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Summary:

The Makira forest lies within the Antongil Bay landscape of north-eastern Madagascar and
represents one of the largest expanses of humid forest left in the biologically rich Eastern
Rainforest Biome of Madagascar. These are forests identified to having important ecosystems
and biological diversity and are afforded a formal ―classification‖ by the government. However,
weak enforcement of legislation and regulations due to limited means and capacities of the State
combined with pressure from an expanding human population resulted in increased deforestation
and fragmentation, with an estimated forest loss of 1,500 hectares per year.
In 2001, the Madagascar Ministry of Water and Forests (MEF), in collaboration with the Wildlife
Conservation Society (WCS), launched a program to create the 372,470 ha Makira Forest
Protected Area and to finance it through carbon markets. In order to reduce emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation (REDD) in an efficient and sustainable manner, the project
has adopted a multifaceted and multidisciplinary approach to address the very real human threats
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acting upon the region‘s forests, while at the same time considering the development needs of
local populations and integrating them into the management of the protected area.
Rainforest Alliance carried out the first prevalidation of the Makira project in February 2008,
with a number of non-binding observations to be addressed before scheduling a field visit. In
October 2011, after the PD was adapted to the current methodology and to the new VCS v3
standard, a new pre-validation was carried out, and led to a combined validation/verification for
VCS and CCBS. A stakeholder notification was released 30 days before the on-site audit that
started also with stakeholder consultation in Tananarive. The documentation review was done
continuously during the audit process, starting at the prevalidation with most of the digital
documents, and continuing in the Tananarive and Maroantsetra WCS offices. The team flew to
the latter to visit the project zone and the project area and to meet the project staff as well as the
local stakeholders. The field assessment was designed to visit the forest sites, plots, and
communities at different situations from a qualitative point of view: low and mid altitude, project
zone/leakage belt/project area, different allowances zones for the communities, different carbon
strata, etc.
The purpose of this report is to document the conformance of The Makira Forest Protected
Area Project in Madagascar with the requirements of the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS). The
project was developed by The Wildlife Conservation Society, hereafter referred to as ―Project
Proponent‖. The report presents the findings of qualified Rainforest Alliance auditors who have
evaluated the Project Proponent‘s systems and performance against the applicable standard(s).
The scope of the audit was to validate and verify the conformance of The Makira Forest
Protected Area REDD project in Madagascar against the Verified Carbon Standard. The
objectives of this audit included an assessment of the project‘s conformance with the standards‘
criteria. In addition, the audit assessed the project with respect to the baseline scenarios
presented in the project design document, the identified methodology and the validated PDD
throughout the monitoring period from 1 Jan 2005 to 31 Dec 2009. The project covers an area of
360,060 ha. The land is Government owned. The project has a lifetime of 30 years, and
estimates it will remove and/or reduce 38,016,930 tCO2e over the course of the project lifetime.
Criteria from the following documents were used to assess this project:
Verified Carbon Standard Program Guide 2012 v3;
Verified Carbon Standard 2012 v3;
Verified Carbon Standard Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) Requirements
2012 v3;
Verified Carbon Standard AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool 2012 v3;
Verified Carbon Standard Program Updates (please see VCS website for the latest updates);
and as applicable,
The VCS approved methodology/modules used by the project.
As of the final draft validation audit report issued on 24 July 2012 the project had not demonstrated
conformance with the audit criteria and must close the open NCRs in order to achieve validation or
verification.
A Car Verification Audit (CVA) report to address open NCR‘s was completed by the audit team on
Sept 28, 2012 and all remaining NCRs were closed.
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1 Introduction
Rainforest Alliance certification and auditing services are managed and implemented within its RA-Cert Division. All related
personnel responsible for audit design, evaluation, and certification/verification/validation decisions are under the purview of the
RA-Cert Division, hereafter referred to as Rainforest Alliance or RA. Rainforest Alliance is an ANSI ISO 14065:2007 accredited
validation and verification body; additionally, Rainforest Alliance is a member of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity
Alliance (CCBA) standards, and an approved verification body with a number of other forest carbon project standards. For a
complete
list
of
the
services
provided
by
the
Rainforest
Alliance,
see
http://www.rainforestalliance.org/climate.cfm?id=international_standards.
Dispute resolution: If Rainforest Alliance clients encounter organizations or individuals having concerns or comments about
Rainforest Alliance and our services, these parties are strongly encouraged to contact the local Rainforest Alliance regional
office or the RA-Cert Division headquarters directly. Formal complaints or concerns should be sent in writing.
1.1

Objective

The purpose of this report is to document the conformance of The Makira Forest Protected Area Project in Madagascar with the
requirements of the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) . The project was developed by The Wildlife Conservation Society,
hereafter referred to as ―Project Proponent‖. The report presents the findings of qualified Rainforest Alliance auditors who have
evaluated the Project Proponent‘s systems and performance against the applicable standard(s).
1.2 Scope and Criteria
Scope: The scope of the audit is to assess the conformance of The Makira Forest Protected Area REDD project in Madagascar
against the Verified Carbon Standard. The objectives of this audit included an assessment of the project‘s conformance with the
standard criteria. In addition, the audit assessed the project with respect to the baseline scenarios presented in the project
design document. The project covers an area of 360,060 ha. The land is government-owned. The project has a lifetime of 30
years, and estimates it will remove and/or reduce 38,016,930 tCO2e over the course of the project lifetime.
Standard criteria: Criteria from the following documents were used to assess this project:
Verified Carbon Standard Program Guide Version 3;
Verified Carbon Standard Version 3;
Verified Carbon Standard Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) Requirements Version 3;
Verified Carbon Standard AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Version 3;
Verified Carbon Standard Program Updates (please see VCS website for the latest updates); and as applicable,
The VCS approved methodology/modules used by the project.
Materiality: All GHG sinks, sources and/or reservoirs (SSRs) and GHG emissions equal to or greater than 5% of the total GHG
assertion unless otherwise defined by the standard criteria.
1.3 Level of assurance
The assessment was conducted to provide a reasonable level of assurance of conformance against the defined audit criteria
and materiality thresholds within the audit scope. Based on the audit findings, a positive evaluation statement reasonably
assures that the project GHG assertion is materially correct and is a fair representation of the GHG data and information.
1.4

Project Description

The Makira forest lies within the Antongil Bay landscape of north-eastern Madagascar and represent one of the largest
expanses of humid forest left in the biologically rich Eastern Rainforest Biome of Madagascar. The forests of Makira are a key
intact biodiversity stronghold and a vital bridge maintaining long-term connectivity and altitudinal gradient protection across
protected areas in the north eastern region: Anjanaharibe-Sud Special Reserve and Marojejy National Park in the North;
Masoala National Park in the East; and Mananara-Nord National Park and the special reserves of Marotandrano and
Ambatovaky in the South. Interest in managing the Makira forest bloc dates back to 1958, when eight forests parcels totalling
approximately 221,410 hectares of the forest were established as ―Classified Forest‖ by the Ministry of Water and Forests.
These are forests identified to have some importance in terms of ecosystems and biological diversity and therefore afforded a
―classification‖ by the government. However, weak enforcement of legislation and regulations due to limited means and
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capacities of the State combined with pressure from an expanding human population resulted in increased deforestation and
fragmentation, with an estimated forest loss of 1,500 hectares per year.
The main driver of deforestation in the Makira forest is a form of slash and burn agriculture, known as ―tavy‖, which is used to
cultivate rain-fed rice rather than irrigated rice. Used principally for subsistence needs, tavy is typically practiced in upland
forested areas and deforested lands are usually abandoned after one or two years of production and farmers move to another
place. Other deforestation drivers are clearing for pastures, small scale or illegal mining and illegal small-scale logging.
Underlying these activities are factors such as open access to forest resources, rapid population growth, poverty and insecurity
that are driving unsustainable resource use.
In 2001, during an International Symposium on sustainable financing for Protected Areas, carbon financing was identified as
one instrument that could be used to financially support environmental action. As a result of the symposium, it was then
recommended to initiate a pilot project to test carbon financing mechanisms. As a follow up to this symposium, International
Resources Group (IRG), through a USAID-funded project, and the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) have been working with
Madagascar‘s Ministry of Water and Forests (MEF) to develop carbon financing options to enhance conservation of the Makira
forest in north-eastern Madagascar.
In 2001, the Madagascar Ministry of Water and Forests (MEF), in collaboration with the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS),
launched a program to create the 372,470 ha Makira Forest Protected Area and to finance it through carbon markets. Makira
Forest Protected Area Project, hereafter referred to as the Makira Project, protects one of the largest remaining contiguous
tracts of low and mid-altitude rainforest in eastern Madagascar—ecologically and biologically important because of the high
biodiversity value and large numbers of plants and animals found nowhere else in the world. In order to reduce emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation (REDD) in an efficient and sustainable manner, the project has adopted a multifaceted and
multidisciplinary approach to address the very real human threats acting upon the region‘s forests, while at the same time
considering the development needs of local populations and integrating them into the management of the protected area.
The main activities include:
• The creation and sustainable management of the Makira new protected area, including research and biodiversity monitoring.
• The development of contracts to transfer forest resources management (―Transfert de Gestion‖ or GCF) to local communities
in the protection zone surrounding the protected area, and activities that strengthen local institutions including land use planning
(zoning), community social organization and capacity-building.
• Rural development and alternative livelihood creation for these adjacent communities, including diversification of sources of
income, improved agricultural techniques, infrastructure development, micro-finance and ecotourism.
• Communication and Environmental Education, including health-related activities. WCS has conducted consultations since the
beginning of the Makira Protected Area project with all stakeholders groups, from the national to the local level, concerning all
aspects of project implementation.
Special attention was given to the limits and zoning of the protected area, the management measures, identification of potential
impacts and possible compensation measures including supports to livelihoods (cf. table 1). After the official creation of the
protected area in December 2005, WCS began to explore how to monetize the Park‘s ecosystem services, particularly through
carbon offset sales. Thus in June 2008, the Government of Madagascar signed an agreement with the Makira Carbon Company
(MCC), a not for- profit, private company incorporated by WCS in Delaware, USA to market the estimated 34 million tons of
carbon generated through avoided deforestation in Makira, over the next 30 years . The revenues from carbon sales, generated
through avoided deforestation of the Makira forests, will be used to finance its long-term conservation, improve community land
stewardship and governance and support sustainable livelihood practices leading to improved household welfare. In order to
achieve its climate change mitigation goals, the Makira Forest Project will reduce deforestation rates in the new protected area
to below 100 ha per year and create the incentives necessary to maintain those low rates in the future. The Makira Protected
Area Project is designed to not only include adjacent communities but to empower them to manage their resources sustainably
and participate in the co-management of the protected area. First, as part of the zoning process, WCS worked to organize
communities into community based forest management sites, where management responsibility has been officially devolved to
communities living along the perimeter of the forest through a contract between the ministry of forests and elected communal
forest authorities. Ownership remains with the central government, but communities have the rights and responsibility to
manage their natural resources in forest groups known as COBAs.
In addition to this devolution of resource rights, a co-management structure for the protected area was developed based on
consultations so that communities can participate in park decisions. The overall co-management structure is made up of three
committees (steering, management and advisory) and includes government, community, and NGO representatives.
C-56 VCS Valid Report Tmpl 09Mar12
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Representatives of the Federation of COBAs sit on the Makira PA steering committee. This management structure helps
address leakage by creating a structure that includes and gives voice to the main deforestation agents.
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2 Audit Overview
Based on Project’s conformance with audit criteria, the auditor makes the following recommendation:
Final Report Conclusions
Validation approved:
No NCRs issued
Validation not approved:
Conformance with NCR(s) required
Draft Final Report Conclusions
Validation approved:
No NCRs issued
Validation not approved:
Conformance with NCR(s) required

The Project Proponent has 7 days from the date of this report to submit any
comments related to the factual accuracy of the report or the correctness of
decisions reached. The auditors will not review any new material submitted
at this time.

Draft Report Conclusions
Validation approved:
No NCRs issued

Validation not approved:
Conformance with NCR(s) required

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

2.1 Audit Conclusions
Summary of project conformance with VCS Criteria following CVA (See Appendix B):
Following the issuance of the Final Report with open NCRs, a CVA was conducted. The results of this CVA were such that
Rainforest Alliance has determined that the Makira Forest Protected Area Project, and the associated GHG assertion, has
demonstrated conformance with the VCS at a reasonable level of assurance without other limitations or qualifications.
Rainforest Alliance Report Criterion
1 Project Design
2 Application of Methodology
3 Additionality and baseline selection
4 Quantification of GHG emissions
5 Leakage
6 Net emission reductions and removals
7 Monitoring plan
8 Environmental Impact
9 Comments by stakeholders
10 Non-permanence Risk Assessment

Draft Report Project
Conformance
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

Final Report Project
Conformance
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

Summary of project conformance with VCS Criteria following Final Report:
The field audit was carried out in January of 2012 and the draft report contained numerous issues that required correction in the
draft final report. The corrections were submitted in May 2012 and the draft final report was issued in June 2012. Between the
time of the first audit in January 2012, Mr. Adam Gibbon left the Rainforest Alliance and was replaced by Mr. Ian Starr in June
2012. Mr. Starr drafted the draft final report in conjunction with Mr. Mateo Carino Fraisse which was submitted for comments to
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the proponent in June 2012. Due to the staffing change within Rainforest Alliance the audit team permitted limited additional
evidence to be provided following issuance and comments pertaining to the draft final report. The final report took this additional
evidence into consideration, which resulted in added clarity for the new audit team member and which resulted in a significant
number of closures for various previously outstanding NCRs in the draft final report. However, sufficient issues remained with
several NCRs, which prevented prevent validation from occurring upon issuance of the final report. In general there is a lack of
evidence to support or justify many important assertions made in the PD v3, however these will likely be addressed in v4 of the
PD1.
Rainforest Alliance Report Criterion
Draft Report Project
Final Report Project
Conformance
Conformance
Yes
No
Yes
No
1 Project Design
Yes
No
Yes
No
2 Application of Methodology
Yes
No
Yes
No
3 Additionality and baseline selection
Yes
No
Yes
No
4 Quantification of GHG emissions
Yes
No
Yes
No
5 Leakage
Yes
No
Yes
No
6 Net emission reductions and removals
Yes
No
Yes
No
7 Monitoring plan
Yes
No
Yes
No
8 Environmental Impact
Yes
No
Yes
No
9 Comments by stakeholders
Yes
No
Yes
No
10 Non-permanence Risk Assessment

1

Final assessment and close-out of all non-conformances is addressed below, Section Appendix B, Correction Verification Audit Report.
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2.2

Nonconformance evaluation

Note: A non-conformance is defined in this report as a deficiency, discrepancy or misrepresentation that in all probability materially affects
carbon credit claims. Each NCR is brief and refers to a more detailed finding in the appendices.
NCRs identified in the Draft Report must be closed through submission of additional evidence by the Project Proponents before Rainforest
Alliance can submit an unqualified statement of conformance to the GHG program. Findings from additional evidence reviewed after the
issuance of the draft report are presented in the NCR tables below.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

01/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.8.2
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.2.1
App A, 1.4

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
There is no explanation of how the activities described to have begun on 01 January 2005 meet the VCS definition to trigger the
project start date, i.e. the, ―date on which the project began generating GHG emission reductions or removal‖. This includes
considering how activities and financial transactions which occurred before this date but were related to the project did not
trigger the start date.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates that section 1.5 of the PD has been updated and that section 1.8.3
provides additional evidence.

Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

The proponent justifies the project start date using the following statement in section 1.5:
justified
―..the creation of the new Makira Protected area in December 2005. Consequently, the Project start date
is January 1st, 2005, which corresponds with the finalization of a REDD+ feasibility study in December
2004, but also with the launching of activities supporting the development of management transfers and
the delimitation of the Makira protected area, leading to the temporary creation of the Makira Protected
area in December 2005.‖.

This description is further supported in section 1.8.3 with the following statements:
―As requested by the national procedure related to the creation of protected areas in Madagascar, a
formal team for the delimitation of the conservation site of Makira was created in early 2005.‖
―Between 2005 and 2008, the team pursued continuous public consultations with the local communities
of each of the 63 fokontany of the 21 Communes, within the 5 Districts of the 3 Regions affected by the
Makira project. The ultimate objective of these consultations was to agree on the delimitation of the future
protected area, based on the initial proposed delimitation.‖

The evidence presented to justify the January 1 2005 start date relies on the fact that the teams
sent in early 2005 to delimit the conservation site marked the beginning of emissions reductions
because they signal implementation of management plans. However the evidence provided
does not clearly establish and demonstrate how the actions of these teams lead to emissions
reductions as of January 1 2005. This observation is compounded by the fact that these teams
were apparently sent to establish the limits of the conservation area and to consult with
community members to reach this decision. This suggests that the teams that were sent in
early January 2005 had the goal of establishing the terms, agreements, and spatial extent of
the project area and its relation to surrounding communities, as opposed to implementation of
the plans. Based on the description provided this process appears to have finalized in
December 2005. The aforementioned consultations beginning in early 2005 are described as
preparatory meetings to establish the terms of the conservation area, however there is
insufficient explanation to describe how this initial planning process to agree on the terms and
extent of the conservation area necessarily led to emissions reductions before this process was
finalized in December 2005. Furthermore, no documented evidence has been provided to
support that these activities began on January 1st, 2005. :
Finally, the proponent‘s justifications for the start date are scattered between sections 1.5, 1.8,
and 1.12 and lack references to guide the reader through the full scope of the argument. This
creates difficulties in following the arguments to support the start date and should be corrected.
OBS 12/12.
In addition, the original auditor comments questioned the relation of actions that took place
earlier than January 1 2005 and their possible relation to the project start date. The proponent
mentions in section 1.5 that many previous activities were ecological and feasibility
assessments that cannot be said to have triggered the start date. These same activities are
described as having assisted the sale of pre-certified credits, which is described in more detail
in section 1.12. Since the sale of precertified credits was only based on feasibility
assessments, the proponent has adequately justified why actions occurring prior to the January
1 2005 start date do not trigger an earlier start date.

NCR Status:
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In conclusion the evidence provided creates some ambiguity regarding how the conservation
planning teams work itself to arrive at an agreeable design of the PA constitutes as being
sufficient to trigger the start date as defined by the VCS. Therefore the project has not fully
demonstrated how the described actions led to GHG emissions reductions according to the
VCS definition, therefore this NCR is considered OPEN.
OPEN
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Comments (optional):

Additional clarification was provided by the proponent on July 18th following review of the draft
final report. The additional clarifications assisted the audit team in better understanding the
information presented but sufficient gaps in the description nonetheless prevented closure of
the NCR. In addition, OBS 12/12 was raised during this same process.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

02/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.9
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.3
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1
App A, 1.5,10.2

Report Section:

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The project does not have a ‗credible and robust‘ plan for managing the project over the 30 year crediting period. There is a
detailed financial plan (Makira Business Plan 10-20.xls) but this is only for the period 2010 to 2020. Thus there are no plans for
the last 15 years of the project.
It is also to note that this document would have been developed by a consultancy out of Madagascar with data obtained from
the different project departments, but doesn‘t seem to be confirmed nor having a system to update it with the actual changing
data in country, looking more like a ―picture‖ from a certain moment. That led to the fact that the in-country financial department
was not able to respond to questions like:
Why some figures from the 10 years financial plan and the Makira Business Plan 10-20 do not match? (e.g. cost of
community development activities)
What (and why) is the considered cash flow breakeven point?
How is this going to be updated to match reality? E.g. the carbon calculations are expected to change as a new
deforestation model is to be used, and for example 6 sector managers (―Chefs de Secteur‖) are accounted here but lack
of resources only allowed for 3 in 2011.
How has been estimated that about 60% of the funding needed to cover project activities is secured, since sources of
funding (out of the carbon credits) are decreasing gradually and none is noted from 2016?
How has been the VCU price estimated, and why is it not consistent in all project documentation (ranging from $ 3 to
$8)?
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance: Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
Makira v4 - Financial Model.xls, Makira Finance Model Summary, Makira PA management
Organization:
delegation contract (Contrat de Délegation de Gestion de l‘AP Makira)
Findings for Evaluation of
The proponent‘s financial model now contains an analysis for the full 30 years. The project
Evidence:
proponent has responded to the questions raised and explains that the project has already
gone past its breakeven point using grant money as seed funding (available until 2015) and
securing additional non-carbon funding in the future in support of the Project through WCS
commitment. The costs of management of the protected area mentioned in the financial plan
are based on management activities described in the Makira PA management plan, and the
responsibilities for this are disclosed in the recently signed Makira PA management delegation
contract (Contrat de Délegation de Gestion de l‟AP Makira). The management plan has to be
updated every 5 years and the financial model will be updated accordingly. The financial model
appears overall credible. Therefore this NCR is CLOSED.
CLOSED
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
Clarifying responses were requested during the NCR closure and further information was
submitted on July 18th, all these instrumental to close this NCR.
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
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03/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.11, 3.13
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.4
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Report Section:

App A, 1.6, 2.4

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The project area is well understood by the project proponents, comprising of the forested parts of the zone of strict protection
and multiple use zones of the Makira Protected area (see table 3 in the PD). However, contradictions exist between the
numbers presented. For example, the PD in table 3, states that the forested project area is 361,880 ha, whilst in document 33
(technical report of Makira field measurement) page three states that the forested project area is 338,967 ha. In addition, the
naming of the spatial components of the project can lead to confusion for readers not well acquainted with the project, for
example, Section 1.9 of the PD discusses the ‗project zone‘ which is not a term used by the VCS or the methodology. In
summary the spatial limits of the project are not clearly labelled, transparently quantified and consistently presented.
The numbers presented in section B.1 of ‗33-Technical report of Makira field measurement‘ for the areas of the various spatial
components of the project do not appear to align with the values in PD.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
VCS PDD, "Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections" and "Makira v3 - Spatial Boundaries
Organization:
Statistics" Excel files, Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf
Findings for Evaluation of
Table 3 of the PDD lists the PA as 360,060ha. This value is based on the recent deforestation
Evidence:
analysis provided in Annex 6 of the PD (Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf). The forested
areas presented in Annex 6 of the PD are faithfully represented in section 4.1 of the PD and
appears to be consistently used in calculations required by BL-UP. For example, the total area
of the two strata used in the analysis sums to 360,060ha. However some comments have been
made regarding the underlying remote sensing analysis; please see NCR 19/12 for details.
Further, there continue to be some inconsistencies within the PD regarding the expression of
area of the project area. For example, Table 3 of the PD states the total forested area of the
PA as 360,060ha, which should include the forested area of the 5 ZOC and 15 ZUC. However
the manner in which the area values listed for the ZOC‘s and ZUC‘s is presented in table 2
leads to an inconsistency between the total PA listed as forest in Table 3. The values in table 2
cannot be added together in a manner that will reconcile with the total value in table 3. The
value 360,060ha seems to be the figure utilized by the proponent based on the reliance and
prominence in the PD. Therefore the figures in table 2 appear to be figures that have not been
adequately updated.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

In summary, the proponent has eliminated major inconsistencies with respect to the
representation of the PA in the PD, but since some figures have not been adequately updated
this NCR is CLOSED but has been changed to an OBS. See OBS 10/12
CLOSED
OBS 10/12 was created.
04/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.11
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.4
App A, 1.6,

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
A KML file of the project area has not yet been provided to the auditors.
Corrective Action Request:

C-56 VCS Valid Report Tmpl 09Mar12

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
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Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent submitted the file pa.kml to the audit team.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

The file pa.kml was tested in Google earth and was determined to function properly. The file
also matched the representation of the project area depicted in the PD. Since the KML file
appears to be fully functional and appears to faithfully represent the project area, this NCR is
considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
Initially the proponent had not submitted a KML file for either the draft report or the draft final
report. The proponent was contacted about this issue by the audit team on June 13, 2012 and
subsequently the proponent provided the KML file package containing the project area KML file.
This package also contained files rrd.kml, rrl.kml, and lkg.kml, which represent the reference
areas and leakage belt required by the VCS module BL-UP. These appear to also be working
properly and they adequately represent the depictions demonstrated in the PD.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

05/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.2

Report Section:

App A, 1.2,2.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.2.5 – The baseline project is for the direct conversion of forest to non-forest land, this process was
observed in and around the project area. The following quote describes the definition of forest used, ―Forest in this analysis is
defined as natural, closed-canopy forest over 5m in height and in patches of over one hectare. All forest in this analysis
therefore meets the Madagascar national definition of forest, i.e. has over 30% canopy cover, over 5 m in height and in patches
of over 1 hectare (UNFCCC 2008).” Observation of the classification techniques used confirmed that a 1 ha size limit was used
correctly. The PD does not demonstrate that the classification technique used would exclude secondary forest less than 10
years old.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent indicates that Annex 6 to the PD contains an explanation.
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Annex 6 describes the definition of forest used in the new deforestation analysis, which
Evidence:
continues to be the same definition as before. The analysis uses Land Sat imagery to establish
forest cover in the project area. The classification information provided by this analysis allowed
for the comparison of forest cover in 1995 vs. 2005 and suitably demonstrated that all forests in
2005 were already forests in 1995. Regarding the possibility of including secondary forests
younger than 10 years old but which meet the forest definition, consultation with the proponent
suggest the practical difficulties in assessing this issue using Land Sat data coupled with the
lack of high resolution images of the project area, which itself occurs in a persistently cloudy
region. Therefore the proponent has sufficiently demonstrated that no forests younger than 10
years old were included in the forest cover analysis of the project area, and that it has
performed a reasonable effort to ensure that all forests in the project area meet the definition of
forests. Therefore this NCR is considered CLOSED.
NCR Status:
CLOSED
Comments (optional):
Clarifying comments were submitted on July 18th which aided the audit team in showing how
the new deforestation analysis adequately showed that no forests less than 10 years old were
present in the project area at the start of the project. Consultation with the proponent also
stressed the difficulty in obtaining high-resolution images that would permit excluding forests
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younger than 10 years old but might meet the definition of forest.
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

06/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.2.9

Report Section:

App A, 1.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The quantitative definition of frontier deforestation quoted in section 1.2 of the PD is not the current one (which can be found in
section 4.4.8 of the VCS AFOLU Requirements v3.1). No quantitative analysis was provided to support the conclusion that the
definition of frontier deforestation was met.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Section 1.2 of the PD contains an explanation.
The PD states that the project conforms to the definition of frontier deforestation because it does not
match a VCS definition for mosaic deforestation.
―…less than 25% of the project perimeter lay within 50 m of land that was anthropogenically
deforested in the ten years prior to the project start date, (definition provided in the VCS Program ―.

In addition, additional evidence is provided in section 1.10 of the PD, and figure 4 of the PD that
supports the characterization of the project area as continuous forest, although small zones of
controlled occupation are disclosed and have been incorporated into the management plans of
the PA. Further, module BL-UP v2.0 provides additional guidance by citing that,
“Frontier configurations are described as any landscape in which none of the forest in the project area
has current direct physical connection with areas anthropogenically deforested. “
The VCS AFOLU requirements 4.2.9 section 2 add

“The frontier deforestation and/or degradation pattern can result from the expansion of roads and other
infrastructure into forest lands. Roads and other infrastructure can improve forest access and lead to
increased encroachment by human populations, such as subsistence farming and fuel wood gathering on
previously inaccessible forest lands. “

Although the BL-UP definition takes precedence, the case of the Makira PA is unique because
zones of controlled occupation occur in the project area. However, due to the expansive and
intact forest cover of the project area these areas of occupation must be considered in the
larger context of the area and its history. It is evident from the proponent‘s descriptions and
field observations completed by the audit team that the PA is intact forest surrounded by
encroaching deforestation activities and that internal zones of occupation are relatively small by
comparison and have been targeted by the proponent for ongoing management and
enforcement. Therefore the proponent‘s characterization of the deforestation scenario as
―frontier‖ deforestation appears appropriate and is adequately justified. As a result this NCR is
considered CLOSED.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
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CLOSED
Consultations and clarifications were conducted with proponent resulting in supporting
statements submitted on July 18th to support the proponent‘s current position on this issue.
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This resulted in a reassessment of the NCR and the audit team has revised its analysis that
now leads to closure of this NCR following the circulation of the draft final report.
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

07/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 13.3

Report Section:

App A, 2.4

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
In accordance with the module, the RRD does not include the project area nor the leakage belt. The size is demonstrated to be
sufficient given the size of the project area. Whilst general descriptions are provided, the PD (section 2.3.1.1) does not contain
analysis and evidence that the criteria to demonstrate similarity between the RRD at the start of the historical reference period
and the PA at the project start date.
The following criteria has not been demonstrated in the PD,
―At the start of the baseline period, RRL must have the same proportion of forests suitable for conversion to the land-use
practices of the deforestation agents as the project area (±30%) as demonstrated by soil suitability, precipitation regime,
elevation and access to markets.” (BL-UP)
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent indicates in ―VCS NCRs and Response.xls‖ that section 2.3.1.1 of the PD was
Organization:
updated and table 4 was included in its analysis of the similarity criteria established by the
methodology. The file ―Makira v3 - Spatial Boundaries Statistics.xls‖ was also provided.
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

The proponent has provided an assessment related to section 1.1.1.1 of VCS Module BL-UP.
During the proponent‘s analysis several areas were identified where the similarity criteria
threshold set by the methodology was not met, however the proponent has addressed these
occurrences as deviations, which are identified and justified in section 2.9 of the PD.
Deviations are applied to the landscape factors and transportation networks. However the
proponent has not clearly stated or referenced the descriptions found in 2.3.1.1 to the
deviations section in 2.9 of the PD, which makes it challenging for the reader to realize
deviations have been justified (OBS 05/12). In addition there are still some instances where
insufficient documentation or justification has been provided in this analysis, and which cause
the NCR to remain OPEN. Those issues are listed in more detail below.
Deforestation Agents
The proponent does not appear to have updated its analysis for this section in the updated PD.
The proponent has provided a qualitative analysis pertaining to the RRD. No evidence is
shown that rapid assessment techniques have been used, however this is not required by the
methodology. The proponent suggests similarities in the deforestation agents between the
RRD and PA.
For example, the proponent states that:
―As the selected RRD is constituted by parts of the same forest corridor to the north and
to the south of Makira, it contains this same East-West gradient and it can therefore be
expected that the main agents of deforestation in the RRD at the start of the historic
reference period are similar to those expected to cause deforestation in the project area.‖

Additional consultations with the proponent the week of July 16th, 2012 clarified that the
meaning of the ―east-west‖ gradient is intended to signal the differences in land-use types that
change from east to west as a result of changing ecology and precipitation. This phenomenon
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is maintained north to south because the forest corridor and the physiography are similar,
resulting in similar deforestation agents on the eastern portion of the RRD and PA and similar
deforestation agents on the western portion of the RRD and PA. This clarification was useful
and helped to suitably justify that the agents of deforestation are the same in the east and west
both in the PA and the RRD along a north-south gradient. The auditors were better able to
understand the justifications and descriptions made in section 2.3.1.1 of the PD and
accompanying evidence presented in sections 1.9 and 1.0. Therefore the proponent has
suitably justified the similarity of the deforestation agents between the PD and RRD, and
consequently this NCR aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED.

Landscape Factors
Table 4 of the updated PD shows a matrix that compares forest cover, soil types, slope classes
and elevation classes between the PA, leakage belt, RRD, and RRL according to the criteria
provided by BL-UP, while ―Makira v3 - Spatial Boundaries Statistics.xls‖ is a spreadsheet that
contains these same calculations based on summarized area outputs from a GIS.
1. Neither Table 4 nor the spreadsheet clearly present the differences between each landscape
factor with respect to the allowable threshold set by the module. The percentages are listed but
the difference between them is not presented, which makes it more difficult for the audit team to
quickly and easily assess the differences between them OBS 06/12
2. The difference between mid-altitude forest classes is listed as being greater than the 20%
threshold. Further the proponent notes that the amount of high-altitude forest is greater in the
RRD than the 20% threshold. This is adequately justified as a measurement deviation in PD
section 2.9 from what is proposed in Step 1.1.1.1 of the BL-UP module. Upon careful analysis
the audit team determined that the size requirement calculations listed in BL-UP that require an
RRD significantly larger than that of the project area create relationships in the similarity criteria
between the PA and the RRD that are not practically feasible to overcome in the case of
Makira. The spatial requirements posed by the RRD boundary requirements coupled with the
topographical variation found along the north-south axis of the RRD make it difficult to control
the proportions of altitude classes and therefore the altitude-based forest classes. The data
produced by the proponent and summarized in Table 05 of the PDD indicates that the RRD
contains a lower proportion of forests in the 800-1800m range relative to the PA (49% vs 65%),
contains a lower proportion of area in the 500-1000m altitude class, and that the RRD contains
a much lower proportion of slopes <15%. Therefore the audit team agrees with the proponent‘s
assertion that despite having exceeded the similarity criteria in certain factors, the proportion in
which these parameters were distributed in the RRD would likely produce more conservative
deforestation trends in the RRD than in the PA due to physiographic factors that would impede
the pace of deforestation in the RRD as compared to those found in the PA. Therefore this
landscape factor deviation has been sufficiently justified as a measurement deviation and has
been CLOSED.
3. The proponent notes that limited soil type data exists for Madagascar, but cites ORSTOM
1968 in section 2.4.2.1, which appears to be one of the few primary sources available on this
subject. The difference between the RRD and PA appears to be within the acceptable
threshold given the quality of data available and is therefore CLOSED.
4. The proponent notes that the area of gentle slope class (<15%) is greater in the project area
than the RRD and exceeds the 20% threshold. See the comments in point 1 regarding the
justification for this because the same explanation applies, therefore this difference has been
sufficiently justified as a measurement deviation.
Although this threshold has been exceeded the proponent points out that this difference is
conservative because fewer gentle slopes in the RRD imply less land subject to deforestation
and more conservative deforestation projections as compared to the PA. The same argument
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for conservativeness is made for the differences found in altitude classes, which also appear to
be greater than the allowable threshold. The audit team agrees that the lower proportions of
these landscape factors would likely lead to more conservative estimates of total deforestation
in the RRD. This issue has been CLOSED
Transportation Networks and human infrastructure
-The proponent cites in section 2.3.1.1 of the PD that ―There are no navigable rivers in the
project area due to the relatively pronounced relief and altitude.‖. This claim has confirmed by
the auditors during the field visit however the PP should provide sufficient evidence to support
this claim in the PD. OBS 11/12 is therefore raised.
-The proponent notes that the road density difference between the RRD and PA exceeds the
20% threshold. Table 4 in 2.3.1.1. lists the results of the road density analysis. The proponent
cites that road data is limited for the RRD and the PA, and that the national topographic maps
used are not updated frequently. The audit team is aware of such data limitations and
acknowledges that this may be best data available. The proponent acknowledges that the
RRD contains a higher road density that may lead to overestimation of deforestation in the PA,
however it indicates that the lower amounts of slopes <15% in the RRD may counteract this.
This is same argument is made in the deviation section 2.9 of the PD. It seems likely that the
physiographic factors mentioned by the proponent would make RRD deforestation projections
more conservative, therefore this difference has been sufficiently justified.
-The proponent cites data constraints regarding its ability to determine the number of
settlements in the RRD for the same reasons cited for the road density calculations. These
constraints are recognized by the audit team. The proponent‘s analysis suggests a difference
within 20%, and is deemed appropriate and is considered CLOSED.
Social Factors
-The proponent‘s description regarding social factors is linked to its argument regarding
deforestation agents, which was clarified and suitably justified. The deforestation agent
analysis logically links to an analysis of social factors. This previous justification is deemed
appropriate for an explanation of social factors because an analysis of the various factors
explaining the deforestation agent differences from east to west establishes the general
reasons that govern the land use differences on the east versus the west. Therefore this
aspect of the NCR has been suitably justified and is considered CLOSED.
Policies and regulations
-The proponent‘s description asserts that national policies and regulations have limited
enforcement in the project area and RRD, and are therefore comparable. The audit team‘s visit
confirmed that due to recent political instability that any policies and regulations that do exist
and are relevant to either area are not enforced. On these grounds policies and regulations
are deemed to be comparable. However the description provided mentions policies and
regulations and administrative units in general terms but does not clearly define and relate them
back to a comparison between the RRD and PA. As such the description does not allow the
reader to sufficiently understand which policies and regulations are not being enforced and how
they compare between the areas. OBS 11/12 is therefore raised.
Planned Deforestation
The proponent simply states that ―No areas of planned deforestation are included in the
reference area for deforestation.‖ Observations by the audit team suggest that mining
concessions and other legally approved and documented processes to convert forest land have
existed in the RRD. The proponent points out in on pg 87 that a ministerial order was
established to suspend mining starting in 2008. Additional consultations with the proponent
following the draft final report the week of July 16, 2012 suggest that the ministerial order began
in 2006 and is valid throughout the RRD and PA. However, since this component pertains to
the construction of the RRD for historical deforestation analysis and there is evidence that
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mining concessions were active during the historical reference period (Figure 17 of the PD), the
current version of the PD does not adequately demonstrate whether or not there are areas in
the RRD that could be considered planned deforestation and excluded from the analysis. This
suggests that there are areas that may be classified as planned deforestation and that it may be
necessary to identify them and exclude them from this calculation. Refer to footnote 8, pg 7 of
BL-UP, as well as the applicability conditions of the VCS BL-AP module. Without additional
description or justification regarding the presence of planned deforestation the audit team
cannot properly assess this component, therefore this aspect remains OPEN.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

In conclusion, the proponent must properly justify or explain the issue regarding planned
deforestation in order to close this NCR in its entirety.
OPEN
During the review of the updated documentation needed to address this NCR the audit team
raised OBS 06/12 and OBS 11/12. The audit team held consultations with the proponent the
week of July 16th and evidence was submitted on July 18th. However, the PD does not
adequately incorporate all necessary evidence to fully justify this point and therefore was left
open as the other aspects of this NCR were closed.
08/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 13.3
App A, 2.4

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The RRL meets the required ratio of forest to non forest and is sensibly located to include the project area, leakage belt and
surrounding areas extending north and south. Whilst the PD state that the protected areas were not included, during discussions
with the GIS technicians it was explained that they were included, but handled differently when deforestation was modelled. This
inconsistency requires resolution, in accordance with the requirements of the methodology.
During stakeholder discussions it was found that another temporary protected area exists within the RRL (related to the WWFGood Planet Project). The boundaries of this area can be seen here: http://phcf.actioncarbone.org/Andapa.html. This requires
explanation to determine whether or not including this area is in compliance with the module. It is also not clear from Figure 6
how the Anjanaharibe-Sud reserve is classified.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent provides an explanation in section 2.3.1.2 of the PD.
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
The proponent explains that the small areas of forests of the Masoala and Anjanaharibe-Sud
Evidence:
protected area are included in the projected The proponent explains in 2.3.1.2 of the PD that
these smaller protected areas were included in the PD because due to their remote position
within the project area proper enforcement is unlikely. This argument is plausible and conforms
to the BL-UP requirement to their Figure 6 is provided, which shows the RRD, RRL, Project
area, and leakage belt. Smaller polygons within the project area are shown within the project
area polygon. Although the audit team agrees with the basic argument made by the proponent
based on professional experience with the degree of enforcement traditionally afforded to
remote protected areas, the lack of suitable identification of the protected areas in Figure 6
makes the claim difficult to assess.
Following issuance of the draft final audit report an additional map was allowed to be submitted
to add clarity to this claim, however this map too was difficult to use to assess this claim,
especially when compared against the evidence written in section 2.3.1.2, which states,
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

“As the RRL has to include the leakage belt (cf. section 2.3.1.4) it does also include small
areas of forests the Masoala and Anjanaharibe-Sud protected area. As these areas are quite
remote protection status seems to be difficult to enforce and we kept these forests in the RRL.”
The various maps in the PD as well as the new map submitted on July 18th for consideration
are not sufficiently labelled to permit an unambiguous interpretation of the size and relation of
the protected areas within the Makira project area. As a result this NCR remains OPEN.
OPEN
An additional map was submitted on July 18th following a review of the draft final report.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

09/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 13.3

Report Section:

App A, 2.4,5.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Figure 6 does not show the leakage belt.
In section 1.13.2 it is stated that,
―the leakage belt is therefore made up of the community management areas surrounding the Makira Protected Area and for
which the communities have signed GCF management contracts.”
To date only 44 GCF management contracts have been signed, whilst over 80 would be required to encircle the project area.
According to this definition, the leakage belt will change over time, and at present does not constitute a complete buffer area
around the core protected area. However, it should be noted that the maps provided show the buffer area assuming all the
contracts necessary are signed. It is not clear in the PD what would happen if they are not able to get all the contracts signed.
This is a real possibility as communities can always opt not to sign if they do not want to. The module does not contain any
provisions for amending the leakage belt during the project.
The sum of the 86 management transfer areas was found to be 351,037 ha when the GIS file was analysed. This number differs
slightly from the 335,173 ha value that is in section 2.3.1.4 of the PD.
With regard to the modules criteria:
a. The belt comprises of the boundaries of the management transfer areas for local communities surrounding the project
area. However, there is no evidence of mobility analysis to determine if in fact people could be displaced further or would
be likely to deforest beyond their management transfer area.
b. The aggregation of management transfer areas creates a buffer that is 4-15km wide which circles the whole project area
except where there is a border with another protected area. At the southern extremity of the project area the buffer zone
is not very wide, at just 1km. The exclusion of the neighbouring protected area from the leakage belt is not justified.
c. No analysis is presented to determine the similarity of landscape factors.
d. No analysis is presented to determine the similarity of transport/settlement factors.
f. Policies and regulations having an impact on land use change patterns within the leakage belt and the project area are
not the same in 2005 (project start date): Makira benefit a temporary protection status since 2001, and is under the
protected area Code restriction (COAP), but it is not the case of the leakage belt. This was not discussed in the PD.
(NCR 09/12)
g. Social factors having an impact on land use change within the leakage and the project area are similar, and have the
same effect

