAS project is expected to multiply the base lane scenario figure (livestock production) by more than 10, creating 450 jobs. The PD has been modified accordingly. The MR shows: 
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[image: ]


	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description the updates provide were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 3
Per Section G1.11 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards, v3.1 “Describe the measures needed and taken to maintain and enhance the climate, community and biodiversity benefits beyond the project lifetime.”
Section 2.1.13 of the project description does not adequately describe the measures needed and taken to maintain benefits beyond the project lifetime, thus promoting benefit permanence. 
As such, the project proponent is requested to describe the measures taken to promote benefit permanence in Section 2.1.13 of the project description. 

	VVB Response: from the project proponent” “See new version of the PD. Section 2.3.13 includes measures needed and taken to maintain and enhance the climate, community and biodiversity benefits beyond the Project lifetime.”

	Verra Response:
While Verra acknowledges the updates provided, further clarification is required.
Per Section G1.11 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards, v3.1 “Describe the measures needed and taken to maintain and enhance the climate, community and biodiversity benefits beyond the project lifetime.”
In Section 2.1.13 of the project description the project has stated the benefits of the project however it is not clear what actions the project has taken to ensure permanence of these benefits beyond the lifetime of the project. For example, the project has reported the community benefit of increased employment, but has not provided an explanation of how the jobs created will be maintained beyond the project lifetime.
[bookmark: _Hlk62812685]As such, the project proponent is requested to update Section 2.1.13 of the project description with a description of how the community benefits will be maintained beyond the lifetime of the project.

	VVB Response 2: from the project proponent” “See new version of the PD. Section 2.1.13 where we explain how the community benefits will be maintained beyond the lifetime of the project.”

	Verra Response:
Verra acknowledges the updates provided, however, further clarity is needed.
While the project proponent has addressed how the community benefits will be maintained throughout the lifetime of the project, the CCB Standard requires these benefits be demonstrated to continue beyond the lifetime of the project.
As such, the project proponent is requested to include mechanism to ensure community benefits beyond the lifetime of the project.

	VVB Response 3: from the project proponent” “See new version of the PD. Section 2.1.13 where we explain how the community benefits will be maintained beyond the lifetime of the project and how we can demonstrate this.”


	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description, the updates provided are deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 4
Section G5.1 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards, v3.1 states that “Describe how full project documentation has been made accessible to communities and other stakeholders, how summary project documentation (including how to access full documentation) has been actively disseminated to communities in relevant local or regional languages and how widely publicized information meetings have been held with communities and other stakeholders.”
Section 2.3.1 of the project description states that “The VCS Project Description and monitoring report has been published in the VCS website. The full CCB project documentation will be published also in VCS and CCB´s website for public comments, as well as the project summary in Spanish version. Local communities and other stakeholders can easily access from the website”
However, it is unclear if all stakeholders have access to the project documents, how these documents have been actively disseminated to local stakeholders, and if the project has held information meetings with the communities and other stakeholders.
As such the project proponent is requested to update Section 2.3.1 with detailed information on how the project proponent has actively engaged in the community including active dissemination of project information. The VVB is requested to update the validation report accordingly.

	VVB Response: The project proponent provided the following additional information. “It is important to note that PD also says that “Also, the full project documentation will be published on Guanaré/FAS website for public comments”. This was done until August 2019.
All the Environmental Impact Assessments that Guanaré/FAS presented to MVOTMA/DINAMA, are published on DINAMA´s website (https://www.dinama.gub.uy/oan/manifiestos/) (https://www.dinama.gub.uy/oan/geoportal/)  In those documents, information regarding the Carbon Sequestration Project for each farm was included.
Because Guanaré is also FSC Certified, annual audits are performed with meetings with local communities and other stakeholders, were all the projects impacts are shown and explained to communities and stakeholders, including the Carbon sequestration project. 
The communication process also takes place in public schools and public secondary schools. We uploaded in dropbox the following doc:  Programa de Comunicación con Comunidades- Guanaré&FAS. There you will see locations and dates that the project docs were presented to stakeholders.  Other way to communicate validation and verification process and docs is by using the e-training system loaded in the FAS web site (https://www.fas.com.uy/capacitaciones/courses/). There, specific environmental and social coursers are held with 100% of contractors, and there, the project was communicated to stakeholders.”
[bookmark: _Hlk60992227]In response to this finding the project proponent also provided updated evidence of additional program documentation made available on their website, and distributed over a three day period in December 2020 to stakeholders in the project area.  The audit team was provided with a record of each of the stakeholders contacted.  This is sufficient to fulfil the requirement of active dissemination of project information.  The validation report has been updated accordingly.


	Verra Response:
While Verra acknowledges the updates provided, further clarification is required.
[bookmark: _Hlk63244845]In the above response, the VVB has stated “Because Guanaré is also FSC Certified, annual audits are performed with meetings with local communities and other stakeholders, were all the projects impacts are shown and explained to communities and stakeholders, including the Carbon sequestration project.”
However, an explanation of such plans was not included in Section 2.3.1 of the project description. Please note, posting project documentation online is not a sufficient information dissemination plan. 
[bookmark: _Hlk62813002]As such, the project proponent is requested to update Section 2.3.1 with a thorough explanation of the plan for active dissemination of project activities. The VVB is requested to assess this and update the appropriate sections of the validation report.

	VVB Response 2: “See new version of the PD. Section 2.3.1 where we explain the plan for active dissemination of project activities. Please see new report uploaded in Dropbox folder:  Dropbox\Verra Review Nov2020\CCB- Revision Verra Feb 2021/ “Contacto con StakeHolders en zona de influencia del Proyecto Ceibo - Diciembre 2020”

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description, the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.





	Finding 6
Section G3.3 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards, v3.1 states, “Describe the measures taken, and communications methods used, to explain to communities and other stakeholders the process for CCB validation and/or verification by an independent validation/verification body, providing them with timely information about the validation/verification body’s site visit before the site visit occurs and facilitating direct and independent communication between them or their representatives and the validation/verification body.
Section 2.3.5 of the project description states that "National legislation in Uruguay does not obligate to projects owners with activity in the VCS or CCB Standard to communicate about the validation or verification process to any stakeholders.”
The CCB Program requires project proponents to communicate about the validation and verification process to any and all stakeholders and to document the process by which this communication was done.
As such the project proponent is requested to please update the above sections with detailed information regarding the active communication of validation and verification activities with stakeholders directly, or through their legitimate representatives. The VVB is requested to update the validation report accordingly.

	VVB Response: The project proponent provided the following response: “Section 2.3.5 also says that: “However, the company decides to actively communicate about this process, so any stakeholder can be informed and comment about it. The description of the validation and verification process was informed in detail to all staff member of the company through internal communication”. As presented in the MR (section 2.3.6), the local stakeholders will be informed in advance of the VVB visit, regarding the validation and verification process. As long as the audit plan has been settled, the project owner will arrange a stakeholder meeting with auditor during the site visit. Invitation will be done using appropriate means of communication, all the stakeholders will be informed via phone, mail or whatsapp regarding the project process and the auditor´s visit. Stakeholders “contact” list is shown for each of the Departments/provinces where the project is located.”
[bookmark: _Hlk60992871]In response to this finding the project proponent also provided updated evidence of additional program documentation and audit information made available on their website, and distributed over a three day period in December 2020 to stakeholders in the project area.  The audit team was provided with a record of each of the stakeholders contacted.  This is sufficient to fulfil the requirement of active dissemination of audit information.  The validation report has been updated accordingly.

	Verra Response:
While Verra acknowledges the updates provided, further clarification is required.
FSC certification, while allowed by the VCS and CCB programs, does not necessitate fulfilment of the VCS or CCB program requirements. When referencing FSC certification please ensure that a thorough description is provided in order to meet all requirements of the CCB and VCS programs.
As such, the project proponent is requested to add the information from Section 3.2.6 of the monitoring report to Section 2.3.5 of the project description. 

	VVB Response 2: “See new version of the PD. Section 2.3.5 


	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.