In summary, the leakage belt was found to have not been adequately defined in accordance with the requirements of the
methodology.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
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Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Prior to validation
Section 2.3.1.4 and Figure 6 of the PD have been provided.
The original auditor comment asserts that not all of the GCF management contracts had been
signed to fully establish the leakage management areas that encircle the project area. The
proponent has provided an explanation that indicates that limited staff capacity did not permit
securing all of the management contracts, but that it has secured funds to ensure this activity
continues and that all communities have expressed interest in signing the contracts. Given the
proponent‘s demonstrated commitment to developing the project it is likely that these contracts
will be signed. Furthermore, because the leakage belt has been defined as fixed 10-km buffer
regardless of what occurs with the contracts, the area of the leakage belt will remain the same.
Therefore the original auditors‘ comments have been fully addressed with respect to the
concern over the size of the leakage belt potentially changing.
The proponent has provided a description that addresses components a) thru g) of the VCS BLUP. The findings to each component are presented below. There is insufficient information to
fully address all of the requirements of the methodology. Please review the specific points
raised to determine which aspects of the NCR remain open.
a). The proponent indicates that the leakage belt is comprised of the community-managed
forests, which surround the project area. As such they are the forests closest to the project
area; therefore this explanation sufficiently addresses this component. Figure 6 of the PD
clearly now clearly shows the leakage belt, therefore this issue has been addressed.
b) and c). The proponent explains that community management areas, which form the leakage
belt, were formed based on existing activities. Therefore the proponent suggests that the
leakage belt already factored in accessibility by deforestation agents into their design. This
point was mentioned in version 2 of the PD as highlighted by the proponent during
consultations following the draft final report in July 2012, which and did not elicit comments from
the audit team at that time. In version 3 of the PD this explanation was diminished somewhat
but since evidence was already presented in version 2 of the PD to support and justify the
method for having created community management areas, evidence has already been
presented in writing and observed in the field. In addition, the description in v3 of the PD lacks
a strong explanation to address the original auditor‘s comments pertaining to the likelihood that
deforestation agents in the community management areas would not displace farther outside
the preestablished borders, however this point is also raised in v2 of the PD, but appears to
have been removed in v3. In conclusion there is evidence that was presented in v2 of the PD
that was omitted in v3 of the PD, but should be reincorporated into the PD for clarity (OBS
13/12)
-The proponent explains that in order to create the boundaries of the leakage management
area it utilized a 10km buffer from the edge of the project area, which results in the inclusion of
the community management areas as well as most of the remaining forest outside but near the
project area. This approach appears to be suitable for addressing issues of spatial bias, and
also potentially addresses the issue of deforestation agent mobility by including most of
available forested areas available for conversion. Figure 6 does not clearly show the
relationship between the community management area boundary and the 10-Km buffer,
however the audit team reviewed a separate map submitted by the proponent on July 18, 2012
following a review of the draft final report. This map clearly shows the relation between the
community management area boundaries and the new 10km buffer. Furthermore, the design of
the The original auditor‘s comments pertaining to the exclusion of the protected area from the
leakage belt has been more clearly demonstrated following additional evidence provided on
July 18th, which shows the 10km buffer extending into the protected area. Given the remote
nature of the protected area and difficulty for enforcing its borders this is a plausible design and
is sufficient to address the original comments.
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In conclusion factors b) and c) have been sufficiently justified and this aspect of the NCR is
considered CLOSED.
d) Landscape Factors: The proponent has provided Table 4, which summarize the results of
the similarity criteria analysis. The landscape factors have all been sufficiently calculated and
where the similarity thresholds have been exceeded they have been sufficiently justified in
section 2.9 of the PD. Please consult the findings presented in NCR 07/12 related to this
matter for additional comments. Since these issues have been suitably calculated and
differences justified this aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED.
e). Transportation Factors:
- Navigable Rivers - The proponent asserts that portions of rivers in the leakage area are
navigable during the rainy season for ―short time‖. The difference between river density in the
PA versus the leakage belt is greater than the acceptable threshold, but the proponent uses its
argument that the duration of navigability is short enough that it can be considered insignificant.
The audit team found insufficient evidence describing the location, of these rivers that are
accessible and exact details of the duration during which they are considered navigable. In
short, there is insufficient explanation to support the claim that this factor can be considered
insignificant. As a result the audit team lacks sufficient evidence to assess the claim that the
difference between the PR and leakage belt with respect to navigable rivers is insignificant as
proposed by the proponent. Due to this lack of evidence this NCR is remains OPEN.
-Road Density: The proponent indicates that the road density between the PA and leakage
area exceeds the threshold of difference by being >20% difference. However, the proponent
notes that the deforestation modelling captures road density as a factor and that the presence
of roads in the leakage area is not expected to influence the PA where a much lower density of
roads is found. The audit team has determined that capturing the road difference in the spatial
modelling will correct for the differing effect between the PA and leakage belt. This point was
somewhat ambiguous at the close of the draft final report, however clarifications provided on
July 18, 2012 assisted the audit team to clarify this argument. The proponent‘s description in
the PD suggests that the higher road density in the leakage area is considered conservative
because more deforestation would be modelled in this area vs. the project area. Therefore
although the similarity difference exceeds 20%, it should not significantly impact deforestation
projections in the project area and would create conservative net carbon emissions reductions
estimates. Since this criteria difference is considered conservative it is deemed as being
acceptable and this aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED.
-Settlements: The settlement density analysis concludes that the difference is within the
acceptable threshold. More details regarding this analysis are included in NCR 07/12. This
aspect of the NCR is therefore considered CLOSED.
-f). Polices and Regulations: The proponent defers to its explanation in section 2.3.1.1 in the
PD, which was addressed in NCR 07/12, which was deemed as providing sufficient information
on the basis that systematic non-enforcement of laws and regulations make the areas
comparable in fact despite potentially different regulatory systems written into law At the project
start date there was technically no difference between the PA and RRD, but this changed in
Dec 2005 when temporary protected status was achieved. This point was discussed in the PD,
and the status change is partially a result of the actions taken by the proponent. Therefore the
original auditor comments regarding the previous lack of discussion between the leakage belt
and project area have been suitably addressed. These changes have allowed this aspect of
the NCR to be CLOSED.
In sum, insufficient evidence has been shown to address issues regarding difference in the
navigability of rivers between the leakage belt and the project area, therefore this NCR remains
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

OPEN.
OPEN
The similarity criteria between the leakage belt and PA are contained in Table 4. The bulk of
this analysis is handled in NCR 07/12, so please refer to it for more detail regarding this matter.
The audit team consulted with the proponent following the draft final report and some
clarifications were made and submitted on July 18, 2012. The proponent asserts that the
original auditor comment that protected status was achieved in 2001 is incorrect. After review
of PD v2 and v3 it appears that this correction is warranted, and the original auditor comment
was therefore modified. Other aspects of the NCR were clarified for the audit team. Those
results are incorporated into the latest findings.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

10/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.3.1, 4.3.5-20

Report Section:

App A, 2.5

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Section 2.3.3 of the PD and table 4 show the pools considered by the project. The selections made in table 4 are consistent with
Table 2 in the VCS AFOLU Requirements. However, the text above table 2 states that litter is included (section 2.1 also states
that the litter module is used), whilst table 4 states it is excluded. In addition it is stated that long-term wood products are
conservatively excluded, however a reduction in logging would lead to a drop in long-term wood products and is hence not
conservative. The exclusion of long-term wood products on significance grounds has not yet been demonstrated. It should be
noted that the clearance practices observed by the auditors did not indicate that timber was being extracted for long term wood
products. Selective illegal logging of high value timber was occurring in and around the project area, but was not associated with
the deforestation process.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent has updated Table 5 (formerly Table 4) of the PD and section 2.3.3 of the PD
Organization:
has been revised.
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

The inconsistencies previously identified with the litter pool had been corrected based upon a
review of the documentation. The litter pool is clearly appropriately excluded in Table 5 and all
inconsistencies appear to have been corrected.
-Long term wood products are listed as being excluded in Table 5. The description in section
2.3.3. states that long-term wood products were ―excluded mainly because deforestation
practices do not include extraction of timber for long term wood products”. The previous auditor
comments supported the fact that clearing practices were not associated with long-term wood
products. The proponent also does not include degradation in the baseline scenario, and
further, the methodology VM0007 states that the CP-W module is “Mandatory where the
process of deforestation involves timber harvesting for commercial markets”. Therefore the
audit findings coupled with the improvements in v3 of the PD sufficiently justify the assertion
that long-term wood products should not and are not considered by the proponent and that no
therefore no significance testing is required.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
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Since the exclusion of long-term wood products has been fully justified with appropriate
evidence this NCR is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
Additional consultations following the issuance of the draft final report the week of July 16, 2012
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highlighted the need to revisit this finding. This additional assessment caused the draft final
report finding to be revised leading to closure of the NCR upon further consideration of the
available evidence in v3 of the PD.
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

11/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.1
App A, 2.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Section 2.1 of the PD does not state which versions of the modules were used. It is also not clear how or if some of the modules
listed were used such as E-NA and CP-L.

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Section 2.1 of the PD was updated.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Section 2.1 includes the full list of modules used by the proponent and it clearly lists the version
number of each module used. The proponent has clearly listed in Table 5 that litter is excluded
and rectified the issues identified in NCR 10/12. Therefore it has demonstrated that CP-L is not
necessary. Fertilizer use is not part of the project activities and other non-CO2 gases, and
project activity emissions have been conservatively excluded in an appropriate manner and not
incorporated into the baseline. Therefore E-NA, and E-FCC are not required. The proponent
has fully addressed the comments raised in this NCR and has adequately documented which
modules are necessary, therefore this NCR is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

12/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.5

Report Section:

App A, 2.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD states that no major deviations from the methodology have occurred in section 2.6 of the PD. However, deviations were
found from the methodology (such as failing to meet the required figure of merit and using images with cloud cover about the
maximum threshold). These deviations are outside the allowable definitions of deviations as they do not relate to monitoring or
measurement.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent has included deviations to the methodology and identifies them in section 2.9
(formerly section 2.6) of the updated PD.
Section 2.9 of the PD identifies deviations made to the following requirements of the
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Evidence:

methodology.
1. Boundary of the reference region, PD section 2.3.1 pertaining to BL-UP Section 1.1.1.1
2. Map accuracy assessment, PD section 2.4.1.1 pertaining to BL-UP section 2.1.4
3. Regression used for estimating annual areas of deforestation, PD section 2.4.1.2 pertaining
to BL-UP section 2.2
4. Figure of Merit, PD section 2.4.2.1 pertaining to BL-UP section 3.3

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

The findings below correspond to the numeration used above.
1. The deviation pertaining to the reference region was found to be sufficiently justified, see
findings in NCR 07/12 for details.
2. This map accuracy assessment deviation is not needed, see OBS 09/12
3. The regression deviation is not needed, see OBS 09/12
4. The alternative to the Figure of Merit has not been sufficiently justified, please refer to
findings in NCR 23/12.
OPEN
NCR findings refer to OBS 09/12, and NCR 07/12; NCR 23/12

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

13/12
REDD-MF Module Applicability Requirement
App A, 2.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
In some villages outside of the protected area, flooding of land for rice production through the use of dams was observed as a
leakage prevention mechanism. The PD states that the area of flooded land will not increase, but does not reference the
creation of dams. A fuller, evidenced explanation is required.

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates that section 2.2. of the PD was updated.

NCR Status:

The proponent clarifies in the PD that the project promotes techniques to increase the usage of
dams as they relate to irrigating existing rice fields. It states that it is not involved in the creation
of new dams, especially for the purpose of flooding new areas for rice. The explanation more
clearly illustrates how the proponent intends to maintain compliance with this applicability
condition, and is deemed sufficient to close this NCR.
CLOSED

Comments (optional):

N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

14/12
REDD-MF Module Applicability Requirement

Report Section:

App A, 2.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Fuel wood collection was observed to be in small volumes. However, the PD does not demonstrate that the collection is
sustainable.
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Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates that an explanation has been provided in section 1.10.3 of the PD.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

The proponent cites Ramamonjisoa et al 2006 to use estimated fuel wood extraction rates in
Madagascar at approximately 1m3/person/year, and forest increment growth rates of nearly 6
m3/ha/year. Population estimates within the PA developed by proponent suggest a population
~2000 people for an estimated yearly extraction rate of 2000m3/year. At the project scale this
calculation is sufficient to demonstrate that this extraction is sustainable, and is sufficient to
close this NCR.
CLOSED
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

15/12
Module X-STR

Report Section:

App A, 2.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
There is no explanation of how the module X-STR was implemented in defining strata.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent has indicated that sections 2.7.1 of the PD and B.1 of Annex I contain additional
explanation regarding this point.
Section 2.7.1 provides updated text specifying a listing of ancillary data used to identify
potential biomass classes, The list of references has not changed from the previous version of
the PD, but they include the following: The Atlas Vegetation of Madagascar by the Kew Botanic
Gardens, national habitat categorizations performed by the Malagasy government, a national
assessment of forest cover in Madagascar, and it also makes mention of having used
ENSOMOSAIC high resolution aerial photography. The four initial forest strata resulting from
this process have not changed from the previous PD, however PD v.3.0 section 2.7.1 has
changed the altitudinal boundary for the low and mid altitude forests to match the government‘s
habitat zone, which establishes this boundary at 800m. This change is considered acceptable
since these previous studies in Madagascar act as suitable ancillary data for use by the project
proponent. However, section B.1 of the PD signals the change in altitudinal boundary between
strata from 500 to 800m yet the area values for each of the four have remained the same, and
final area numbers for the chosen strata are not clearly given either in the PD. This is result is
inconsistent and creates confusion regarding estimates of GHG emissions reductions/removals.
Furthermore, the area values that are presented in B.1 for each strata do not sum to the project
area, which is not allowable.
The maps of the strata are provided in section B2, Annex I, however section 2.7.1 indicates that
statistical analysis of the four initial strata found insignificant differences between intact and
degraded strata, and thus led to only two major forest strata. The various maps presented in
section B2 only represent the stratified maps representing the two major strata so the final
stratification map with only two forest strata has been presented in accordance with the
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requirement of X-STR.
The procedure required by X-STR to quantitatively demonstrate that additional strata are not
necessary has been met because the method for stratifying the project area is based on
altitude. Therefore by definition the sampling points will always be in the correct strata provided
they are at the correct altitude.
Section B.1 briefly outlines how each ancillary data source was used to stratify the forests in the
PA. GIS layers from Kew, Conservation International, and the national government are used to
help identify strata, however this description is not different from the PD v2.0 documentation,
but it does provide the reader a generalized overview of how each data source was used.
However, the methodology for using the ancillary data to define the strata is not transparently
and clearly explained.
In addition, the parameter Ai has not been clearly defined for each finalized stratum using the
prescribed table.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Since several requirements posed by X-STR have not been demonstrated in the documentation
the proponent has not shown full implementation of the X-STR module in a clear and
transparent way, therefore this NCR remains OPEN.
OPEN
Following consultations that occurred after issuance of the draft final report some findings of
this NCR were modified and closed, such as the need to demonstrate that additional strata are
not necessary. However, other findings were maintained but were re-formatted after the
consultations regarding the draft final report the week of July 16,2012.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

16/12
Module X-STR Applicability condition
App A, 2.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The range of non-forest land covers was sampled to derive an average value for the post deforestation carbon stock. The
project has used a method similar to ‗option 2‘, Historical Area-weight Average, however does not have the area data for post
deforestation land covers to use the method fully. Therefore there is deemed to be an inadequate explanation of how the post
deforestation carbon stock was derived relative to the requirements of the methodology.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates that section 2.7.3.2 of the PD and section B.2 of Annex I to the PD
contain additional justification.
The proponent has not clearly stated whether Option I or Option II within step 4.2.2 of BL-UP.
A reading of Section B.2 suggests that the proponent followed a methodology resembling
option I, where a list of post-deforestation classes was made. The difference is that the
sampling occurred in all of the post-deforestation classes together and the average was taken
of all post-deforestation strata was taken. This is in contrast to the Option I, which requires the
proponent to compare the estimated carbon stock of each post-deforestation stratum and to
take the highest value as a proxy value. The proposed procedure has not been identified ,
justified and demonstrated as being an appropriate or conservative deviation from Option I,
although it has the potential for qualifying as a measurement deviation. Since the proposed
procedure has not been suitably identified and justified as a deviation from the methodology this
NCR remains OPEN.
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

OPEN
Additional clarification was provided following a review of the draft final report during the week
of July 16, 2012. This helped clarify that the proponent‘s procedure was more closely aligned
with option I, however the NCR remains OPEN nonetheless for reasons described in the
finding.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

17/12
Module X-UNC Applicability condition
VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.1: Data requirements
App A, 2.3,4.2, 6.2

Report Section:

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD does not have a systematic approach to demonstrating how uncertainty and conservatism has been handled in data
and parameter selection. For example, there is no defence of why the wood density selected is a conservative choice.
The spreadsheet where the uncertainty calculations were performed could not be provided by the project proponents, therefore
the calculations could not be checked by the auditors.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent has indicated that the updated PD contains new references in section 2.7.3.2 of
the PD and section C.1 of Annex 1 to the PD. Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory New.xls
provided on July 18, 2012.
Section 2.7.3.2 explains that:
“…during pre-evaluation of the PD, Veilledent et al published a new study
containing improved national forest type specific allometric equations and consequently
equation Mada.I.1 proposed for moist-wet forests was used.”
1
A PDF copy of the new study was provided to the audit team.
Further, the PP indicates that species-specific wood values for Madagascar were provided in
Veilledent et al (2011) and Rakotovao et al (2011) and were utilized by the proponent.
Inspection of the plot data and GHG estimates provided in ―Makira v3 - Carbon Stock
Inventory.xls‖ clearly shows species-specific wood density values used in the calculations.
However, the wood density values used in the spreadsheet were referenced alongside the
carbon inventory calculations. A sampled comparison of the fidelity between the proponent‘s
wood densities and those from the literature showed that the various wood densities from the
literature were consistently transcribed and utilized in the carbon stock calculations. The clarity
and transparency of these values and their use in the calculations however could be improved
as it is currently not possible to distinguish from which of the two data sources the densities
were taken from. Further, there are a few instances when multiple values for genera-level
densities are given by the scholarly literature but there is little guidance as to the procedure that
was followed to determine why one genera-level density value was chosen over another.
However this issue is not likely to drastically affect carbon stock estimates, but since wood
density values are used, clarity should be provided on these matters (OBS 14/12)
Since the proponent has suitably incorporated the wood densities used in the carbon inventory
and they are traceable to their original source, this NCR is considered CLOSED.
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED
A modified carbon inventory spreadsheet was submitted on July 18, 2012 and reviewed after
the issuance of the draft final report. This adjustment allowed for the closure of this NCR after
the draft final report was submitted and assessed by the proponent and the audit team during
the week of July 16, 2012. However this NCR was subsequently converted to OBS 14/12 for
reasons stated in the finding.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

18/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.15

Report Section:

App A, 3.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Thorough analysis is provided to demonstrate that the scenarios are legally permitted, or as is more often the case, they are not,
but represent common practice in the area. However, the analysis concludes with a list of five scenarios, ―that are in compliance
with mandatory legislation and regulations taking into account their enforcement in the region or country and EB decisions on
national and/or sectoral policies and regulations‖. Scenario 5, the creation of a park without REDD, that was removed from the
analysis at this step appears to meet the definition above and therefore should remain in. There is no legal or regulatory reason
why the park could not be created without REDD, the reasons given relate more to financial constraints. Therefore, it is
concluded that sub-step 1b of the additionality assessment has not been completed correctly.
In addition in the common practice analysis, the similarity with Masoala Park has not been discussed.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent has included an explanation in section 2.8.1 of the PD.
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
The proponent lists seven (7) plausible scenarios:
Evidence:
Scenario 1: Slash and Burnt (Tavy) conversion to agriculture and agroforestry
Scenario 2: Burning of forest for conversion to land for cattle grazing
Scenario 3: Concessions for commercial logging
Scenario 4: Concession for commercial mining of quartz and precious stones
Scenario 5: Creation of a protected area outside REDD
Scenario 6: Unsustainable harvesting of non-timber forest products
Scenario 7: Illegal small-scale logging and mining

The scenarios listed and their descriptions have not changed since the last PD. The main
difference in the outcome of STEP 1b appears to be that only scenario 4 was excluded, which
addresses the original auditor‗s comment. The proponent has not discussed whether scenario
category iii) (see Step 1a section a.) is relevant to the analysis of additionality, this has caused
the opening of new NCR 63/12.
The common practice appears to have been strengthened and now explains that the main
difference between the Masoala and Makira was the financing mechanism. Masoala was
funded using funding from the National Environmental Program, which eventually transferred to
funding from the Ministry of Environment. Despite this funding the proponent suggests that
Masoala is severely lacking funding and that as a result it is unlikely for there to enough
financing for a new protected area without REDD funding. This argument appears to be
plausible and is supported by figure 18 of the PD. However figure 18 does not specify the
source of the financial figures and should be updated (OBS 15/12).
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

In summary the proponent has demonstrated sufficient changes to address the findings raised
in the original NCR, therefore this NCR is considered closed. However it should be noted that
NCR 63/12 was opened after the act of reassessing NCR 18/12 revealed a previously
unidentified issue.
CLOSED
Additional clarification was provided by the proponent during consultations following the draft
final report, which helped guide the closure of this NCR. However, a review of the NCR
findings revealed an issue that had been previously missed and had not been adequately
raised as a new NCR. This issue was corrected and NCR 63/12 was raised after the review of
the draft final report the week of July 16, 2012.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

19/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.5

Report Section:

App A, 3.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Could cover in the 2000 image was 40%, greater than the 10% threshold. It should be noted that a work-around where by
deforestation that could not be attributed to a particular time period was allocated proportionately to the two time periods was
used, this is not in compliance with the modules requirement for the rate to be calculated from areas that are cloud free on both
dates.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent provided the file ―Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf‖, which is also Annex 6 in
the updated PD.
The proponent provided the file ―Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf‖, which is also Annex 6 in
the updated PD. Makira DefAnalysis v2.pdf was provided on July 18,2012.
1. The MakiraDef Analysis Report summarizes the methodology and results of a remote
sensing study commissioned by the proponent to determine deforestation between 1995
through 2010 using five-year intervals. The analysis uses a gap-fill technique using Landsat 5
and 7 to overcome the difficulty of obtaining cloud-free images in the project area due to
orographic effects. After the draft final report was issued the description of the gap-fill
technique was deemed insufficient to properly explain this process used for this technique.
Additional data was submitted on July 18, 2012, which adequately explained how the gap-fill
technique was used. The general strategy to use proximately date landsat images appears to
be appropriate given the cloud cover in the area. As a result the gap-fill analysis has been
sufficiently described appears to be suitable given the constraints posed by cloud cover in the
area..
Since Landsat 5 and Landsat 7 are close with respect to their optical band combination the
methodology employed may be an appropriate work-around considering the extreme difficulties
of finding cloud-free images in the project area, however more explanation is required to explain
this process. The proponent‘s methodology results in an overall cloud cover of 1%, which is
below the 10% threshold set by BL-UP. Given that studies that rely on satellite-based optical
sensors to conduct forest-cover and deforestation analysis in persistently cloudy areas face
significant challenges in obtaining cloud-free images, this approach is one of the few costeffective alternatives available to produce these estimates, albeit with a potential trade-off in
classification accuracy. In addition, this study appears to be in conformance with the
requirement that the remote sensing images be at least three in number and no less than three
years apart (See pg 201, Annex 6 to the PD)
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NCR Status:
Comments:

Considering that the proponent is a non-profit organization, cost-effective techniques are
especially desirable. Landsat sensors are appropriate and acceptable for this type of analysis,
however as mentioned above, additional evidence was provided on July 18th, 2012, which
suitably described the gap-fill methodology used in the new Deforestation Analysis Report, and
the technique was deemed appropriate. Therefore this NCR is considered CLOSED..
CLOSED
Makira DefAnalysis v2.pdf was provided on July 18, 2012 which was a modified draft of the
historical deforestation analysis. This additional evidence was used to close the NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

20/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.5

Report Section:

App. A, 3.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
No checking was done of the forest – non-forest map for accuracy because the CI data was trusted. Evidence of the map
accuracy assessment mentioned in section 2.4.1.1 of the PD was not provided. The CI study does not contain an explanation of
the accuracy assessment results. Therefore, since the accuracy of the map has not been demonstrated, the module has not
been followed fully.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent provided the file ―Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf‖, and updated section
2.4.1.1 of the PD.
The proponent launched an entirely new study in March 2012 to replace the study that
generated the finding in the original comments of this NCR. The study‘s general gap-fill
methodology is discussed in NCR 19/12; please review that NCR for details.
The study explains that 250 random points were generated using Hawth‘s tools for GIS and
imported into high-resolution Google-earth imagery. Each point was assessed against the
Google Earth image and a map accuracy assessment was developed from this procedure (see
Figure 9 of the PD). The formula for the accuracy assessment is given in section 2.4.1.1 titled
―Accuracy Assessment‖ and is considered appropriate. Table 9 presents the results of the
accuracy assessment which have an overall accuracy of 92.92%, which is above the 90%
threshold set by BL-UP.
Further the proponent identifies a deviation in section 2.9 regarding the accuracy assessment.
It states that it was difficult to find suitable images at high resolution for the 2005 map. So
instead it used Google Earth high resolution images for against the 2010 forest cover map,
which was produced using the same methodology. This is acceptable given that the BL-UP
2.1.4 proposes‖:
“ If no field data, aerial photographs or high resolution images exist it
is assumed that the classification algorithm used for the most recent image to achieve the 80%
or more accuracy of the map product is applicable to the past images and will achieve the same
result .“
Since the methodology already offers an alternative and the proponent seems to follow it there
is no need to claim a deviation (OBS 09/12)
Since the proponent has demonstrated a suitable accuracy assessment this NCR is considered
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED.
CLOSED
OBS 09/12 was raised. Please refer to NCR 19/12

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

21/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.5

Report Section:

App A, 3.1,9.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The project only has two data points for deforestation amount so it uses a historical average approach. According to the
methodology this is acceptable, but an explanation is required as to the absence of any underlying trends that could be causing
the drop in deforestation seen between the two historic time periods.
In addition, in Annex 1 of the monitoring report is a report from WCS to Conservation International on the ‗state of the forest‘
dated July 2010, and within this document statements are made about the projected deforestation rate that appear to raise
questions about the numbers used in the PD. In the Annex the proponents discuss projecting the without-project deforestation
from 2005-2035 using a model based on the rate of forest loss between 2000 and 2005, ―which is equal to 0.176%‖. It is not
clear, why in Annex 1 of the monitoring report, it was thought necessary to take a deforestation rate of 0.176, whilst in the PD,
the projected rate within the project area is modelled as 0.81%/yr (2924 ha/361880 ha, Table 8).
In addition the PD does not explain what the new national forest policies are and whether or not they are likely to reduce the
projected rate. It should noted that the BL-UP requires, ―Policies and regulations having an impact on land-use change patterns
within the RRD and the project area must be of the same type or have an equivalent effect at the start of the historical reference
period, taking into account the current level of enforcement.‖ (BL-UP, p6)
In response to the public comment:
1. Deforestation model:
a. The projected deforestation rate mentioned (see table 14 [table 8 in VCS PD]) is 0,81%/yr (2824ha/361880ha)
whereas historical deforestation rate is 0,38%/yr between 1996 and 2005 (see table 13 [table 7 in VCS PD]). How
that big difference can be explained? In addition, how to explain the variation of the projected deforestation in
2010 (increase) and 2015 (decrease)?
The auditors understand that the difference is due to the fact that whilst the modeled deforestation rate in the RRD was equal to
the historic average of 0.38% (3672 ha per annum), the risk map causes a disproportionate allocation into the project area
(based on area). The underlying issue is the lack of transparency and qualitative assessment of the risk map, and projected
deforestation map. These issues must be addressed by the project developers.
It is also not clear how figure 12 which shows the project area deforestation rate as declining from a value of 0.29 is linked to
projections of the rate made elsewhere.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent updated section 2.4 of the PD and provided the output of each deforestation risk
Organization:
map created in IDRISI as separate excel files, which are as follows:
Makira v3 - Model 1.xls
Makira v3 - Model 2.xls
Makira v3 - Model 3.xls
Makira v3 - Model 4.xls
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Makira v3 - Model 5.xls
Makira v3 - Model 6.xls
Projected deforestation calculations are addressed in ―Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls‖
and summarized in the PD.
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

The results of the new analysis are presented in Table 8 of the PD and the actual analysis was
also provided separately in ―Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf‖. Section 2.4.1.2 of the PD
explains that the first analysis had been hampered by extensive cloud cover, which caused
uncertainty in the historical deforestation analysis. Specifically, the deforestation rate appeared
to decrease in the second time period of the historical analysis 2000-2005. The original auditor
comments in this NCR noticed this decrease in the original analysis and commented on it in this
NCR.
The proponent indicates in section 2.4.1.1 that the previous historical deforestation study, was
replaced by a new remote sensing analysis. This analysis was reviewed and is considered
acceptable, please refer to NCR 19/12for additional details. Due to the gap-fill technique used
in the new analysis the persistent cloud cover that hampered the first analysis was overcome
and permitted a more accurate historical deforestation analysis. The result was a change in the
deforestation rates between 1995-2000 and 2000-2005. The new analysis suggests that
deforestation in the RRD increased from 0.31% annual deforestation from 1995-2000 to 0.56%
between 2000-2005, with an average of 0.43% from 1995-2005. The new analysis contained a
clear accuracy assessment of 250 points that cover the PA (225 more points than used in the
first analysis) that were validated using hi-resolution Google Earth images and was found to
exceed the 90% threshold set by the BL-UP module. The persistent cloud cover of the previous
study seems to have dramatically affected the original results. As a result of the new approach
the new deforestation analysis seems to have achieved more accurate results and has
addressed the earlier concerns pertaining to inconsistencies in the historical deforestation rate.
This aspect of the NCR is therefore considered CLOSED
Regarding the original auditor‘s comments regarding the 0.176% deforestation rate cited in
Annex 1, this rate has been replaced following the issuance of the updated historical
deforestation analysis presented in v3 of the PD. Therefore this rate is no longer being used.
This aspect of the NCR has been sufficiently justified as no longer being relevant and therefore
has been CLOSED.
NCR 09/12 requests additional explanation regarding the ―Policies and regulations having an
impact on land use change patterns‖. This issue has been CLOSED, Please refer to NCR
09/12 for more details.
Regarding the issue cited by the public comment, the proponent has performed a new analysis
as mentioned above. The deforestation rate for 1995-2000 is listed at 0.05% and for 20002005 as 0.03% per year in the project area according to information in the tab ―HistDef‖ of
Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls‖. This a more stable and realistic portrayal of
deforestation rates in the PA, however the relationship of this decreasing rate within the PA with
respect to the rising RRD deforestation rate has not been explained or discussed, and appears
to be an important factor to consider regarding the risk of deforestation, therefore this issue
remains OPEN.
In addition, the original audit comments regarding the insufficient explanation pertaining to the
relationship between deforestation rates in Figure 12 (now Figure 16) and the historical
deforestation rate have only been partially addressed. The PD section 2.5.1 asserts that a
0.23% deforestation rate is expected to decrease to 0.02%. The table pertaining to ―ADefPA,i,t ― in
section 4.2.1 suggests that that the 0.23% rate pertains to ―baseline deforestation rate at project start in
the project area‖. Therefore the 0.23% has now been used as the starting point for the with-project
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scenario deforestation projections. However it is unclear how the 0.23% was derived because in ― Makira

v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls‖, the rates in the PA are stated as 0.05%/yr (1995-2000),
0.03%/yr (2000-2005), and 0.04%/yr (1995-2005). The rate of 0.23% and its relationship to the
other calculated rates is not clearly explained or justified.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

In conclusion, the decreasing trend of deforestation in the PA and therefore the risk of
deforestation within it has not been suitably addressed, and t the explanation regarding the
derivation of the deforestation rate of 0.23% in the PA and its relationship to other historical
deforestation calculations in the PA continues to lack an appropriate explanation or justification,
therefore, this NCR remains OPEN.
OPEN
NCR 09/12 was open at time of the draft final report but following subsequent consultations
with the proponent the week of July 16, 2012, NCR 09/12 was closed. Additional clarification
was provided regarding the 0.23% rate, but for reasons listed above this NCR remains open
following the issuance of the draft final report.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

22/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.5

Report Section:

App A, 3.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
A constraints analysis has not been conducted (as required by step 2.4 of BL-UP).
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent asserts that this is not a requirement of the BL-UP module.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

The audit team determined that the proponent indicated in the original PD that it had used
REDD-MF v1.0 and the version of BL-UP was not named. In the updated PD the proponent
clearly states that it is now using REDD-MF v1.1 and BL-UP v2.0. The constraints analysis was
a part of BL-UP v1.0, step 2.4, however in BL-UP v2.0 this requirement has been eliminated.
Since the proponent now uses BL-UP v2.0 and the constraints analysis has been eliminated,
this NCR is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

23/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.5
App A. 3.1, 9.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD explains that the most suitable risk map based on combinations of factor maps was chosen and examples of risk maps
including the validated one are provided as images (Figure 9). However, there is no transparent process by which the factors
were combined and the most suitable map chosen based on the highest Figure of Merit. The best figure of merit that was
achieved was said to be less than 10%. The reason for the poor FOM seems to be that the deforestation rate is very low which
means that the likelihood of deforested pixels overlapping perfectly is very low. The risk map provided in the PD in Figure 9 does
not have co-ordinates or the project area marked on it, so it is hard to determine how the risk relates to the project area.
There has been no social validation of the risk maps or the deforestation maps. Very distinct patterns such as the lack of risk in
the southern half of the RRL could not be easily explained. It will be necessary to have a risk and deforestation map that can be
C-56 VCS Valid Report Tmpl 09Mar12

Page 35

explained and understood with those familiar with the area.
In summary, the process to develop and select a risk map was not sufficiently transparent and the resultant deforestation model
performed below the required threshold without a good explanation.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent has indicated that section 2.4.2.1 and Table 11 of the new PD provide additional
justification. In addition the summarized output of each tested deforestation model was also
provided:
Makira v3 - Model 1.xls
Makira v3 - Model 2.xls
Makira v3 - Model 3.xls
Makira v3 - Model 4.xls
Makira v3 - Model 5.xls
Makira v3 - Model 6.xls

Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

The proponent has augmented its previous description in the following ways:
1. In section 2.4.2.1 the proponent now clearly identifies, lists, and provides references for all
the factor maps used. The list shows that at least one factor map from each of the four factor
classes. See page 59 of the PD for these details. Step 3.1.2 of the BL-UP has therefore been
met.
Regarding how the factor maps were combined, the proponent explains that it continues to use
IDRISI modelling software was used in conjunction with the Land Change Modeller (LCM) tool.
The LCM calculates a relationship between historic land cover changes the combination of
factors used. The proponent explains that within LCM the neural network analysis (as opposed
to the logistic regression option) was used to determine the relationships between land cover
change and the particular combination of land factor maps used. IDRISI and LCM are
commonly used for this type of analysis. However, the use of the IDRISI‘s automated MultiLayer Perceptron neural network technique has not been demonstrated by the proponent as
being in conformance with the criteria of BL-UP v2.0 and how it is not a ―black box‖ calculation.
A revision to the BL-UP v3.0 was issued in February 2012, which changes this criterion. The
proponent‘s current description of the model suggests this is not met, and further, the PD must
be formally modified to conform with the new requirements in BL-UP v3.0 if it chooses to do so.
Since the model does not appear to meet transparency criterion this aspect of the NCR remains
OPEN.
The proponent used the described modelling process to create six models that were used in
this analysis.
In order to validate the models the proponent states in the sub-section ―Model Validation‖ that it
compared the historic deforestation in the RRL from 2000-2005 with the model‘s projections of
risk from the same time period. The proponent then states that the deforestation risk maps
were produced using logistic regression. This is contrary to the statement made in the previous
subsection that neural network analysis was used and therefore creates ambiguity as to what
process was actually used to create the six deforestation risk maps. Regardless of this issue,
the risk map up to 2005 was tested against the historic land cover map from 2000. The result
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was analyzed and the accuracy rate and FOM were reported for each model. However, the risk
maps in the PD do not have coordinates listed nor do they clearly distinguish the project area
and leakage belt However, following consultations with the proponent following issuance of the
draft final report a more clear risk map was provided to show the project area and the level of
risk associated with the chosen risk map. This suitably showed the relationship between
deforestation risk and the project area, therefore the original audit findings have been suitably
addressed.