	Finding 7
Section G3.4 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards, v3.1 states, “Describe how communities including all the community groups and other stakeholders have influenced project design and implementation through effective consultation, particularly with a view to optimizing community and other stakeholder benefits, respecting local customs, values and institutions and maintaining high conservation values. Project proponents must document consultations and indicate if and how the project design and implementation has been revised based on such input. A plan must be developed and implemented to continue communication and consultation between the project proponents and communities, including all the community groups, and other stakeholders about the project and its impacts to facilitate adaptive management throughout the life of the project.”
Section 2.3.7 of the CCB Project Description Template, v3.0 requires that projects “Describe the plan developed to continue communication and consultation between the project proponent(s) and communities and other stakeholders about the project. Explain the processes the project will use throughout the life of the project to consider this input and adapt management accordingly.” Section 2.3.8 of the CCB Project Description Template, v3.0 requires that projects, “Describe how communities including all the community groups and other stakeholders have influenced project design. Document consultations and indicate if and how project design and has been affected by stakeholder input.”
[bookmark: _Hlk55574545]Sections 2.3.7 and 2.3.8 indicate how stakeholders may contact the project but do not provide a planned and developed communication processes between stakeholders and project proponent. Please note these are intended to be active processes of consulting with stakeholders and seeking out stakeholder input, as opposed to a passive process of responding to grievances raised. 
As such the project proponent is requested to please update sections 2.3.7 and 2.3.8 of the project description with the plan developed to continue communication and consultation between the project proponent and stakeholders and how stakeholder input has been actively sought and affected project design. The VVB is requested to update the validation report accordingly.

	VVB Response: The project proponent provided the following response: “It is important to note that PD also says that “Also, the full project documentation will be published on Guanaré/FAS website for public comments”. This was done until August 2019.
All the Environmental Impact Assessments that Guanaré/FAS presented to MVOTMA/DINAMA, are published on DINAMA´s website (http://mvotma.gub.uy/participacion-ciudadana-ambiente/manifiestos-de-ambiente)”. In those documents, information regarding the Carbon Sequestration Project for each farm was included.
Because Guanaré is also FSC Certified, annual audits are performed with meetings with local communities and other stakeholders, were all the projects impacts are shown and explained to communities and stakeholders, including the Carbon sequestration project.
[bookmark: _Hlk55574497]See updated version of section 2.3.7 and 2.3.8 of the PD. All the information will be uploaded in Carbosur web site to continue with the communication and the consultation between the project proponent and stakeholders.”
The project proponent provided extensive additional documentation of meetings with communities to influence project design, and the following initiatives to provide community benefits.  The validation report has been updated accordingly.  

	Verra Response:
While Verra acknowledges the updates provided, further clarification is required.
The stakeholder continued consultation and adaptive management, as well as descriptions for how stakeholder input has changed the design of the project are intended to be active processes. Examples of an active process include direct stakeholder engagement through community meetings or participatory rural appraisals (PRA). As such, the creation of a website is not deemed a sufficient active mechanism for either of these processes.
[bookmark: _Hlk62813212]Therefore, the project proponent is requested to update Sections 2.3.7 and 2.3.8 of the project description with a plan for active engagement of local communities, adaptive management, and opportunities to consult on the design of the project. The VVB is requested to assess such information and update necessary sections of the validation report.

	VVB Response 2: “See new version of the PD. Section 2.3.7 and 2.3.8	

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.




	Finding 9
Section 3.5.5 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Program Rules, v3.1 states, “Project proponents shall adhere to all instructional text within the project description and monitoring report templates.”
Section 2.2.3 of the CCB Project Description Template v3.0 states that “Document that community, and biodiversity project benefits would not occur in the absence of the project. Explain how existing laws, regulations, and governance arrangements, or lack of laws and arrangements, would likely affect land use in the absence of the project. Demonstrate that project activities would not have been implemented under the without-project scenario due to significant financial, technological, institutional or capacity barriers. If project activities are required by law, demonstrate that pertinent laws are not being enforced.”
[bookmark: _Hlk55830123]Section 2.2.3 of the project description only discusses the climate additionality of the project while omitting a demonstration that the community and biodiversity benefits claimed would not have occurred in the absence of the project.
As such, the project proponent is requested to update Section 2.2.3 of the project description to demonstrate that project activities would not have been implemented under the without-project scenario. The VVB is requested to update the validation report accordingly.