4. Table 11 in the PD shows images of all six risk models and the result from the validation
process. Every factor map combination used to create each model has been listed and as well
the model‘s accuracy rate and the FOM. Every FOM is clearly listed however it appears to
have been calculated within the software. The selected model, model 6 (MLP_22) was
selected based on its accuracy rate 91.99%, while its FOM calculated as 2.07%, which is below
the 40% threshold set by the methodology for frontier deforestation. The FOM for ―best‖ model
, MLP_22, the highest when compared to the other five, which have FOMs below 1.88%. The
excel sheets pertaining to each tested model contain screenshots of the computer-calculated
FOM, which suggests that the FOM was calculated using the correct inputs. The FOM
calculations are contained within each of these excel sheets in a clear and transparent way and
are accurately computed.
In section 2.9 of the PD the proponent proposes a deviation from the use of the FOM as an
indicator of the predictive power of the model in favor supplementing it with PFOM and Kappa
Index of Agreement. PFOM is a technique that is still under development by Clark Labs, the
maker of IDRISI. The proponent has indicated that the PFOM of the selected model is 68%,
and proposes to use the PFOM against the threshold FOM of 40%. However it is not well
explained what an acceptable threshold of acceptability would be for a model under PFOM and
how PFOM is appropriate to measure against FOM. The audit team has acknowledged the
difficulty of reaching the FOM however the current explanation does not sufficiently explain or
justify the acceptable thresholds for an appropriate PFOM and its comparability to FOM. A
more substantive and complete explanation is necessary to justify an appropriate deviation.
Alternatively, consultations with the proponent introduced the notion that BL-UP v3.0 contains
updates regarding the FOM accuracy thresholds. The proponent has demonstrated that the
appropriate data have already been presented within the PD to signal conformance with the
requirements of BL-UP v3.0. This fact was observed to be true by the audit team as observed
from evidence on Pg 55 of the PD pertaining to the historical net change versus the net change
predicted by the model, however the PD is structured to address the requirements of BL-UP
v2.0 and not those of v3.0. Since neither the justification for the deviation in the PD using BLUP v2.0 has been suitably justified nor have the requirements for BL-UP v3.0 been directly
addressed, this aspect of the NCR remains OPEN.
However the proponent mentions on PD pg 65 that: ―The percent of forested pixels
correctly predicted by model MLP_28 was 99.08% (8,636,673/8,637,057), and the percent
correctly predicted non-forest pixels was 98.23% (3,400,938/3,401,322). The overall Kappa
Index of Agreement (KIA) value for this comparison is 0.9929. “. There is no explanation as to
why MLP_28 is being mentioned when it does not appear in Table 11 and is not the model that
was selected (MLP_22). This was confirmed to be a typographical error and should be
corrected (OBS 07/12).
5. The original auditor comments pertained to risk maps shown in v2, however v3 presents a
new modelling effort. The varying degrees of high risk zones varies between the risk maps as a
function of the variables used to create the risk map. MLP_22 has ranked the highest in
various accuracy tests and its characterization of risk is therefore the best of those developed.
Therefore the chosen risk map has been suitably explained and justified and the original auditor
comments are no longer applicable to this new modelling effort. As a result this aspect of the
NCR is CLOSED.
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

In summary, there continues to be several issues regarding insufficient clarity and transparency
concerning the deforestation model, therefore this NCR remains OPEN.
OPEN
OBS 07/12 was raised due to an unexplained inconsistency in the proponent‘s explanation of
the FOM. Further, following issuance of the draft final report consultations with the proponent
the week of July 16, 2012 raised the possibility of conformance by using the updated
requirements in the BL-UP v3.0 module. This possibility has been incorporated in the findings.
Point number five was modified in light of a reassessment by the audit team following the
consultations the week of July 16, 2012.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

24/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.5

Report Section:

App A 3.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
In the modelling of deforestation (shown in Figure 11), the deforestation between 2005 and 2010 is focused around non forested
areas in the middle of the project area. In fact these patches were artefacts of having projected deforestation using the average
rate of deforestation between 2000 and 2005 and in reality do not exist (compare to Figure 10). This is an incorrect way to build
the model because the actual forest cover map in 2005 should have been the starting point.
The area deforested in the period 2001-2005 in figure 10 looks to be significantly less than the 2005-2009 deforestation in
Figure 11.
In summary, the projection of deforestation appears to have been based on an incorrect forest cover map and increased
transparency regarding the rates will be required in the revised presentation of the modelling.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
Refer to section 2.4.2.1 and Table 11 of the PD
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
As mentioned earlier the proponent created a new historic deforestation analysis and generated
Evidence:
a map of forest cover for 1995, 2000, 2005, and 2010 (See NCR 19/12), while IDRISI was used
to create new risk maps of the RRL. The PD indicates that the newest land cover map for 2005
was used as the basis for projecting deforestation into the future. Figure 13 shows the historical
deforestation map from 2000-2005. When this is compared to the projected deforestation
period between 2005-2009 (Figure 15), the deforestation patterns are much more closely
aligned than in the previous PD version, indicating that the deforestation modelling has
significantly improved and has become more realistic. The new information provided to the
audit team suggests that an improved and more accurate forest cover map from 2005 was used
as the basis for its deforestation projections, therefore deforestation projections have become
more conservative and realistic. Since an improved forest cover map has been used
projections have improved and therefore sufficient evidence has been provided to indicate that
projections have been developed from a more accurate cover map. As a result this NCR is
CLOSED.
NCR Status:
CLOSED
Comments (optional):
N/A
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
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Report Section:

App A 4.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD describes the approach taken to stratifying the forest of the region. The work was initiated by Winrock International and
was conducted in 2009. Five strata were identified based on a number of pre-existing classifications of the area. The underlying
data files for these were seen. Five strata were identified and 10 put into each. The protocol for data gathering follows standard
best practice and teams were demonstrated the necessary knowledge and skill to execute the protocols in the field. Further
details are provided of the approach in Annex 1 to the PD. It is stated on page 49 of the PD that due to a lack of variance
between degraded and non-degraded forests the strata identified were reduced to low-altitude forest, mid-altitude forest and
Savoka. In section 2.4.2.2 it is stated that, ―Upon further classifying the two forest classes based on potential for transition from
forest to nonforest, the number of sampling plots was calculated in a way to minimize calculation errors for carbon stock
estimation.‖
This step in the process was not transparent, as the modelling used to determine the distinction between high and low risk of
deforestation forest is not presented and the link to subsequent risk maps used is not explained. With regard to the high/low
deforestation risk, a document called, ‗potential transition from 1 to 2‘ was seen. There is a description of its creation in
‗Savuka_strata_narritive‘ and the risk factors used are described. This map has a strong east-west pattern, with the east being
high risk and west being low. This risk trend does not correspond to the risk map in Figure 9 of the PD. A document called,
‗low/high risk percentage‘ shows the resulting stratification. It appears that the risk map was not used to ―refine‖ to the vegetation
based stratification, but actually replaced it.
Overall, the GPS points taken aligned well with the classification of the Kew imagery and the forest/non forest classification of
the CI study and Kew Gardens data. However, the contradictions between the data sources used (especially the ASTER
image), lead to a concern about the consistency of the data. The differences between images and apparent contradictions have
not been investigated and presented.
Hence the stratification used does not relate to the vegetation cover in the area and there is a lack of transparent documentation
of the stratification process.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent has updated PD section 2.7.1 and section B.1 of Annex 1 to the PD.
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
The proponent indicated to the audit team in its explanations within ―VCS NCRs and
Evidence:
Response.xls‖ that PD section 2.7.1 and section B.1 of Annex 1 to the updated PD have
provided additional information regarding the ancillary data used in the stratification process.
The audit team checked these sections of the documentation and some changes to the text
appear to have been made, however there is one outstanding issue regarding the classification
of forest strata as described below.
1. The manner in which the project area was stratified has been changed to match the official
altitudinal boundaries that have been created by other sources to make distinctions between
forests in Makira based on altitude. This issue was suitably addressed as described in NCR
15/12.
2. Reducing the four strata (see B.1 Annex 1) into two strata appeared to not be sufficiently
justified since there did not appear to be a statistical comparison between FIM and FDM in table
29 of the PD, or in other supporting documentation. Following clarifications provided during the
week of July 18th, 2012, it was pointed out that there was a typo in the table and that in fact the
analysis had been done and did show the difference between intact and degraded forests as
being insignificant. This typographical error should be fixed OBS 15/12 The original
preliminary raw data was viewed by the original audit team and the statistical computations that
lead to this decision were not commented on by the original team and therefore the statistical
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determination that differences between intact vs. degraded forests are not significant is deemed
sufficient. However, the proponent does not show how the preliminary data helped inform
statistical computations on mid-altitude forests because Figure 19, Annex I seems to suggest
that all plots were taken in low altitude forests. This matter has not been addressed, and as
such the audit team cannot assess the proponent‘s conclusions on this matter, which is
important to establish as it pertains to stratification of the project area, and therefore carbon
stock estimates. Therefore this component of the NCR remains OPEN.
3. Following the draft final report clarification was provided the week of July 18th, which made
clear that the original auditor comments pertained to the preliminary inventory that was ready
for v2 of the PD. V3 of the PD has changed significantly in the sense that strata are now solely
based on altitude and no longer on deforestation risk. Further, only landsat data has been used
to map deforestation, and the ASTER data is no longer used. The new stratification scheme is
a much cleaner and simple way to stratify the RRL and is based on previous studies as
mentioned in NCR 15/12. Since the ASTER data is no longer being used for forest/non-forest
distinction and was replaced by the new study referenced in NCR 19/12, this issue of
consistency has been resolved. Therefore the original auditor comments regarding consistency
of the data are no longer valid since the proponent has made significant and suitable changes
to their inventory and stratification approaches. Therefore this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

In conclusion, there are some inconsistencies pertaining to the forest stratification that must be
resolved by providing additional evidence or justification, and therefore this NCR remains
OPEN.
OPEN
Following issuance of the draft final report consultations the week of July 16, 2012 assisted the
audit team in better understanding the PD and caused several draft findings to be closed.
However this NCR remains open following this exchange for reasons described in the finding.
26/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16
VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.1
App A 4.1, 4.2, 9.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Within CP-AB, ‗Part 1, Option 1. Fixed Area Plots with Allometric Equation method‘ was followed. The project uses a pan
tropical allometric equation (Chave et al 2005), but has not described searches to find more site specific equations (it is known
that equations for northern Madagascar have been recently developed) nor have they validated the applicability of the equation
as per the required steps in the data/parameter table of the module CP-AB. The impact of changing allometric equation could
have a significant impact on the carbon stocks and hence the emissions from avoided deforestation. There is no explanation as
to why a wood density for Asia of 0.57 g cm3 was used, no justification is provided for this.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent indicated to the audit team in ―VCS NCRs and Response.xls‖ that a local
Organization:
allometric equation called Mada I.1 developed by Vieilledent et. al 2011, and that species
specific wood densities were obtained from Vieilledent et. al and Rakotovao et al were used in
the updated PD. This explanation also occurs in PD section 2.7.3.2. Updated calculations
were provided in ―Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖, and Annex 1 to the PD was provided
as supporting evidence.
Findings for Evaluation of
1. The audit team reviewed the new study published by Vieilldent as well as the updated
Evidence:
documents and calculations. The study appears to be appropriate for use in this project
because it is a study for forests throughout Madagascar. It is known to the audit team that
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regionally specific allometric equations are scarce for African forests, and for Malagasy forests.
Therefore this study is valuable and appropriate for the project, however the proponent does
not appear to have appropriately demonstrated the validity of the applicability of the new
allometric equation used in the study as per the requirements set by the CP-AB module on
page 11, within the comments section that pertains to the parameter fi(X,Y). The proponent
has not followed the required steps offered by the methodology to validate the equation, and
although comments made following the draft final report the week of July 16, 2012 indicate that
the PD gives a comparison of its results as compared to other biomass studies in the
Madagascar, the proponent not explicitly justified not following this requirement of CP-AB,
therefore this aspect of the NCR remains OPEN.
2. Upon reviewing the study there is the proponent has correctly utilized the approaches
provided by the study to estimate forest biomass. The equation cited in pg 76 of the PD can be
clearly and easily compared to Mada.I.1 proposed by Vieilledent et al 2011, and the heightdiameter relationship proposed by the same author was verified to have also been used
correctly. This finding was assisted by clarifying comments made the week of July 16, 2012
following issuance of the draft final report. Therefore the proponent has suitably demonstrated
correct use of the new allometric equation for Malagasy moist forests.
3. The proponent indicates in section 2.7.3.2 that:
―As diameter has not been measured in the field inventory the diameter-height-relation for
dense humid forests also proposed by Veilledent et al has been used”
It appears that the proponent uses the term ―diameter‖ instead of ―height‖. This appears to be a
typographical error that leads to unnecessary confusion and should be corrected (OBS 4/12).
4. Species-specific wood densities appear to be used and were determined to have been used
correctly after the audit team received clarifying evidence the week of July 16, 2012 following
consultations regarding the draft final report. Wood densities were shown to have been used
correctly(see NCR 17/12 for details)
5. There are many large DBH trees from the inventory that exceed the DBH validity of the
allometric equation posited by Vieilldent, which appears valid up to 128cm DBH. Following the
exchange with the proponent the week of July 16th 2012 to review the draft final report the
proponent correctly clarified that the relatively few number of trees that exceed the diameter
limit were unlikely to have a distorting impact on final carbon stock estimates. This point was
considered by the audit team and deemed to be correct. Further, the Vieilldent study was
pointed out as not suggesting a physical height maximum for trees in Madagascar, therefore
use of Mada.I.1. for large DBH trees is permissible especially because of the few number of
trees involved. This issue has been suitably addressed with the evidence provided in v3 of the
PD.
In conclusion, the proponent has not shown full compliance with the CP-AB requirements for
validating allometric equations or has not explicitly justified not following them. Therefore this
NCR remains OPEN.
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

OPEN
OBS 04/12 was created to address an important typographical error. The proponent should
refer to NCR 17/12 for a point mentioned in this NCR. Following issuance of the draft final
report consultation the week of July 16th assisted the audit team in closing some initial findings.
These details are mentioned above.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

27/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16

Report Section:

App A 4.1, 9.1
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Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
There is no explanation of how the plot sampling approach (heavily clustered) is expected to account for any variability that may
be found across the project area. There is no explanation as to why the preliminary plot data was not used, since the same
methods were followed. There is a concern that the combination of a stratification system not based on physical forest
characteristics, and the limited distribution of sample clusters means that there cannot be confidence that the values calculated
are representative of the wider project area. For example, there is no discussion as to possible altitudinal effects and how they
may affect the results given the altitudinal range of the plots used.
The approach to sampling and stratification is provided in Annex 1 of the PD. There was found to be a lack of explanation
regarding the steps that were taken and a lack of justification for the approaches. To provide some examples:
- The calculation to determine the number of sample plots required is not presented in the PD, only a description of the
method used is given (without showing the results).
- It is known that the western side of the area studied (Makira Protected area and surroundings) is drier and has a different
forest structure to the east; however all plots were located east of Makira for the high deforestation risk classes.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicated to the audit team in ―VCS NCRs and Response.xls‖ that section 2.7.1
and section B.1 of Annex 1 to the updated PD provided justification.
The specified sections were re-examined by the audit team. Upon reviewing these sections the
updated PD section B.2 (not B.1) of Annex 1 contains sections pertaining to the method for
calculating sampling intensity in the PA as well as the distribution of the sampling plots.
The formula for calculating sampling intensity is clearly shown and referenced to procedures in
Wenger 1984, which appears to be an appropriate reference, and the proponent has
summarized the final results of this computation. The PD concludes that the computation
resulted in needing 88 samples in low altitude forests and 44 samples in mid-altitude forests.
The proponent has adequately shown the formula used for calculating the sampling intensity
and has provided summarized results of this computation in a satisfactory manner.
Although the actual computation was not shown in the auditors this is deemed acceptable since
the uncertainty analysis will deduct from emissions reductions due to excessive uncertainty.
Furthermore, the clarifying comments held with the proponent the week of July 16th, 2012,
suggest that studies performed by Asner, et al in Madagascar do significant intra-strata
variation, however the highly clustered approach used for sampling is suitable due to the fact
that uncertainty deductions help to incorporate ―excessive‖ uncertainty as defined by the X-UNC
module. Therefore the proponent has suitably justified the spatial layout of its sampling plan
and this NCR is considered CLOSED.
Regarding the sampling d the proponent states on page 144 of Annex I to the PD:
―Given the difficult terrain of the Makira Project area a clustered sampling approach, grouping four
sampling plots into one sampling cluster or point as shown in figure 20 below, seemed to be the most
appropriate.‖. This strategy was clarified by the proponent following issuance of the draft final

report. The audit team revisited this finding and deemed that the clustered sampling design is
designed for rough terrain and is appropriate for the project area.
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
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CLOSED
This NCR raised an issue addressed in NCR 28/12, please review NCR 28/12 for details.
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NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

28/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16
App A 4.1,

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
In the Annex 1 to the PD it is stated that, ―The methodology described by Wenger and the methodology formulas A3-1 through
A3-4 was used to calculate the number of plots required to achieve a sample error of ±10%. For each stratum, these equations
require: the allowable sample error (±10%), the mean, the standard deviation, and the area of the stratum.” However, the
calculations performed to determine this are not presented.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates that section B.2 of Annex I has been updated, Makira v3 - Uncertainty
Analysis
The formula offered by Wenger has been presented and the data used to calculate the
uncertainty of the sampling intensity in the project area is contained in the uncertainty analysis.
Therefore sufficient evidence was provided to address this NCR and it is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
Consultations held with the proponent the week of July 16, 2012 following the draft final report
pointed out that the uncertainty analysis contained this evidence. This was sufficient to change
the finding in this NCR to ―CLOSED‖.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

29/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16

Report Section:

App A 4.1,

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The carbon stock values in table 9 do not match the summary data in the spreadsheet, ‗32 - WCS Mad - compilation‘ because
the row for low deforestation risk values shows the data from the high deforestation risk row in the spreadsheet and vice versa.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent has provided an updated description in section 2.4.1.2 and 2.4.2.2 of the PD
and provided several excel spreadsheets including the following:
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Changes.xls
Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls
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Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

The proponent lists the estimated area of unplanned deforestation in PD in section 2.4.1.2 as
calculated according Step 2.2 option 1 of the BL-UP module. The original auditor comments
were related to a process that had been changed in v3 of the PD. The new calculations were
reviewed in Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls and were found to be correctly computed.
The results of this analysis are accurately summarized in Table 10 of the updated PD, which
shows the estimated annual areas of unplanned deforestation in the RRL. However the
proponent unnecessarily claims a deviation from the r2 requirement because it is only based on
two points – the mean deforestation rate in the RRD from 1995-2000 and 2000-2005. The r2 is
1, which is correctly stated on page 56 of the PD. Furthermore, the deviation statement in
section 2.9 claims an r2 for a regression that is no longer found in the PD. OBS 09/10
A review of this NCR found that Step 3.4.2 of BL-UP v2.0 had not been sufficiently
documented, so NCR 64/12 was raised. Initially this NCR finding was raised in this NCR but it
was determined that it was done so incorrectly because it did not pertain to the original
comment. Therefore NCR 64/12 was created after the issuance of the Draft Final Report. See
NCR 64/12 for details.
The computations for converting biomass figures were accurately performed for each stratum
and were faithfully represented and summarized in Table 18 of the updated PD. These values
are then correctly multiplied by the estimated areas of unplanned deforestation by stratum as
shown in Table 13.
In summary, the proponent has shown sufficient evidence to show that calculations were
performed correctly, which warrants the closure of this NCR. However a new NCR was issued
(64/12) pertaining to the transparency of the new calculation process shown in v3 of the PD.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED
Clarifying comments were submitted on July 18th 2012 and caused the audit team to reassess
this finding and to close it as described above. However NCR 64/12 was created following the
draft final report because a review of this data found that the new calculations lacked a degree
of transparency needed for verification.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

30/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16

Report Section:

App A, 4.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The inventory data from selected tabs was assessed, and suspected errors were found. For example, in the ‗high def risk –
trees‘ tab, 5 trees with a dbh greater than 30 cm were found recorded against the medium nested plot when all such trees
should be recorded in the large nested plot (5 trees > 30cm were also in the medium tree plot for low deforestation risk). The
result of this is that their biomass is multiplied by a larger scaling factor than it should be and it occurs because the spreadsheet
does not have adequate data validation checks.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent has provided an updated spreadsheet titled ―Makira v3 - Carbon Stock
Inventory.xls‖
The updated sheet has corrected the previous error where trees of a particular DBH were not
placed within the correct sub-plot. Each live tree is correctly placed within the appropriate
subplot, and the appropriate scaling factor is used to compute tree biomass on a per hectare
basis. The biomass calculation for each tree appears to have been performed correctly and the
conversion to tCO2e/ha per strata appears to have also been computed correctly. Since the
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categorization issue that was identified in the original NCR finding appears to have been fully
addressed this NCR is considered CLOSED.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

However during the review of the plot data the audit team saw that the plot data did not match
the sampling procedure described for standing dead wood as presented on pg 147 of the PD
(Annex 1). NCR 61/12 has therefore been opened identify and describe this issue. Please
refer to NCR 61/12 for more details.
that
CLOSED
The PD in section 2.4.2.1 states the post deforestation strata is ‗Savoka‘, yet other types of
non-forest strata are known to exist such as rice fields. For the non-forest strata, 30 plots were
placed in non-forested areas. The method is well described in Annex 1 to the PD, but the
results are not presented.
NCR 61/12 was opened after reviewing evidence intended to close NCR 30/12.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

31/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16

Report Section:

App A, 4.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD in section 2.4.2.1 states the post deforestation strata is ‗Savoka‘, yet other types of non-forest strata are known to exist
such as rice fields. For the non-forest strata, 30 plots were placed in non-forested areas. The method is well described in Annex
1 to the PD, but the results are not presented.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:

Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent describes the post-deforestation land-uses and the sampling strategies in
sections 2.7.2, 2.7.3.1, 2.7.3.2, 4.1 of the PD and in section B.2, Annex 1 to the PD, and field
measurement methods are specifically described on pg 147, in Annex 1 to the PD. The excel
file Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls provides supporting calculations.
As mentioned in the original audit comments, the procedure for sampling and measuring postdeforestation strata is well described in Annex I to the PD. The results of this sampling are
faithfully transposed in Table 32 of the PD (Annex I), and were taken from Makira v3 - Carbon
Stock Inventory.xls. However the calculations are not transparent since not all the calculations
used to calculate post-deforestation carbon stocks in Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls
were transparent enough for the audit team to adequately assess them. For example the
AGTB column contains a single value, however the actual formula applied is not visible. This is
an important part of the calculation and should be able to be easily verified by the audit team In
addition NCR 16/12 mentions an issue the method used to calculate post-deforestation stratum
and should be reviewed as well. Since the audit team had difficulty assessing the results of the
post-deforestation calculations due to a lack of transparency this NCR remains OPEN.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

OPEN
Please review related NCR 16/12. Clarifying comments issued on July 18th, 2012 were not
sufficient to close this NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

32/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.5.1
App A, 5.1
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Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD does not provide a strong defence of the lack of immigrating agents of deforestation. The PRA required by step 2 in LKASU was not conducted, but it is explained that an equivalent PRA was conducted when the management transfers were made.
Evidence of the questions asked, the responses received, and the location of the villages surveyed has not been presented. In
the CCB PDD it is stated that, ―…the main forces that will influence the future socioeconomic conditions of the communities
surrounding Makira are population growth, immigration and resource availability.‖ In section 1.13.2 of the PD it is stated
―Furthermore, the contracts signed by these groups with the MEF have allowed them to legally exclude
outsiders from using their resources, further decreasing the potential for deforestation from tavy in the
leakage belt.” This was confirmed through inspection of contracts. However, section 2.4.5.3 of the PD states that local actors are
the main agents of deforestation and immigrants are not considered a driving force for deforestation. Interviews within villages
confirmed that natural population growth was of more significance than immigration and that new arrivals tended to borrow land
from their extended family until they married into the community. There was no indication that the right to exclude people doing
tavy was being executed, in the case of gold miners within the ZOC it had been tried unsuccessfully. Thus there is inconsistency
in the project documentation regarding the impact of immigrants.
Step 4 of LK-ASU provides a mechanism for calculating leakage due to displaced immigrants. However, the PD does a different
type of analysis under the same heading. Section 2.4.5.5 provides an analysis of leakage risk beyond the defined leakage belt.
The analysis highlights that in places the leakage belt is narrow and potentially accessible forest exists outside the community
management areas (which define the leakage belt). However, no steps are taken following the risk analysis to ensure that the
leakage belt is a size and shape suitable to capture all potential leakage.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
Sections 1.13.2, 2.6 and 3.3 of the PD have been updated
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Section 2.6.2 of the PD mentions the alternative PRA performed by the proponent but the
Evidence:
details of the PRA and its results could not be found by the audit team. Clarifying comments
provided the week of July 16, 2012 after issuance of the draft final report clarified that due to
the significant and continuous contact held by the proponent that this requirement was not
followed. This shed insight into the issue and allowed the audit team to determine that this is
permissible, however the proponent has not identified this as a methodological deviation for
monitoring. Therefore the NCR is considered open until the deviation is adequately identified
and justified.
Further, the audit team could initially not find an explanation to respond to the auditor‘s
comment regarding the inability of local residents to exclude gold miners. The clarifying
comments given the week of July 16, 2012 refocused the auditor‘s assessment of this
statement. The audit team determined that in fact a comment was made in the PD section
2.6.2 regarding the role of migrant miners in the PA but the statement was not sufficiently
elaborated on to fully characterize the nature of this deforestation agent‘s typical effect on the
project area. The proponent claims it is a degradation agent only yet this point is not made in
an unambiguous way in the PD
Section 3.3.3 of the PD outlines the results for estimated leakage based on the procedures
outlined in LK-ASU. However the proponent provides an incomplete documentation of these
calculations and it is difficult to determine if and whether the proponent has fully followed the
procedure outlined by STEP 4 of the LK-ASU module.
The proponent has indicated that the leakage belt is now defined by a 10km buffer from the
edge of the project area, which encompasses the community management areas. Issues with
this buffer are described more fully in NCR 09/12.
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Due to insufficient evidence or justification for deviation and a lack of clear and transparent
presentation of the application of the steps required by LK-ASU, this NCR remains OPEN.
OPEN
See NCR 09/12 regarding the design of the leakage belt.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

33/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.5.1

Report Section:

App A 5.1,

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD (in section 2.4.5.4) does not conduct the calculation step required by Step 3 of LK-ASU. Rather, a general description of
leakage is expected to be low is given. This description is not substantiated by references to evidence or causal models (e.g.
how legal classification of the Protected Area will reduce deforestation inside and outside of the project zone).
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates sections 2.6 and 3.3 of the PD as containing new explanations.
Underlying calculations are contained in Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls
The proponent contains an explanation in section 2.6.3 of the updated PD. The proponent
explains that it expects deforestation to drop to 0.02%, which is explained in section 4.2 as
being the rate observed in Masoala National Park. The proponent‘s estimate that at least 90%
of the population will participate in the leakage prevention activities and that therefore 10% of
activities will not be addressed by these activities and are assumed to be displaced into the
project area. This is in accordance with the procedure in Step 3a of LK-ASU, therefore this
NCR is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
Clarifying comments submitted on July 18, 2012 indicated that the audit team had missed an
important footnote in the LK-ASU module, which lead to closure of the NCR after the draft final
report had been issued and commented on.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

34/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.5.1

Report Section:

App A 5.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Emissions from the leakage belt are estimated in table 10, but the spreadsheets supporting these calculations are not clearly
linked. Therefore it is not possible to check the flow of data from the modelling to the final table. It is not clear how figure 13
relates to the output of the model of expected deforestation rate. It appears to be based on an assumption that the mean rate of
deforestation in the reference region 0.38% would apply to the leakage belt, yet when the spatial allocation of deforestation is
conducted, this may not be the rate the leakage belt is projected to have as its starting point.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates sections 2.6 and 3.3 of the PD as containing new explanations.
Underlying calculations are contained in Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls
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Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

Table 17 of the updated PD contains the summarized calculations of estimated leakage
displaced to the project area (10%). Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls contains the
underlying calculations and although NCR 33/12 has raised an issue with the estimate of
leakage, the calculations were found to have been computed correctly. However, leakage is
calculated as 10% of the results of Table 13 starting from year 2006 because the initial rate of
deforestation is assumed to be the same in the both scenarios. Therefore leakage can only
logically start occurring in 2006. This point has assisted using clarifying comments submitted
by the proponent after the draft final report was issued. Since sufficient evidence has been
shown to justify the start date of leakage calculations This NCR is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
Clarifying comments submitted on July 18th following issuance of the draft final report assisted
in closing this NCR.
35/12
Calculation of net emission reductions and removals
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1
App A 6.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Table 14 in the PD shows the final calculation of VCUs in table 14, but the number of credits that the project expects to deposit
in the buffer is not shown. The spreadsheets where the final calculations were done were not provided to the auditors, therefore
could not be checked.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates that Table 25 has been included in the PD and that underlying
calculations are provided in Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Changes.xls.
Table 25 contains the summarized emissions reductions less the buffer discount and
uncertainty. The underlying calculations to this table are contained in Makira v3 - Carbon Stock
Changes.xls. The actual computations appear to have been performed correctly therefore this
NCR is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
N/A
36/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.17.2
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.8.1
App A 7.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Section 4.3.2 states that high resolution imagery will be purchased every two years and used in combination with medium
resolution data, although it is not clear exactly how these two data sources will be combined. It was explained that high
resolution photographs covering some of the area were used to detect deforestation in the project area and leakage belt, but the
process and outcomes are not described in the PD or monitoring report. It is stated that except for the inclusion of high
resolution data the same method would be used that was used to define the baseline. This is in compliance with section 2.1 of
M-Mon, step 1 to 2.1, with the exception of the ambiguity surrounding the use of high resolution data.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonC-56 VCS Valid Report Tmpl 09Mar12

Page 48

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

conformance.
Prior to validation
Section 4.3.3 and section 2.4 of the PD has been updated. Section 3.3.3 and 4.3.1.1 of the
Monitoring Report is also provided (Makira VCS Monitoring Report 05-09 v2.pdf). Makira 20052009 Monitoring.xls
The proponent has updated the monitoring process however some inconsistencies were found
in that process that were not explained with supporting evidence. The updated monitoring
process creates uncertainty as to whether the aerial imagery and aerial observations will take
place for the monitoring periods after 2009. These issues are described in more detail below.
The proponent writes:
―High-resolution aerial imagery will be purchased and forest cover change monitoring will take place
every 2 years. The method for monitoring forest cover change over the project life will be the same as
determining the project baseline, with the exception of the use of high resolution aerial imagery in
combination with the medium resolution satellite data used for developing benchmark forest and baseline
deforestation maps (cf. section 2.4). Aerial surveys will also be carried out annually during the month of
October when prevalence of tavy is highest.‖ (See Monitoring report section 3.3.3).

The corresponding section of the PD (4.3.3) does not mention aerial surveys. In addition,
neither the PD nor the monitoring report describe how aerial imagery nor aerial survey
information would be combined with LandSat data.
Since only Landsat-based imagery was used for the monitoring period from 2005-2009 it is not
evident as to whether the aerial imagery and surveys will actually be used for monitoring after
2009.
Following the issuance of the draft final report the proponent submitted clarifying comments,
which indicate that the discrepancy between the monitoring report and PDD was a
typographical error and that aerial surveys and high-res data were not being used. This
typographical error should be changed (OBS 16/12)
During review of the updated monitoring report it became evident that a new NCR should be
generated for the draft final report. Please review NCR 62/12 for details.
Since this core of this NCR was found to be rooted in a typographical error, this NCR has been
closed and OBS 16/12 was opened.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED
NCR 62/12 was created. Comments from July 18, 2012 led to the closure of this NCR and the
issuance of OBS 16/12.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

37/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.18

Report Section:

App A 7.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The GIS, remote sensing data and field data was split between the two WCS offices in Madagascar, and within an office, data
was dispersed between multiple computers/external hard drives. In general it was difficult to retrieve data quickly and
considerable searching was often required. This was indicative of the system for data management and storage having grown
organically and not being subject to specific policies and measures to ensure irretrievability. One office lacked a data back-up
system. It was concluded that the current data management practices, combined with a lack of policies or procedures in this
area meant that there is a risk of data being lost, and that newly generated monitoring data would not have a clear place to be
C-56 VCS Valid Report Tmpl 09Mar12

Page 49

stored

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Written description in VCS NCRs and Response.xls, GIS Data Management and storage.pdf
The proponent wrote that all GIS data was transferred to the Makira Database on one computer
and one hard drive in the WCS Head office in Antananarivo. However there was initially no
indication that polices and standard operating procedures concerning data management and
risk have been created and initiated. However, the proponent was allowed to submit additional
evidence after the draft final report had been issued in July 2012. The proponent submitted
―GIS Data Management and storage.pdf‖ which shows a schematic of the data management
structure of the entire project. This suggests that the proponent has taken additional steps to
institutionalize and consider the risk of data loss, therefore this NCR is CLOSED
CLOSED
Evidence submitted July 18th, 2012, following the issuance of the draft final report permitted
closure of this NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

38/12
VCS Standard V3 Section 4.8.5

Report Section:

App A 7.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Whilst the PD describes a monitoring plan that is in accordance with the module M-Mon, procedures do not appear to have been
developed that ensure the consistent implementation of the plan. No evidence was provided of documented procedures that
were being followed in order to successfully execute the plan.

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Section 4.3 of the updated PD contains additional justification.
Section 4.3.7 contains a monitoring plan that outlines the procedures. The description
adequately outlines the general roles, responsibilities, and general procedures concerning the
monitoring of carbon stocks and land use/land cover change. The monitoring plan as described
in section 4.3 follows the procedures established by the M-MON module as noted previously,
and the proponent has referenced the procedures for quantifying carbon stocks and land
use/land cover change, which are already described elsewhere in the PD and were deemed
appropriate. The proponent has therefore generally satisfied the requirements set by the VCS
standard and the AFOLU requirements.
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

39/12
Public Comments

Report Section:

App A 9.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The auditors agree with the public comment that the modeling process is insufficiently documented. It was possible to
reconstruct most of the steps and find input, intermediary and output data for the steps, however the lack of documentation and
central storage location for all final files means it is not yet possible to validate the process.

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Section 2.4.2.1 of the PD contains justification.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

The current NCRs 23/12, 24/12, and 37/12 appear to sufficiently address the points raised in
this NCR. Therefore the audit team deemed this NCR as being redundant with the mentioned
NCRs and has consequently been CLOSED.
CLOSED
Refer to NCRs 23/12, 24/12, and 37/12

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

50/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.1.3

Report Section:

App A 1.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
There are national institutions that, as specified in the PDD, are expected to work in close partnership with WCS in the project
implementation but which have not yet been defined, nor their role clarified.

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to verification
Section 1.4 of the VCS PD, document explaining the rationale behind the selection of the
Foundation and the steps taken (―Designed Foundation‖)
The role of all of the involved entities has been clarified. The foundation that will be in charge of
distributing the proceeds from Allocated Makira Emission Offsets has not yet been defined, but
the decision has already been made, based on the experience working with the local
communities of the candidates, and the negotiations undertaken. The audit team has been in
contact with the Tany Meva Foundation director in this regard and has confirmed their
involvement as explained. Therefore this NCR is CLOSED.
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED
Further information was submitted on July 18th to close this NCR, which was confirmed through
conversations with the mentioned Foundation.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

51/12
VCS Standard Section 3.12.1
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1
App A 1.8, 10.2

Report Section:

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
WCS has received delegated management responsibility for the Makira Protected area through various renewed contracts, of
which the last expires on the 31 December 2014. Thus, it cannot be considered for now an irrevocable agreement with the
holder of the land nor to last for the length of the crediting period.

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Ministerial order delegating management of Makira to WCS. Annex 3 of the VCS PD, Makira
PA management delegation contract (Contrat de Délegation de Gestion de l‘AP Makira)
It is to be noted that the agreement for selling the credits, signed for 30 years, already explains
how the distributions of funds has to be made during this period to meet the project goals in
terms of conservation, MRV, community development, etc.
The project proponent has submitted the recently signed Makira PA management delegation
contract (Contrat de Délegation de Gestion de l‘AP Makira), which according to the malagasy
legislation would be the best tool to ensure management responsibility for the Makira Protected
area in the long term.
CLOSED
The Makira PA management delegation contract (Contrat de Délegation de Gestion de l‘AP
Makira) was submitted on July 18th , allowing the closure of this NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

52/12
VCS Standard Section 3.12.1

Report Section:

App A 1.8, 9.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
There has been a broad consultation on the project area delineation, but little communication has been done regarding the PD
and more specifically carbon storage and revenue management scheme with the administrative authorities in Maroantsetra and
the local communities. Although the majority of the communities are outside the Project Area, it is not clear, for example, how
customary (even if not legally recognized) land tenure by communities may impact on the situation of carbon rights in the project
context, the transfer to Makira Co and the process of getting income from there. The project proponent explained that this was
done deliberately to avoid false hope before any VCU was officially released, but it was recognized that could lead to other kind
of problems in the future.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
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Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Carbon communication plan provided in annex 8 of the project description
The communication plan addresses key issues as carbon storage, revenue management
scheme and steering committee for community revenues management. This activity would
compensate the initial communication gaps mentioned by administrative authorities in
Maroantsetra, the mayor of Ambinanitelo, and community members interviewed in Andaparaty
and Ambodivoahangy.
The project proponent argues that community rights on carbon are not alienated. Strong
justifications are provided:
o Makira is a legal property of Malagasy State, and its definitive protection status is
imminent
o The agreement between Makira Co and Malagasy government is focused on
carbon sequestration within the protected area
o The carbon sequestrated by community managed forests (within the protection zone
and the ZOC) are not included in the agreement between Makira Co and Malagasy
government
o The project boundary delineation was participatory
During on-field audit, all community members interviewed in Andaparaty and Ambodivoahangy
confirmed they agreed with project boundaries, and recognized the boundaries of their
customary rights (just on their customary lands). They confirmed that all customary lands
owned by community members were fitted outside the protected area boundaries. Thus
clarifications provided by the project address the issues mentioned above, and are in
conformance with community comments during on-field audit.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

53/12
VCS Standard Section 3.12.1

Report Section:

App A, 8.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
An impact assessment was undertaken by the project and was evaluated by the appropriate national institution (ONE). In
addition, the project submitted a validation document under the CCB standard, taking in consideration community and
biodiversity benefits. However, the impact assessment described in this section is only focused on the protected area design,
and not the entire project (including carbon credit sales and benefit sharing mechanism). Some of the project components are
not assessed, and steps to mitigate negative environmental and social impacts are omitted.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
New sections CM.2 and B.2 of the CCB PDD
The PP has set an impact assessment covering all project components and all community
assets (financial capital, social capital, natural capital, etc.). Social and environmental impacts
are correctly described, and the COGE (Revenue Management Committee) is put in place to
mitigate specific negative impacts through credit carbon revenues.
This is in conformance with the requirements (cahier de charges) formalized by ONE, and with
community safeguards mentioned during the on-filed audit in Andaparaty and
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Ambodivoahangy.
CLOSED

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

54/12
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1

Report Section:

App B, 5.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
It doesn‘t appear that the 100 year period has been considered in the risk assessment, but that the 30 year crediting
period/project lifetime has been considered as horizon.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Non-permanence risk assessment. Annex 2 of the PD.
The 100 years period has been considered overall in the risk assessment horizon.
CLOSED
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

55/12
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1

Report Section:

App. A 10.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Since WCS has traditionally been a conservation organization, the PD mentions CARE as a collaborator in the rural
development area, but their involvement has not been found in the field visit (they are not present in the region anymore). Also,
since there are no validated/verified AFOLU project were WCS is the proponent/implementer, a clarification is to be added to the
mitigation statement, so project management risk needs to be clarified.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Non-permanence risk assessment. Annex 2 of the PD.
The language in the PD has been updated to reflect the current situation vs. the past
experiences with CARE, and the mitigation statement has been supressed.
CLOSED

56/12
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1
App. A 10.2
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Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
NPV is not needed since most of the baseline activities are subsistence-driven. Thus, based on ESIA, an intermediate score has
been chosen. Regarding mitigation statements, WCS is indeed an NGO, but the project cannot still claim for the reduction due
to a legally binding agreement for the length of the crediting period, since the agreement is still temporary.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Non-permanence risk assessment. Annex 2 of the PD.
The mitigation agreement linked to the legally binding agreement for the length of the crediting
period has been supressed.
CLOSED

57/12
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1
App A.10.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The governance score is rated across the World Bank Institute‘s Worldwide Governance indicators (WGI), but data from 20052009 has been used, and currently 2010 data are available.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Non-permanence risk assessment. Annex 2 of the PD.
Data from 2010 have now been included in the rating.
CLOSED

58/12
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1
App. A 10.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The project proponent estimates the risk related to forest fires as insignificant (because there was no fire within the project area
during last 100 years), but at the same time fire is mentioned as driver of deforestation. These affirmations needed to be made
consistent and supported by the appropriate data.
Corrective Action Request:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonPage 55

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

conformance.
Prior to validation
VCS NCRs and Response excel file.
A clarification has been made explaining that the fires considered in this section are the ones
with a natural origin, for which no episodes have occurred, as opposed with the fires considered
part of the drivers of deforestation.
CLOSED

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

59/12
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1

Report Section:

App. A, 10.2, 10.3

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The assessment of the risk rating has to reflect the recalculations to fulfil the NCR above, including NCR 55/12 to 58/12.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
The overall risk rating has been updated in section 2.1, table 44 of the non-permanence risk
assessment (annex 2 of the PD).
The overall risk rating has been updated correctly taking in account the changes that the related
NCRs implied.
CLOSED
Closure of NCR 51/12, which relates also to the VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk
Assessment and was the only open NCR related to this and closed with the information
submitted on July 18th, allows the closure of this NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

60/12
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1

Report Section:

App. A, 10.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The calculation to determine the number of buffer credits that shall be deposited in the AFOLU pooled buffer account by
multiplying the net change in the project‘s carbon stocks times the overall risk rating converted to a percentage has not been
presented.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
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Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Non-permanence risk assessment (annex 2 of the PD)
The overall risk rating has been converted to a percentage as requested in the NCR, and the
calculation is correct for the numbers presented.
Note: See NCR 59/12 for the correct number.
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

61/12
VCS Standard V3.2 Section 3.16

Report Section:

See NCR 30/12

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
During the review of the plot data ―Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖ the audit team determined that the plot data did not
match the sampling procedure described for standing dead wood as presented on pg 147 of the PD (Annex 1). NCR 61/12 has
therefore been opened identify and describe this issue.
More specifically proponent states in the PD pg 147 that:
“Standing dead wood was measured in the circular field measurement plot, in the 20 meter radius nested plot””
However a review of for Standing Dead Wood found that SDW were apparently measured according to DBH‘s that
corresponded to nested subplots, which is the procedure outlined in the SOP ―31-WCS Makira SOP Manual.pdf‖. Therefore
there is an inconsistency between the PD and the manner in which plot data was gathered that is was not explained. However,
following submitted comments after the issuance of the draft final report the proponent indicated that this was a typographical
error. This fact was confirmed and therefore this NCR was closed but changed to OBS 17/12
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
Comments provided on July 18, 2012 in ―Makira VCS Draft Final Report Response.xls‖.
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
This was determined to be a typo, therefore this NCR was closed but downgraded to OBS
Evidence:
17/12.
NCR Status:
CLOSED.
Comments (optional):
Please refer to OBS 17/12, which was created here after review of comments following the draft
final report.
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

62/12
VCS Standard V3 Section 3.17

Report Section:

See NCR 36/12

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The proponent explains in section 2.4.3 of the PD that a new remote sensing analysis was conducted, which created a forest
cover map for 2010 based on a gap-fill method using Landsat 5 and 7 (See the findings for NCR 19/12 for the justification). This
same 2010 forest cover map was compared to the estimated annual areas of deforestation in the baseline for the PA. Some
inconsistencies were noticed, which raise uncertainty as to whether the monitoring calculations are accurate.
a. The total forest lost from 2005-2010 is slightly different between Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf and the same figure from
Makira 2005-2009 Monitoring.xls. Therefore this affects the average area per year lost. This inconsistency is not well explained
and affects the accuracy of GHG calculations. This is the result of this process not having been clearly and transparently
documented.
b. There is uncertainty whether the Forest Cover map from 2010 cited by Monitoring report (Figure 6) is the same as the one
cited on pg 17, Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf. The maps appear different and no explanation has been provided to
explain their difference, if any.
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Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
PENDING
PENDING
OPEN
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

63/12
VCS Standard V3 Section 4.6.1

Report Section:

See NCR 18/12

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The proponent has not discussed whether scenario category iii) (see Step 1a section a.) mentioned in the additionality tool is
relevant to the analysis.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Comments provided on July 18, 2012 in ―Makira VCS Draft Final Report Response.xls‖.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

These comments explain that the difference in timing between the new deforestation analysis
and the new PD v3. Although the comments made are acknowledged these inconsistencies
could potentially cause some confusion for the reader and must be changed. Therefore this
NCR is considered OPEN until the changes have been clarified and reconciled in subsequent
version of the PD.
OPEN
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

64/12
VCS Standard 4.7.2, VCS BL-UP V2.0 Step 3.4.2

Report Section:

NCR 29/12

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Following the creation, calibration and confirmation of the best risk map for deforestation the proponent describes the process
followed to allocate the results of Table 10 to the results of the risk map. This process matches the one proposed by Step 3.4.2
of the BL-UP methodology for allocating deforestation, which is described as matching the forest cover map from 2005 to the
best risk map. The result is described in Table 13 and 14, which show the total areas estimated in Table 10 distributed
between the two strata (low and high altitude forest) of the project area and leakage belt respectively. However this process is
not sufficiently documented. For example, there is no demonstration of how the stratified map relates to the risk map.
Therefore it is difficult for the audit team to assess how this process occurred.
Despite this lack of evidence the estimated area of unplanned deforestation is supported by Makira v3 - Carbon Stock
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Changes.xls, which in turn shows the areas of unplanned deforestation as they were allocated between the strata within the PA
and Leakage Belt on an annual basis. Table 13 and 14 of the PD accurately represent these calculations in the PD and the
annual areas of deforestation represented by strata match those established by Table 10.

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

2.3

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate conformance with the
requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific occurrence described in
evidence above, as well as the root cause to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the nonconformance.
Prior to validation
Pending - Project Proponent to provide summary information on how the NCR was addressed.
Pending
OPEN

Observations

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

OBS

01/12

Description of findings leading
to observation:

The information about the deal with Conservation International is presented only in the
Monitoring Plan section ‗4.3.7 Documentation‘.

Observation:

The Project Proponent should present the information regarding the deal with Conservation
International in the section of the PD which discusses other GHG programs and trading
schemes.