	VVB Response: The validation report has been updated to address the revised section 2.2.3 in the project description.  The revisions include descriptions of the additional nature of the biodiversity and community benefits.  The comparisons of biodiversity with project activities reference the Environmental Impact Assessment required for the forestry activities, as well as the relatively low biodiversity involved with livestock production.  The description of community benefit additionality is supported by their documentation of the increased economic benefits in forestry as opposed to livestock production.

	Verra Response:
While Verra acknowledges the updates provided, further clarification is required.
Section G.2 of the CCB Standards, v3.1 states that “The without-project land use scenario describes expected land use or land-use changes in the project zone in the absence of project activities. The project impacts for climate, communities and biodiversity are measured against the expected conditions for total GHG emissions, for communities and for biodiversity associated with this without-project land use scenario (described in CL1, CM1 and B1). Project benefits must be additional, such that they would not have occurred without the project.”
However, Section 2.2.3 of the project description does not present a justification for why the community or biodiversity benefits would not have occurred in the without-project scenario, instead this section has listed the benefits of the project. Please update Section 2.2.3 with an analysis of the additionality of the project in comparison to the baseline scenario.

	VVB Response 2: “See new version of the PD. Section 2.2.3. We included the following paragraph: To compare these community impacts with the baseline scenario, we present in this section a new report performed by EXANTE, a private economic and financial advice firm (www.exante.com.uy). The study shows that the number of workers every 1.000 hectares is 17 in the forestry sector and just 7 in the livestock sector. Guanaré Project will produce high quality logs to be industrialized in plywood mills and sawmills, will above the average of the forestry sector. The forest priority soils that are planted in Guanaré, can only be used for livestock production, and this was shown to the VVB team during the site visit.
[image: ][image: ]
Note: a presentation of this study can be seeing in the following link: http://www.spf.com.uy/2020/12/15/la-contribucion-del-complejo-forestal-a-la-economia-uruguaya/

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description, the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 10
Section 4.3.1 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Program Rules, v3.1 requires the team conducting the audit to have relevant social and cultural expertise.
However, Section 2.1 of the project description states the audit teams social expertise as “Familiar with established social norms in rural Uruguay"
As such, the VVB is requested to clarify the social and cultural expertise of the audit team. 

	VVB Response: The audit team included William Arreaga, who assisted with the site visit and had previously conducted a VCS audit of this project.  This experience, along with other audits in the region, satisfied the requirement that the team include someone familiar with established social norms in Uruguay.

	Verra Response:
While Verra acknowledges the updates provided, further clarification is required.
Analysis of a CCB project requires working knowledge of sustainable development and biodiversity themes specific to the host country. Conducting VCS audits alone do not necessitate experience in critical areas such as social benefit analysis and/or biodiversity analysis.
As such, the VVB is requested to provide further evidence as to the social and cultural expertise of Mr. Arreaga in Section 2.1.

	VVB Response:
Section 2.1 has been amended to include the additional information requested.

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description the updates are deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 11 
Per Section 4.3.3 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Program Rules, v3.1 “Validation and verification audits shall include a visit to the project site. The purpose of the site visit is to confirm the validity of the written project description or monitoring report and to ensure that the project meets the rules and requirements of the CCB Program. The on-site audit process normally includes interviews with project proponents and stakeholders, and a review of supporting records, documents and reports.”
Verra notes that in Section 2.4 of the validation report the VVB interviewed only two local stakeholders.
As such, the VVB is requested to justify the number of interviewees selected and clarify if those interviewed were sufficient to confirm the community benefits. 

	VVB Response: Section 2.4 notes that there were four local community representatives interviewed in two communities most likely to be familiar with the community benefits.  The members of mayors offices and the local principal demonstrated knowledge not only of the project activities and community benefits, but were able to recall details of the more extensive community involvement in project meetings/initiatives.  They felt they were able to speak without bias about the project and in representation of additional community members.

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description, the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 12
Section 1.2 of the project description states that the number of hectares under management is 18,576.
However, Section 1.2 of the monitoring report states that the number of hectares under management is 20,284 ha.
As such, the project proponent is requested to clarify the number hectares under management in the project activity. 