OBS

02/12

Reference Standard & Requirement:

Observation:

VCS Standard Section 3.1: Use of approved
methodology
The methodology, and some modules have been revised since the version quoted by the PD.
The revision to REDD-MF is dated 07 September 2011. The module M-MON was revised to
version 2.0 on 23 November 2011. Therefore the project is still covered by the grace period.
However, there may be advantages to using the latest versions of the methodologies whereby
complications are avoided in the long run.
The Project Proponent should use the latest versions of the modules.

OBS

03/12

Reference Standard & Requirement:

Description of findings leading
to observation:

Description of findings leading
to observation:
Observation:
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Reference Standard & Requirement:

VCS Standard Sections 3.12.2 – 3.12.5:
Linkage to other GHG programs and trading
schemes

VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool
Section 2.1.1
The PD does not use the same table structure and lettering found in the risk assessment tool.
The Project Proponent should use the same structure as the tables in the risk assessment tool.
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OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16
VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.1
From NCR 26/12: The proponent indicates in section 2.7.3.2 that:
―As diameter has not been measured in the field inventory the diameter-height-relation for
dense humid forests also proposed by Veilledent et al has been used”
04/12

Reference Standard & Requirement:

It appears that the proponent incorrectly uses the term ―diameter‖ instead of ―height‖.
Observation:

The project proponent should correct the typographical error that leads to unnecessary
confusion regarding the use of the term ―diameter‖ instead of ―height‖.

OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

05/12
Reference Standard & Requirement: VCS v3 Section 3.13
The proponent has not clearly stated or referenced the deviations section in 2.9 of the PD
related to step 1.1.1.1 of BL-UP, which made it challenging for the audit team to realize
deviations had been formally justified.
The proponent should identify where deviations to the methodology have been applied within
the sections where deviations occur.

Observation:

OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

Observation:

06/12
Reference Standard & Requirement: VCS v3 Section 3.13
In section 2.3.1.1 of the PD, neither Table 4 nor the calculations spreadsheet, ―Makira v3 Spatial Boundaries Statistics.xls‖ ,clearly present the differences between each landscape
factor as they compare to the threshold set by the module. The percentages are listed but the
difference between them is not presented, which makes it more difficult for the audit team to
quickly and easily assess the differences between them
The proponent should clearly list how the similarity criteria between the RRD and project area
compare to the threshold allowed by the methodology.

OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

07/12
Reference Standard & Requirement: VCS v3 Section 3.13
The proponent mentions on PD pg 65 that: ―The percent of forested pixels
correctly predicted by model MLP_28 was 99.08% (8,636,673/8,637,057), and the percent
correctly predicted non-forest pixels was 98.23% (3,400,938/3,401,322). The overall Kappa
Index of Agreement (KIA) value for this comparison is 0.9929. “. There is no explanation as to
why MLP_28 is being mentioned when it does not appear in Table 11 and is not the model that
was selected (MLP_22). This appears to be a typographical error that causes confusion for the
reader.

Observation:

The proponent should correct this typographical error on why MLP_28 is being mentioned when
it does not appear in Table 11 and is not the model that was selected (MLP_22)
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OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

09/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 20/12:

VCS v3 Section 3.5.1

1. The proponent identifies a deviation in section 2.9 regarding the accuracy assessment. It
states that it was difficult to find suitable images at high resolution for the 2005 map. So instead
it used Google Earth high resolution images for against the 2010 forest cover map, which was
produced using the same methodology. This is acceptable given that the BL-UP 2.1.4
proposes‖:
“ If no field data, aerial photographs or high resolution images exist it
is assumed that the classification algorithm used for the most recent image to achieve the 80%
or more accuracy of the map product is applicable to the past images and will achieve the same
result .“
Since the methodology already offers an alternative and the proponent seems to follow it there
is no need to claim a deviation
2. The proponent lists the estimated area of unplanned deforestation in PD in section 2.4.1.2 as
calculated according Step 2.2 option 1 of the BL-UP module. These calculations were reviewed
in Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls and were found to be correctly computed. The
results of this analysis are accurately summarized in Table 10 of the updated PD, which shows
the estimated annual areas of unplanned deforestation in the RRL. However the proponent
unnecessarily claims a deviation from the r2 requirement because it is only based on two points
– the mean deforestation rate in the RRD from 1995-2000 and 2000-2005. The r2 is 1, which is
correctly stated on page 56 of the PD. Furthermore, the deviation statement in section 2.9
claims an r2 for a regression that is no longer found in the PD.
Observation:

The project proponent should not list section 2.9 as a deviation regarding the accuracy
assessment.

OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

10/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 03/12

VCS v3 Section 3.11

There continue to be some inconsistencies within the PD regarding the expression of area of
the project area. For example, Table 3 of the PD states the total forested area of the PA as
360,060ha, which should include the forested area of the 5 ZOC and 15 ZUC. However the
manner in which the area values listed for the ZOC‘s and ZUC‘s is presented in table 2 leads to
an inconsistency between the total PA listed as forest in Table 3. The values in table 2 cannot
be added together in a manner that will reconcile with the total value in table 3. The value
360,060ha seems to be the figure utilized by the proponent based on the reliance and
prominence in the PD. Therefore the figures in table 2 appear to be figures that have not been
adequately updated to reflect the new analysis.
Observation:
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The proponent should ensure that the representation of the project area is consistent throughout the
documentation.
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OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

11/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 07/12

Observation:

The proponent should provide sufficient information within the documentation to support this claim.

OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

12/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 01/12

Observation:

OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

Observation:
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VCS v3 Section 3.14

-The proponent cites in section 2.3.1.1 of the PD that ―There are no navigable rivers in the
project area due to the relatively pronounced relief and altitude.‖. Although this may be
plausible the proponent has not provided sufficient evidence to support its claim. This claim
has confirmed by the auditors during the field visit however additional evidence is necessary for
the documentation.
-Policies and regulations
-The proponent‘s description asserts that national policies and regulations have limited
enforcement in the project area and RRD, and are therefore comparable. The audit team‘s visit
confirmed that due to recent political instability that any policies and regulations that do exist
and are relevant to either area are not enforced. On these grounds policies and regulations
are deemed to be comparable. However the description provided mentions policies and
regulations and administrative units in general terms but does not clearly define and relate them
back to a comparison between the RRD and PA. As such the description does not allow the
reader to sufficiently understand which policies and regulations are not being enforced and how
they compare between the areas.

VCS v3 Section 3.81

The proponent‘s justifications for the start date are scattered between sections 1.5, 1.8, and
1.12 of the PD. This creates difficulties in following the arguments to support the start date and
should be corrected. OBS.
The proponent should ensure the section 1.5 contains the necessary descriptions and
references to fully and easily comprehend the proponent‘s strategy to support the project start
date.
13/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 09/12

VCS v3 Section 3.81

The proponent explains that community management areas, which form the leakage belt, were
formed based on existing activities. Therefore the proponent suggests that the leakage belt
already factored in accessibility by deforestation agents into their design. This point was
mentioned in version 2 of the PD as highlighted by the proponent during consultations following
the draft final report in July 2012, which and did not elicit comments from the audit team at that
time. In version 3 of the PD this explanation was diminished somewhat but since evidence was
already presented in version 2 of the PD to support and justify the method for having created
community management areas, evidence has already been presented in writing and observed
in the field. In addition, the description in v3 of the PD lacks a strong explanation to address the
original auditor‘s comments pertaining to the likelihood that deforestation agents in the
community management areas would not displace farther outside the preestablished borders,
however this point is also raised in v2 of the PD, but appears to have been removed in v3. In
conclusion there is evidence that was presented in v2 of the PD that was omitted in v3 of the
PD.
The proponent should reincorporate evidence presented in v2 of the PD regarding the method
for creating the community management areas as well as the risk for deforesting beyond the
limits of the community management areas in order to maintain clarity and consistency in v3 of
the PD as well as subsequent versions of the PD.
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OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

14/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 17/12

VCS v3 Section 3.17.1

A PDF copy of the new study was provided to the audit team.
Further, the PP indicates that species-specific wood values for Madagascar were provided in
Veilledent et al (2011) and Rakotovao et al (2011) and were utilized by the proponent.
Inspection of the plot data and GHG estimates provided in ―Makira v3 - Carbon Stock
Inventory.xls‖ clearly shows species-specific wood density values used in the calculations.
However, the wood density values used in the spreadsheet were referenced alongside the
carbon inventory calculations, which were submitted on July 18th following the draft final report.
A sampled comparison of the fidelity between the proponent‘s wood densities and those from
the literature showed that the various wood densities from the literature were consistently
transcribed and utilized in the carbon stock calculations. The clarity and transparency of these
values and their use in the calculations however could be improved as it is currently not
possible to distinguish from which of the two data sources the densities were taken from.
Further, there are a few instances when multiple values for genera-level densities are given by
the scholarly literature but there is little guidance as to the procedure that was followed to
determine why one genera-level density value was chosen over another, (i.e. Grewia spp).
However this issue is not likely to drastically affect carbon stock estimates, but since wood
density values are used, clarity should be provided on these matters
Observation:

The proponent should ensure that assumed wood density values used in carbon stock
calculations can be clearly and easily traced back to their original sources and that the
protocols for selecting wood densities when multiple values are available is more clearly
explained.

OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

15/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 25/12

VCS v3 Section 4.7.2

Reducing the four strata (see B.1 Annex 1) into two strata appeared to not be sufficiently
justified since there did not appear to be a statistical comparison between FIM and FDM in table
29 of the PD, or in other supporting documentation. Following clarifications provided during the
week of July 18th, 2012, it was pointed out that there was a typo in the table and that in fact the
analysis had been done and did show the difference between intact and degraded forests as
being insignificant.
Observation:
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The typographical error in table 29 regarding the comparison between intact and degraded
forests should be corrected to improve clarity.
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OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

16/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 36/12

VCS v3 Section 4.8.5

The proponent has updated the monitoring process however some inconsistencies were found
in that process that were not explained with supporting evidence. The updated monitoring
process creates uncertainty as to whether the aerial imagery and aerial observations will take
place for the monitoring periods after 2009. These issues are described in more detail below.
The proponent writes:
―High-resolution aerial imagery will be purchased and forest cover change monitoring will take
place every 2 years. The method for monitoring forest cover change over the project life will be
the same as determining the project baseline, with the exception of the use of high resolution
aerial imagery in combination with the medium resolution satellite data used for developing
benchmark forest and baseline deforestation maps (cf. section 2.4). Aerial surveys will also be
carried out annually during the month of October when prevalence of tavy is highest.‖ (See
Monitoring report section 3.3.3).
The corresponding section of the PD (4.3.3) does not mention aerial surveys. In addition,
neither the PD nor the monitoring report describe how aerial imagery nor aerial survey
information would be combined with LandSat data.
Since only Landsat-based imagery was used for the monitoring period from 2005-2009 it is not
evident as to whether the aerial imagery and surveys will actually be used for monitoring after
2009.
Following the issuance of the draft final report the proponent submitted clarifying comments,
which indicate that the discrepancy between the monitoring report and PDD was a
typographical error and that aerial surveys and high-res data were not being used.
Observation:

The monitoring methodology should be properly aligned with the analogous description in the
PD.

OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

17/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
From NCR 61/12

VCS v3 Section 3.16.1

During the review of the plot data ―Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖ the audit team
determined that the plot data did not match the sampling procedure described for standing dead
wood as presented on pg 147 of the PD (Annex 1). NCR 61/12 has therefore been opened
identify and describe this issue.
More specifically proponent states in the PD pg 147 that:
―Standing dead wood was measured in the circular field measurement plot, in the 20 meter
radius nested plot‖‖
However a review of for Standing Dead Wood found that SDW were apparently measured
according to DBH‘s that corresponded to nested subplots, which is the procedure outlined in the
SOP ―31-WCS Makira SOP Manual.pdf‖. Therefore there is an inconsistency between the PD
and the manner in which plot data was gathered that is was not explained. However, following
submitted comments after the issuance of the draft final report the proponent indicated that this
was a typographical error. This fact was confirmed and therefore this NCR was closed but
changed to OBS 17/12.
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Observation:

2.4

The proponent should alter the description in the PD to accurately reflect the proponent‘s
standard operating procedures.

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

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

Yes

No

N/A

Additional stakeholder consultation conducted (evidence described below)
Additional clarification provided

Yes
Yes

No
No

N/A
N/A

Documents revised (document revision description noted below)
GHG calculation revised (evidence described below)

Yes
Yes

No
No

N/A
N/A

Date
June, 2012 & July
2012
July 2012
June, 2012 & July
2012
June, 2012
June, 2012 & July
2012

Included in the actions taken by the Project Proponent to address NCRs was the submission of the following revised files:
Ref
Title, Author(s), Version, Date
Electronic Filename
1a
VCS NCRs and Response.xls
VCS NCRs and Response, WCS Madagascar, May
2012
2a.
Makira v4 - Financial Model, author unknown, May 2012
Makira v3 - Financial Model.xls
3a.
Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf
Forest Cover Change in Makira new Protected Area
Year 1995-2010, Iliery Geospatial services, March 2012
4a.
Makira Carbon Inventory Report New.pdf
Makira Carbon Inventory Report , Author unknown, May
2012
5a.
A universal approach to estimate biomass and carbon
Allometrie_Madagascar_Vieilledent_2011.pdf
stock in tropical forests using generic allometric models,
Vieilledent et al, 2011
6a
Model 1, WCS Madagascar, May 2012
Makira v3 - Model 1.xls
7a.
Model 2, WCS Madagascar, May 2012
Makira v3 - Model 2.xls
8a.
Model 3, WCS Madagascar, May 2012
Makira v3 - Model 3.xls
9a.
Model 4, WCS Madagascar, May 2012
Makira v3 - Model 4.xls
10a.
Model 5, WCS Madagascar, May 2012
Makira v3 - Model 5.xls
11a.
Model 6, WCS Madagascar, May 2012
Makira v3 - Model 6.xls
12a.
Makira 2005-2009 Monitoring.xls
Makira v3 - Makira 2005-2009 Monitoring, WCS
Madagascar, May 2012
13a.
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Changes.xls
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Changes, WCS Madagascar,
May 2012
14a.
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory, WCS Madagascar,
May 2012
15a.
Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls
Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections, WCS
Madagascar, May 2012
16a.
Makira v3 - Spatial Boundaries Statistics.xls
Makira v3 - Spatial Boundaries Statistics, WCS
Madagascar, May 2012
17a.
Makira v3 - Uncertainty Analysis.xls
Makira v3 - Uncertainty Analysis, WCS Madagascar,
May 2012
18a.
WCS Madagascar, June 13, 2012
Lkg.kml
19a.
WCS Madagascar, June 13, 2012
Pa.kml
20a.
WCS Madagascar, June 13, 2012
Rrd.kml
21a.
WCS Madagascar, June 13, 2012
Rrl.kml
22a.
Project Description, WCS Madagascar, v3.0, May 2012
Makira VCS_Project Description v3.pdf
23a.
Makira VCS Monitoring Report 05-09 v2.pdf
Monitoring Report 2005-2009, WCS Madagascar, v2.0,
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24a.

25a.
26a.
27a.
28a.
29a.
30a.
31a.
32a.
33a.
34a.
35a.
36a.
37a.

May 2012
Environmental Impact Assessment of Makira PA / Plan
de Gestion Environnementale et Sociale. WCS. Sept
2008.
Documents below this line were submitted July 18,
2012
Impact économique des arrêtés autorisant
les exportations de bois précieux à
Madagascar :2009, Ballet. November 2009.
Map, WCS Madagascar, July 2012
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory, WCS Madagascar,
July 2012
Forest Cover Change in Makira new Protected Area
Year 1995-2010, Iliery Geospatial services, March 2012
Human and environmental controls over
aboveground carbon storage in Madagascar. Asner et
al. 2012
Contrat de Délégation de Gestion de l'AP Makira.
Ministry of the Environment and Forests. May 2012
Additional explanations to the auditors regarding the
designated foundation. WCS Madagascar, July 2012
GIS Data Management and storage. WCS Madagascar,
July 2012
Makira 2005-2009 Monitoring New. WCS Madagascar,
July 2012
Makira v3 - Deforestation Modelling. WCS Madagascar,
July 2012
Makira Crosstabs. WCS Madagascar, July 2012
Makira VCS Draft Final Report Response. WCS
Madagascar, July 2012
Makira Deforestation Analysis v2. WCS Madagascar,
July 2012
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WCS MAKIRA AP - PGES

2009_PGM-EGTZ_etude+economique+exploitations+illegales.pdf
RRL.pdf (Map)
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory New.xls
Makira DefAnalysis v2.pdf
Asner_et_al_2012_Carbon_Storage_Madagascar.pdf
Contrat de De¦üle¦ügation de Gestion de l'AP
Makira.pdf
Designated Foundation.doc
GIS Data Management and storage.pdf
Makira 2005-2009 Monitoring New.xls
Makira v3 - Deforestation Modelling.xls
Makira Crosstabs.xls
Makira VCS Draft Final Report Response.xls
Makira DefAnalysis v2.pdf
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Audit Team

3 Audit Methodology
3.1
Overview of roles and responsibilities:
Auditor(s)
Mateo Cariño Fraisse
Adam Gibbon
Tovondriaka Rakotobe
Johannes Ebeling
Ian Starr
Jeffrey Hayward

Lead

Desk
Review

Onsite
visit

Biodiversity
Social
Specialist
Specialist

Responsibilities
Climate
Specialist

Report

Senior
Internal
Review

Adam‘s role as Technical Manager in Rainforest Alliance‘s Climate Program involves being a lead auditor for
REDD+ projects and methodologies in the voluntary carbon market, providing training on REDD+ and
climate change to a broad range of groups worldwide, and providing technical leadership on adaptation and

Mateo has completed a lead auditor training by SmartWood, both for Forest Certification and Carbon
Projects auditing, as well as lead auditor to ISO 9001 and ISO 14001 standards.

Mateo holds a double master‘s degree in Forestry from both Spanish and French institutions (Polytechnic
University of Madrid (ETSIM, UPM), Spain; ENGREF, Montpellier, France). His working languages are
Spanish, French, English and Portuguese.

Mateo‘s professional record includes the development of projects for International Development Agencies,
the co-ordination of aerial means in the forest fires fight for the General Direction for Biodiversity (Spain),
and several studies/field work in Management Planning (DAF, Comoros Islands/France), biomass (IRAD,
Cameroun), ornithology (COCN, Spain), and Forest Certification (CATIE, Costa Rica and Guatemala).

Auditor qualifications:
Auditor(s)
Qualifications
Mateo is the Forest and Climate Services Coordinator for the Mediterranean and Africa. He has been lead
Mateo Cariño
auditor in certification/verification audit teams in Spain, Cameroon, Peru, Morocco, Paraguay, UK, Uruguay,
Fraisse
Ethiopia, Madagascar, Italy, Portugal, México, Brazil, Bolivia, Mozambique, and D.R. Congo, and has
delivered trainings in Spain, Morocco, Brazil, Kenya, D.R. Congo, Cameroon, and Bolivia.

Adam Gibbon
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Tovondriaka
Rakotobe

Johannes
Ebeling
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mitigation for agriculture and forestry projects.

Adam has led the technical climate change related of over ten CCBA validations. He has also led five VCS
methodology assessments, three VCS validations and one Plan Vivo verification. Adam is a qualified lead
auditor for the Climate Action Reserve, has been appointed to the Plan Vivo Technical Advisory panel and is
a VCS AFOLU expert in REDD.

Adam has trained over 150 people in Indonesia, Nicaragua, Rwanda, Spain, UK, Vietnam in REDD+ project
auditing and project development. Recipients of the training included Rainforest Alliance auditors,
government officials, private consultants and NGO representatives.

Adam has been the lead author of recent Rainforest Alliance publications such as, ―Guidance on coffee
carbon project development using the (CDM) simplified agroforestry methodology‖, and ―Forest Carbon
Project Feasibility Study in Quang Tri Province, Vietnam‖. He has also had published work peer reviewed
scientific journals, for example; Gibbon et al., 2010; Ecosystem Carbon Storage Across the Grassland–
Forest Transition in the High Andes of Manu National Park, Peru.

Before joining Rainforest Alliance Adam worked at Oxford University as a researcher. His research
emphasized the potential of carbon markets to finance sustainable management of forest resources. Adam
earned a distinction on the Environmental Change and Management MSc. Program at Oxford University. He
was awarded the Sir Walter Raleigh Scholarship at Oriel College, Oxford. He graduated with a first class
degree from Durham University, with a BSc in Natural Sciences, specializing in Geology, Chemistry &
Geography.

Mr Rakotobe (Tovo) is based in Madagascar, and has eighteen years of experience on natural resource
management, ICDP management, protected areas networking, and environmental program coordination.

Tovo spent ten years within the National Office for Environment of Madagascar (ONE), the institution in
charge of environmental and social impact assessment. During three years, he was the general secretary of
the Ministry of Environment and Forests of Madagascar. Tovo was also the national expert for the evaluation
of the REDD-RPP of Madagascar.

He owns a Master degree on Applied Mathematics, and a Master degree on Business Administration. In
addition, he had specific training on environmental economics and project management.
Johannes is an experienced consultant and project manager with in-depth understanding of carbon offset
project development, carbon markets and finance, and implementation of market-based conservation
ventures with an extensive experience in advising international non-governmental, public, and corporate
clients on offset project design, carbon policy, carbon credit sourcing and trading and substantial technical
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Ian Starr

and field experience in developing land-based and energy carbon projects.

Johannes has participated in numerous international conference presentations and publications and owns
post-graduate degrees in social and natural sciences and environmental management. He is fluent in
several European languages.

Ian‘s role as Climate Technical Specialist in Rainforest Alliance‘s Climate Program involves being an auditor
for REDD+ projects for the voluntary carbon market, providing training on REDD+ and climate change to a
broad range of groups worldwide, and providing technical leadership on adaptation and mitigation for
agriculture and forestry projects.

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

Jeff Hayward is Director, Climate Program at the Rainforest Alliance. Based in Washington, DC, he leads a
global program active in carbon verification, best practices and standards for climate mitigation and
adaptation, REDD+ capacity building, and facilitation of carbon forestry and agroforestry projects. He has 20
years experience working to advance sustainability in natural resource management, particularly through
policy mechanisms that harness markets responsibly. For nearly six years he managed the Rainforest
Alliance forest certification programs in the Asia-Pacific region from Jakarta, Indonesia. Jeff earned an Msci
in forestry, (Univ. of British Columbia, Canada); and a B.A. in Latin American development with a
specialization on forestry (Univ. of Washington, USA). In forest certification and carbon verification, he has
conducted over 100 assessments or audits. Jeff is a registered AFOLU expert with VCS and lead verifier
with Climate Action Reserve.

Description of the Audit Process

Jeffrey Hayward

3.2
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Rainforest Alliance carried the first prevalidation of the Makira project in February 2008, with a number of observations to be solved before
scheduling a field visit.
In October 2011, after the PD was adapted to the current methodology and to the new VCS vs3 standard, a new prevalidation was carried,
G-38 2Aug12

and led to this field combined validation/verification for VCS and CCBS.

Andaparaty/Anjiamazava

Andaparaty (and forest plot)

Ambodivoahangy/ Andaparaty

Tananarive, WCS office
Maroantsetra, , WCS office
Ambinanitelo (and forest plot)

Tananarive, National Office for Environment
of Madagascar

Tananarive, Ministry of Environment and
Forests

Tananarive, Madagascar Protected Areas
and Biodiversity Foundation

14 January

13 January

13, 14 January

12 January

10 January
11 January

9 January

9 January

9 January

9 January

1 day

1 day

1 day

1 day

1 day

3h
4h
1 day

2h

2h

2h

Adam

Mateo, Tovo

Adam

Adam

Mateo, Tovo

Adam, Mateo, Tovo

Adam
Adam, Mateo, Tovo
Adam, Mateo, Tovo

Tovo

Mateo

Adam, Mateo, Tovo
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Thus, a stakeholder notification was released 30 days before the on-site audit, that started also with stakeholder consultation in Tananarive
(see 2.4 below). The documentation review (see 2.3 below for the full list of documents reviewed) was done continuously during the audit
process, starting at the prevalidation with most of the digital documents (some of them, such as the Monitoring Report, were sent shortly
before the travel was initiated), and continuing in the Tananarive and Maroantsetra WCS offices. The team flew to the latter to visit the
project zone and the project area and to meet the project staff as well as th
e local stakeholders, as shown in the table below:

Anjiamazava/Mahitsiharongana/
Antanambao

14 January

1 day

Mateo, Tovo

Auditor(s)

Ambodivoahangy/Maroantsetra

15 January

1 day

Adam, Mateo, Tovo

Length of
Audit

Andaparaty/Maroantsetra

15 January

1 day

Date(s)

Maroantsetra

16 January

Mateo, Tovo

Location/Facility

Maroantsetra

1‘5 h
1‘5 h

Adam

Tananarive, Conservation International office

17 January
17 January
Tananarive, Voahary Gasy office
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Tananarive, WCS office

Tananarive, Tany Meva office
17 January

17 January
Rest of the day

1‘5 h

Adam, Mateo, Tovo

Mateo, Tovo

The field assessment was designed to visit the forest sites, plots, and communities at different situations from a qualitative point of view:
low and mid altitude, project zone/leakage belt/project area, different allowances zones for the communities (ZOC/ZUC), different carbon
strata, etc.

The field visit began in Ambinanitelo on 11 January, from where the audit team walked to a low-altitude degraded forest carbon plot 3 hrs
from the village. Demonstrations were given on how the carbon pools were measured in the plot. There were also during the walk many
discussions with the project staff at the local level on health and safety, salaries, the ecological monitoring, the perception of the
communities, the main issues managing the COBAs, etc. A meeting with local stakeholders (Major and doctor of Ambinantelo and
President of the District) was also held at the end of the day in Ambinantelo.
On 12 January the team took a boat ride to a village called Ambodivoahangy and walked through the village, interviewing one local man
about ecological monitoring, and setting future interviews for the way back. A boat was then taken to the village of Andaparaty. At this point
the audit team split.

The team comprising of Mateo and Tovo had stakeholders meetings at Andaparaty with the Chief of ecological monitoring of the COBA,
and then they visited some of the infrastructures created by the project such as the dams in the rice pads, and then demonstrations were
given on how the carbon pools were measured in the different types of savoka plots.

On 13 January Mateo walked to a mid-altitude forest plot and demonstrations were given on how the carbon pools were measured in the
plot. During all the walks, GPS points were taken on the different apparent strata (forest, savoka, etc.) to compare with the strata in the
GIS. Tovo stayed at Andaparaty to carry some interviews with key stakeholders (school teacher, descendants of the first inhabitants/colons
of the village and member of the COBA) and after that the audit team met back to summarize the findings. At the end of the day, the team
met with a member of the COBA.
On 14 January, this team went back to Ambodivoahangy to meet the COBA, a women association, and visit the ecotourism site. Then they
followed the river downstream and stoped in Ambinantelo to find the OTIV (Microcredits Office), and went back to Maroantsetra, where a
meeting was held with the president of the Ecotourism Association. On 15 January they worked on the conclusions in Maroantsetra.
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After the full team split in Ambodivoahangy, Adam walked four hours to Anjiamazava. A focus group meeting was held with 18 people in
attendance (2 hours), the larger group was separated into males and females for more focused discussions. On 13 January Adam walked
6 hours to the village of Mahitsiharongana, within the ZOC. A group interview was conducted with 3 men and 3 women in attendance (1
hour), this was followed by another group interview with 1 women and 3 men in attendance (1 hour). On 14 January an interview was held
with the ex-President of the COBA in Mahitsiharongana. Adam Gibbon walked 5 hours to Antanambao and interviewed 3 more individuals
(1 woman, 2 men). After a further 5 hours walking the night was spent in Andaparatay. On 15 January the President of Andaparaty‘s VOI
was interviewed before Adam returned via boat to Maroansetra to join the rest of the team. Throughout these journey‘s field observations
were taken of forest cover/condition and GPS points were taken.
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On 16 January the audit team conducted interviews and data analysis with project staff in the office in Maroansetra, and with administrative
officers in Maroantsetra (cf list).

On 17 January the audit team went back to Antananarivo. Adam reviewed remote sensing and modelling data and held an interview with
stakeholders at Conservation International and Good Planet. Mateo and Tovo had interview session with Tany Meva (foundation for
community based activities) and Voahary Gasy (civil society federation comprising about 30 organizations).

Review of Documents

Electronic Filename
Makira Carbon Stocks Agro-forêt.xls
Makira Carbon Stocks Forêt.xls
Makira Deforestation Regressions.xls

Makira PA Emission Red.xls
NA

PAGs_FINAL_revised_30septembre2010
WCS MAKIRA AP - PGES

31-WCS Makira SOP Manual

33-Technical report of Makira field measurement

35-Makira 10years financial plan

WCS Makira CCB PD Final2 Oct 2011
WCS Makira VCS_PDD Final2 Dec 2011
Makira VCS Monitoring Report final1
NA
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The draft audit report was sent to the Porject Proponent on 15 March with the open non-conformances described in 2.2. The evidence to
close the non-conformances was sent to the audit team between May 18 and May 25, and further clarifications were requested during June
to assess the evidence sent or request additional clarifications.
3.3

The following documents were viewed as a part of the field audit:
Ref
Title, Author(s), Version, Date
1
Makira Carbon Stocks Agro-forêt, WCS. No version, no date.
2
Makira Carbon Stocks Forêt, WCS. No version, no date.
3
Makira Deforestation Regressions, WCS. No version, no
date.
4
Makira PA Emission Red, WCS. No version, no date.
5
Evolution de la couverture de forets naturelles a
Madagascar 1990-2000-2005, USAID/Ministere de
L‘Environnment des forêts et du tourisme, May 2009.
6
Makira management plan. WCS. April 2009
7
Environmental Impact Assessment of Makira PA / Plan de
Gestion Environnementale et Sociale. WCS. Sept 2008.
8
Makira Terrestrial Carbon Stock Measurement Standard
Operating Procedures. Developed by Winrock International.
2009.
9
Technical report of Makira field measurement. No author. No
version, no date.
10
Makira Project ten years financial plan. No author. No
version, no date.
Makira CCBS PDD. WCS. October 2011
Makira VCS_PDD Final 1 light. Vs 1. WCS. 18 March 2011
Monitoring report 2005 to 2010. WCS. Vs 1.0. 31 Dec 2011.
Delegation of management of Makira Protected Area from the
11
12
13
14

G-38 2Aug12

15
H16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

31
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Ministry of Environment and Forests to WCS.
Supporting letters from various administrative authorities
(villages, communes, districts, regions, centrals).
Agreements on Controlled Occupation Zone (ZOC).
Resources management transfer Contract for a communitymanaged site.
Makira‘s Environmental Permit January 22nd, 2009.
REDD Methodology Framework (REDD-MF),
Approved VCS Methodology VM0007, Version 1.0, developed
by Avoided Deforestation Partners
(ADP).
WCS-GERP – Mise en place d‘un cadre de plan de conservation et
de suivi écologique pour des lémuriens du plateau de Makira
Monographie et analyse socio-économique de la Région de
Makira. Ignace RAMANANDRIANA March 2004.
Plans Communaux de Développement des communes autour de
Makira.
Article 39 du Loi constitutionnelle n° 2007-001 du 27 avril 2007.
Cahier de charges environnementales du projet de création de
nouvelle aire protégée Makira
Makira Business Plan 10-20
WCS – Etude d‘impact environnemental de la création de la nouvelle
aire protégée de Makira
WCS – Butterflies of the eastern Makira Forest
WCS – Rapport préliminaire de l‘inventaire des plantes de la forêt de
Makira
WCS – Synthèses des informations ‗eco-biologiques en vue de la
cr‘eation et de la délimitation du site de conservation de Makira
WCS- Lémuriens des forêts orientales du Plateau de Makira,
Madagascar

NA
NA
NA

Makira CCBS PDD _appendices
NA

NA

38-Monographie et analyse socio-éco

39-sample PCD_PCD Ambodiangezoka

Makira CCBS PDD _appendices
376-CCE_WCS _NAP_Makira

Makira Business Plan 10-20.xls

NA
NA
NA
NA

WCS-GERP – Mise en place d‘un cadre de plan de NA
conservation et de suivi écologique pour des lémuriens du
plateau de Makira
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3.4

Interviews

Rolan Mosesy
Jose Norbert Fotsy
Cressant
1 individual
18 individuals representing the
community of Anjiamazava
Rabeson, Rajaonarivo, Jaomanina
Sylvienne Monety
Rabevitasoa Alfred
Be Jean Joseph
Kalozara
Rabe Emanuel
Tsilamnizara
Ranarison
Germain
Ravienly
Zenemaro
Sergeant
Raphael Rakotondratsara
Salomon Razafinjatovo
Odette Razanakolona
Lisette Soa
Perline

COBA members, Andaparaty
Teacher, Andaparaty
President of VOI (Mahitsiharongana)
Farmer/village police (Mahitsiharongana)
Farmer (Mahitsiharongana)
Farmer (Mahitsiharongana)
Farmer (Mahitsiharongana)
President of Careau (ex-President of COBA – Mahitsiharongana)
Farmer
Farmer
Farmer
Farmer
COBA member, Ambodivoahangy
COBA member, Ambodivoahangy
COBA member, Ambodivoahangy
COBA member, Ambodivoahangy
COBA member, Ambodivoahangy
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The following is a list of the people interviewed as part of the audit. The interviewees included those people directly, and in some cases
indirectly, involved and/or affected by the project activities.
Audit Date
Name
Title
9 January
Jean-Claude Rabemanatsoa
Director General of Forests
9 January
Laurette Rasoavahiny
Director for Protected Areas
9 January
Mamitiana Andriamanjiato
REDD National Coordinator
9 January
Ralava Beboarimisa
Director of the Madagascar Protected Areas and Biodiversity Foundation
9 January
Grant Manager, Madagascar Protected Areas and Biodiversity Foundation
Julie Ranivo
9 January
Financial Controller, Madagascar Protected Areas and Biodiversity
Ary Fenitra Rabeso
Foundation
9 January
Heritiana Randriamiarana
Environmental Assessment Director, National Office for Environment
(ONE)
Mayor of Commune Ambinanitelo
Chief of ecological monitoring, COBA Andaparaty
Chairman, COBA Andaparaty
Ecological monitor in Ambodivoahangy
Various
11 January
12 January
12 January
12 January
12 January
13 January
13 January
13 January

13 January

14 January
14 January
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Jean Jacques Jaozandry

Clovis Grinand and Romuald
Vaudry
James Mackillon
Fenososa Andriamahenina
Ndranto Razakamanrina
Andry Ralamboson
Nantenaina Raharison
Luciannie Raonison
Christian Burren

Grity + two others
Rakotomanga Cressant
Cyrille Tsimanova
Josephet Zavalahy
Rico Chan Kan
Ladislas Rasamitiana
Jean Roger
Andre Hughes Tata
Ratefy
Jose Andriamihamina
Dera Ralalason
Ah Lone Philippe
Justin Lezoma

Marie Velo
Christian Andriamora
Ranarison

Park manager, Makira

Coordinator, WCS MaMaBay

Conservation International Madagascar Technical Director
Executve Director, Tany Meva Foundation
Chairman, Voahary Gasy association (civil society)
Coordinator, Voahary Gasy association (civil society)
GIS WCS expert in Tananarive
WCS Head of the Financial Department in Tananarive
Focal point for the audit, WCS Antananarivo

Antananmbao farmers
President of Andaparaty‘s VOI
Écotourism Associations President
Deputy Cheif of District, Maroantsetra
Chair of Court, Maroantsetra
Attorney, Maroantsetra
Forest Chief of Cantonment, Maroantsetra
Police Inspector, Maroantsetra
Deputy Chief of scholar circumscription, Maroantsetra
Deputy Chief of field gendarme
Chief of Medical circumscription
Mayor of Maroantsetra
National TV reporter based in Maroantsetra

COBA member, Ambodivoahangy
Microfinanace Credit Manager, Ambinanitelo
President of Careau (ex-President of COBA – Mahitsiharongana)

14 January
14 January
14 January
15 January
15 January
16 January

Valina Andriamahery

Research Officer, Makira

Good Planet Scientists

17 January

Felix Ratelolahy

17 January
17 January
17 January
17 January
17 January
17 January
Different
times during
the audit
Different
times during
the audit
Different
times during
the audit
Different
times during
the audit
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Different
times during
the audit
Different
times during
the audit
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Nalisoa Randriambololona

Serge Stevens
GIS Officer, WCS MamaBay

Ecological Monitoring Officer, Makira
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APPENDIX A: Field Audit Findings

Note: Findings presented in this section are specific to the findings resulting from the field audit as presented in the Draft Audit Report. Any nonconformances or observations identified during the field audit are noted in this section, and specific NCR and OBS tables are included in section 2
of this report for each identified non-conformance and observations. All findings related to audit team review of additional evidence submitted by the
Project Proponent following the issuance of the Draft Audit Report by Rainforest Alliance, is included within section 2 of this report.

VCS Standard Section 3.19.1: Project description

1 Project Design
3.5

1c

1b

The project start date and project crediting period, and the project scale and
the estimated net GHG emission reductions or removals created by the
project.

The names, roles and responsibilities of the project proponent(s) and any other
entities involved in the project.

Included

Included

Included
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The project shall include at a minimum all requirements outlined in section 3.19.2 of the VCS Standard. Additionally, section 3.19 of the VCS Standard
notes that project and its context shall be described in the project description using the VCS Project Description template (or approved GHG program
description template where the project is requesting registration under an approved GHG program).

1d

A description of the project activities, a specification of the project location and
geographic boundaries, and a description of conditions prior to project
initiation.

Included

the project and project type.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The checklist below refers to the inclusion of information in the PD, but not that it is correct. This is assessed later in this report.
1a The project title, a summary description of the project, the sectoral scope(s) of Included

1e

Identification and demonstration of compliance with relevant laws, statues and
other regulatory frameworks, an indication of whether the project has been
registered or rejected under any other GHG program and provision of
information relevant to the demonstration of compliance with VCS
requirements with respect to such, and a demonstration that the project neither
has nor intends to generate other forms of GHG related environmental credits
for VCUs claimed under the VCS Program (noting that the project may be
registered sequentially with the VCS and other GHG programs, as set out in
Section 3.12.4).
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4

3

2

1f

A calculation of baseline emissions, project emissions, leakage emissions (if
applicable) and net GHG emission reductions and removals.

A description of all data and parameters, available at validation, used for
measuring, monitoring and calculating GHG emissions and net GHG emission
reductions or removals, a description of all data and parameters monitored,
and a description of the monitoring plan.

The title and reference of the methodologies applied to the project (including
the version number), a demonstration that the project activity or activities meet
the applicability conditions of the methodology(s) applied to the project, a
definition of the project boundary and identification of GHG sources, sinks and
reservoirs as well as sources of leakage, a description of the baseline
scenario, a demonstration of additionality, and a description of any
methodology deviations applied to the project. With respect to the
demonstration of additionality, sufficient information shall be provided so that a
reader can reproduce the analysis and obtain the same results.

Additional information relevant to the project, including eligibility criteria for new
instances of project activities for grouped projects, a description of any leakage
management plan or mitigation measures and any further information which
may relate to the eligibility of the project, risks to net GHG emission reductions
or removals, the quantification of net GHG emission reductions or removals,
and an indication of commercially sensitive information that has been excluded
from the public project description.

Included

Included

Included

Included

Included

Included

Included

Included

A summary of any environmental impact assessments conducted.

No

5

Yes

6
7

8

None raised

A summary of relevant outcomes from any stakeholder consultations
conducted.
Evidence of proof of title and a demonstration that net GHG emission
reductions or removals generated by the project will not be used for
compliance with an emission trading program or to meet binding limits on GHG
emissions.
For AFOLU projects, where required, the project description shall be
accompanied by a non-permanence risk analysis prepared in accordance with
VCS document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool.

Conformance
NCR/OBS
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N/A
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3.6

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.2: Eligible AFOLU project type

79

The project is an eligible AFOLU project type, as per the guidance set out in the VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.2. Note project types can
be combined as outlined in the AFOLU Requirements.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.2.5 – The baseline project is for the direct conversion of forest to non-forest land, this process was
observed in and around the project area. The following quote describes the definition of forest used, ―Forest in this analysis is
defined as natural, closed-canopy forest over 5m in height and in patches of over one hectare. All forest in this analysis
therefore meets the Madagascar national definition of forest, i.e. has over 30% canopy cover, over 5 m in height and in patches
of over 1 hectare (UNFCCC 2008).” Observation of the classification techniques used confirmed that a 1 ha size limit was used
correctly. The PD does not demonstrate that the classification technique used would exclude secondary forest less than 10
years old (NCR 05/12).

VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.2.6 – The project avoids conversion to rice or savoka and is thus an avoided deforestation project.

VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.2.7 – The project prevents unplanned deforestation. The deforestation is carried out by local
communities in order to grow food, written permissions is not granted for these conversions from the authorities.
VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.2.8 – not applicable

VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.2.9 – the project meets the definition of Avoiding Unplanned Deforestation and/or Degradation
(AUDD). Qualitatively, the historical pattern of deforestation is somewhere between a frontier and a mosaic pattern. It is frontier
in the sense that pressure is exerted outwards from the population centres into the park, however, as there are numerous
population centres, the pattern can look more like a mosaic.

The quantitative definition of frontier deforestation quoted in section 1.2 of the PD is not the current one (which can be found in
section 4.4.8 of the VCS AFOLU Requirements v3.1). No quantitative analysis was provided to support the conclusion that the
definition of frontier deforestation was met (NCR 06/12).
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 05/12
NCR/OBS
NCR 06/12
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3.7

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.3: Identification of Project Proponent

Where an implementation partner is acting in partnership with the project proponent, the implementation partner shall be identified in the project
description. The implementation partner shall identify its roles and responsibilities with respect to the project, including but not limited to,
implementation, management and monitoring of the project, over the project crediting period.

VCS Standard Section 3.8.3 - 3.8.5 and VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.2.1: Project start date

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Section 1.3 of the PD identifies WCS as the project proponent. Interviews and observations confirmed they were the
organisation implementing activities in and around the project area. WCS have received delegated management responsibility
for the Makira Protected area through various renewed contracts, of which the last expires on the 31 December 2014. The
conversations with the General Director of Forests (MEF) and his team confirmed that they are working on a definitive contract
that should be signed soon.
Nevertheless, there are other national institutions that as specified in the PDD are expected to work in close partnership with
WCS in the project implementation but which have not yet been defined, nor their role clarified.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 50/12
NCR/OBS

3.8

Project shall include a project start date in conformance with section 3.8.3 – 3.8.5 of the VCS Standard, where specific requirements for AFOLU
projects are outlined. As set out in the VCS Standard, the project start date of an AFOLU project shall be the date on which activities that lead to
the generation of GHG emission reductions or removals are implemented. Such activities may include preparing land for seeding, planting,
changing agricultural or forestry practices, or implementing management or protection plans.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Section 1.5 of the PD states that the project start date is 01 January 2005. It is stated that this date coincides with the conclusion
of a feasibility study and the launching of activities supporting the development of management transfers [to surrounding local
communities] and the delimitation of Makira Protected Area. It is acknowledged in the PD that WCS signed a management
delegation contract with eth Government in 2003, and that other grants were received from CI in 2004.

There are contradictory statements in various sections as to the actual start date of the REDD /carbon project.
In particular (see PD sections 1.1., 1.5., and 1.6.), why was the carbon finance program launched in 2001, but a feasibility study
only concluded in Dec 2004, while ecosystem service monetizing options were begun to be explored after Dec 2005. Also,
actual management contracts were signed in 2003 and initial finance secured in 2004.

There is no explanation of how the activities described to have begun on 01 January 2005 meet the VCS definition to trigger the
project start date, i.e. the, ―date on which the project began generating GHG emission reductions or removal‖. This includes
considering how activities and financial transactions which occurred before this date but were related to the project did not
trigger the start date. (NCR 01/12)
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VCS Standard Section 3.9 and VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.3: Project crediting period

The VCS Standard v3.1 in section 3.8.2 states, ―AFOLU projects with a project start date on or after 1 January 2002 and before
8 March 2008 shall complete [validation] before 8 March 2013.‖ Therefore the project still has time to complete validation.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 01/12
NCR/OBS

3.9

Project shall include a project crediting period in conformance with section 3.9 of the VCS Standard. In general, for all AFOLU projects (ALM
projects are an exception to this requirement) a crediting period of 20-100 years shall be used. The earliest project crediting period start date for
AFOLU projects shall be 1 January 2002. Renewal of project crediting period shall follow requirements outlined in section 3.9.5 of the VCS
Standard.

The project crediting period rules are set out in the VCS Standard. Projects shall have a credible and robust plan for managing and implementing
the project over the project crediting period. For ARR or IFM extension of rotation age or low-productive to high-productive projects with harvesting,
the length of the project crediting period shall be set to include at least one complete harvest/cutting cycle. In the case of selectively cut IFM
projects, where trees are individually selected for harvest, the harvest/cutting cycle is the allowable re-entry period into the harvest area as
determined by legal and regulatory requirements, and common practice.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The PD in section 1.6 states that the crediting period is 30 years, with the start date coinciding with the project start date of 01
January 2005. However, please see section 2.2 of this report, where an issue regarding the project start date is raised.

The project does not have a ‗credible and robust‘ plan for managing the project over the 30 year crediting period. There is a
detailed financial plan (Makira Business Plan 10-20.xls) but this is only for the period 2010 to 2020. No other plans for the last
15 years of the project have been provided to the audit team.(NCR 02/12)
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 02/12
NCR/OBS

3.10 VCS Standard Section 3.11 and VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.4: Project location
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Project location shall follow requirements outlined in section 3.11 of the VCS Standard and 3.4 of the VCS AFOLU Requirements. Project location
for AFOLU projects shall be specified using geodetic polygons to delineate the geographic area of each AFOLU project activity and provided in a
KML file.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The project area is well understood by the project proponents, comprising of the forested parts of the zone of strict protection
and multiple use zones of the Makira Protected area (see table 3 in the PD). However, contradictions exist between the
numbers presented. For example, the PD in table 3, states that the forested project area is 361,880 ha, whilst in document 33
(technical report of Makira field measurement) page three states that the forested project area is 338,967 ha. In addition, the
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naming of the spatial components of the project can lead to confusion for readers not well acquainted with the project, for
example, Section 1.9 of the PD discusses the ‗project zone‘ which is not a term used by the VCS or the methodology. In
summary the spatial limits of the project are not clearly labelled, transparently quantified and consistently presented. (NCR
03/12)
A map has been provided in Figure 6 of the PD.
The ownership of the land is described as public land.
A KML file of the project area has not yet been provided to the auditors. (NCR 04/12)
Conformance
Yes
NCR 03/12
NCR/OBS
NCR 04/12

Implementation of the project activities shall not lead to the violation of any applicable law, regardless of whether or not the law is enforced.

3.11 VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.2: Compliance with applicable laws and regulations

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The list of applicable laws is complete, and their description allows a good understanding on their link to the project proponent
obligation during the project lifetime. As described, implementation of the project activities should not lead to the violation of any
of them. This has also been confirmed during the field visit and thought the stakeholders meeting, especially those held at the
different government levels.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR/OBS
None raised
Project description shall be accompanied by right of use as outlined in section 3.12.1 of the VCS Standard.

3.12 VCS Standard Section 3.12.1: Right of use

Findings from Validation Field Audit
All the credits emissions generated are property of the State of Madagascar. There is an agreement between the malagasy
government and WDCS/MCC for credit reduction emissions sales. The lifetime of this agreement is 30 years.
Regarding the land, which is property of the state of Madagascar, WCS has received delegated management responsibility for
the Makira Protected area through various renewed contracts, of which the last would expire on the 31 December 2014 (after
the 2 years renewal). Thus, it cannot be considered for now an irrevocable agreement with the holder of the land.
It is also not clear how customary (even if not legally recognized) land tenure by communities may impact on the situation of
carbon rights in the project context, especially since very little communication has been done with communities to transfer any
potential carbon rights to Makira Co and the process of getting income from there. As a clarification, it‘s worth noting that the
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majority of the communities are outside the Project Area, although few are inside.
Conformance
Yes
No
NCR 51/12, NCR 52/12
NCR/OBS

N/A

3.13 VCS Standard Sections 3.12.2 – 3.12.10 and VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.5: Linkage to other GHG programs and
trading schemes

83

For those projects previously or currently involved in other GHG program or emission trading schemes, the project shall document how it meets the
requirements of the VCS Standard Sections 3.12.2 thru 3.12.10 and VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.5.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Madagascar is not known to have any binding emissions trading schemes that would affect the project.

However, the project has previously sold ex-ante credits for emissions reductions in the park as described in section 4.3.7 and
1.6 and 1.5 of the PD.

“The project proponent notes that 154,329 tCO2-e of emission reductions from the Makira Project were
sold upfront to help finance the establishment of the project. These sales were carried out by the
Conservation International Center for Environmental Leadership in Business, and maintained in a
project registry. The registry identifies the quantity of sales by vintage and purchaser. Upon validation
and first verification of the Makira Project against the VCS, 154,329 VCUs, the number equivalent to
the total tCO2-e of emission reductions already sold from the project will be deducted from the total
VCUs generated by the Makira Project.” (Section 4.3.7)

Conservation International‘s Madagascar Country Director was interviewed about these transaction and was able to produce
documented evidence as follows:
- Contracts between WCS and CI for phase 1 (2004-2007) and phase 2 (2007-2012) of the agreement. Phase 1 agreed that
CI would pay a donation in exchange for rights to market a given number of ex-ante credits. Phase two allowed for further
sales of new credits. In exchange WCS are required to retire any future credits in relation to the volume sold by CI.
- Agreement between the Ministry of Environment and Forests and CI allowing CI to market credits from the Makira area.
- A registry was seen stating the 154,329 t CO2 had been sold from the Makira area to date. It was noted that a contract
amendment was required between WCS and CI to allow for more than 140,000 t CO2 to be sold. CI reported that money
and reports had been flowing well between the organisations and that there were no outstanding issues.

To summarise, the project was found to have sold credits ex-ante but has transparently reported on this and is contractually
bound to retire these as soon as they are issued.

The information about the deal with Conservation International is presented in the Monitoring Plan section ‗4.3.7
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Documentation‘. It should be presented in a more suitable place. (OBS 01/12)
Conformance
Yes
No
OBS 01/12
NCR/OBS

3.14 VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 3.1.6 and 3.1.10: Project activities on peatlands

Yes

No

N/A

N/A

Where ARR, ALM, IFM or REDD project activities take place on peatland, the project shall adhere to both the respective project category
requirements and the PRC requirements, unless the expected emissions from the soil organic carbon pool or change in the soil organic carbon
pool in the project scenario is deemed below de minimis as set out in Section 4.3.3, in which case the project shall not be subject to the PRC
requirements.

Findings from Field Audit
Not applicable
Conformance
NCR/OBS
N/A

3.15 VCS Standard Section 3.2 and VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.7: Multiple project activities

84

Projects may include multiple project activities where the methodology applied to the project allows more than one project activity and/or where
projects apply more than one methodology. Such projects shall comply with the respective project requirements of each included AFOLU category.
For example, projects that combine agroforestry or enrichment planting with community forestry in a single project where farmers integrate these
activities within a single landscape shall follow an ARR methodology for planting activities and an IFM methodology for community forestry activities
(except where the activities have been combined in a single methodology). For each activity covered by a different methodology, the geographic
extent of the area to which the methodology is applied shall be clearly delineated. Where more than one methodology has been applied to a project
with multiple project activities, the requirements outlined in Section 3.2 of the VCS Standard must be met.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The project only involves one activity – reducing emissions from unplanned frontier deforestation and degradation as stated in
section 1.2 of the PD.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR/OBS
None raised
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3.16 VCS Standard Section 3.4 and VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.8: Grouped projects

No

N/A

Grouped projects are projects structured to allow the expansion of a project activity subsequent to project validation. Validation is based upon the
initial project activity instances identified in the project description. The project description sets out the geographic areas within which new project
activity instances may be developed and the eligibility criteria for their inclusion. New instances meeting these pre-established criteria may then be
added to the project subsequent to project validation, as set out in the sections below. Section 3.4 of the VCS standard provides the requirements
for all grouped projects, which are further expanded upon in VCS document AFOLU Requirements Section 3.8.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The project is not a group project as stated in section 1.2 of the PD.
Conformance
Yes
NCR/OBS
None raised
3.17 VCS Standard Section 3.19.3: Commercially sensitive information
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All information in the project documents shall be presumed to be available for public review, though commercially sensitive information may be
protected, as set out in VCS document Registration and Issuance Process, where it can be demonstrated that such information is commercially
sensitive. The validation/verification body shall check that any information designated by the project proponent as commercially sensitive meets the
VCS Program definition of commercially sensitive information. Information in the project documents related to the determination of the baseline
scenario, demonstration of additionality, and estimation and monitoring of GHG emission reductions and removals shall not be considered to be
commercially sensitive and shall be provided in the public versions of the project documents.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The agreement between the Ministry of Environment and Forests and the Makira Carbon Company on
marketing carbon credits, as well as financial and business plans developed for the Makira Project are
considered commercially sensitive information by the proponents and have not been included in the present project
description. These documents were made available to the auditors.

The documents were found to meet the VCS definition of commercially sensitive material relating as they do to detailed financial
forecasts and commitments.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR/OBS
None raised

VCS Standard Section 3.1: Use of approved methodology

4 Application of Methodology
4.1

Projects shall apply methodologies eligible under the VCS Program. Methodologies shall be applied in full, including the full application of any
tools or modules referred to by a methodology.
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Findings from Validation Field Audit
As stated in section 2.1 of the PD, ―The methodology applied to the Makira project is the REDD Methodology Framework
(REDD-MF), Approved VCS Methodology VM0007, Version 1.0, developed by Avoided Deforestation Partners (ADP).”

Section 2.1 of the PD does not state which versions of the modules were used. It is also not clear how or if some of the modules
listed were used such as E-NA and CP-L (NCR 11/12).

The methodology, and some modules have been revised since the version quoted by the PD. The revision to REDD-MF is dated
07 September 2011. The module M-MON was revised to version 2.0 on 23 November 2011. Therefore the project is still
covered by the grace period. However, there may be advantages to using the latest versions of the methodologies whereby
complications are avoided in the long run (OBS 02/12).

VCS Standard Section 3.5: Methodology deviations

The VCS website states that projects can used methodologies that have subsequently been revised for a grace period of 18
months, by which time they must reach validation. The website also states that the length of the grace period is under review
(http://www.v-c-s.org/methodologies/what-methodology).
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 11/12
NCR/OBS
OBS 02/12

4.2
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Deviations from the methodology applied to the project are permitted where they represent a deviation from the criteria and procedures relating to
monitoring or measurement (but not quantification) of GHG emission reductions or removals set out in the methodology. Deviations relating to any
other part of the methodology shall not be permitted. Methodology deviations shall not negatively impact the conservativeness of the quantification
of GHG emissions reductions or removals.

Methodology deviations shall be permitted at validation or verification and their consequences shall be reported in the validation or verification
report, as applicable and all subsequent verification reports. Methodology deviations are not considered to be precedent setting.

Conformance with methodology applicability conditions

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The PD states that no major deviations from the methodology have occurred in section 2.6 of the PD. However, deviations were
found from the methodology (such as failing to meet the required figure of merit and using images with cloud cover about the
maximum threshold). These deviations are outside the allowable definitions of deviations as they do not relate to monitoring or
measurement.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 12/12
NCR/OBS

4.3
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Land in the project area has qualified as forest at least 10 years before
the project start date.
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The project shall demonstrate conformance with all methodology applicability conditions. A project cannot use a methodology unless it meets all
applicability conditions. Any change in applicability conditions is considered a Methodology Revision and must be submitted for double approval
under the VCS Methodology Approval Process.

REDD
-MF

The post-deforestation land-use was observed to be rice
and Savoka, and not reforestation. Thus, the condition was

Observations confirmed that fires and pasture use prevent
deforested land returning to forest.

The plan is to renew the baseline every 10 years. Thus, the
condition was met.
Please see section 1.3 of this report. Whilst no land is
registered under another scheme, ex-ante credits have
been sold and there is a plan to retire the same volume of
VCUs.

The baseline is of the AUDD type. Thus, the condition was
met.

See section 2.5 of this report.

This has not been demonstrated in the PD, It is stated that
this analysis is conducted in section 2.4, but the process to
ensure newly forested land is not included is not detailed in
the PD (See NCR 05/12)
The project area was not found to contain peat. Thus, the
condition was met.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The PD does not systematically approach demonstrating that applicability conditions of each of the modules used has been met.
However section 2.2 does provide an overview for REDD-MF, which covers most of the applicability conditions. Below are
findings related to each of the modules used.
Mod
Applicability Condition
Finding

REDD
-MF

REDD
-MF

REDD
-MF

REDD
-MF

REDD
-MF

REDD
-MF

The project area can include forested wetlands (such as bottomland
forests, floodplain forests, mangrove forests) as long as they do not
grow on peat. Peat shall be defined as organic soils with at least 65%
organic matter and a minimum thickness of 50 cm. If the project area
includes a forested wetlands growing on peat (e.g. peat swamp
forests), this methodology is not applicable.
Project proponents must be able to show control over the project area
and ownership of carbon rights for the project area at the time of
verification.
Baseline deforestation and baseline forest degradation in the project
area fall within one or more of the following categories:
o Unplanned deforestation (VCS category AUDD);
o Planned deforestation (VCS category APD);
o Degradation through extraction of wood for fuel (fuelwood and
charcoal production) (VCS category AUDD).
Baselines shall be renewed every 10 years after the start of the project
except where triggers lead to a more frequent renewal.
All land areas registered under the CDM or under any other carbon
trading scheme (both voluntary and compliance-orientated) must be
transparently reported and excluded from the project area. The
exclusion of land in the project area from any other carbon trading
scheme shall be monitored over time and reported in the monitoring
reports.
If land is not being converted to an alternative use but will be allowed to
naturally regrow (i.e. temporarily unstocked), this framework shall not
be used.
Where post-deforestation land use constitutes reforestation this
framework shall not be used.
REDD
-MF
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REDD
-MF

REDD
-MF

Leakage avoidance activities shall not include:
o Agricultural lands that are flooded to increase production (e.g. paddy
rice);
o Intensifying livestock production through use of ―feed-lots‖4 and/or
manure lagoons.

Where, pre-project, unsustainable fuelwood collection is occurring
within the project boundaries modules BL-DFW and LK-DFW shall be
used to determine potential leakage
Non-tree aboveground biomass must be included as part of the project
boundary if the following applicability criteria are met (per framework
module REDD-MF):
-tree aboveground biomass are greater in the baseline
than in the project scenario, and
-tree aboveground biomass is determined to be significant (using
the T-SIG module).
Dead wood shall be included if stocks are greater in the baseline than
in the project
scenario (in conformance with REDD-MF), and
SIG).
The module shall be applied to all project activities where the baseline
agents of deforestation: (i) clear the land for settlements, crop
production (agriculturalist) or ranching, where such clearing for crop
production or ranching does not amount to large scale industrial
agriculture activities2; (ii) have no documented and uncontested legal
right to deforest the land for these purposes; and (iii) are either resident
in the region (reference region—cf. section 1 below) or immigrants.
It shall be demonstrated that post-deforestation land use shall not
constitute reforestation

Baseline agents of deforestation shall: (i) clear the land for settlements,
crop production (agriculturalist) or ranching, where such clearing for
crop production or ranching does not amount to large scale industrial
agriculture activities; (ii) have no documented and uncontested legal
right to deforest the land for these purposes; and (iii) are either resident
in the reference region (cf. section 1 below) or immigrants. Under any
other condition this framework shall not be used.
It shall be demonstrated that post-deforestation land use shall not
constitute reforestation.

REDD
-MF
REDD
-MF
CPAB

CP-D

BLUP

BLUP
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met.
In some villages outside of the protected area, flooding of
land for rice production through the use of dams was
observed as a leakage prevention mechanism. The PD
states that the area of flooded land will not increase, but
does not reference the creation of dams. A fuller,
evidenced explanation is required (NCR 13/12)
Land was observed to be primarily cleared for crop
production or pasture, by local communities without legal
documentation permitting the deforestation. Thus the
conditions were met.

The post-deforestation land-use was observed to be rice
and Savoka, and not reforestation. Thus, the condition was
met.
Fuelwood collection was observed to be in small volumes.
However, the PD does not demonstrate that the collection
is sustainable (NCR 14/12)
The PD is not clear on how the vegetation within Savoka is
classified (tree vs. non tree), however the methods
employed did record the biomass present in the Savoka.

Deadwood was included in the project and baseline
calculations. Thus, the condition was met.

Land was observed to be cleared for crop production or
pasture, by local communities without legal documentation
permitting the deforestation. Thus the conditions were met.

The post-deforestation land-use was observed to be rice
and Savoka, and not reforestation. Thus, the condition was
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BLUP
LKASU
E-BB

EFFC

MMon
XSTR

Where, pre-project, unsustainable fuelwood collection is occurring
within the project boundaries modules BL-DFW and LK-DFW shall be
used to determine potential leakage.
None

Where an uncertainty value is not known or cannot be simply
calculated, then a project must justify that it is using an indisputably
conservative number and an uncertainty of 0% may be used for this
component.

If fire is used to clear the land or constitutes a cause of forest
degradation, emissions of CO2, N2O and CH4 result. Inclusion in the
baseline is always optional. Where used in the baseline, accounting
must occur under both the baseline and with-project scenarios in both
the project area and in the leakage belt. Where fires occur ex-post the
module shall be used to account greenhouse gas emissions.
All fossil fuel combustion associated with a project may be accounted,
including fossil fuel combustion of subcontractors that are conducting
(parts of the) work to implement the project.
Fossil fuel combustion in all situations is an optional emission source.
Project proponents may,
however, elect to include fossil fuel
combustion if emissions are higher in the baseline than in the project
case thus generating emission reductions through project activities.
Where
emissions from fossil fuel combustion are estimated in the baseline,
monitoring and estimation must also occur in the with-project scenario.
Strata as defined in the relevant baseline modules are fixed and may
not be changed without baseline revision.
Any module referencing strata i shall be used in combination with this
module. Strata are only used for pre-deforestation forest classes, and
are the same in baseline and actual cases.
Post-deforestation (conversion) land-uses are not stratified, instead
using average post-deforestation stock values (e.g. ―Simple
Conservative‖ or ―Historical Area-weighted‖ approaches per BL-UP).

XUNC

Guidance on uncertainty – a precision target of a 95% confidence

XSTR

X-
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met.
Fuelwood collection was observed to be in small volumes.
However, the PD does not demonstrate that the collection
is sustainable (See NCR 14/12)
N/A

Non- CO2 emissions were not included in the baseline, but
will be included in the project scenario if evidence of
burning is found.

The project does not calculate emissions from fossil fuels.
It is not anticipated that these emissions would be great.
Thus, the condition is met.

The strata were fixed. Thus, the condition is met.

There is no explanation of how the module X-STR was
implemented in defining strata (NCR 15/12)

The range of non-forest landcovers was sampled to derive
an average value for the post deforestation carbon stock.
The project has used a method similar to ‗option 2‘,
Historical Area-weight Average, however does not have the
area data for post deforestation landcovers to use the
method fully. Therefore there is deemed to be an
inadequate explanation of how the post deforestation
carbon stock was derived relative to the requirements of
the methodology (NCR 16/12)
The PD does not have a systematic approach to
demonstrating how uncertainty and conservatism has been
handled in data and parameter selection. For example,
there is no defence of why the wood density selected is a
conservative choice (NCR 17/12)
This precision target is met in the carbon stock numbers
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UNC

Yes

interval equal to or less than 15% of the recorded value shall be
targeted. This is especially important in terms of project planning for
measurement of carbon stocks; sufficient measurement plots should be
included to achieve this precision level across the measured stocks.

NCR 05/12
NCR 13/12
NCR 14/12
NCR 15/12
NCR 16/12
NCR 17/12

VCS Standard Section 3.13: Project boundary

Conformance
NCR/OBS

4.4

presented.

No

N/A

The project boundary shall be described (using diagrams, as required) and GHG sources, sinks and reservoirs shall be identified and assessed in
accordance with the methodology applied to the project. The project shall justify not selecting any relevant GHG source, sink and reservoirs.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Section 2.3.4 of the PD describes the sources of GHG emissions. The selection of sources and sinks are justified and are
conservative.

Section 2.3.1. of the PD describes how the project‘s spatial boundaries have been defined in accordance with BL-UP‘s steps
Part 1.

Reference region

The numbers presented in section B.1 of ‗33-Technical report of Makira field measurement‘ for the areas of the various spatial
components of the project do not appear to align with the values in PD (see NCR 03/12)
1.1.1

1.1.1.1 Reference region for projecting deforestation rate

In accordance with the module, the RRD does not include the project area nor the leakage belt. The size is demonstrated to be
sufficient given the size of the project area. Whilst general descriptions are provided, the PD (section 2.3.1.1) does not contain
analysis and evidence that the criteria to demonstrate similarity between the RRD at the start of the historical reference period
and the PA at the project start date (NCR 07/12). The general shape of the RRD, extending to the north and south is applicable
give the east-west gradients that exist in topography, climate, forest and deforestation pressure. It is stated in the PD that
protected areas were excluded from the RRD.
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1.1.1.2 Reference region for projecting location of deforestation

The RRL meets the required ratio of forest to non forest and is sensibly located to include the project area, leakage belt and
surrounding areas extending north and south. Whilst the PD state that the protected areas were not included, during discussions
with the GIS technicians it was explained that they were included, but handled differently when deforestation was modelled. This
inconsistency requires resolution, in accordance with the requirements of the methodology (NCR 08/12).

During stakeholder discussions it was found that another temporary protected area exists within the RRL (related to the WWFGood Planet Project). The boundaries of this area can be seen here: http://phcf.actioncarbone.org/Andapa.html. This requires
explanation to determine whether or not including this area is in compliance with the module. It is also not clear from Figure 6
how the Anjanaharibe-Sud reserve is classified. (NCR 08/12)
The following criteria has not been demonstrated in the PD,

Project area

―At the start of the baseline period, RRL must have the same proportion of forests suitable for conversion to the land-use
practices of the deforestation agents as the project area (±30%) as demonstrated by soil suitability, precipitation regime,
elevation and access to markets.” (BL-UP) (NCR 07/12)

1.1.2

The project area is clearly defined as the forested area within the protected area boundaries.

1.1.3 Leakage belt
Figure 6 does not show the leakage belt. (NCR 09/12) The leakage belt is formed by the management transfer areas that border
the project area. It is in these areas (as well as in the multi-use areas of the park), where, on non-forested land the project is
conducting activities with communities aimed at reducing leakage (improved agriculture, education etc).
In section 1.13.2 it is stated that,

―the leakage belt is therefore made up of the community management areas surrounding the Makira Protected Area and for
which the communities have signed GCF management contracts.”

To date only 44 GCF management contracts have been signed, whilst over 80 would be required to encircle the project area.
According to this definition, the leakage belt will change over time, and at present does not constitute a complete buffer area
around the core protected area. However, it should be noted that the maps provided show the buffer area assuming all the
contracts necessary are signed. It is not clear in the PD what would happen if they are not able to get all the contracts signed.
G-38 2Aug12
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This is a real possibility as communities can always opt not to sign if they do not want to. The module does not contain any
provisions for amending the leakage belt during the project. (NCR 09/12)

The sum of the 86 management transfer areas was found to be 351,037 ha when the GIS file was analysed. This number differs
slightly from the 335,173 ha value that is in section 2.3.1.4 of the PD. (NCR 09/12)

With regard to the modules criteria:
a. The leakage belt is the forested area closest to the project area.
b. The belt comprises of the boundaries of the management transfer areas for local communities surrounding the project
area. However, there is no evidence of mobility analysis to determine if in fact people could be displaced further or would be
likely to deforest beyond their management transfer area. (NCR 09/12)
c. The aggregation of management transfer areas creates a buffer that is 4-15km wide which circles the whole project area
except where there is a border with another protected area. At the southern extremity of the project area the buffer zone is
not very wide, at just 1km. The exclusion of the neighbouring protected area from the leakage belt is not justified. (NCR
09/12)
d. No analysis is presented to determine the similarity of landscape factors. (NCR 09/12)
e. No analysis is presented to determine the similarity of transport/settlement factors. (NCR 09/12)
f. Policies and regulations having an impact on land use change patterns within the leakage belt and the project area are not
the same in 2005 (project start date): Makira benefit a temporary protection status since 2001, and is under the protected
area Code restriction (COAP), but it is not the case of the leakage belt
g. Social factors having an impact on land use change within the leakage and the project area are similar, and have the
same effect

N/A

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.3.1 and VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 4.3.5 – 4.3.24 (Project type specific
carbon pools): Relevant carbon pools

NCR 03/12
NCR 07/12
NCR 09/12

The LB is >90% of the size of the PA as required by the methodology.
Conformance
Yes
No
NCR/OBS

4.5

The relevant carbon pools for AFOLU project categories are aboveground tree biomass (or aboveground woody biomass in ARR and ALM
projects), aboveground non-tree biomass (aboveground non-woody biomass in ARR and ALM projects), belowground biomass, litter, dead wood,
soil (including peat) and wood products. Methodologies shall include the relevant carbon pools set out in Table 2 of Section 4.3.1 of the VCS
AFOLU Requirements.
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Specific carbon pools and GHG sources, including carbon pools and GHG sources that cause project and leakage emissions, may be deemed de
minimis and do not have to be accounted for if together the omitted decrease in carbon stocks (in carbon pools) or increase in GHG emissions
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(from GHG sources) amounts to less than five percent of the total GHG benefit generated by the project. Additional information on de minimis
carbon pools is available in section 4.3.3 of the AFOLU Requirements.

The VCS AFOLU Requirements contain project type specific requirements for all AFOLU project types, the following criteria shall be met for each
project type:
ARR: VCS AFOLU Requirement 4.3.7
ALM: VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.3.8 – 4.3.11
IFM: VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.3.12 – 4.3.15
REDD: VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.3.16 – 4.3.17
ACoGS: VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.3.18 – 4.3.21
PRC: VCS AFOLU Requirements 4.3.22 – 4.3.24

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.3.5 and 4.3.6: Non-CO2 GHGs

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Section 2.3.3 of the PD and table 4 show the pools considered by the project. The selections made in table 4 are consistent with
Table 2 in the VCS AFOLU Requirements. However, the text above table 2 states that litter is included (section 2.1 also states
that the litter module is used), whilst table 4 states it is excluded. In addition it is stated that long-term wood products are
conservatively excluded, however a reduction in logging would lead to a drop in long-term wood products and is hence not
conservative. The exclusion of long-term wood products on significance grounds has not yet been demonstrated. It should be
noted that the clearance practices observed by the auditors did not indicate that timber was being extracted for long term wood
products. Selective illegal logging of high value timber was occurring in and around the project area, but was not associated with
the deforestation process.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 10/12
NCR/OBS
4.6
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Reductions of N2O and/or CH4 emissions are eligible for crediting if in the baseline scenario the project area would have been subject to livestock
grazing, rice cultivation, burning and/or nitrogen fertilization. Reductions of CH 4 emissions are eligible for crediting if fire would have been used to
clear the land in the baseline scenario.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Fire was observed as a tool used to clear land, but the project proponents are not claiming credits for avoiding these emissions.
This is conservative.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR/OBS
None raised

5 Additionality and baseline selection
G-38 2Aug12

5.1

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.5 and VCS Standard Section 3.14: Baseline scenario selection
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The baseline scenario for the project shall be determined in accordance with the requirements set out in the methodology applied to the project,
and the choice of baseline scenario shall be justified. Equivalence in type and level of activity of products or services provided by the project and
the baseline scenario shall be demonstrated and, where appropriate, any significant differences between the project and the baseline scenario
shall be explained. In developing the baseline scenario, assumptions, values and procedures shall be selected that help ensure that net GHG
emission reductions and removals are not overestimated.

No checking was done of the forest – non-forest map for accuracy because the CI data was trusted.
Evidence of the map accuracy assessment mentioned in section 2.4.1.1 of the PD was not provided.
The CI study does not contain an explanation of the accuracy assessment results. Therefore, since
the accuracy of the map has not been demonstrated, the module has not been followed fully (NCR
20/12).
The project only has two data points for deforestation amount so uses a historical average
approach. According to the methodology this is acceptable, but an explanation is required as to the
absence of any underlying trends that could be causing the drop in deforestation seen between the
two historic time periods. In addition, in Annex 1 of the VCS monitoring report is a report from WCS
to Conservation International on the ‗state of the forest‘ dated July 2010, and within this document
statements are made about the projected deforestation rate that appear to raise questions about the
numbers used in the PD. In the Annex the proponents discuss projecting the without-project
deforestation from 2005-2035 using a model based on the rate of forest loss between 2000 and
2005,
―which
is
equal
to
0.176%‖.
Further
it
is
stated
that,
―

Could cover in the 2000 image was 40%, greater than the 10% threshold allowed by the module. It
should be noted that a work-around where by deforestation that could not be attributed to a
particular time period was allocated proportionately to the two time periods was used, this is not in
compliance with the modules requirement for the rate to be calculated from areas that are cloud free
on both dates. (NCR 19/12)

Findings
The historical Landsat images acquired for the analysis were suitable and meet the requirements of
the methodology. The project utilised pre-classified data from a national study by Conservation
International and adjusted the filtering such that the national forest definition of 1 ha was used. The
filtering method was demonstrated to the auditors and it appeared suitable. The PD does not explain
how the CI classification met the steps it outlines in section 2.4.1.1 of the PD. For example, how was
the 30% canopy cover limit set in the classification? What were the ―Regular controls of the quality
of the classification allowed to achieve satisfactory results.‖?

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Please see section 4.1 of this report for an assessment of the qualitative selection of the baseline scenario. The findings below refer to Part 2
(estimation of annual areas of unplanned deforestation) and Part 3 (location and quantification of threat of unplanned deforestation) of the
BL-UP module.
Baseline Determination Step
STEP 2.1 Analysis of historical
deforestation

STEP 2.2 Estimation of the annual
areas
of
unplanned
baseline
deforestation in the RRD
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STEP 2.3 Estimation of the annual
areas
of
unplanned
baseline
deforestation in the project area
STEP 2.4 Analysis of deforestation
constraints
STEP 3.0 Determination of whether
location analysis is required
STEP 3.1 Preparation of data sets for
spatial analysis
STEP 3.2 Preparation of risk maps for
deforestation
STEP 3.3 Selection of the most
accurate deforestation risk map using
an acceptable validation
metric
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‖

It is not clear, why in Annex 1 of the monitoring report, it was thought necessary to take a
deforestation rate of 0.176, whilst in the PD, the projected rate within the project area is modeled as
0.81%/yr (2924ha/361880ha, Table 8). In addition the PD does not explain what the new national
forest policies are and whether or not they are likely to reduce the projected rate. It should noted
that the BL-UP requires, ―Policies and regulations having an impact on land-use change patterns
within the RRD and the project area must be of the same type or have an equivalent effect at the
start of the historical reference period, taking into account the current level of enforcement.‖ (BLUP, p6) (NCR 21/12)

Using the modules equations 3 and 4, the deforestation area per year is calculated for the reference
region.
The deforestation rate in the RRL is correctly calculated using equation 4 from BL-UP.

A constraints analysis has not been conducted (as required by step 2.4 of BL-UP) (NCR 22/12)

A location analysis was correctly identified as necessary because the deforestation pattern is
frontier.
The proponents used Land Change Modeller within the IDRISI software package. This program is
commonly used for such analysis.
Risk maps were prepared according to the methodology.

The PD explains that the most suitable risk map based on combinations of factor maps was chosen
and examples of risk maps including the validated one are provided as images (Figure 9). However,
there is no transparent process by which the factors were combined and the most suitable map
chosen based on the highest Figure of Merit. The best figure of merit that was achieved was said to
be less than 10%. The reason for the poor FOM seems to be that the deforestation rate is very low
which means that the likelihood of deforested pixels overlapping perfectly is very low. The risk map
provided in the PD in Figure 9 does not have co-ordinates or the project area marked on it, so it is
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hard to determine how the risk relates to the project area.

There has been no social validation of the risk maps or the deforestation maps. Very distinct
patterns such as the lack of risk in the southern half of the RRL could not be easily explained. It will
be necessary to have a risk and deforestation map that can be explained and understood with those
familiar with the area.

In summary, the process to develop and select a risk map was not sufficiently transparent and the
resultant deforestation model performed below the required threshold without a good explanation
(NCR 23/12)
In the modelling of deforestation (shown in Figure 11), the deforestation between 2005 and 2010 is
focused around non forested areas in the middle of the project area. In fact these patches were
artefacts of having projected deforestation using the average rate of deforestation between 2000
and 2005 and in reality do not exist (compare to Figure 10). This is an incorrect way to build the
model because the actual forest cover map in 2005 should have been the starting point.

The area deforested in the period 2001-2005 in figure 10 looks to be significantly less than the
2005-2009 deforestation in Figure 11.

In summary, the projection of deforestation appears to have been based on an incorrect forest cover
map and increased transparency regarding the rates will be required in the revised presentation of
the modelling (NCR 24/12)
Yes
No
N/A

STEP 3.4 Mapping of the locations of
future deforestation

NCR 19/12
NCR 20/12
NCR 21/12
NCR 22/12
NCR 23/12
NCR 24/12

Additionality shall be demonstrated and assessed in accordance with the requirements set out in the methodology applied to the project.

VCS Standard Section 3.15: Additionality

Conformance
NCR/OBS

5.2

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The PD documents the additionality test in section 2.5. In summary, whilst the analysis presented was thorough and supported
by evidence from stakeholder discussions, the tool had been used incorrectly in sub-step 1b. A small correction in the tools
application is therefore required.
Additionality Tool Step
Findings
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Sub-step 3a.

Sub-step 2d.

Sub-step 2c.

N/A

A barrier analysis is not required.

N/A

The seven scenarios identified in section 2.5.1.1 of the PD were all found to be reasonable, most
were seen in the surrounding area and stakeholder consultations confirmed that all were possible.
The scenarios that are required by the VCS tool are all covered.
Thorough analysis is provided to demonstrate that the scenarios are legally permitted, or as is
more often the case, they are not, but represent common practice in the area. However, the
analysis concludes with a list of five scenarios, ―that are in compliance with mandatory legislation
and regulations taking into account their enforcement in the region or country and EB decisions on
national and/or sectoral policies and regulations‖. Scenario 5, the creation of a park without REDD,
that was removed from the analysis at this step appears to meet the definition above and therefore
should remain in. There is no legal or regulatory reason why the park could not be created without
REDD, the reasons given relate more to financial constraints (NCR 18/12)
The conclusion that a mixture of the scenarios presented (except legal mining and commercial
harvesting) as being the most likely scenario. This was confirmed through observations and
stakeholder discussions.
The business plans demonstrate that beyond carbon revenue and grant funding, there are no
other sources of income that will de derived by the project proponent for protecting the project
area. Therefore it is appropriate to use a simple cost analysis.
Costs of managing the park will be in excess of USD 1m per annum, and no income beyond
grants and carbon money will be received by the project proponent.
N/A

Sub-step 1a

Sub-step 3b.

Sub-step 2b.

Sub-step 2a.

Sub-step 1c

Sub-step 1b

Step 4

NCR 18/12

The main activity is the creation of protected area (as for Masoala) and implementation of
alternative activities to address drivers of deforestation, with WCS support. Similar activities have
already diffused in the geographical area of Masoala, in a comparable environment and the same
regulatory framework as for the Makira project. In addition, many activities (patrol, support to rural
development) are undertaken since 2001 in the project area, in a lower scale. These details are
not provided in this section (common practices analysis are mainly based on difference with
Masoala, and not similarity with Masoala) (NCR 18/12)
Yes
No
N/A

Conformance
OBS
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VCS Standard Section 3.16: Quantification of GHG emission reductions and removals

6 Quantification of GHG emissions
6.1
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GHG emissions and/or removals shall be estimated for each GHG source, sink and/or reservoir relevant for the project (including leakage) and the
baseline scenario.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The section of the audit report presents findings on the methodology steps executed for:
BL-UP Part 4 Estimation of Carbon Stock Changes and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The CP modules referenced by BL-UP

This step in the process was not transparent, as the modelling used to determine the distinction
between high and low risk of deforestation forest is not presented and the link to subsequent risk
maps used is not explained. With regard to the high/low deforestation risk, a document called,
‗potential transition from 1 to 2‘ was seen. There is a description of its creation in
‗Savuka_strata_narritive‘ and the risk factors used are described. This map has a strong east-west
pattern, with the east being high risk and west being low. This risk trend does not correspond to
the risk map in Figure 9 of the PD. A document called, ‗low/high risk percentage‘ shows the
resulting stratification. It appears that the risk map was not used to ―refine‖ to the vegetation based
stratification, but actually replaced it.

The PD describes the approach taken to stratifying the forest of the region. The work was initiated
by Winrock International and was conducted in 2009. Five strata were identified based on a
number of pre-existing classifications of the area. It is not clear why the pre-stratification did not
consider the governments division of low/mid altitude forest at 800 m ASL. The underlying data
files for these were seen. Five strata were identified and 10 plots put into each. The protocol for
data gathering follows standard best practice and teams were demonstrated the necessary
knowledge and skill to execute the protocols in the field. Further details are provided of the
approach in Annex 1 to the PD. It is stated on page 49 of the PD that due to a lack of variance
between degraded and non-degraded forests the strata identified were reduced to low-altitude
forest, mid-altitude forest and Savoka. In section 2.4.2.2 it is stated that, ―Upon further classifying
the two forest classes based on potential for transition from forest to nonforest, the number of
sampling plots was calculated in a way to minimize calculation errors for carbon stock estimation.‖

Methodology Step
Findings
STEP 4.1 Stratification of This methodological step refers to the module X-STR, which must be used to define strata of
the total area subject to forested areas and to a separate approach (in step 4.2.2) for determining the post deforestation
deforestation
landcovers.
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Hence the stratification used does not relate to the vegetation cover in the area and there is a lack
of transparent documentation of the stratification process (NCR 25/12)

Whilst it is stated that the module X-STR has been used, it is not clear exactly how it was used.
(See NCR 15/12)

A GPS unit was used in the field to collect descriptions of land covers at 52 locations during a
40km round trip walk and a boat trip from Andaparaty to Maroantsetra.The GPS points were
plotted against various date files used by the project. Comments regarding the data files are
presented here:
- Mak_alt_veg_2 (strata included: 0-400m, 400-800m, 800-1600m degraded or intact forest
derived from the kew vegetation atlas) - The Savoka/forest definitions mapped well against the
points taken, but some agroforestry areas were showing as degraded forest.
- Kew Altas data - it shows degraded forest, humid forest and cultivated areas. The kew data
shows that degraded forest is found in the north east of Makira.
- Aster image from 2009 – has heavy cloud cover. Aster image has more forest cover compared
to the Kew Stratification.
- Landsat 2005 – difficult to assess visually.
- CI classification from landsat 2005, which also shows deforestation from 96-01 and 01-06 The Aster image has considerably more forest than the CI image. The classification seems
have an east west line which runs through the middle, where the colour used for forest
classification is different. A visual analysis of the deforestation patterns from 96-06 indicates
that south of this line, there was very little deforestation 96-06. This could be an issue with the
data. Deforestation seems concentrated on the ZOC, and is almost always next to already
degraded forest. It is more prevalent in the management transfer zones on the eastern side,
with very little deforestation shown in the west. The classification correctly identifies the
transition from savoka to intact forest observed on the walk to the ZOC.