	VVB Response: Project proponent response: “The monitoring report uploaded in Verra´s site was NOT the final version. New Version of the report was uploaded showing a total area under management of 18,576 ha”

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description, the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 13
Per the cover page of the monitoring report, the monitoring period is reported as 24 April 2006 to 31 December 2018.
However, the summary section of the joint validation and verification report states that the monitoring period is 12 January 2013 to 31 December 2018.
As such, the project proponent and VVB are requested to clarify the monitoring period of the project. 

	VVB Response: The VCS project has gone through previous verifications but the current monitoring period is 12 January 2013 to 31 December 2018. The issue is that we are doing the validation and verification under CCB, which means that the verification under CCB is for the entire period. The project start date is 24 April 2006 for VCS and CCB has the rule” The CCB Program can be used regardless of a project’s geographical location, start date, or size (CCB standard 1.2) The monitoring report for CCB is 24 April 2006 – 31 December 2018.
As it is indicated in the VCS and CCB template, both periods are mentioned in the cover page.

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description, the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 14
Per Section 3.4 of the Joint VCS and CCB Verification Report Template v3.0/v3.4 “Identify any minor changes applied to the community and biodiversity elements of the project design. Describe the steps taken to assess whether the change is justified as a minor change, or whether it should be considered a project description deviation. Provide an assessment as to whether minor changes are appropriately described and justified, and whether the project remains in compliance with the project’s validated design.”
Section 3.4 of the verification report states “In addition to the ownership change described above, SCS also reviewed the monitoring report’s description of the re-calculated areas of project tracts. The summary provided matches the values shown in the updated GIS files, and as such this change is deemed appropriate.”
However, the project description and monitoring report omit reference to these minor changes. Further it is unclear as to why a change in the project area would be considered a minor change.
As such, the project proponent is requested to update the project description and monitoring report with a description and justification of any and all changes. 

	VVB Response: Project Proponent Response: “The monitoring report uploaded in Verra´s site was NOT the final version. New Version of the report was uploaded showing a total area under management of 18,576 ha. Please see sections 2.2.1, 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 where the ownership change that occurred in 1.708 hectares is explained.”

	Verra Response:
While Verra acknowledges the updates provided, further clarification is required.
Verra notes that 1,708 ha of the project area were sold as noted in Section 2.2.4 of the monitoring report.
[bookmark: _Hlk63099740]However, Section 2.2.4 does not state whether any emission reductions or removals were claimed on this land in the preceding monitoring period (2006-2013). As such, the project proponent is request to include such claimed emission reductions and account for the loss of those emission reductions in the project emissions (Section 3.3.2) of the current monitoring report. Please update all sections accordingly.

	VVB Response 2: Project Proponent Response: Estimated Long Term average for this period is little higher than the one estimated in 2012. Even though an area of 1.708 hectares was sold (less productive areas), and NOT included, updated growth models based on real growth of Guanaré forests were used, and that why we calculated a higher LTA. XLS files with these calculations were delivered to VVB (Please see xls file on the Dropbox folder: “1708 hectares SOLD- Final Guanare Carbon stock calculations FEB2021_solo globulus.xls”.
Also, Net GHG Emission Reductions and Removals shown in section 3.2.4 of MR is OK (xls with this calculations was sente to VVB, and sold area is NOT included. In this section, we present the removals (by vintage) from the 1708 hectares that WERE included in the first verification period (156.165 tCO2). 
A loss report is included with the updates.

	Verra Response:
Verra acknowledges the updates provided, however further clarification is required.
The loss report has been received however, it should be noted that losses due to sold land should be deducted from net GHG ERRs in the current monitoring report. If this land had issued VCUs, they should be counted as a loss event in the project emissions of the monitoring report. These values do not come out of the project’s buffer contribution.
As such, the project proponent is requested to update the monitoring report and verification report to reflect the information presented in the loss report.

	VVB Response 3: Project Proponent Response:
The following paragraph and table were included in MR and Loss Event Report:
[bookmark: _Hlk66798645]Losses due to sold land should be deducted from net GHG ERRs in the current monitoring report. Because this land has issued VCUs, they should be counted as a loss event in the project emissions of the monitoring report. The following table shows the Net GHG Emission Reductions and Removals for the monitoring period 2013-2018, deducting the GHG ERRs of the sold land.