Overall, the GPS points taken aligned well with the classification of the Kew imagery and the
forest/non forest classification of the CI study and Kew Gardens data. However, the contradictions
between the data sources used (especially the ASTER image), lead to a concern about the
consistency of the data. The differences between images and apparent contradictions have not
been investigated and presented (NCR 25/12)
STEP 4.2 Estimation of 4.2.1 Forest Carbon Stocks
carbon stocks and carbon
stock changes per stratum Generally, the steps in CP-AB were followed in order to calculate the above and below ground
carbon stocks for the tree and non-tree pools. CP-AB states that, ―Measurements of initial stocks
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employed in the baseline must take place within ±5 years of the project start date, for simplicity
referred to here as stocks at t=0.‖ The PD states that, ―Field measurements took place between
October 2008 and April 2009. The field teams were lead by Serge Stevens, WCS Makira Project
Research and Conservation Officer.‖ This was confirmed via interviews. Thus, the measurements
were taken less than 5 years after the start date of 0 January 2005.

Within CP-AB, ‗Part 1, Option 1. Fixed Area Plots with Allometric Equation method‘ was followed.
The project uses a pan tropical allometric equation (Chave et al 2005), but has not described
searches to find more site specific equations (it is known that equations for northern Madagascar
have been recently developed) nor have the validated the applicability of the equation as per the
required steps in the data/parameter table of the module CP-AB. The impact of changing
allometric equation could have a significant impact on the carbon stocks and hence the emissions
from avoided deforestation. There is no explanation as to why a wood density for Asia of 0.57 g
cm3 was used, no justification is provided for this parameter (NCR 26/12).
A root to shoot ratio equation devised by Cairns is used and is appropriate.

Standard procedures were used for deadwood (standing and lying) in accordance with CP-D, and
non-tree vegetation in accordance with CP-AB.

Annex 1 states that the 33 plots for the pre-deforestation carbon plots were randomly located
(although the PD does explain they were clustered due to difficult terrain). Standard cluster plot
design and measurement techniques are described in the carbon inventory and also in more detail
in the document Makira Terrestrial Carbon. The map shows them heavily clustered in three
regions, all at the edge of the project area.

The points where carbon plots were done were viewed in ARC GIS. Section 2.4.2.2 of the PD
describes the sampling as follows, ―Upon further classifying the two forest classes based on
potential for transition from forest to nonforest, the number of sampling plots was calculated in a
way to minimize calculation errors for biomass and carbon stock estimation. Given the difficult
terrain of the project area, a clustered sampling approach was identified. Thirty-three field
measurement points were identified: 22 points selected in the predetermined „high risk‟ for
transition from forest to non-forest (low altitude forest) and 11 points in the predetermined „low risk‟
for transition from forest to non-forest (mid altitude forest). At each field measurement point 4
subplots were identified for a total of 132 data collection points.‖

The 22 ‗high deforestation risk‘ plots were on the eastern edge, or just outside the protected area
to the east. The 11 ‗low deforestation risk‘ plots were west of the protected area in the
management transfer areas. Analysis against the Kew gardens classification revealed that for the
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high deforestation strata the points fell in the following classifications:
Low altitude degraded forest = 6
High altitude intact forest = 1
Mid altitude intact forest = 6
Low altitude intact forest = 10
For low risk of deforestation it was:
High altitude forest = 9
High altitude degraded forest = 2

There is no explanation of how this approach is expected to account for any variability that may be
found across the project area. There is no explanation as to why the preliminary plot data was not
used, since the same methods were followed. There is a concern that the combination of a
stratification system not based on physical forest characteristics, and the limited distribution of
sample clusters means that there cannot be confidence that the values calculated are
representative of the wider project area. For example, there is no discussion as to possible
altitudinal effects and how they may affect the results given the altitudinal range of the plots used.
(NCR 27/12)

The approach to sampling and stratification is provided in Annex 1 of the PD. There was found to
be a lack of explanation regarding the steps that were taken and a lack of justification for the
approaches. To provide some examples:
- The calculation to determine the number of sample plots required is not presented in the PD,
only a description of the method used is given (without showing the results).
- It is known that the western side of the area studied (Makira Protected area and surroundings)
is drier and has a different forest structure to the east; however all plots were located east of
Makira for the high deforestation risk classes.
(NCR 27/12)

In the Annex 1 to the PD it is stated that, ―The methodology described by Wenger and the
methodology formulas A3-1 through A3-4 was used to calculate the number of plots required to
achieve a sample error of ±10%. For each stratum, these equations require: the allowable sample
error (±10%), the mean, the standard deviation, and the area of the stratum.” However, the
calculations performed to determine this are not presented (NCR 28/12)

The carbon values presented in table 9 of the PD were traced back through the spreadsheets that
were used to derive them. The spreadsheets were developed by Winrock when the carbon
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inventory was undertaken in 2009.

The carbon stock values in table 9 do not match the summary data in the spreadsheet, ‗32 - WCS
Mad - compilation‘ because the row for low deforestation risk values shows the data from the high
deforestation risk row in the spreadsheet and vice versa (NCR 29/12). The spreadsheet, ‗Makira
Carbon Stocks Forêt.xls‘ calculates the 90% confidence interval rather than the 95% confidence
interval, however, when this is corrected the confidence interval values match those in the
spreadsheet.

A sample of the summary data in ‗Makira Carbon Stocks Forêt.xls‘ was traced back to the
individual tabs where the data was calculated and no errors were found. The inventory data from
selected tabs was assessed, and suspected errors were found. For example, in the ‗high def risk –
trees‘ tab, 5 trees with a dbh greater than 30 cm were found recorded against the medium nested
plot when all such trees should be recorded in the large nested plot (5 trees > 30cm were also in
the medium tree plot for low deforestation risk). The result of this is that their biomass is multiplied
by a larger scaling factor than it should be and it occurs because the spreadsheet does not have
adequate data validation checks (NCR 30/12). Column S in the tab ‗high def risk – trees‘ has the
units incorrectly labelled as ha, when they are actually m2, however this does not impact the
subsequent calculations.

Data was then traced back to the spreadsheets where individual parcel data was entered, for
example, ‗FHP 44 plots Makira high def risk‘. No errors were found.

Finally a sample of field data sheets were compared to the data input into the spreadsheets. No
errors were found.

4.2.2 Estimation of post-deforestation carbon stocks

The PD in section 2.4.2.1 states the post deforestation strata is ‗Savoka‘, yet other types of nonforest strata are known to exist such as rice fields. For the non-forest strata, 30 plots were placed
in non-forested areas. The method is well described in Annex 1 to the PD, but the results are not
presented (NCR 31/12). The spreadsheet ‗32 - WCS Mad - savoka carbon compilation - 19Aug‘
contains a compilation of the plot data, which is derived from documents ‗32 - FINAL SAVOKA 10
plots edit Savoka agroforest Andranofotsy - MKR reviewed‘, ‗32 - FINAL SAVOKA 10 plots edit
Savoka agroforest rantabe - MKR reviewed‘ and ‗32 - FINAL SAVOKA 10 plots edit Savoka
agroforest Voloina - MKR reviewed‘. The summary numbers match those in table 9 of the PD. A
sample of data was checked, and it was found to flow correctly between the sheets. As with the
forest calculations there is no defence of the allometric equation or wood density used. The PD
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Due to the issues discussed above, the values in table 10 for baseline GHG emissions in the
project area and leakage belt cannot be validated at this time.

Table 10 shows that emissions within the leakage belt are less than was projected in the baseline.
Positive leakage has been avoided by setting leakage emissions to zero.

does not explain which one of option, 1 or 2, has been followed in section 4.2.2 of BL-UP with
respect to calculating the post-deforestation carbon stock value (See NCR 16 /12).
STEP 4.3 Estimation of the Table 9 calculates a weighted average value for the carbon stock of all forested area, which is
sum of baseline carbon subsequently used in emissions reductions calculations. However the methodology requires strata
stock changes
specific accounting.
STEP 4.4 Estimation of the
sum
of
baseline
greenhouse gas emissions
STEP 4.5 Calculation of
net
CO2
equivalent
emissions

Yes
No
N/A
NCR 25/12; NCR 26/12; NCR 27/12; NCR 28/12; NCR 29/12; NCR 30/12; please also refer to NCR 15/12,
and 16/12

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.1: Data requirements

Conformance
NCR/OBS

6.2

As set out in the VCS Standard, standards and factors used to derive GHG emissions data as well as any supporting data for establishing
baseline scenarios and demonstrating additionality shall be publicly available and derived from a reputable and recognized source, such as IPCC
2006 Guidelines for National GHG Inventories or the IPCC Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry.

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.5: Calculation of emissions in the baseline scenario (ex-ante estimate)

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Standards and factors used were all from publically available and reputable sources. However, please see NCR 17/12, NCR
26/12 where it is highlighted that the selection of some factors are not fully defended (e.g. wood density) or validated (allometric
equation).
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 17/12, NCR 26/12
NCR/OBS

6.3
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Methodologies shall establish procedures to quantify the GHG emissions or removals for the project and baseline scenario. The IPCC 2006
Guidelines for National GHG Inventories or the IPCC 2003 Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry shall be used
as guidance for quantifying increases or decreases in carbon stocks and GHG emissions. The IPCC Guidelines shall also be followed in terms of
quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) and uncertainty analysis.
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Section 4.5.3 of the AFOLU Guidance includes specific requirements for the quantification of carbon stocks in belowground, dead wood, soil
carbon, and wood products pools. Projects shall follow methodological guidance for the estimation of carbon stock change all required and
selected SSRs.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
In section 2.4.4.1 the proponents project a progressive reduction in deforestation under the project scenario. The model has
deforestation rates falling to 0.02% in 2015, which is equal to the current rate in the nearby Masoala National Park. The
comparison to Masoala was found to be reasonable, but the extent to which the protection will be able to reach that of Masoala
is not yet known. A progressive drop in deforestation in the leakage belt is also projected in line with the implementation of
leakage mitigation activities.

N/A

Calculation of emissions reductions or avoided emissions due to the project (ex-ante estimate)

The success of the project will depend on its ability to stimulate uptake of improved and sustainable agricultural practices and
forest management against a backdrop of rising populations.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR/OBS
None raised
6.4

No

Calculation of emissions from project activities (ex-ante estimate)

Findings from Validation Field Audit
See findings in section 9.1
Conformance
Yes
NCR/OBS
Refer to NCR 21/12
6.5

VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 3.1.8 and 4.5.4: ARR and IFM Long-term average calculation

Findings from Validation Field Audit
There were not thought to be any significant project activity related emissions.
Conformance
Yes
NCR/OBS
None raised
6.6

No

N/A

ARR or IFM projects with harvesting activities shall not be issued GHG credits above the long-term average GHG benefit maintained by the
project. The long-term average GHG benefit shall be calculated as set out in Section 4.5.3 of the VCS AFOLU Requirements.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Not applicable.
Conformance
Yes
NCR/OBS
N/A
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6.7 The assumptions made for estimating GHG emission reductions and/or removals
Findings from Validation Field Audit
Please see section 4.1 of this report for a discussion on the assumptions made in calculations.
Conformance
Yes
No
NCR/OBS
Please see Section 4.1 of this report.

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.6.1: Identification of leakage

7 Leakage
7.1

N/A

The potential for leakage shall be identified, and projects are encouraged to include leakage management zones as part of the overall project
design. Leakage management zones can minimize the displacement of land use activities to areas outside the project area by maintaining the
production of goods and services, such as agricultural products, within areas under the control of the project proponent or by addressing the socioeconomic factors that drive land use change.
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Leakage that is determined, in accordance with Section 4.3.3, to be below de minimis (ie, insignificant) does not need to be included in the GHG
emissions accounting. The significance of leakage may also be determined using the CDM A/R methodological tool Tool for testing significance of
GHG Emissions in A/R CDM Project Activities.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
As described in section 1.13.2 of the PD, the project is designed around reducing deforestation from communities surrounding
the project area through helping them achieve devolved land management rights and providing them with technical support to
improve agricultural practices and improve forest management. Stakeholder consultations confirmed this was a suitable
approach, and it is a model that is being replicated in other new protected areas in Madagascar.
Regarding the steps for leakage determination in LK-ASU:

STEP 1. Estimation of baseline carbon stock changes and greenhouse gas emissions in the Leakage Belt

The same method that was used for the project area baseline was used to estimate baseline deforestation in the leakage belt.
This complies with the requirements of this step.

STEP 2. Estimation of the proportions of area deforested by immigrant and local deforestation agents in the baseline

The PD does not provide a strong defence of the lack of immigrating agents of deforestation. The PRA required by step 2 in LKASU was not conducted, but it is explained that an equivalent PRA was conducted when the management transfers were made.
Evidence of the questions asked, the responses received, and the location of the villages surveyed has not been presented. In
the CCB PDD it is stated that, ―…the main forces that will influence the future socioeconomic conditions of the communities
surrounding Makira are population growth, immigration and resource availability.‖ In section 1.13.2 of the PD it is stated
G-38 2Aug12

―Furthermore, the contracts signed by these groups with the MEF have allowed them to legally exclude
outsiders from using their resources, further decreasing the potential for deforestation from tavy in the
leakage belt.” This was confirmed through inspection of contracts. However, section 2.4.5.3 of the PD states that local actors are
the main agents of deforestation and immigrants are not considered a driving force for deforestation. Interviews within villages
confirmed that natural population growth was of more significance than immigration and that new arrivals tended to borrow land
from their extended family until they married into the community. There was no indication that the right to exclude people doing
tavy was being executed, in the case of gold miners within the ZOC it had been tried unsuccessfully. Thus there is inconsistency
in the project documentation regarding the impact of immigrants (NCR 32/12).

Stakeholder consultation in the surrounding villages indicated that immigration was not a large driver of deforestation.
STEP 3. Estimation of unplanned deforestation displaced from the project area to the Leakage Belt

The PD (in section 2.4.5.4) does not conduct the calculation step required by Step 3 of LK-ASU. Rather, a general description of
leakage is expected to be low is given. This description is not substantiated by references to evidence or causal models (e.g.
how will legal classification of the Protected Area will reduce deforestation inside and outside of the project zone) (NCR 33/12).

STEP 4. Estimation of unplanned deforestation displaced from the project area to outside the Leakage Belt

Step 5 of LK-ASU provides a mechanism for calculating leakage due to displaced immigrants. However, the PD does a different
type of analysis under the same heading. Section 2.4.5.5 provides an analysis of leakage risk beyond the defined leakage belt.
The analysis highlights that in places the leakage belt is narrow and potentially accessible forest exists outside the community
management areas (which define the leakage belt). However, no steps are taken following the risk analysis to ensure that the
leakage belt is a size and shape suitable to capture all potential leakage (NCR 32/12).
STEP 5. Emissions from leakage prevention activities

Leakage prevention activities do not include biomass burning or fertilisation, so therefore it was correct for the project proponent
not to include them in section 2.4.6 of the PD.
STEP 6. Estimation of total leakage due to the displacement of unplanned deforestation

Emissions from the leakage belt are estimated in table 10, but the spreadsheets supporting these calculations are not clearly
linked. Therefore it is not possible to check the flow of data from the modelling to the final table. It is not clear how figure 13
relates to the output of the model of expected deforestation rate. It appears to be based on an assumption that the mean rate of
deforestation in the reference region 0.38% would apply to the leakage belt, yet when the spatial allocation of deforestation is
conducted, this may not be the rate the leakage belt is projected to have as its starting point (NCR 34/12).
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
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NCR 32/12
NCR 33/12
NCR 34/12

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.6.2: Leakage mitigation

NCR/OBS

7.2

Activities to mitigate leakage and sustainably reduce deforestation and/or degradation are encouraged and may include the establishment of
agricultural intensification practices, lengthened fallow periods, agroforestry and fast-growing woodlots on degraded land, forest under-story
farming, ecotourism and other sustainable livelihood activities, and/or sustainable production of non-timber forest products. Leakage mitigation
activities may be supplemented by providing economic opportunities for local communities that encourage forest protection, such as employment
as protected-area guards, training in sustainable forest use or assisting communities in securing markets for sustainable forest products, such as
rattan, vanilla, cacao, coffee and natural medicines.

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.6.4, 4.6.4, 4.6.14 and 4.6.15: Market leakage

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Leakage mitigation activities have been implemented since the project began in 2005. To date, 44 communities have had
management of the land delegated to them. Section 2.4.5.5 provides an analysis of leakage risk beyond the defined leakage
belt. The analysis highlights that in places the leakage belt is narrow and potentially accessible forest exists outside the
community management areas (which define the leakage belt). However, no steps are taken following the risk analysis to
ensure that the leakage belt is a size and shape suitable to capture all potential leakage (see NCR 09/12).
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 09/12
NCR/OBS

7.3
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Market leakage assessments shall occur at validation and verification. The rules and requirements for the assessment of market leakage are set
out in Section 5 of VCS AFOLU Requirements. Projects shall account for market leakage where the production of a commodity (eg, timber) is
significantly affected by the project. The significance of timber production is determined as set out in Section 4.3.3 above or as set out in Table 3
of the VCS AFOLU Requirements.

VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 4.6.8 – 4.6.23: Project type specific leakage requirements

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Due to the agents and drivers of deforestation (locals for subsistence agriculture and pasture), no market leakage was foreseen
by the project. After consultation with stakeholders and observing the area, the audit team agrees with this conclusion.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR/OBS
None raised
7.4

The VCS AFOLU Requirements includes the following project type specific criteria (see VCS AFOLU Requirements for complete reference of
criteria requirements):
ARR: VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 4.6.8 – 4.6.9
ALM: VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 4.6.10 – 4.6.12
IFM: VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 4.6.13 – 4.6.14
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REDD: VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 4.6.15 – 4.6.16
ACoGS: VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.6.17 – 4.6.18
PRC: VCS AFOLU Requirements Sections 4.6.19 – 4.6.23

VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.6.3: Quantification of leakage

Findings from Validation Field Audit
As described above, the project has successfully identified the potential mechanisms for leakage through understanding the
drivers and agents of deforestation. The baseline does not include illegal logging activities that supply regional, national and/or
global timber markets. Therefore market leakage does not need to be considered.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR/OBS
None raised
7.5

No

N/A

GHG emissions from leakage may be determined either directly from monitoring, or indirectly when leakage is difficult to monitor directly but where
scientific knowledge provides credible estimates of likely impacts. The GHG credit calculation table provided in Section 4.7 of the VCS AFOLU
Requirements includes an example of indirect leakage accounting.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Leakage will be included in calculations, please see section 5.1.
Conformance
Yes
NCR/OBS
None raised

VCU Calculation

8 Summary of GHG emission reductions and removals
8.1
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As set out in the AFOLU Requirements, any leakage shall be subtracted from the number of GHG emission reductions and removals eligible to be
issued as VCUs.

VCUs should be estimated, and auditors should evaluate the correct calculation of buffer contribution in order to derive ex ante estimates of
anticipated VCUs from project activities.

Uncertainties assessment associated with the calculation of emissions

Findings from Review on FIELD AUDIT
Table 14 in the PD shows the final calculation of VCUs in table 14, but the number of credits that the project expects to deposit
in the buffer is not shown. The spreadsheets where the final calculations were done were not provided to the auditors, therefore
could not be checked.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 35/12
NCR/OBS

8.2
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Generally uncertainty deduction methods are detailed within the VCS approved methodologies. Auditors should confirm appropriate uncertainty
assessments have been conducted when calculated GHG emission reductions and/or removals.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
An uncertainty analysis is conducted in section 3.4.3 of the PD.

According to X-UNC, if historical average deforestation data is used, then no uncertainty needs to be assigned to that value.

The spreadsheet where the uncertainty calculations were performed could not be provided by the project proponents, therefore
the calculations could not be checked by the auditors.
Conformance
Yes
See NCR 17/12
NCR/OBS

VCS Standard Section 3.18.1: Data and parameters available at validation

9 Monitoring plan
9.1

The project proponent shall ensure that all documents and records are kept in a secure and retrievable manner for at least two years after the end
of the project crediting period.

VCS Standard Section 3.17 Data and parameters monitored

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The GIS, remote sensing data and field data was split between the two WCS offices in Madagascar, and within an office, data
was dispersed between multiple computers/external hard drives. In general it was difficult to retrieve data quickly and
considerable searching was often required. This was indicative of the system for data management and storage having grown
organically and not being subject to specific policies and measures to ensure retreavability. One office lacked a data back-up
system. It was concluded that the current data management practices, combined with a lack of policies or procedures in this
area meant that there is a risk of data being lost, and that newly generated monitoring data would not have a clear place to be
stored.
Conformance
Yes
NCR 37/12
NCR/OBS
9.2

N/A

109

Data and parameters used for the quantification of GHG emission reductions and/or removals shall be provided in accordance with the
methodology. Quality management procedures to manage data and information shall be applied and established. Where applicable, procedures
to account for uncertainty in data and parameters shall be applied in accordance with the requirements set out in the methodology.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Data and parameters to be monitored are provided in section 4.2 of the PD.
Conformance
Yes
No
NCR/OBS
None raised
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9.3

VCS Standard Section 3.17.3 – 3.17.5 VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 4.8: Monitoring plan

The project proponent shall establish a GHG information system for obtaining, recording, compiling and analyzing data and information important
for quantifying and reporting GHG emissions and/or removals relevant for the project (including leakage) and baseline scenario.

A monitoring plan for the project that includes roles and responsibilities shall be established. Where measurement and monitoring equipment is
used, the project proponent shall ensure the equipment is calibrated according to the equipment's specifications and/or relevant national or
international standards.

110

Leakage shall be monitored as set out in Section 4.6 of the VCS AFOLU Requirements. Where projects are required to account for leakage, such
leakage evaluation shall be documented in the appropriate section of the project description and/or monitoring report, as applicable.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
Section 4.3.2 states that high resolution imagery will be purchased every two years and used in combination with medium
resolution data, although it is not clear exactly how these two data sources will be combined. It was explained that high
resolution photographs covering some of the area were used to detect deforestation in the project area and leakage belt, but the
process and outcomes are not described in the PD or monitoring report. It is stated that except for the inclusion of high
resolution data the same method would be used that was used to define the baseline. This is in compliance with section 2.1 of
M-Mon, step 1 to 2.1, with the exception of the ambiguity surrounding the use of high resolution data (NCR 36/12).
Carbon stocks will only be monitored every 10 years at the time of updating the baseline.

Section 4.3.4.1 of the PD explains the procedure for monitoring degradation through wood extraction via participatory rural
appraisals; this is in accordance with step 2.2 of the module M-Mon.
The method proposed to account for fire in section 4.3.4.2 of the PD is in accordance with the Module M-Mon, step 2.2.2,
although there are no details about how areas subjected to fire will be identified.
Carbon stock enhancements are not being monitored. This is conservative.

Step 3 of the module M-Mon regarding the documentation has been copied into section 4.3.7 of the PD. This covers all the
requirements of this step.

Whilst the PD describes a monitoring plan that is in accordance with the module M-Mon, procedures do not appear to have been
developed that ensure the consistent implementation of the plan. No evidence was provided of documented procedures that
were being followed in order to successfully execute the plan (NCR 38/12)
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 36/12, NCR 38/12
NCR/OBS

10 Environmental Impact

10.1 VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.4: Negative environmental and socio-economic impacts
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Project proponents shall identify potential negative environmental and socio-economic impacts and shall take steps to mitigate them. Additional
standards such as the Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards (CCBS) or Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification may be applied to
demonstrate social and environmental benefits beyond GHG emissions reductions or removals. VCUs may be tagged with additional standards and
certifications on the VCS project database where both the VCS and another standard are applied.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
An impact assessment was undertaken by the project and was evaluated by appropriate national institution (ONE). In addition,
the project submits a validation document under the CCB standard, taking in consideration community and biodiversity benefits.
However, the impact assessment described in this section is only focused on the protected area design, and not the entire
project (including carbon credit sales and benefit sharing mechanism). Some of the project components are not assessed, and
steps to mitigate negative environmental and social impacts are omitted.
Conformance
Yes
No
N/A
NCR 53/12
NCR/OBS
10.2 VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.5: Conversion of native ecosystems

N/A
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Project activities that convert native ecosystems to generate GHG credits are not eligible under the VCS Program. Evidence shall be provided in the
project description that any ARR, ALM or PRC project areas were not cleared of native ecosystems to create GHG credits (eg, evidence indicating
that clearing occurred due to natural disasters such as hurricanes or floods). Such proof is not required where such clearing or conversion took
place at least 10 years prior to the proposed project start date. The onus is upon the project proponent to demonstrate this, failing which the project
shall not be eligible. Additional requirements for PRC project types are outlined in VCS AFOLU Requirements section 3.1.6.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
There is no conversion of native ecosystem to generate GHG credits among the set of project activities
Conformance
Yes
No
NCR/OBS
None raised

11 Comments by stakeholders

11.1 Findings from stakeholder comments received
Findings from Validation Field Audit
The audit team conducted stakeholder consultations as described in section 2.4 of this report. Overall, the comments received
tended to be positive and supported assertions made by the developers. Where they contradict or highlight areas for
improvement these are detailed in the report above. The farmers who lived and worked in the affected communities generally
spoke positively about the project. They tended to have received support in getting devolved management rights, forming
management committees and were receiving technical support in rice production. Some had received support for dam
construction. The main comment from farmers was they wanted help building dams as capturing the water for rice fields was
seen as an urgent need (it should be noted that due to protected area rules this is not allowed within the ZOC). It should also be
noted that at the community level few people were aware of the carbon project. The project proponents explained that the
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carbon element of the project had not been explained because of a desire to manage expectations when there is a high degree
uncertainty about the potential for carbon finance to be received. The concern regarding the benefit sharing was a general
comment at all levels, more explicitly saying that:

The revenue allocated to the State should fund national level monitoring and verification, and strengthen local
governance structure (region and commune)
The revenue allocated to communities should fund community infrastructures as schools and hospitals, COBA control
and patrols, participatory ecological monitoring, and specific female gender activities
A Committee should be in place in Maroantsetra for revenue management control, including administrative authorities
Revenue management should be transparent and auditable
Civil society should be involved in decisions related to revenues use.

Written comments were provided from Good Planet, an organisation who specialise in remote sensing and carbon stock
assessments and who are also working in northern Madagascar. The comments were submitted as part of the parallel Climate
Community and Biodiversity Standard assessment process. The comments are copied below in italics with additional
commentary from the audit team. A follow up meeting was held with Good Planet to discuss the comments.

1. C Stocks measurement:
a. Choice of the allometric model: Chave (2004) and Keller (2001) have already demonstrated that the main source of error
regarding AGB assessment is related to the choice of the allometric model. Through our work (see the article attached
Vieilledent 2011), we have demonstrated that using the model chosen by the project developer (Chave without Height –
page 18 of the PDD) leads to strong overestimates of the real AGB (+36,9% for moist forests!). Consequently, the reported
average value of C AB tree (Table 3) of 623.91 tCO2/ha (equivalent to 170 tC/ha) is unrealistically high. Since our article has
been already published, the project developer should now use the regional models we have developed for moist forests of
Madagascar (including D and Wood Density). As we demonstrated in the article, the project developer (assisted by Winrock
on that specific topic) could also have used Chave's model including D, H and Wood Density (available since 2005) in
combination with a local H-D allometry. It would have been a lot more accurate.
b. Wood density database: in the appendices, a methodology is presented to measure dead wood density whereas nothing is
presented regarding measures of wood density for living trees. Finally, which database has been used for both dead and
living trees? Since wood density is one of the main factors explaining AGB, values of wood density should be provided.
Below-Ground Biomass: because BGB calculation is based on root to shoot ratio, BGB should be reassessed.
c.

The auditors agree that the allometric equation used has not undergone the necessary validation and it appears that a more suitable
equation has been overlooked. The wood density value used has not been defended sufficiently. It is agreed that as above-ground biomass
changes in response to improvements in the method, the below-ground biomass will also need to change in accordance with the root:shoot
ration chosen. Please see NCR 26/12.

2. Plot sampling and plot design:
a. Forest Stratification: mainly based on IEFN 1997, this stratification seems quite poor as the study finally identified two strata:
low-altitude forest and mid-altitude forest. Moreover, the definitions of low and mid-altitude forests are different from page 12
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to page 16. This step is critical because we have measured how elevation affects AGB stocks in our own project area
(entirely included in the north of Makira RRD) and how AGB heterogeneity is high below 1050m. For more details, see the
attached figure related to the frequency distributions of forest ACD (=0.47*AGB) by elevation class in the northern region of
Madagascar (extract from paper in press: Asner et al. 2011/Carbon Balance Management).
b. Presampling: it is not clear to us whether the number of 22 and 11 plots come from the statistical analysis used to obtain a
confidence interval of 10% of the mean value of carbon for each stratum. This should be better detailed.
c. Nested-plots: probably based on Winrock‟s recommendations (sourcebook for LULUCF projects) the plot design does not
seem very appropriate. Indeed, using a 20m-radius plot for the largest trees might not be sufficient to correctly take into
account the density of these largest trees in the local forests. According to our own experience in Madagascar, it could lead
to AGB underestimates.
d. Spatial distribution: field plots are not spread on the landscape (see map page 7 of the appendices). Therefore, the
heterogeneity of the ecological conditions within a stratum cannot be captured and the average C stock for each stratum is
likely to be biased.

The comments regarding stratification has not taken into account the additional step the proponents executed of including deforestation risk,
however it does highlight the importance of altitudinal effects and the fact they are not discussed in the PD. It is agreed that insufficient detail
on how the number of plots were selected is presented. Underestimates caused by sub-optimal plot size selection would be conservative.
Without statistical analysis of larger plots this would be difficult to assess, and it is concluded that the size used is acceptable. The spatial
distribution of the plots was also a concern for the auditors. Please see NCR 27/12.

3. Historical deforestation:
a. The description of the methodology that has been developed (page 53) for the images analysis could be more detailed:
classification algorithm, software used. More critically, there is no level of uncertainty associated to the land-cover maps.
b. The method developed to obtain maps without clouds is not explicit.

The auditors agree with the comment that the modeling process is insufficiently documented. It was possible to reconstruct most of the steps
and find input, intermediary and output data for the steps, however the lack of documentation and central storage location for all final files
means it is not yet possible to validate the process. (NCR 39/12)

4. Deforestation model:
a. The projected deforestation rate mentioned (see table 14 [table 8 in VCS PD]) is 0,81%/yr (2824ha/361880ha) whereas
historical deforestation rate is 0,38%/yr between 1996 and 2005 (see table 13 [table 7 in VCS PD]). How that big difference
can be explained? In addition, how to explain the variation of the projected deforestation in 2010 (increase) and 2015
(decrease)?

b. How the distance to forest edge has been computed when there were clouds on the image?

The auditors understand that the difference is due to the fact that whilst the modeled deforestation rate in the RRD was equal to the historic
average of 0.38% (3672 ha per annum), the risk map causes a disproportionate allocation into the project area (based on area). The
underlying issue is the lack of transparency and qualitative assessment of the risk map, and projected deforestation map. These issues must
be addressed by the project developers. It is also not clear how figure 12 which shows the project area deforestation rate as declining from a
value of 0.29 is linked to projections of the rate made elsewhere. (NCR 21/12)
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c.

There is no mathematical formula describing the deforestation model. The statistical approach appears like a “black box” and
should be detailed.

As stated previously the auditors agree that there needs to be increased transparency in the modeling. See NCR 39/12.

d. The model selection procedure using the Figure of Merits (FOM) criteria should be detailed with a table including model
number, explicative variables and associated FOM.
e. The exact value of the FOM should be provided for the best model. We only know that it is inferior to 10%. A model with a
FOM inferior to 10% might be not accurate enough to project deforestation in the future. On the other hand, the FOM
threshold of 40% suggested by VCS seems very difficult to reach. Indeed, as underlined by Figure 6 in Pontius 2008, the
FOM is highly correlated to the net change. Because deforestation rate is usually very small (~0.01), the FOM should also be
quite small. To overcome this problem, it might be better using other indexes (such as True Skill Statistic, Kappa of Cohen)
with reasonable thresholds to accept or reject the use of the model for projecting deforestation (e.g. a minimal Kappa of
0.60).
f.

The reason invoked to explain the low value of the FOM for the best model is not really convincing: "However, it has to be
noted that the development of the deforestation model was based essentially on areas that could be observed in all three
points in time of the historic reference period, and areas covered by clouds in 2001 have not been used. As this seemed to
be the main reason for the insufficient FOM, the developed model has been used to predict baseline deforestation in the
RRL over the 30 years of the project period". This paragraph should be deleted.

The auditors agree that more transparency is required over the accuracy assessment. It does appear that the poor FOM is due to low
deforestation rates rather than the cloud cover. See NCR 23/12.

g. The computation used to project deforestation from 2005 to 2019 also appears like a “black box” (see p.58 “The validated
model was then used with the LCM software to develop projections”) and should be detailed.

As stated previously the auditors agree that there needs to be increased transparency in the modeling. See NCR 39/12.

No

N/A

5. Minor comments: in a general way, the document could gain in quality with a more attentive proofreading. See below for some
examples:
a. Text page 18: "As diameter has not been measured…" Should we read "height"?
b. Formula page 18: C should be replaced by biomass
c. Coefficients to convert biomass to C (0.50 or 0.47?) and C to CO2 (3.67) should be provided.
d. Page 41/58: maps and legend are not readable
e. Page 59 (Table 15): 13,86,796 or 1,386,796 tCO2e?

Yes

The auditors agree that typos should be corrected and clarifications made.

Conformance
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NCR/OBS

NCR 52/12 and NCRs associated with the public comments (raised in other parts of the report)

12 Non-permanence Risk Assessment

Note: Risk factors are determined through a qualitative analysis conducted, following the guidance of the VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool.
As stated in Section 1.1.3 “Project proponents shall clearly document and substantiate the risk analysis covering each risk factor applicable to the
project. During the analysis, the validation/verification body shall evaluate the risk assessment undertaken by the project proponent and assess all
data, rationales, assumptions, justifications and documentation provided by the project proponent to support the non-permanence risk rating.”

12.1 VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.2.4.4: Projects with tree harvesting

No

N/A

For ARR and IFM projects with harvesting, project longevity may include the length of time the activities that maintain carbon stocks will continue,
either through the continuation of the project activity or by replanting or re-growth of the trees after the last harvest in the project crediting period.
Such commitment to continue the management practice, or to replant or allow re-growth shall be demonstrated through evidence such as
certification of sustainable forest management under Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification
(PEFC) or other internationally recognized schemes, or contractual agreements for timber supply beyond the last harvest in the project crediting
period. Re-growth may be considered only where project areas, after harvesting, will be managed for regeneration (naturally or with assistance),
maintaining the current species mix and allowing trees to re-grow to an age equivalent to at least the age at which trees were harvested, as
demonstrated in management plans.

Findings from Validation Field Audit
The Makira project does not include tree harvesting activities.
Conformance
Yes
NCR/OBS
None raised

12.2 VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.1.1: Risk analysis

Projects shall prepare a non-permanence risk report in accordance with VCS document AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool at both validation and
verification. In the case of projects that are not validated and verified simultaneously, having their initial risk assessments validated at the time of
VCS project validation will assist VCU buyers and sellers by providing a more accurate early indication of the number of VCUs projects are
expected to generate. The non-permanence risk report shall be prepared using the VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report Template, which may be
included as an annex to the project description or monitoring report, as applicable, or provided as a stand-alone document.
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The potential transient and permanent losses in carbon stocks shall be assessed over a period of 100 years from the start of the current
monitoring period, unless otherwise specified in Sections 2.2 to 2.4 of the VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool, to determine the appropriate
risk rating.
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Risk Factor
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Findings (including description of any
mitigation activities as required per
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk
Tool Section 2.1.2.2)

Internal Risks (VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.2):
Project Management:
0
Since WCS has traditionally been a
Shall be assessed using
conservation organization, the PD
Table 1 of VCS AFOLU
mentions CARE as a collaborator in the
Risk Tool.
rural development area, but their
involvement has not been found in the
field visit (they are not present in the
region anymore). Also, since there are no
validated/verified AFOLU project were
WCS is the proponent/implementer, a
clarification is to be added to the
mitigation statement.
Financial viability: Shall
0
The PD refers to the 10 years financial
be assessed using Table
plan in annex 5 (note that annex 5 are the
2 of VCS AFOLU Risk
maps, so this should be corrected) which
Tool.
has been sent to the audit team but which
is only a list of the cost the project would
have from 2011 to 2020. When meeting
the financial department, the audit team
was given a more comprehensive Excel
sheet (Makira Business Plan 10-20). This
document would have been developed by
a consultancy out of Madagascar with
data obtained from the different project
departments, but doesn‘t seem to be
confirmed nor having a system to update
it with the actual changing data in country,
but it appears to be more a ―picture‖ from
a certain moment. That led to the fact that
the in-country financial department was
not able to respond to questions like:

Self
Assessment
Risk Rating

NCR 55/12

NCR 02/12

NCR/OBS
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Opportunity cost: Shall
be assessed using Table
3 of the VCS AFOLU
Risk Tool.
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0

Why some figures from the 10
years financial plan and the
Makira Business Plan 10-20 do
not match? (e.g. cost of
community development activities)
What (and why) is the considered
cash flow breakeven point?
How is this going to be updated to
match reality? E.g. the carbon
calculations are expected to
change as a new deforestation
model is to be used, and for
example 6 sector managers
(―Chefs de Secteur‖) are
accounted here but lack of
resources only allowed for 3 in
2011.
How has been estimated that
about 60% of the funding needed
to cover project activities is
secured, since sources of funding
(out of the carbon credits) are
decreasing gradually and none is
noted from 2016?
How has been the VCU price
estimated, and why is it not
consistent in all project
documentation (ranging from $ 3
to $8)?
NPV is not needed since most of the
baseline activities are subsistence-driven.
Thus, based on ESIA, an intermediate
score has been chosen. Regarding
mitigation statements, WCS is indeed an
NGO, but the project can‘t still claim for
the reduction due to a legally binding
agreement for the length of the crediting
period, since the agreement is still

NCR 56/12
NCR 60/12
OBS 03/12
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-5

temporary.
The PD does not use the same table
structure and lettering found in the risk
assessment tool.
The PD in table 120, p19, assigns a value
of 4 next to, ―Net positive impacts of the project on
the well-being of the communities depending on the
forest resources in the Project area are demonstrated.‖
This is not the value the tool assigns to
this point.
As said above and in NCR 56/12, the
Project longevity: Shall
0
be assessed using Table
decree provides only temporary
4 of the VCS AFOLU
protection, although is renewable and the
Risk Tool.
steps to have the definitive are being
undertaken. Nevertheless, it has been
mentioned in the financial viability that a
financial plan for the whole crediting
period has not been presented.
Total Internal Risk: Shall 0
Calculations need to be redone based on
be calculated using
the NCRs presented.
Table 5 of the VCS Risk
Tool.
External risks (VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.3):
Land and resource
3
Ownership and resource access/use
tenure: Shall be
rights related to the project area is held by
assessed using Table 7
one entity (the Malagasy State), and the
of the VCS Risk Tool.
project proponent holds a concession.
The project area is included within the
protected area, which benefits a
temporary protection status. Definitive
protection status is on-going. Therefore,
the project can‘t still claim for the
reduction due to a legally binding
agreement for the length of the crediting
period, since the agreement is still
temporary.
All households who are reliant on the
project area have been consulted, and

Community engagement:
Shall be assessed using
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NCR 02/12
NCR 51/12

NCR 59/12

NCR 51/12

N/A
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Table 8 of the VCS Risk
the project generates net positive impact
Tool.
on the social and economic well-being of
the local communities who derive
livelihoods from the project area
Political risk: Shall be
2
The governance score is rated across the
assessed using Table 8
World Bank Institute‘s Worldwide
of the VCS Risk Tool.
Governance indicators (WGI). The
country REDD+ readiness is developed,
but not funded by donors.
Data from 2005-2009 has been used, but
currently 2010 data are available.
Total external risks: Shall 0
Calculations need to be redone based on
be calculated using
the NCRs presented.
Table 9 of the VCS Risk
Tool.
Natural Risks (VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.4):
Natural risks: Shall be
5
The project proponent estimates the risk
assessed using Table 10
related to forest fires as insignificant
of the VCS Risk Tool.
(because there was no fire within the
project area during last 100 years), but at
the same time fire is mentioned as driver
of deforestation. These affirmations need
to be made consistent and supported by
the appropriate data (NCR 58/12)
Cyclones are the only event considered,
more than every 10 years but affecting
less than 25% of the carbon stocks in
Makira, which is found correct

NCR 57/12

NCR 59/12

NCR 58/12

12.3 VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool Section 2.5.1 – 2.5.3: Overall Project Risk Calculation

Note: As per VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool 2.5.2, the minimum risk rating shall be 10, regardless of the risk rating calculated using
Table 11. Furthermore, where overall risk rating is greater than 60, project risk is deemed unacceptably high and the project fails the entire risk
analysis (see VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool 2.5.3). For additional information on project risk assessment failure see VCS AFOLU NonPermanence Risk Tool 2.1.
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To determine the number of buffer credits that shall be deposited in the AFOLU pooled buffer account, the overall risk rating shall be converted to
a percentage (e.g., an overall risk rating of 35 converts to 35%). This percentage shall be multiplied by the net change in the project‘s carbon
stocks (stated in the verification report), as set out in the VCS document Registration and Issuance Process. Where a project is divided into more
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10

Findings

Calculations need to be redone based on
the NCRs presented.

NCR 59/12

NCR/OBS

120

than one geographic area for the purpose of risk analysis, the overall risk rating percentage for each area shall be multiplied by the net change in
the project‘s carbon stocks (stated in the verification report) in such geographic area.

Risk Factor

Overall non-permanence
risk rating as determined
using Table 11 of the
VCS Risk Tool.
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Self
Assessment
Risk Rating

APPENDIX B: Corrective Action Verification Audit Report Findings

Corrective Action Verification Audit (CVA) Report
Organization:

Wildlife Conservation Society

Cert/Ver/Val Code:

N/A

Report Date:

Sept 28, 2012

I.