	Year
	Baseline emissions or removals (tCO2e)
	Project emissions or removals (tCO2e)
	Leakage
emission
(tCO2e)
	Net GHG emission reductions or removals previous to Loss Event (tCO2e)
	% per
Vintage
	GHG ERRs
lost because
Loss Event
(tCO2e)
	Net GHG emission reductions or removals post Loss Event (tCO2e)

	2013
	0
	1.382.754
	0
	1.382.754
	22%
	34.838
	1.347.916

	2014
	0
	1.469.820
	0
	1.469.820
	24%
	37.031
	1.432.789

	2015
	0
	1.162.199
	0
	1.162.199
	19%
	29.281
	1.132.918

	2016
	0
	784.071
	0
	784.071
	13%
	19.754
	764.317

	2017
	0
	679.375
	0
	679.375
	11%
	17.116
	662.259

	2018
	0
	720.181
	0
	720.181
	12%
	18.145
	702.036

	Total 
	0
	6.198.401
	0
	6.198.401
	100%
	156.165
	6.042.236





	Verra Response:
Upon review of the monitoring report the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



	Finding 15
Per Section 3.3 of the CCB Project Description Template, v3.0 
“Identify any project description deviations applied to the project and describe the steps taken to validate each deviation. Assess whether the proposed deviation impacts any of the following, documenting the assessment of each separately:
· The applicability of the methodology.
· Additionality.
· The appropriateness of the baseline/without-project scenario.
Provide an assessment of whether each deviation is appropriately described and justified, and whether the project remains in compliance with the CCB Version 3 and VCS rules. 
Provide an overall conclusion regarding whether each project description deviation is valid”
Section 3.3 of the verification report states 
“SCS confirmed through review of ownership and sale documentation that the area which had been planted with E. globulus and E. maidenii was sold, and not included in project.
SCS also confirmed through the review of project documentation that the litter and dead wood pools were not monitored, and instead the tool “Estimation of carbon stocks and change in carbon stocks in dead wood and litter in A/R CDM project activities” was applied. This application was appropriate given the conservative default factors used.”
However, the project description and monitoring report omit reference to these project description deviations. 
As such, the project proponent is requested to update the project description and monitoring report with consideration of the above project description deviations. 

	VVB Response: Project Proponent Response: “The monitoring report uploaded in Verra´s site was NOT the final version. New Version of the report was uploaded showing a total area under management of 18,576 ha. Please see sections 2.2.1, 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 where the ownership change that occurred in 1.708 hectares is explained.”

	Verra Response:
Upon review of the project description, the updates provided were deemed sufficient to close this finding. No further response is required.



2 Minor Findings 
	Finding 1
Per Section G1.5 of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity Standards, v3.1 “Explain the process of stakeholder identification and analysis used to identify communities, community groups and other stakeholders.”
Section 2.1.6 of the project description identifies the VCSA as a stakeholder, however, the VCSA no longer exists having been replaced by Verra. 
Please see new version of PD. 

	Finding 2
Per Section 4.1.13 of the VCS Standard, v4.0 “The validation/verification body shall use the VCS Validation Report Template, an approved combined validation report template available on the Verra website, or an approved GHG program validation report template where the project is registered under an approved GHG program, as appropriate, and adhere to all instructional text within the template.”
Verra notes that the VVB, SCS Global, submitted a project review report in pdf format. Further, when a Microsoft Word format was requested, certain findings were removed.
Please submit all documents in editable format with no modifications.


Assessment Conclusion
On 28 October 2020, Verra conducted an accuracy review of the ‘Guanaré’ Forest Plantations on degraded grasslands under extensive grazing the results of which can be found above.
On 25 January 2020, Verra reviewed responses to the findings raised and deemed them sufficient to close all but eight findings related to the causal relationship between project claims and benefits, benefit permanence of climate and community benefits, information dissemination, stakeholder engagement during validation/verification activities, active stakeholder engagement and adaptive management, community and biodiversity additionality, VVB expertise, and project description deviation documentation.
On 9 March 2020, Verra reviewed the responses to the findings raised and deemed them sufficient to close all but two findings related to community benefit permanence and the loss event.
On 20 March 2020, Verra reviewed the responses to the findings and deemed them sufficient to close all remaining findings. This review process is now closed.
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