AUDIT PROCESS

Auditor, Qualifications:

Ian Starr

Audit Date(s):

August 27-September 14th, 2012

CVA Type:

Desk review

Audit Overview:

This CVA report was deemed necessary after issuance of the final VCS
validation audit report. Several NCRs remained open after the final audit
report, which required a CVA report to close the remaining NCRs. On
August 21, 2012 the proponent submitted VCS PD v4 to address the
remaining NCRs. A review of PD v4 and the supporting documentation
found minor errors still outstanding, however, due to their minor nature the
audit team allowed for revised documents to be submitted. During this
subsequent revision, other minor errors were encountered, but revisions
were permitted.
In sum there were five more versions of the
documentation after v4 was submitted (v5-v9). As of version 9 of the PD
all outstanding NCRs have been closed.

Changes to Scope
since last Audit:

N/A

On-site

Location(s):
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II.

NON-CONFORMITY REPORT (NCR) EVALUATION
NCR#:
01/12
Standard & Requirement:
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.8.2
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.2.1
Report Section:
App A, 2.2
Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
There is no explanation of how the activities described to have begun on 01 January 2005 meet the
VCS definition to trigger the project start date, i.e. the, ―date on which the project began generating
GHG emission reductions or removal‖. This includes considering how activities and financial
transactions which occurred before this date but were related to the project did not trigger the start
date.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause
to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates that section 1.5 of the PD has been
updated and that section 1.8.3 provides additional evidence.
The proponent justifies the project start date using the following
statement in section 1.5:
“..the creation of the new Makira Protected area in December 2005.
Consequently, the Project start date is January 1st, 2005, which
corresponds with the finalization of a REDD+ feasibility study in
December 2004, but also with the launching of activities supporting
the development of management transfers and the delimitation of
the Makira protected area, leading to the temporary creation of the
Makira Protected area in December 2005.‖.
This description is further supported in section 1.8.3 with the
following statements:
“As requested by the national procedure related to the creation of
protected areas in Madagascar, a formal team for the delimitation of
the conservation site of Makira was created in early 2005.”
“Between 2005 and 2008, the team pursued continuous public
consultations with the local communities of each of the 63 fokontany
of the 21 Communes, within the 5 Districts of the 3 Regions affected
by the Makira project. The ultimate objective of these consultations
was to agree on the delimitation of the future protected area, based
on the initial proposed delimitation.”
The evidence presented to justify the January 1 2005 start date
relies on the fact that the teams sent in early 2005 to delimit the
conservation site marked the beginning of emissions reductions
because they signal implementation of management plans.
However the evidence provided does not clearly establish and
demonstrate how the actions of these teams lead to emissions
reductions as of January 1 2005. This observation is compounded
by the fact that these teams were apparently sent to establish the
limits of the conservation area and to consult with community

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization
CVA Findings

members to reach this decision. This suggests that the teams that
were sent in early January 2005 had the goal of establishing the
terms, agreements, and spatial extent of the project area and its
relation to surrounding communities, as opposed to implementation
of the management plans. Based on the description provided this
process appears to have finalized in December 2005. The
aforementioned consultations beginning in early 2005 are described
as preparatory meetings to establish the terms of the conservation
area, however there is insufficient explanation to describe how this
initial planning process to agree on the terms and extent of the
conservation area necessarily led to emissions reductions before this
process was finalized in December 2005. Furthermore, no
documented evidence has been provided to support that these
activities began on January 1st, 2005. :
Finally, the proponent‘s justifications for the start date are scattered
between sections 1.5, 1.8, and 1.12 and lack references to guide the
reader through the full scope of the argument. This creates
difficulties in following the arguments to support the start date and
should be corrected. OBS 12/12.
In addition, the original auditor comments questioned the relation of
actions that took place earlier than January 1 2005 and their
possible relation to the project start date. The proponent mentions in
section 1.5 that many previous activities were ecological and
feasibility assessments that cannot be said to have triggered the
start date. These same activities are described as having assisted
the sale of pre-certified credits, which is described in more detail in
section 1.12. Since the sale of precertified credits was only based
on feasibility assessments, the proponent has adequately justified
why actions occurring prior to the January 1 2005 start date do not
trigger an earlier start date.
In conclusion the evidence provided creates some ambiguity
regarding how the conservation planning teams work to arrive at an
agreeable design of the PA constitutes as being sufficient to trigger
the start date as defined by the VCS. Therefore the project has not
fully demonstrated how the described actions led to GHG emissions
reductions according to the VCS definition, therefore this NCR is
considered OPEN.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4 with track changes-final.pdf;
Makira VCS_Project Description v4
The proponent has updated section 1.5 of the PD and provided a
timeline of activities along with revised explanations to support the
selection of the January 1, 2005 start date. According to the
proponent the start date is supported through the abridged
explanation below.
―The first two transfer contracts for the Andapa zone were signed
between communities and MEF in November and the first eight
contracts in the Maroantsetra zone in December 2004 (cf. annex
14)….As described in more detail in section 1.11… the signature of
the management transfer contracts between local communities and
the state (represented by the
regional forest service) can therefore be considered as start of the
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implementation of forest protection activities leading to first emission
reductions in the future protected area and its protection zone.‖
Therefore the proponent supports the start date through the signing
of first management contracts in December 2004.Annex 14 contains
a spreadsheet that lists the name, location, size, percent forested
and date the contract was signed for each management transfer.
Section 1.11 of the PD explains that the management transfer
includes the dinas and outlines the agreements with the
communities. At the time of the field audit in January 2011 the
proponent had not explicitly used these management transfers as
evidence of the project start date. Although the audit team reviewed
and verified the validity of a sample of these transfers during the field
audit, the date on which these transfers became effective had not
been reviewed in detail at that time since that was not an argument
made at the time. In VCS PD v4, the proponent expressly relies on
the signing date of the management transfers from December 2004
as evidence of the project start date. Theaudit team requested
three of the ten transfers for review, which were signed in Dec 2004
including, Ambinanindrano, Andranovolo, and Marovovonana.
These contracts were determined to have been signed in Dec 2004
through a review of copies of these documents. Therefore the audit
team has reasonable assurance that the proponent has sufficiently
justified the start date of January 1, 2005 via the signed
management transfers. Since the proponent has adequately
justified the start date, this NCR is considered CLOSED.
NCR Status
Comments (optional):

CLOSED
Additional clarification was provided by the proponent on July 18th
following review of the draft final report. The additional clarifications
assisted the audit team in better understanding the information
presented but sufficient gaps in the description nonetheless
prevented closure of this NCR. In addition, OBS 12/12 was raised
during this process.
The proponent submitted v4 of the VCS PD for the CVA process on
August 21, 2012, which was revised with the intention of closing this
NCR. See the findings generated during the CVA process in the
table above.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

07/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 13.3

Report Section:

App A, 2.7

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
In accordance with the module, the RRD does not include the project area nor the leakage belt. The
size is demonstrated to be sufficient given the size of the project area. Whilst general descriptions are
provided, the PD (section 2.3.1.1) does not contain analysis and evidence that the criteria to
demonstrate similarity between the RRD at the start of the historical reference period and the PA at
the project start date.
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The following criteria has not been demonstrated in the PD,
―At the start of the baseline period, RRL must have the same proportion of forests suitable for
conversion to the land-use practices of the deforestation agents as the project area (±30%) as
demonstrated by soil suitability, precipitation regime, elevation and access to markets.” (BL-UP)
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:

Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause
to eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates in ―VCS NCRs and Response.xls‖ that
section 2.3.1.1 of the PD was updated and table 4 was included in
its analysis of the similarity criteria established by the methodology.
The file ―Makira v3 - Spatial Boundaries Statistics.xls‖ was also
provided.
The proponent has provided an assessment related to section
1.1.1.1 of VCS Module BL-UP. During the proponent‘s analysis
several areas were identified where the similarity criteria threshold
set by the methodology was not met, however the proponent has
addressed these occurrences as deviations, which are identified and
justified in section 2.9 of the PD. Deviations are applied to the
landscape factors and transportation networks. However the
proponent has not clearly stated or referenced the descriptions
found in 2.3.1.1 to the deviations section in 2.9 of the PD, which
makes it challenging for the reader to realize deviations have been
justified (OBS 05/12). In addition there are still some instances
where insufficient documentation or justification has been provided in
this analysis, and which cause the NCR to remain OPEN. Those
issues are listed in more detail below.
Deforestation Agents
The proponent does not appear to have updated its analysis for this
section in the updated PD. The proponent has provided a qualitative
analysis pertaining to the RRD. No evidence is shown that rapid
assessment techniques have been used, however this is not
required by the methodology. The proponent suggests similarities in
the deforestation agents between the RRD and PA.
For example, the proponent states that:
―As the selected RRD is constituted by parts of the same forest
corridor to the north and
to the south of Makira, it contains this same East-West gradient and
it can therefore be expected that the main agents of deforestation in
the RRD at the start of the historic reference period are similar to
those expected to cause deforestation in the project area.‖
Additional consultations with the proponent the week of July 16th,
2012 clarified that the meaning of the ―east-west‖ gradient is
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intended to signal the differences in land-use types that change from
east to west as a result of changing ecology and precipitation. This
phenomenon is maintained north to south because the forest
corridor and the physiography are similar, resulting in similar
deforestation agents on the eastern portion of the RRD and PA and
similar deforestation agents on the western portion of the RRD and
PA. This clarification was useful and helped to suitably justify that
the agents of deforestation are the same in the east and west both in
the PA and the RRD along a north-south gradient. The auditors
were better able to understand the justifications and descriptions
made in section 2.3.1.1 of the PD and accompanying evidence
presented in sections 1.9 and 1.0. Therefore the proponent has
suitably justified the similarity of the deforestation agents between
the PD and RRD, and consequently this NCR aspect of the NCR is
considered CLOSED.
Landscape Factors
Table 4 of the updated PD shows a matrix that compares forest
cover, soil types, slope classes and elevation classes between the
PA, leakage belt, RRD, and RRL according to the criteria provided
by BL-UP, while ―Makira v3 - Spatial Boundaries Statistics.xls‖ is a
spreadsheet that contains these same calculations based on
summarized area outputs from a GIS.
1. Neither Table 4 nor the spreadsheet clearly present the
differences between each landscape factor with respect to the
allowable threshold set by the module. The percentages are listed
but the difference between them is not presented, which makes it
more difficult for the audit team to quickly and easily assess the
differences between them OBS 06/12
2. The difference between mid-altitude forest classes is listed as
being greater than the 20% threshold. Further the proponent notes
that the amount of high-altitude forest is greater in the RRD than
20% threshold. This is adequately justified as a deviation in PD
section 2.9 due to the spatial constraints posed by the RRD
boundary requirements and the topographical variation found along
the north-south axis of the RRD. This makes it difficult to control
proportions of altitude classes and therefore the altitude-based forest
classes. Therefore this landscape factor deviation has been
sufficiently justified.
3. The proponent notes that limited soil type data exists for
Madagascar, but cites ORSTOM 1968 in section 2.4.2.1, which
appears to be one of the few primary sources available on this
subject. The difference between the RRD and PA appears to be
within the acceptable threshold given the quality of data available.
4. The proponent notes that the area of gentle slope class (<15%) is
greater in the project area than the RRD and exceeds the 20%
threshold. See the comments in point 1 regarding the justification for
this because the same explanation applies, therefore this difference
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has been sufficiently justified.
Furthermore although this threshold has been exceeded the
proponent points out that this difference is conservative because
fewer gentle slopes in the RRD imply less land subject to
deforestation and more conservative deforestation projections as
compared to the PA. The same argument for conservativeness is
made for the differences found in altitude classes, which also appear
to be greater than the allowable threshold. The audit team agrees
that the lower proportions of these landscape factors would likely
lead to more conservative estimates of total deforestation.
Transportation Networks and human infrastructure
-The proponent cites in section 2.3.1.1 of the PD that ―There are no
navigable rivers in the project area due to the relatively pronounced
relief and altitude.‖. This claim has confirmed by the auditors during
the field visit however the PP should provide sufficient evidence to
support this claim in the PD. OBS 11/12 is therefore raised
-The proponent notes that the road density difference between the
RRD and PA exceeds the 20% threshold. Table 4 in 2.3.1.1. lists
the results of the road density analysis. The proponent cites that
road data is limited for the RRD and the PA, and that the national
topographic maps used are not updated frequently. The audit team
is aware of such data limitations and acknowledges that this may be
best data available. The proponent acknowledges that the RRD
contains a higher road density that may lead to overestimation of
deforestation in the PA, however it indicates that the lower amounts
of slopes <15% in the RRD may counteract this. This is same
argument is made in the deviation section 2.9 of the PD. It seems
likely that the physiographic factors mentioned by the proponent
would make RRD deforestation projections more conservative,
therefore this difference has been sufficiently justified.
-The proponent cites data constraints regarding its ability to
determine the number of settlements in the RRD for the same
reasons cited for the road density calculations. These constraints
are recognized by the audit team. The proponent‘s analysis
suggests a difference within 20%, and is deemed appropriate.
Social Factors
-The proponent‘s description regarding social factors is linked to its
argument regarding deforestation agents, which was clarified and
suitably justified. The deforestation agent analysis logically links to
an analysis of social factors. This previous justification is deemed
appropriate for an explanation of social factors because an analysis
of the various factors explaining the deforestation agent differences
from east to west establishes the general reasons that govern the
land use differences on the east versus the west. Therefore this
aspect of the NCR has been suitably justified and is considered
CLOSED.
Policies and regulations
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-The proponent‘s description asserts that national policies and
regulations have limited enforcement in the project area and RRD,
and are therefore comparable. The audit team‘s visit confirmed that
due to recent political instability that any policies and regulations that
do exist and are relevant to either area are not enforced. On these
grounds policies and regulations are deemed to be comparable.
However the description provided mentions policies and regulations
and administrative units in general terms but does not clearly define
and relate them back to a comparison between the RRD and PA. As
such the description does not allow the reader to sufficiently
understand which policies and regulations are not being enforced
and how they compare between the areas. OBS 11/12 is therefore
raised.
Planned Deforestation
The proponent simply states that ―No areas of planned deforestation
are included in the reference area for deforestation.‖ Observations
by the audit team suggest that mining concessions and other legally
approved and documented processes to convert forest land have
existed in the RRD. The proponent points out in on pg 87 that a
ministerial order was established to suspend mining starting in 2008.
Additional consultations with the proponent following the draft final
report the week of July 16, 2012 suggest that the ministerial order
began in 2006 and is valid throughout the RRD and PA. However,
since this component pertains to the construction of the RRD for
historical deforestation analysis and there is evidence that mining
concessions were active during the historical reference period
(Figure 17 of the PD), the current version of the PD does not
adequately demonstrate whether or not there are areas in the RRD
that could be considered planned deforestation and excluded from
the analysis. This suggests that there are areas that may be
classified as planned deforestation and that it may be necessary to
identify them and exclude them from this calculation. Refer to
footnote 8, pg 7 of BL-UP, as well as the applicability conditions of
the VCS BL-AP module. Without additional description or
justification regarding the presence of planned deforestation the
audit team cannot properly assess this component, therefore this
aspect remains OPEN.

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

In conclusion, the proponent must properly justify or explain the
issue regarding planned deforestation in order to close this NCR in
its entirety.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4 with track changes-final.pdf;
Makira VCS_Project Description v4
The proponent has revised the description contained in section
1.10.3 in the VCS PD v4. The proponent presents Figure 7, which
contains a map of the project area and leakage belt over which a
shapefile showing mining permits that were issued through 2006 is
superimposed. The source of the shapefile is absent from the PD,
however consultations with the proponent on August 28, 2012
determined that the shapefile was obtained from the Malagasy
Ministry of the Environment (OBS 19/12). Further, the proponent
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asserts that only ―exploration permits‖ were issued to both
commercial and small scale mining operators. Through
consultations with the proponent on August 28, 2012, the audit team
came to understand that the exploratory mining permits only allow
for basic research in a particular area and that they do not seriously
affect carbon stocks, and that a separate permit is required for
exploitation. The proponent also identifies ministerial order
19560/2004, which stopped issuance of new mining permits in and
around the project area, which reduces the likelihood for commercial
mining in the future. The audit team that visited the project in
January 2012 did not find any indication that commercial mining
activities were of serious concern to carbon stocks during the
historical reference period or after the project start date through
interviews with the Ministry of Environment. Since the proponent
has adequately clarified that commercial mining is not a significant
issue for consideration during the historical reference period or after
the project start date, this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED.
Finally, illegal small scale mining for quartz is identified and
characterized as a driver of degradation. The audit team from
January 2012 did not raise this as a major driver of deforestation,
therefore this point is CLOSED..

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

In conclusion, the proponent has provided sufficient evidence that
when combined with the findings from the field audit in January 2012
suggest that commercial and illegal mining do not pose a significant
concern for the historical deforestation analysis or after the project
start date. This NCR is therefore considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
During the review of the updated documentation needed to address
this NCR the audit team raised OBS 06/12 and OBS 11/12. The
audit team held consultations with the proponent the week of July
16th and evidence was submitted on July 18th. However, the PD
does not adequately incorporate all necessary evidence to fully
justify this point and therefore was left open as the other aspects of
this NCR were closed.
The proponent submitted v4 of the VCS PD for the CVA process on
August 21, 2012, which was revised with the intention of closing this
NCR. An additional consultation with the proponent was held on
August 28th, 2012 for clarification questions. OBS 19/12 was raised
following this consultation. Please review the findings above that
lead to the closure of this NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

08/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 13.3

Report Section:

App A, 2.7
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Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The RRL meets the required ratio of forest to non forest and is sensibly located to include the project
area, leakage belt and surrounding areas extending north and south. Whilst the PD state that the
protected areas were not included, during discussions with the GIS technicians it was explained that
they were included, but handled differently when deforestation was modelled. This inconsistency
requires resolution, in accordance with the requirements of the methodology.
During stakeholder discussions it was found that another temporary protected area exists within the
RRL (related to the WWF-Good Planet Project). The boundaries of this area can be seen here:
http://phcf.actioncarbone.org/Andapa.html. This requires explanation to determine whether or not
including this area is in compliance with the module. It is also not clear from Figure 6 how the
Anjanaharibe-Sud reserve is classified.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent provides an explanation in section 2.3.1.2 of the PD.
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
The proponent explains that the small areas of forests of the Masoala
Evidence:
and Anjanaharibe-Sud protected area are included in the project
area. The proponent explains in 2.3.1.2 of the PD that these smaller
protected areas were included in the PD because due to their remote
position within the project area proper enforcement is unlikely. This
argument is plausible and conforms to the BL-UP requirement to their
Figure 6 is provided, which shows the RRD, RRL, Project area, and
leakage belt. Smaller polygons within the project area are shown
within the project area polygon. Although the audit team agrees with
the basic argument made by the proponent based on professional
experience with the degree of enforcement traditionally afforded to
remote protected areas, the lack of suitable identification of the
protected areas in Figure 6 makes the claim difficult to assess.

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:

Following issuance of the draft final audit report an additional map
was allowed to be submitted to add clarity to this claim, however this
map too was difficult to use to assess this claim, especially when
compared against the evidence written in section 2.3.1.2, which
states,
―As the RRL has to include the leakage belt (cf. section 2.3.1.4) it
does also include small areas of forests the Masoala and
Anjanaharibe-Sud protected area. As these areas are quite remote
protection status seems to be difficult to enforce and we kept these
forests in the RRL.‖
The various maps in the PD as well as the new map submitted on
July 18th for consideration are not sufficiently labeled to permit an
unambiguous interpretation of the size and relation of the protected
areas within the Makira project area, and as a result this NCR
remains OPEN.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4 with track changes-final.pdf;
Makira VCS_Project Description v4
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CVA Findings:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

The proponent has revised section 2.3.1.2 of the PD to include Figure
9. Figure 9 successfully identifies the boundary of the two protected
areas (Masoala and Anjanaharibe-Sud) in a manner that allowed the
audit team to determine that they are included in the leakage belt but
not in the project area. However the source of the spatial boundary
used to represent the limits of these protected areas is not mentioned
(OBS 18/12). However, consultations with the proponent on August
28, 2012 identified the Malagasy Ministry of Environment as the
source of this shapefile. Since the project area‘s spatial boundary
has been adequately defined, this boundary of the protected areas in
the leakage belt is not material.
CLOSED
An additional map was submitted on July 18th following a review of
the draft final report.
VCS PD v4 was submitted on August 21, 2012 in order to close this
NCR. An additional consultation was held with the proponent on
August 28, 2012, which lead to the issuance of OBS 19/12. Please
review the findings above that lead to the closure of this NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

09/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 13.3

Report Section:

App A, 2.7

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Figure 6 does not show the leakage belt.
In section 1.13.2 it is stated that,
―the leakage belt is therefore made up of the community management areas surrounding the Makira
Protected Area and for which the communities have signed GCF management contracts.”
To date only 44 GCF management contracts have been signed, whilst over 80 would be required to
encircle the project area. According to this definition, the leakage belt will change over time, and at
present does not constitute a complete buffer area around the core protected area. However, it should
be noted that the maps provided show the buffer area assuming all the contracts necessary are
signed. It is not clear in the PD what would happen if they are not able to get all the contracts signed.
This is a real possibility as communities can always opt not to sign if they do not want to. The module
does not contain any provisions for amending the leakage belt during the project.
The sum of the 86 management transfer areas was found to be 351,037 ha when the GIS file was
analysed. This number differs slightly from the 335,173 ha value that is in section 2.3.1.4 of the PD.
With regard to the modules criteria:
II.
The belt comprises of the boundaries of the management transfer areas for local
communities surrounding the project area. However, there is no evidence of mobility
analysis to determine if in fact people could be displaced further or would be likely to
deforest beyond their management transfer area.
III.
The aggregation of management transfer areas creates a buffer that is 4-15km wide which
circles the whole project area except where there is a border with another protected area.
At the southern extremity of the project area the buffer zone is not very wide, at just 1km.
The exclusion of the neighbouring protected area from the leakage belt is not justified.
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IV.
No analysis is presented to determine the similarity of landscape factors.
V.
No analysis is presented to determine the similarity of transport/settlement factors.
h. Policies and regulations having an impact on land use change patterns within the leakage belt
and the project area are not the same in 2005 (project start date): Makira benefit a temporary
protection status since 2001, and is under the protected area Code restriction (COAP), but it is
not the case of the leakage belt. This was not discussed in the PD. (NCR 09/12)
i. Social factors having an impact on land use change within the leakage and the project area are
similar, and have the same effect
In summary, the leakage belt was found to have not been adequately defined in accordance with the
requirements of the methodology.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
Section 2.3.1.4 and Figure 6 of the PD have been provided.
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
The original auditor comment asserts that not all of the GCF
Evidence:
management contracts had been signed to fully establish the leakage
management areas that encircle the project area. The proponent has
provided an explanation that indicates that limited staff capacity did
not permit securing all of the management contracts, but that it has
secured funds to ensure this activity continues and that all
communities have expressed interest in signing the contracts. Given
the proponent‘s demonstrated commitment to developing the project
it is likely that these contracts will be signed. Furthermore, because
the leakage belt has been defined as fixed 10-km buffer regardless of
what occurs with the contracts, the area of the leakage belt will
remain the same. Therefore the original auditors‘ comments have
been fully addressed with respect to the concern over the size of the
leakage belt potentially changing.
The proponent has provided a description that addresses
components a) thru g) of the VCS BL-UP. The findings to each
component are presented below. There is insufficient information to
fully address all of the requirements of the methodology. Please
review the specific points raised to determine which aspects of the
NCR remain open.
a). The proponent indicates that the leakage belt is comprised of the
community-managed forests, which surround the project area. As
such they are the forests closest to the project area; therefore this
explanation sufficiently addresses this component. Figure 6 of the PD
clearly now clearly shows the leakage belt, therefore this issue has
been addressed.
b) and c). The proponent explains that community management
areas, which form the leakage belt, were formed based on existing
activities. Therefore the proponent suggests that the leakage belt
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already factored in accessibility by deforestation agents into their
design. This point was mentioned in version 2 of the PD as
highlighted by the proponent during consultations following the draft
final report in July 2012, which and did not elicit comments from the
audit team at that time. In version 3 of the PD this explanation was
diminished somewhat but since evidence was already presented in
version 2 of the PD to support and justify the method for having
created community management areas, evidence has already been
presented in writing and observed in the field. In addition, the
description in v3 of the PD lacks a strong explanation to address the
original auditor‘s comments pertaining to the likelihood that
deforestation agents in the community management areas would not
displace farther outside the pre-established borders, however this
point is also raised in v2 of the PD, but appears to have been
removed in v3. In conclusion there is evidence that was presented in
v2 of the PD that was omitted in v3 of the PD, but should be
reincorporated into the PD for clarity (OBS 13/12)
-The proponent explains that in order to create the boundaries of the
leakage management area it utilized a 10km buffer from the edge of
the project area, which results in the inclusion of the community
management areas as well as most of the remaining forest outside
but near the project area. This approach appears to be suitable for
addressing issues of spatial bias, and also potentially addresses the
issue of deforestation agent mobility by including most of available
forested areas available for conversion. Figure 6 does not clearly
show the relationship between the community management area
boundary and the 10-Km buffer, however the audit team reviewed a
separate map submitted by the proponent on July 18, 2012 following
a review of the draft final report. This map clearly shows the relation
between the community management area boundaries and the new
10km buffer. The original auditor‘s comments pertaining to the
exclusion of the protected area from the leakage belt has been more
clearly demonstrated following additional evidence provided on July
18th, which shows the 10km buffer extending into the protected area.
Given the remote nature of the protected area and difficulty for
enforcing its borders this is a plausible design and is sufficient to
address the original comments.
In conclusion factors b) and c) have been sufficiently justified and this
aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED.
d) Landscape Factors: The proponent has provided Table 4, which
summarize the results of the similarity criteria analysis. The
landscape factors have all been sufficiently calculated and where the
similarity thresholds have been exceeded they have been sufficiently
justified in section 2.9 of the PD. Please consult the findings
presented in NCR 07/12 related to this matter for additional
comments. Since these issues have been suitably calculated and
differences justified this aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED.
e). Transportation Factors:
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- Navigable Rivers - The proponent asserts that portions of rivers in
the leakage area are navigable during the rainy season for ―short
time‖. The difference between river density in the PA versus the
leakage belt is greater than the acceptable threshold, but the
proponent uses its argument that the duration of navigability is short
enough that it can be considered insignificant. The audit team found
insufficient evidence describing the location, of these rivers that are
accessible and exact details of the duration during which they are
considered navigable. In short, there is insufficient explanation to
support the claim that this factor can be considered insignificant. As
a result the audit team lacks sufficient evidence to assess the claim
that the difference between the PR and leakage belt with respect to
navigable rivers is insignificant as proposed by the proponent. Due to
this lack of evidence this NCR is remains OPEN.
-Road Density: The proponent indicates that the road density
between the PA and leakage area exceeds the threshold of difference
by being >20% difference. However, the proponent notes that the
deforestation modelling captures road density as a factor and that the
presence of roads in the leakage area is not expected to influence the
PA where a much lower density of roads is found. The audit team
has determined that capturing the road difference in the spatial
modelling will correct for the differing effect between the PA and
leakage belt. This point was somewhat ambiguous at the close of the
draft final report, however clarifications provided on July 18, 2012
assisted the audit team to clarify this argument. The proponent‘s
description in the PD suggests that the higher road density in the
leakage area is considered conservative because more deforestation
would be modelled in this area vs. the project area. Therefore
although the similarity difference exceeds 20%, it should not
significantly impact deforestation projections in the project area and
would create conservative net carbon emissions reductions
estimates. Since this criteria difference is considered conservative it
is deemed as being acceptable and this aspect of the NCR is
considered CLOSED.
-Settlements: The settlement density analysis concludes that the
difference is within the acceptable threshold. More details regarding
this analysis are included in NCR 07/12. This aspect of the NCR is
therefore considered CLOSED.
-f). Polices and Regulations: The proponent defers to its
explanation in section 2.3.1.1 in the PD, which was addressed in
NCR 07/12, which was deemed as providing sufficient information on
the basis that systematic non-enforcement of laws and regulations
make the areas comparable in fact despite potentially different
regulatory systems written into law At the project start date there was
technically no difference between the PA and RRD, but this changed
in Dec 2005 when temporary protected status was achieved. This
point was discussed in the PD, and the status change is partially a
result of the actions taken by the proponent. Therefore the original
auditor comments regarding the previous lack of discussion between
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the leakage belt and project area have been suitably addressed.
These changes have allowed this aspect of the NCR to be CLOSED.

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

In sum, insufficient evidence has been shown to address issues
regarding difference in the navigability of rivers between the leakage
belt and the project area, therefore this NCR remains OPEN.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4 with track changes-final.pdf;
Makira VCS_Project Description v4
The proponent has updated section 2.3.1.1 of the PD and included
Figure 10. The revision states that the steep slopes of the project
area transitions into lower elevations in the leakage area, which is
corroborated with summary data in table 5 of the VCS PD coupled
with the shapefile of rivers contained in Figure 10. Figure 10
demonstrates that only parts of rivers closer to the coast are
navigable, but that these sections are relatively short and therefore
not significant. The audit team determined through additional
consultations with the proponent held on August 29, 2012 that the
GIS team relied on digitized topographic maps and corresponding
river shapefiles from these maps (BD500 and BD100) to arrive at this
conclusion. The conclusion was based on knowledge that the
Antainambalana river is navigable. Rivers of similar size were
identified and selected from the available digital files resulting in
Figure 10, which shows that navigable rivers within the leakage area
are limited in number, and are likely to not be navigable in the project
area due to higher elevations and steep slopes. The audit team
acknowledges that the large spatial extent of the area makes it
difficult to obtain complete knowledge of river navigability, however
the methods and data sources used by the proponent are reasonable
and appropriate to determine these characteristics for the purposes of
this project. However the source of the digital files is absent from
this section of the PD, however the proponent identified the source as
the BD100 and BD 200 digital topographic maps (OBS 19/12).
Considering the large spatial extent of the project area the method
used to determine the navigability of rivers in the leakage is
appropriate and acceptable, and demonstrates that this landscape
factor is reasonably similar to that of the project area, therefore this
aspect of the NCR is CLOSED, which warrants the closure of NCR
09/12.
CLOSED
The similarity criteria between the leakage belt and PA are contained
in Table 4. The bulk of this analysis is handled in NCR 07/12, so
please refer to it for more detail regarding this matter.
The audit team consulted with the proponent following the draft final
report and some clarifications were made and submitted on July 18,
2012. The proponent asserts that the original auditor comment that
protected status was achieved in 2001 is incorrect. After review of
PD v2 and v3 it appears that this correction is warranted, and the
original auditor comment was therefore modified. Other aspects of
the NCR were clarified for the audit team. Those results are
incorporated into the latest findings.

135
G-38 2Aug12

The proponent submitted VCS PD v4 on August 21, 2012, and
subsequent consultations were held on August 29, 2012.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

12/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.5

Report Section:

App A, 3.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD states that no major deviations from the methodology have occurred in section 2.6 of the PD.
However, deviations were found from the methodology (such as failing to meet the required figure of
merit and using images with cloud cover about the maximum threshold). These deviations are outside
the allowable definitions of deviations as they do not relate to monitoring or measurement.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent has included deviations to the methodology and
identifies them in section 2.9 (formerly section 2.6) of the updated PD.
Section 2.9 of the PD identifies deviations made to the following
requirements of the methodology.
1. Boundary of the reference region, PD section 2.3.1 pertaining to
BL-UP Section 1.1.1.1
2. Map accuracy assessment, PD section 2.4.1.1 pertaining to BL-UP
section 2.1.4
3. Regression used for estimating annual areas of deforestation, PD
section 2.4.1.2 pertaining to BL-UP section 2.2
4. Figure of Merit, PD section 2.4.2.1 pertaining to BL-UP section 3.3

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

The findings below correspond to the numeration used above.
1. The deviation pertaining to the reference region was found to be
sufficiently justified, see findings in NCR 07/12 for details.
2. This map accuracy assessment deviation is not needed, see OBS
09/12
3. The regression deviation is not needed, see OBS 09/12
4. The alternative to the Figure of Merit has not been sufficiently
justified, please refer to findings in NCR 23/12.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4 with track changes-final.pdf;
Makira VCS_Project Description v4
The section title ―Model Calibration‖ in the VCS PD v4 has been
updated. As of VCS PD v4 the proponent has updated its PD to
utilize the updated VCS module BL-UP v3.0. The update to the
module establishes a new threshold for the FOM, which the
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

proponent has utilized. This update resulted in the proponent no
longer needing to use a deviation for the FOM minimum threshold,
therefore the proponent has entirely removed mention of a deviation
for the FOM in section 2.9 of the VCS PD v4. As a result of the
update this revision is appropriate and acceptable, therefore this
aspect of the NCR is CLOSED. For more details please refer to NCR
23/12.
CLOSED
The proponent submitted VCS PD v4 on August 21, 2012, which
allowed this NCR to be closed. Please refer to the CVA findings for
details.
The original NCR findings refer to OBS 09/12, and NCR 07/12; NCR
23/12
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NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

15/12
Module X-STR

Report Section:

App A, 3.4

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
There is no explanation of how the module X-STR was implemented in defining strata.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent has indicated that sections 2.7.1 of the PD and B.1 of
Annex I contain additional explanation regarding this point.
Section 2.7.1 provides updated text specifying a listing of ancillary
data used to identify potential biomass classes, The list of references
has not changed from the previous version of the PD, but they include
the following: The Atlas Vegetation of Madagascar by the Kew
Botanic Gardens, national habitat categorizations performed by the
Malagasy government, a national assessment of forest cover in
Madagascar, and it also makes mention of having used
ENSOMOSAIC high resolution aerial photography. The four initial
forest strata resulting from this process have not changed from the
previous PD, however PD v.3.0 section 2.7.1 has changed the
altitudinal boundary for the low and mid altitude forests to match the
government‘s habitat zone, which establishes this boundary at 800m.
This change is considered acceptable since these previous studies in
Madagascar act as suitable ancillary data for use by the project
proponent. However, section B.1 of the PD signals the change in
altitudinal boundary between strata from 500 to 800m yet the area
values for each of the four have remained the same, and final area
numbers for the chosen strata are not clearly given either in the PD.
This is result is inconsistent and creates confusion regarding
estimates of GHG emissions reductions/removals. Furthermore, the
area values that are presented in B.1 for each strata do not sum to
the project area, which is not allowable.
The maps of the strata are provided in section B2, Annex I, however
section 2.7.1 indicates that statistical analysis of the four initial strata
found insignificant differences between intact and degraded strata,
and thus led to only two major forest strata. The various maps
presented in section B2 only represent the stratified maps
representing the two major strata so the final stratification map with
only two forest strata has been presented in accordance with the
requirement of X-STR.
The procedure required by X-STR to quantitatively demonstrate that
additional strata are not necessary has been met because the
method for stratifying the project area is based on altitude. Therefore
by definition the sampling points will always be in the correct strata
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provided they are at the correct altitude.
Section B.1 briefly outlines how each ancillary data source was used
to stratify the forests in the PA. GIS layers from Kew, Conservation
International, and the national government are used to help identify
strata, however this description is not different from the PD v2.0
documentation, but it does provide the reader a generalized overview
of how each data source was used. However, the methodology for
using the ancillary data to define the strata is not transparently and
clearly explained.
In addition, the parameter Ai has not been clearly defined for each
finalized stratum using the prescribed table.

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

Since several requirements posed by X-STR have not been
demonstrated in the documentation the proponent has not shown full
implementation of the X-STR module in a clear and transparent way,
therefore this NCR remains OPEN.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4 with track changes-final.pdf;
Makira VCS_Project Description v4; Makira v4 - Spatial Boundaries
Statistics
The proponent has updated section 2.7.1 of the VCS PD, which has
sufficiently resolved the inconsistencies and ambiguities related to the
forest stratification process identified in the previous audit report.
In section 2.7.1.1 the proponent has made revisions that clearly and
sufficiently describe the role that each data source played in the
stratification process. The preliminary stratification is clearly
identified, explained and its criteria are distinguished from the final
stratification criteria (section 2.7.1.3). The proponent explains that
the preliminary stratification stratified the projects forests based on a
combination of altitude from 0-500m and 500-800m, and each altitude
class was further separated into intact v. degraded forests. No
sampling was done above 800m due to the challenging terrain which
falls within the degradation zone identified by Asner et al 2011. The
statistical analysis of intact v. degraded forests showed no significant
difference between them, which is a point already contained and
appropriately explained and justified in v3 of the PD. These points
have been further supported in section B.2 of Annex 1 to the VCS
PD.
The proponent explains in section 2.7.1.3 that the final stratification
eliminated the intact v. degraded distinction, and that it then switched
to using the official altitude boundaries for forest types established by
the IEFN in 2007 that changed the altitude classes to 0-800m for lowaltitude forests, and 800-1800m for mid altitude forests. This
description clearly establishes why the altitude classes shifted
between the preliminary and final stratifications, and that the final
stratification is based on the two altitude classes (0-800m, 800m1800m). The area for these strata area clearly identified in a table for
Ai in section 4.1 of the VCS PD v4, which specifies low altitude forest
as occupying 125,059ha, and mid altitude forest occupying
235,001ha.
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NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

In conclusion the proponent has adequately described stratification
process, and presented and justified the final results. Therefore this
NCR is considered closed.
CLOSED
Following consultations that occurred after issuance of the draft final
report some findings of this NCR were modified and closed, such as
the need to demonstrate that additional strata are not necessary.
However, other findings were maintained but were re-formatted after
the consultations regarding the draft final report the week of July 16,
2012.
VCS PD v4 was submitted on August 21st, 2012, which allowed for
the closure of this NCR during the CVA assessment. Please read the
findings above for details.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

16/12
Module X-STR Applicability condition

Report Section:

App A, 3.4

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The range of non-forest land covers was sampled to derive an average value for the post
deforestation carbon stock. The project has used a method similar to ‗option 2‘, Historical Area-weight
Average, however does not have the area data for post deforestation land covers to use the method
fully. Therefore there is deemed to be an inadequate explanation of how the post deforestation carbon
stock was derived relative to the requirements of the methodology.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent indicates that section 2.7.3.2 of the PD and section
B.2 of Annex I to the PD contain additional justification.
The proponent has not clearly stated whether Option I or Option II
within step 4.2.2 of BL-UP. A reading of Section B.2 suggests that
the proponent followed a methodology resembling option I, where a
list of post-deforestation classes was made. The difference is that the
sampling occurred in all of the post-deforestation classes together
and the average was taken of all post-deforestation strata was taken.
This is in contrast to the Option I, which requires the proponent to
compare the estimated carbon stock of each post-deforestation
stratum and to take the highest value as a proxy value. The
proposed procedure has not been identified, justified and
demonstrated as being an appropriate or conservative deviation from
Option I, although it has the potential for qualifying as a measurement
deviation. Since the proposed procedure has not been suitably
identified and justified as a deviation from the methodology this NCR
remains OPEN.
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CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:

CVA Findings:

Makira v4 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls; Makira VCS_Project
Description v4 with track changes-final; Makira VCS_Project
Description v4; Makira v4 - PostDef plots 01-10.xls; Makira v4 PostDef plots 11-20; Makira v4 - PostDef plots 21-30
The proponent has provided an updated explanation pertaining to
post-deforestation carbon stocks in section 2.7.2 of VCS PD v4. The
proponent now clearly states that it attempted to use Option 1 from
step 4.2.2 of BL-UP v.3.0 but that due to non-existing ancillary data of
the time-weighted average of post-deforestation carbon stocks for the
area, as well as limitations in identifying these cycles using remote
sensing data, a deviation to Option 1 was required. The audit team
acknowledges the difficulty in obtaining this type of data and therefore
took the proposed measurement deviation under consideration.
Winrock International had conducted the post-deforestation stock
analysis. The proponent explains that Winrock used the ―Winrock
Sampling Calculator‖ tool to determine that 30 plots were sufficient.
Randomly selected points were selected from various postdeforestation land uses inside the project area and leakage belt to
approximate the time-weighted land use cycle. Randomization was
accomplished through the use of Hawth tools in ArcGIS. This
selection process is adequately explained in the section ―Field
Measurements in the post-deforestation stratum” in Annex 1 to
the VCS PD v4 and considering the difficulties mentioned, this
process is an appropriate measurement deviation because the
proponent has demonstrated statistically valid methods for acquiring
a randomized sample of post-deforestation land cover, which
sufficiently approximates the intent of STEP 4.2.2 of BL-UP v3.0.
Furthermore, the proponent‘s value is much higher than IPCC
suggested values and higher than other measurements seen by the
audit team in comparable regions in Madagascar and elsewhere,
therefore the value is considered conservative. Therefore this NCR is
considered CLOSED.
However the original data from Winrock was reviewed and some
issues were identified with these calculations in NCR 31/12. Please
see NCR 31/12 for more details.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED
Additional clarification was provided following a review of the draft
final report during the week of July 16, 2012. This helped clarify that
the proponent‘s procedure was more closely aligned with option I,
however the NCR remains OPEN nonetheless for reasons described
in the finding.
The proponent submitted VCS PD v4 on August 21, 2012, and
subsequently obtained and submitted the original Winrock postdeforestation data on August 29, 2012.
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NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

21/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.5

Report Section:

App A, 4.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The project only has two data points for deforestation amount so it uses a historical average approach.
According to the methodology this is acceptable, but an explanation is required as to the absence of
any underlying trends that could be causing the drop in deforestation seen between the two historic
time periods.
In addition, in Annex 1 of the monitoring report is a report from WCS to Conservation International on
the ‗state of the forest‘ dated July 2010, and within this document statements are made about the
projected deforestation rate that appear to raise questions about the numbers used in the PD. In the
Annex the proponents discuss projecting the without-project deforestation from 2005-2035 using a
model based on the rate of forest loss between 2000 and 2005, ―which is equal to 0.176%‖. It is not
clear, why in Annex 1 of the monitoring report, it was thought necessary to take a deforestation rate of
0.176, whilst in the PD, the projected rate within the project area is modelled as 0.81%/yr (2924
ha/361880 ha, Table 8).
In addition the PD does not explain what the new national forest policies are and whether or not they
are likely to reduce the projected rate. It should noted that the BL-UP requires, ―Policies and
regulations having an impact on land-use change patterns within the RRD and the project area must
be of the same type or have an equivalent effect at the start of the historical reference period, taking
into account the current level of enforcement.‖ (BL-UP, p6)
In response to the public comment:
2. Deforestation model:
a. The projected deforestation rate mentioned (see table 14 [table 8 in VCS PD]) is
0,81%/yr (2824ha/361880ha) whereas historical deforestation rate is 0,38%/yr between
1996 and 2005 (see table 13 [table 7 in VCS PD]). How that big difference can be
explained? In addition, how to explain the variation of the projected deforestation in
2010 (increase) and 2015 (decrease)?
The auditors understand that the difference is due to the fact that whilst the modeled deforestation rate
in the RRD was equal to the historic average of 0.38% (3672 ha per annum), the risk map causes a
disproportionate allocation into the project area (based on area). The underlying issue is the lack of
transparency and qualitative assessment of the risk map, and projected deforestation map. These
issues must be addressed by the project developers.
It is also not clear how figure 12 which shows the project area deforestation rate as declining from a
value of 0.29 is linked to projections of the rate made elsewhere.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent updated section 2.4 of the PD and provided the output
Organization:
of each deforestation risk map created in IDRISI as separate excel
files, which are as follows:
Makira v3 - Model 1.xls
Makira v3 - Model 2.xls
Makira v3 - Model 3.xls
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Makira v3 - Model 4.xls
Makira v3 - Model 5.xls
Makira v3 - Model 6.xls
Projected deforestation calculations are addressed in ―Makira v3 Deforestation Projections.xls‖ and summarized in the PD.
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

The results of the new analysis are presented in Table 8 of the PD
and the actual analysis was also provided separately in ―Makira
DefAnalysis Report New.pdf‖. Section 2.4.1.2 of the PD explains that
the first analysis had been hampered by extensive cloud cover, which
caused uncertainty in the historical deforestation analysis.
Specifically, the deforestation rate appeared to decrease in the
second time period of the historical analysis 2000-2005. The original
auditor comments in this NCR noticed this decrease in the original
analysis and commented on it in this NCR.
The proponent indicates in section 2.4.1.1 that the previous historical
deforestation study, was replaced by a new remote sensing analysis.
This analysis was reviewed and is considered acceptable, please
refer to NCR 19/12for additional details. Due to the gap-fill technique
used in the new analysis the persistent cloud cover that hampered
the first analysis was overcome and permitted a more accurate
historical deforestation analysis. The result was a change in the
deforestation rates between 1995-2000 and 2000-2005. The new
analysis suggests that deforestation in the RRD increased from
0.31% annual deforestation from 1995-2000 to 0.56% between 20002005, with an average of 0.43% from 1995-2005. The new analysis
contained a clear accuracy assessment of 250 points that cover the
PA (225 more points than used in the first analysis) that were
validated using hi-resolution Google Earth images and was found to
exceed the 90% threshold set by the BL-UP module. The persistent
cloud cover of the previous study seems to have dramatically affected
the original results. As a result of the new approach the new
deforestation analysis seems to have achieved more accurate results
and has addressed the earlier concerns pertaining to inconsistencies
in the historical deforestation rate. This aspect of the NCR is
therefore considered CLOSED
Regarding the original auditor‘s comments regarding the 0.176%
deforestation rate cited in Annex 1, this rate has been replaced
following the issuance of the updated historical deforestation analysis
presented in v3 of the PD. Therefore this rate is no longer being
used. This aspect of the NCR has been sufficiently justified as no
longer being relevant and therefore has been CLOSED.
NCR 09/12 requests additional explanation regarding the ―Policies
and regulations having an impact on land use change patterns‖. This
issue has been CLOSED, Please refer to NCR 09/12 for more details.
Regarding the issue cited by the public comment, the proponent has
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performed a new analysis as mentioned above. The deforestation
rate for 1995-2000 is listed at 0.05% and for 2000-2005 as 0.03% per
year in the project area according to information in the tab ―HistDef‖ of
Makira v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls‖. This a more stable and
realistic portrayal of deforestation rates in the PA, however the
relationship of this decreasing rate within the PA with respect to the
rising RRD deforestation rate has not been explained or discussed,
and appears to be an important factor to consider regarding the risk
of deforestation, therefore this issue remains OPEN.
In addition, the original audit comments regarding the insufficient
explanation pertaining to the relationship between deforestation rates
in Figure 12 (now Figure 16) and the historical deforestation rate have
only been partially addressed. The PD section 2.5.1 asserts that a
0.23% deforestation rate is expected to decrease to 0.02%. The
table pertaining to ―ADefPA,i,t ― in section 4.2.1 suggests that that the
0.23% rate pertains to ―baseline deforestation rate at project start in
the project area‖. Therefore the 0.23% has now been used as the
starting point for the with-project scenario deforestation projections.
However it is unclear how the 0.23% was derived because in ―Makira
v3 - Deforestation Projections.xls‖, the rates in the PA are stated as
0.05%/yr (1995-2000), 0.03%/yr (2000-2005), and 0.04%/yr (19952005). The rate of 0.23% and its relationship to the other calculated
rates is not clearly explained or justified.

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

In conclusion, the decreasing trend of deforestation in the PA and
therefore the risk of deforestation within it has not been suitably
addressed, and the explanation regarding the derivation of the
deforestation rate of 0.23% in the PA and its relationship to other
historical deforestation calculations in the PA continues to lack an
appropriate explanation or justification, therefore, this NCR remains
OPEN.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4.pdf
Section 2.5.1 has been updated to explain and justify the with-project
scenario deforestation rate. The reader is directed to Table 15 to
inspect the data used for this calculation. The proponent explains
that the deforestation rate at the start of the project was calculated
and was used as the starting point for the with-project scenario. The
area of projected deforestation for 2005 was calculated using the
combined baseline deforestation that occurred in Stratum 1 and
Stratum 2 as a percentage of the total area of cover that area. This
approach is acceptable as it is based on the first year of projected
deforestation –the lowest projected value in that series.
The audit team requested clarification from the proponent to explain
and help justify the decreasing deforestation over the project
scenario. A consultation with the proponent on August 29, 2012
explained that the proponent sought a mathematical function that
gradually decreased the deforestation rate to the rate observed in
Masoala Park. The rationale for this decrease was stated as being
grounded in trial and error experimentation to arrive at a the value of
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a variable within the decreasing exponential function that would result
in a gradual decline in deforestation over a 10 year period and
stabilize at the deforestation rate observed in Masaola. The audit
team acknowledges the difficulty in estimating the ex-ante
deforestation in the project scenario, and that a gradual decrease in
the deforestation rate is the most plausible. Since VCUs are actually
determined ex-post using the procedures in VCS M-MON, which are
based on remotely sensed data, the proponent‘s ex-ante with-project
scenario is suitable since it is only a projection. Therefore the
proponent has sufficiently explained the ex-ante with-project scenario
to the audit team and this aspect of the NCR is considered CLOSED.
Regarding the auditor comment related to the decreasing
deforestation rate in the project area and leakage belt, the audit team
revisited the requirements of BL-UP with the proponent and
determined that the methodology relies on the historical analysis and
similarity of the RRD with the PA in order to establish deforestation
risk. The historical deforestation analysis and deforestation driver
analysis conclusively shows that this risk has been established in
accordance with the methodology. These points were addressed and
resolved in NCR 07/12 and 09/12. Since this auditor comment has
been suitably addressed by the proponent this aspect of the NCR is
CLOSED.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

In sum, the two outstanding issues within this NCR have been
suitably explained and defended by the proponent which allows this
NCR to be CLOSED.
CLOSED
NCR 09/12 was open at time of the draft final report but following
subsequent consultations with the proponent the week of July 16,
2012, NCR 09/12 was closed. Additional clarification was provided
regarding the 0.23% rate, but for reasons listed above this NCR
remains open following the issuance of the draft final report.
The proponent submitted VCS PD v4 to address this NCR on August
21, 2012. A subsequent consultation was held on August 29, 2012 to
clarify some issues regarding this NCR and ultimately lead to the
closure of this NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

23/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 4.5
App A, 4.2

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD explains that the most suitable risk map based on combinations of factor maps was chosen
and examples of risk maps including the validated one are provided as images (Figure 9). However,
there is no transparent process by which the factors were combined and the most suitable map
chosen based on the highest Figure of Merit. The best figure of merit that was achieved was said to be
less than 10%. The reason for the poor FOM seems to be that the deforestation rate is very low which
means that the likelihood of deforested pixels overlapping perfectly is very low. The risk map provided
in the PD in Figure 9 does not have co-ordinates or the project area marked on it, so it is hard to
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determine how the risk relates to the project area.
There has been no social validation of the risk maps or the deforestation maps. Very distinct patterns
such as the lack of risk in the southern half of the RRL could not be easily explained. It will be
necessary to have a risk and deforestation map that can be explained and understood with those
familiar with the area.
In summary, the process to develop and select a risk map was not sufficiently transparent and the
resultant deforestation model performed below the required threshold without a good explanation.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent has indicated that section 2.4.2.1 and Table 11 of the
Organization:
new PD provide additional justification. In addition the summarized
output of each tested deforestation model was also provided:
Makira v3 - Model 1.xls
Makira v3 - Model 2.xls
Makira v3 - Model 3.xls
Makira v3 - Model 4.xls
Makira v3 - Model 5.xls
Makira v3 - Model 6.xls
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

The proponent has augmented its previous description in the
following ways:
1. In section 2.4.2.1 the proponent now clearly identifies, lists, and
provides references for all the factor maps used. The list shows that
at least one factor map from each of the four factor classes. See
page 59 of the PD for these details. Step 3.1.2 of the BL-UP has
therefore been met.
2. Regarding how the factor maps were combined, the proponent
explains that it continues to use IDRISI modelling software was used
in conjunction with the Land Change Modeller (LCM) tool. The LCM
calculates a relationship between historic land cover change the
combination of factors used. The proponent explains that within LCM
the neural network analysis (as opposed to the logistic regression
option) was used to determine the relationships between land cover
change and the particular combination of land factor maps used.
IDRISI and LCM are commonly used for this type of analysis.
However, the use of the IDRISI‘s automated Multi-Layer Perceptron
neural network technique has not been demonstrated by the
proponent as being in conformance with the criteria of BL-UP v2.0
and how it is not a ―black box‖ calculation. A revision to the BL-UP
v3.0 was issued in February 2012, which changes this criterion. The
proponent‘s current description of the model suggests this is not met,
and further, the PD must be formally modified to conform with the
new requirements in BL-UP v3.0 if it chooses to do so. Since the
model does not appear to meet transparency criterion this aspect of
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the NCR remains OPEN.
The proponent used the described modelling process to create six
models that were used in this analysis.
3. In order to validate the models the proponent states in the subsection ―Model Validation‖ that it compared the historic deforestation
in the RRL from 2000-2005 with the model‘s projections of risk from
the same time period. The proponent then states that the
deforestation risk maps were produced using logistic regression. This
is contrary to the statement made in the previous subsection that
neural network analysis was used and therefore creates ambiguity as
to what process was actually used to create the six deforestation risk
maps. Regardless of this issue, the risk map up to 2005 was tested
against the historic land cover map from 2000. The result was
analyzed and the accuracy rate and FOM were reported for each
model. However, the risk maps in the PD do not have coordinates
listed nor do they clearly distinguish the project area and leakage belt
However, following consultations with the proponent following
issuance of the draft final report a more clear risk map was provided
to show the project area and the level of risk associated with the
chosen risk map. This suitably showed the relationship between
deforestation risk and the project area, therefore the original audit
findings have been suitably addressed.

4. Table 11 in the PD shows images of all six risk models and the
result from the validation process. Every factor map combination
used to create each model has been listed and as well the model‘s
accuracy rate and the FOM. Every FOM is clearly listed however it
appears to have been calculated within the software. The selected
model, model 6 (MLP_22) was selected based on its accuracy rate
91.99%, while its FOM calculated as 2.07%, which is below the 40%
threshold set by the methodology for frontier deforestation. The FOM
for ―best‖ model, MLP_22, the highest when compared to the other
five, which have FOMs below 1.88%. The excel sheets pertaining to
each tested model contain screenshots of the computer-calculated
FOM, which suggests that the FOM was calculated using the correct
inputs. The FOM calculations are contained within each of these
excel sheets in a clear and transparent way and are accurately
computed.
In section 2.9 of the PD the proponent proposes a deviation from the
use of the FOM as an indicator of the predictive power of the model in
favor supplementing it with PFOM and Kappa Index of Agreement.
PFOM is a technique that is still under development by Clark Labs,
the maker of IDRISI. The proponent has indicated that the PFOM of
the selected model is 68%, and proposes to use the PFOM against
the threshold FOM of 40%. However it is not well explained what an
acceptable threshold of acceptability would be for a model under
PFOM and how PFOM is appropriate to measure against FOM. The
audit team has acknowledged the difficulty of reaching the FOM
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however the current explanation does not sufficiently explain or justify
the acceptable thresholds for an appropriate PFOM and its
comparability to FOM. A more substantive and complete explanation
is necessary to justify an appropriate deviation. Alternatively,
consultations with the proponent introduced the notion that BL-UP
v3.0 contains updates regarding the FOM accuracy thresholds. The
proponent has demonstrated that the appropriate data have already
been presented within the PD to signal conformance with the
requirements of BL-UP v3.0. This was checked by the audit team
from evidence on Pg 55 of the PD pertaining to the historical net
change versus the net change predicted by the model, however the
PD is structured to address the requirements of BL-UP v2.0 and not
those of v3.0. Since neither the justification for the deviation in the
PD using BL-UP v2.0 has been suitably justified nor have the
requirements for BL-UP v3.0 been directly addressed, this aspect of
the NCR remains OPEN.
However the proponent mentions on PD pg 65 that: ―The percent of
forested pixels correctly predicted by model MLP_28 was 99.08%
(8,636,673/8,637,057), and the percent correctly predicted non-forest
pixels was 98.23% (3,400,938/3,401,322). The overall Kappa Index of
Agreement (KIA) value for this comparison is 0.9929. “. There is no
explanation as to why MLP_28 is being mentioned when it does not
appear in Table 11 and is not the model that was selected (MLP_22).
This was confirmed to be a typographical error and should be
corrected (OBS 07/12).
5. The original auditor comments pertained to risk maps shown in v2,
however v3 presents a new modelling effort. The varying degrees of
high risk zones vary between the risk maps as a function of the
variables used to create the risk map. MLP_22 has ranked the
highest in various accuracy tests and its characterization of risk is
therefore the best of those developed. Therefore the chosen risk
map has been suitably explained and justified and the original auditor
comments are no longer applicable to this new modelling effort. As a
result this aspect of the NCR is CLOSED.

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

In summary, there continues to be several issues regarding
insufficient clarity and transparency concerning the deforestation
model, therefore this NCR remains OPEN.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4.pdf
The proponent provided a revised explanation within section 2.4.1.2
of the VCS PD v4. The proponent clearly indicates that it is now
using v3.0 of the VCS module BL-UP, which is appropriately listed in
section 2.1 and the new requirements adequately presented in
section 2.4.2.1
More specifically, the ways in which conformance was achieved is
listed below in a fashion that corresponds to the numbering scheme
listed above.
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1. The proponent addresses the requirements for models as set
in BL-UP step 3.1.1 within section 2.4.2.1 of the VCS PD v4.
The proponent cites several peer reviewed studies that
demonstrate the IDRISI‘s neural network model as a suitable
alternative for deforestation analysis. Figure 15 demonstrates
the capacity of IDRISI‘s LCM to clearly show the contribution
of each explanatory variable as they pertain to deforestation
modelling by using screenshots from the modelling process.
These screen shots show the ability of the program to show
the relative contribution of each variable. The model also has
the ability to compare the model against real spatial data sets,
which helped generate Figure 15. Table 13 shows the
capacity of the model to project deforestation with sufficient
accuracy. As a result the proponent has suitably
demonstrated that the model complies with requirements set
in Step 3.1.1 of BL-UP, therefore this aspect of the NCR is
CLOSED.
2. The proponent has changed the PD to fully conform to the
new requirements surrounding the FOM as presented in VCS
module BL-UP v3.0. The new FOM criteria have been
sufficiently demonstrated based on the following evidence.
a. Figure 17, a screen shot from the modelling software,
demonstrates compliance with the sampling and iteration
requirements set on pg 15 of BL-UP to choose the most
accurate deforestation projections and affirms the
proponent‘s competency using the LCM modelling tool.
b. The updated FOM requirements have been met because
the new FOM threshold is set as net observed changed in
the reference region during the calibration period for the
model . The proponent reference Figure 11, a summary of
the updated deforestation analysis presented as part of
VCS PD v3. The model‘s FOM exceeds this value (2.07%
v. 1.59%). As the proponent has demonstrated
competency with these calculations and the new
requirements for the FOM, this aspect of the NCR is
CLOSED.
Since the remaining issues in this NCR following the issuance of the
final audit report have been fully addressed, this NCR is considered
CLOSED.
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

CLOSED.
OBS 07/12 was raised due to an unexplained inconsistency in the
proponent‘s explanation of the FOM. Further, following issuance of
the draft final report consultations with the proponent the week of July
16, 2012 raised the possibility of conformance by using the updated
requirements in the BL-UP v3.0 module. This possibility has been
incorporated in the findings. Point number five was modified in light
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of a reassessment by the audit team following the consultations the
week of July 16, 2012.
VCS PD v4 was submitted on August 21, 2012 and permitted closure
of this NCR.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

25/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16

Report Section:

App A, 5.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD describes the approach taken to stratifying the forest of the region. The work was initiated by
Winrock International and was conducted in 2009. Five strata were identified based on a number of
pre-existing classifications of the area. The underlying data files for these were seen. Five strata were
identified and 10 put into each. The protocol for data gathering follows standard best practice and
teams were demonstrated the necessary knowledge and skill to execute the protocols in the field.
Further details are provided of the approach in Annex 1 to the PD. It is stated on page 49 of the PD
that due to a lack of variance between degraded and non-degraded forests the strata identified were
reduced to low-altitude forest, mid-altitude forest and Savoka. In section 2.4.2.2 it is stated that, ―Upon
further classifying the two forest classes based on potential for transition from forest to nonforest, the
number of sampling plots was calculated in a way to minimize calculation errors for carbon stock
estimation.‖This step in the process was not transparent, as the modelling used to determine the
distinction between high and low risk of deforestation forest is not presented and the link to
subsequent risk maps used is not explained. With regard to the high/low deforestation risk, a
document called, ‗potential transition from 1 to 2‘ was seen. There is a description of its creation in
‗Savuka_strata_narritive‘ and the risk factors used are described. This map has a strong east-west
pattern, with the east being high risk and west being low. This risk trend does not correspond to the
risk map in Figure 9 of the PD. A document called, ‗low/high risk percentage‘ shows the resulting
stratification. It appears that the risk map was not used to ―refine‖ to the vegetation based stratification,
but actually replaced it.
Overall, the GPS points taken aligned well with the classification of the Kew imagery and the
forest/non forest classification of the CI study and Kew Gardens data. However, the contradictions
between the data sources used (especially the ASTER image), lead to a concern about the
consistency of the data. The differences between images and apparent contradictions have not been
investigated and presented.
Hence the stratification used does not relate to the vegetation cover in the area and there is a lack of
transparent documentation of the stratification process.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent has updated PD section 2.7.1 and section B.1 of
Organization:
Annex 1 to the PD.
Findings for Evaluation of
The proponent indicated to the audit team in its explanations within
Evidence:
―VCS NCRs and Response.xls‖ that PD section 2.7.1 and section B.1
of Annex 1 to the updated PD have provided additional information
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regarding the ancillary data used in the stratification process. The
audit team checked these sections of the documentation and some
changes to the text appear to have been made, however there is one
outstanding issue regarding the classification of forest strata as
described below.
1. The manner in which the project area was stratified has been
changed to match the official altitudinal boundaries that have been
created by other sources to make distinctions between forests in
Makira based on altitude. This issue was suitably addressed as
described in NCR 15/12.
2. Reducing the four strata (see B.1 Annex 1) into two strata
appeared to not be sufficiently justified since there did not appear to
be a statistical comparison between FIM and FDM in table 29 of the
PD, or in other supporting documentation. Following clarifications
provided during the week of July 18th, 2012, it was pointed out that
there was a typo in the table and that in fact the analysis had been
done and did show the difference between intact and degraded
forests as being insignificant. This typographical error should be fixed
OBS 15/12. The original preliminary raw data was viewed by the
original audit team and the statistical computations that lead to this
decision were not commented on by the original team and therefore
the statistical determination that differences between intact vs.
degraded forests are not significant is deemed sufficient. The
proponent does not show how the preliminary data helped inform
statistical computations on mid-altitude forests because Figure 19,
Annex I seems to suggest that all plots were taken in low altitude
forests. This matter has not been addressed, and as such the audit
team cannot assess the proponent‘s conclusions on this matter,
which is important to establish as it pertains to stratification of the
project area, and therefore carbon stock estimates. Therefore this
component of the NCR remains OPEN.
3. Following the draft final report clarification was provided the week
of July 18th, which made clear that the original auditor comments
pertained to the preliminary inventory that was ready for v2 of the PD.
V3 of the PD has changed significantly in the sense that strata are
now solely based on altitude and no longer on deforestation risk.
Further, only landsat data has been used to map deforestation, and
the ASTER data is no longer used. The new stratification scheme is
a much cleaner and simple way to stratify the RRL and is based on
previous studies as mentioned in NCR 15/12. Since the ASTER data
is no longer being used for forest/non-forest distinction and was
replaced by the new study referenced in NCR 19/12, this issue of
consistency has been resolved. Therefore the original auditor
comments regarding consistency of the data are no longer valid since
the proponent has made significant and suitable changes to their
inventory and stratification approaches. Therefore this aspect of the
NCR is CLOSED.
In conclusion, there are some inconsistencies pertaining to the forest
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CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

stratification that must be resolved by providing additional evidence or
justification, and therefore this NCR remains OPEN.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4.pdf
The proponent‘s explanation in section B.1 of the Annex 1 to the VCS
PD v4 adequately clarifies the issue pertaining to the relationship
between the preliminary and final stratification. The updated section
clarifies that the 800m boundary was the upper limit for preliminary
plots due to challenging conditions. The location and method for
selecting preliminary plots was already explained in PD v3 in the text
including and related to Figure 23. Figure 25, also already contained
in PD v3, shows the locations for the final sampling within the
finalized stratification. In sum, the proponent‘s revisions now clearly
explain the relationship between the two stratification exercises and
therefore this NCR is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
Following issuance of the draft final report consultations the week of
July 16, 2012 assisted the audit team in better understanding the PD
and caused several draft findings to be closed. However this NCR
remains open following this exchange for reasons described in the
finding.
VCS PD v4 was submitted on Aug 21, 2012 and served to close this
NCR. NCR 15/12 contains more details relevant to the closure of
NCR 25/12.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

26/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16
VCS AFOLU Requirements Section 3.1.1
App A, 5.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Within CP-AB, ‗Part 1, Option 1. Fixed Area Plots with Allometric Equation method‘ was followed. The
project uses a pan tropical allometric equation (Chave et al 2005), but has not described searches to
find more site specific equations (it is known that equations for northern Madagascar have been
recently developed) nor have they validated the applicability of the equation as per the required steps
in the data/parameter table of the module CP-AB. The impact of changing allometric equation could
have a significant impact on the carbon stocks and hence the emissions from avoided deforestation.
There is no explanation as to why a wood density for Asia of 0.57 g cm3 was used, no justification is
provided for this.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
The proponent indicated to the audit team in ―VCS NCRs and
Organization:
Response.xls‖ that a local allometric equation called Mada I.1
developed by Vieilledent et. al 2011, and that species specific wood
densities were obtained from Vieilledent et. al and Rakotovao et al
were used in the updated PD. This explanation also occurs in PD
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Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

section 2.7.3.2. Updated calculations were provided in ―Makira v3 Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖, and Annex 1 to the PD were provided as
supporting evidence.
1. The audit team reviewed the new study published by Vieilldent as
well as the updated documents and calculations. The study appears
to be appropriate for use in this project because it is a study for
forests throughout Madagascar. It is known to the audit team that
regionally specific allometric equations are scarce for African forests,
and for Malagasy forests. Therefore this study is valuable and
appropriate for the project, however the proponent does not appear to
have appropriately demonstrated the validity of the applicability of the
new allometric equation used in the study as per the requirements set
by the CP-AB module on page 11, within the comments section that
pertains to the parameter fi (X,Y). The proponent has not followed
the required steps offered by the methodology to validate the
equation, and although comments made following the draft final
report the week of July 16, 2012 indicate that the PD gives a
comparison of its results as compared to other biomass studies in the
Madagascar, the proponent not explicitly justified not following this
requirement of CP-AB, therefore this aspect of the NCR remains
OPEN.
2. Upon reviewing the study there is the proponent has correctly
utilized the approaches provided by the study to estimate forest
biomass. The equation cited in pg 76 of the PD can be clearly and
easily compared to Mada.I.1 proposed by Vieilledent et al 2011, and
the height-diameter relationship proposed by the same author was
verified to have also been used correctly. This finding was assisted by
clarifying comments made the week of July 16, 2012 following
issuance of the draft final report. Therefore the proponent has
suitably demonstrated correct use of the new allometric equation for
Malagasy moist forests.
3. The proponent indicates in section 2.7.3.2 that:
―As diameter has not been measured in the field inventory the
diameter-height-relation for dense humid forests also proposed by
Veilledent et al has been used”
It appears that the proponent uses the term ―diameter‖ instead of
―height‖. This appears to be a typographical error that leads to
unnecessary confusion and should be corrected (OBS 4/12).
4. Species-specific wood densities appear to be used and were
determined to have been used correctly after the audit team received
clarifying evidence the week of July 16, 2012 following consultations
regarding the draft final report. Wood densities were shown to have
been used correctly(see NCR 17/12 for details)
5. There are many large DBH trees from the inventory that exceed
the DBH validity of the allometric equation posited by Vieilldent, which
appears valid up to 128cm DBH. Following the exchange with the
proponent the week of July 16th 2012 to review the draft final report
the proponent correctly clarified that the relatively few number of trees
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that exceed the diameter limit were unlikely to have a distorting
impact on final carbon stock estimates. This point was considered by
the audit team and deemed to be correct. Further, the Vieilldent
study was pointed out as not suggesting a physical height maximum
for trees in Madagascar, therefore use of Mada.I.1. for large DBH
trees is permissible especially because of the few number of trees
involved. This issue has been suitably addressed with the evidence
provided in v3 of the PD.
In conclusion, the proponent has not shown full compliance with the
CP-AB requirements for validating allometric equations or has not
explicitly justified not following them. Therefore this NCR remains
OPEN.
CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Makira VCS_Project Description v4.pdf
The proponent now fully addressed the CP-AB applicability conditions
in revisions made to section 2.7.3.2 of VCS PD v4. Each criterion is
identified and demonstrated to meet the criteria established by CPAB. The proponent uses the allometric equation developed by
Vielledent et al 2011, a peer-reviewed study which was designed for
Madagarscar and involved destructive sampling that exceeds the
VCS requirements. As a result this NCR is considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
OBS 04/12 was created to address an important typographical error.
The proponent should refer to NCR 17/12 for a point mentioned in
this NCR. Following issuance of the draft final report consultation the
week of July 16th assisted the audit team in closing some initial
findings. These details are mentioned above.
VCS PD v4 was submitted on Aug 21, 2012 to address this NCR.
Please review CVA findings above.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:
Report Section:

31/12
VCS Standard V3.1 Section 3.16
App A, 5.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD in section 2.4.2.1 states the post deforestation strata is ‗Savoka‘, yet other types of non-forest
strata are known to exist such as rice fields. For the non-forest strata, 30 plots were placed in nonforested areas. The method is well described in Annex 1 to the PD, but the results are not presented.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
The proponent describes the post-deforestation land-uses and the
sampling strategies in sections 2.7.2, 2.7.3.1, 2.7.3.2, 4.1 of the PD
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Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:

CVA Findings:

and in section B.2, Annex 1 to the PD, and field measurement
methods are specifically described on pg 147, in Annex 1 to the PD.
The excel file Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls provides
supporting calculations.
As mentioned in the original audit comments, the procedure for
sampling and measuring post-deforestation strata is well described in
Annex I to the PD. The results of this sampling are faithfully
transposed in Table 32 of the PD (Annex I), and were taken from
Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls. However the calculations are
not transparent since not all the calculations used to calculate postdeforestation carbon stocks in Makira v3 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls
were transparent enough for the audit team to adequately assess
them. For example the AGTB column contains a single value,
however the actual formula applied is not visible. This is an important
part of the calculation and should be able to be easily verified by the
audit team In addition NCR 16/12 mentions an issue the method used
to calculate post-deforestation stratum and should be reviewed as
well. Since the audit team had difficulty assessing the results of the
post-deforestation calculations due to a lack of transparency this NCR
remains OPEN.
Makira v4 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls; Makira VCS_Project
Description v4 with track changes-final; Makira VCS_Project
Description v4; Makira v4 - PostDef plots 01-10.xls; Makira v4 PostDef plots 11-20; Makira v4 - PostDef plots 21-30; Makira v4 Carbon Stock Inventory new.xls
Upon the submission of the VCS PD v4 the proponent had not
submitted transparent calculations for this procedure. The audit team
was made aware that the original plot data was owned by Winrock
International and that the proponent had had difficulty accessing it
prior to the finalization of VCS PD v4. The audit team requested that
additional efforts be made to acquire the data and the data was
ultimately obtained and submitted on August 29, 2012. Several
spreadsheets were provided and they are fully transparent and well
organized. However an inspection of these calculations determined
that the quantification procedures used by Winrock for estimating
carbon stocks differed from those used by the proponent en VCS v3
and v4 in the following ways.
1. The allometric equation created by Vieilledent et al 2011 that
was used by the proponent in VCS PD v3 and v4 was not
used by Winrock when estimating post-deforestation
aboveground biomass. The proponent clarified that in lieu of
having access to this plot data at the time of the PD revisions
that it instead reduced the Winrock carbon estimates by 25%
because the Winrock values were found to overestimate
carbon. The reduction of 25% was deemed by the proponent
to be adequate.
2. The Winrock data used a belowground biomass allometric
equation instead of the CP-AB root to shoot ratios, which were
later used by the proponent in PD v3 and v4.
3. The Winrock data used a carbon fraction of dry matter value of
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0.50 vs the default value of 0.47 established by the VCS CPAB module in all of its conversions from biomass to carbon.
On August 29, 2012, the audit team raised these points with the
proponent requested proof that the the 25% reduction was
conservative. On August 30, 2012, the proponent submitted revised
carbon data that used the original winrock data but, which applied the
Vieilledent et al allometric equation. The audit team reviewed this
assertion by comparing the aboveground carbon values in ―Makira v4
- Carbon Stock Inventory new.xls‖ with those in ―Makira v4 - Carbon
Stock Inventory.xls‖. The 25% reduction in aboveground biomass
was confirmed to yield higher carbon values.
However, during the process of checking the post-deforestation
carbon stock calculations in the original Winrock data submitted on
August 29, 2012, the audit team rechecked the carbon stock
calculations within ―Makira v4 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖ to
compare them against the post-deforestation calculations contained
therein, and to also re-assess the carbon stock calculations for the
project area. The audit team found an error in the carbon calculations
for the project area. The reassessment of the project area carbon
stock calculations in ―Makira v4 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖
identified a few instances where the proponent did not use the default
value suggested by CP-AB when converting biomass to tCO2, and it
did not justify using a different value (NCR 66/12). Please refer to
new NCR 66/12 of this report. Such examples included:
Tab LAFSDW Plot #32
Tab MAFTree Plot #9
These errors lead to some strata having higher emission factors. The
audit team notified the proponent of this error and allowed the
proponent the opportunity to make corrections to the project area
carbon calculations. The proponent submitted VCS PD v5 on
September 10th, 2012, along with updated calculation spreadsheets.
The proponent took this opportunity to address this error and to
change the post-deforestation quantification methods to match those
used in v3 and v4 of the PD. The 25% reduction of the original
Winrock carbon stocks was therefore abandoned in VCS PDv5. The
audit team reviewed ―Makira v5 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖, and
―Makira v5 - Carbon Stock Changes‖. The project area carbon
calculations and post deforestation calculations were determined to
have been performed accurately. Noteworthy outcomes include:
1. The mean tCO2e for aboveground biomass in Mid-altitude
forests has decreased from 612.15 down to 609.59. Estimated
average of total tCO2 per hectare is 810.14.
2. The mean tCO2e for aboveground biomass of postdeforestation biomass carbon stocks has decreased from
203.5 to 177.51. While tCO2e for below ground biomass
increased slightly from 40.7 to 42.6. Estimated average of
total tCO2 per hectare is 238.89.

156
G-38 2Aug12

Since the post-deforestation calculations have now been represented
as accurately as possible and have been calculated correctly this
NCR is considered CLOSED. The appropriate corrections have been
made to project area carbon stock emissions factors.
NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Please review related NCR 16/12. Clarifying comments issued on
July 18th, 2012 were not sufficient to close this NCR.
VCS PD v4 was submitted on August 21, 2012 to address this NCR,
and additional consultations were held on August 29, 2012, and
revised data was provided on August 30, 2012. A review of the
revised documentation closed the NCR but raised NCR 66/12, and
OBS 21/12.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

32/12
VCS AFOLU Requirements V3.1 Section 3.5.1

Report Section:

App A, 6.1

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The PD does not provide a strong defence of the lack of immigrating agents of deforestation. The PRA
required by step 2 in LK-ASU was not conducted, but it is explained that an equivalent PRA was
conducted when the management transfers were made. Evidence of the questions asked, the
responses received, and the location of the villages surveyed has not been presented. In the CCB
PDD it is stated that, ―…the main forces that will influence the future socioeconomic conditions of the
communities surrounding Makira are population growth, immigration and resource availability.‖ In
section 1.13.2 of the PD it is stated ―Furthermore, the contracts signed by these groups with the MEF
have allowed them to legally exclude outsiders from using their resources, further decreasing the
potential for deforestation from tavy in the leakage belt.” This was confirmed through inspection of
contracts. However, section 2.4.5.3 of the PD states that local actors are the main agents of
deforestation and immigrants are not considered a driving force for deforestation. Interviews within
villages confirmed that natural population growth was of more significance than immigration and that
new arrivals tended to borrow land from their extended family until they married into the community.
There was no indication that the right to exclude people doing tavy was being executed, in the case of
gold miners within the ZOC it had been tried unsuccessfully. Thus there is inconsistency in the project
documentation regarding the impact of immigrants.
Step 4 of LK-ASU provides a mechanism for calculating leakage due to displaced immigrants.
However, the PD does a different type of analysis under the same heading. Section 2.4.5.5 provides
an analysis of leakage risk beyond the defined leakage belt. The analysis highlights that in places the
leakage belt is narrow and potentially accessible forest exists outside the community management
areas (which define the leakage belt). However, no steps are taken following the risk analysis to
ensure that the leakage belt is a size and shape suitable to capture all potential leakage.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
Sections 1.13.2, 2.6 and 3.3 of the PD have been updated
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Section 2.6.2 of the PD mentions the alternative PRA performed by
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Evidence:

the proponent but the details of the PRA and its results could not be
found by the audit team. Clarifying comments provided the week of
July 16, 2012 after issuance of the draft final report clarified that due
to the significant and continuous contact held by the proponent that
this requirement was not followed. This shed insight into the issue
and allowed the audit team to determine that this is permissible,
however the proponent has not identified this as a methodological
deviation for both measurement and monitoring. Therefore the NCR
is considered open until the deviation is adequately identified and
justified.
Further, the audit team could initially not find an explanation to
respond to the auditor‘s comment regarding the inability of local
residents to exclude gold miners. The clarifying comments given the
week of July 16, 2012 refocused the auditor‘s assessment of this
statement. The audit team determined that in fact a comment was
made in the PD section 2.6.2 regarding the role of migrant miners in
the PA but the statement was not sufficiently elaborated on to fully
characterize the nature of this deforestation agent‘s typical effect on
the project area. The proponent claims it is a degradation agent only
yet this point is not made in an unambiguous way in the PD
Section 3.3.3 of the PD outlines the results for estimated leakage
based on the procedures outlined in LK-ASU. However the
proponent provides an incomplete documentation of these
calculations and it is difficult to determine if and whether the
proponent has fully followed the procedure outlined by STEP 4 of the
LK-ASU module.
The proponent has indicated that the leakage belt is now defined by a
10km buffer from the edge of the project area, which encompasses
the community management areas. Issues with this buffer are
described more fully in NCR 09/12.
Due to insufficient evidence or justification for deviation and a lack of
clear and transparent presentation of the application of the steps
required by LK-ASU, this NCR remains OPEN.

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

Makira VCS_Project Description v4.pdf; 37-Etude diagnostics
Makira.pdf; 38-Monographie et analyse socio-éco.pdf
The proponent has classified this issue as measurement and
monitoring deviation from Step 2 of the VCS Module LK-ASU on the
basis that socioeconomic studies were conducted prior to the project
start date, and that the proponent conducts ongoing monitoring of
relevant demographic shifts in the PA through management contracts
and through the help of locally-based monitors in every settlement.
The proponent provided sufficient information to address this
requirement. This measurement deviation is now identified in Section
2.9 of the VCS PD v4.
The studies were provided to the audit team for review and the
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proponent specified that section 2.4 in ―38-Monographie et analyse
socio-éco.pdf‖ contains information about this matter, and that it
suggests that the study found no significant indication of large
numbers of immigrant populations. The audit team reviewed these
sections and confirm that they suggest that the main population‘s
movements occur as a result of shifting agriculture and growing
resident populations. The studies were developed by a consulting
firm for WCS and the Malagasy Ministry of Environment and Forests,
as such this study is likely to be one of the few sources on this matter
and therefore it is considered appropriate and sufficient to
demonstrate that immigrant populations are not of significance,
therefore the assertion that displaced leakage from immigrant
populations is not significant. Further, The proponent asserts in 2.6.2
of the VCS PD v4 that immigrant populations are chiefly responsible
for degradation and not deforestation, therefore immigrant
populations are estimated to not contributed to displaced leakage.
Since the proponent provided the relevant references to the audit
team regarding how the risk of leakage was determined, and because
it also provides evidence for ongoing monitoring through community
monitors, the audit team determined that the proponent has
adequately achieved the intent of the PRA listed in the LK-ASU
module. Therefore the measurement and monitoring deviation has
been sufficiently justified. See section 1.10.3 of the validated PDD.

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

However the proponent‘s deviation description does not fully
reference sources for these assertions in the PD (OBS 19/12).
In conclusion, the proponent has sufficiently demonstrated the
insignificance of leakage from immigrant agents and has fully justified
its method as a measurement and monitoring deviation, therefore this
NCR considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
See NCR 09/12 regarding the design of the leakage belt.
VCS PD v4 was submitted on August 21st, and additional materials on
August 29, 2012.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

62/12
VCS Standard V3 Section 3.17

Report Section:

See NCR 36/12

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The proponent explains in section 2.4.3 of the PD that a new remote sensing analysis was conducted,
which created a forest cover map for 2010 based on a gap-fill method using Landsat 5 and 7 (See the
findings for NCR 19/12 for the justification). This same 2010 forest cover map was compared to the
estimated annual areas of deforestation in the baseline for the PA. Some inconsistencies were
noticed, which raise uncertainty as to whether the monitoring calculations are accurate.
a. The total forest lost from 2005-2010 is slightly different between Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf
and the same figure from Makira 2005-2009 Monitoring.xls. Therefore this affects the average area
per year lost. This inconsistency is not well explained and affects the accuracy of GHG calculations.
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This is the result of this process not having been clearly and transparently documented.
b. There is uncertainty whether the Forest Cover map from 2010 cited by Monitoring report (Figure 6)
is the same as the one cited on pg 17, Makira DefAnalysis Report New.pdf. The maps appear
different and no explanation has been provided to explain their difference, if any.

Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
Findings for Evaluation of
Evidence:

CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
Makira VCS_Project Description v4.pdf
These comments explain that there was a difference in timing
between the new deforestation analysis and the new PD v3.
Although the comments made are acknowledged these
inconsistencies could potentially cause some confusion for the reader
and must be changed. Therefore this NCR is considered OPEN until
the changes have been clarified and reconciled in subsequent version
of the PD.
Makira VCS Monitoring Report 05-09 v8, Makira VCS_Project
Description v8; Makira v4 - Deforestation Projections
The proponent provides additional commentary in section 2.4.1.1 and
at the beginning of Annex 6 to the VCS PD that explains that the new
deforestation analysis and revisions to the RRD, and leakage belt
caused slight differences in their spatial extent as compared between
PD versions 3 thru 8, versus the results contained in Annex 6 to the
PD, the new historical deforestation analysis. The area of the project
area however did not change between the PD and the new historical
deforestation analysis (360,060ha). As the proponent had its own
GIS team the shapefiles from the consulting firm had to be modified
slightly by WCS to accommodate slight revisions in the leakage belt
and the shape of the RRD. The proponent has suitably explained the
source of these differences, therefore this NCR is considered
CLOSED.
CLOSED
V4 of the VCS PD submitted on August 21, 2012 contained the
necessary and appropriate explanations These explanations were
retained as the rest of the documentation underwent changes in
versions 5 through 8. Version 8 of the PD and Monitoring report and
their underlying spreadsheets are the final versions of the
documentation and were submitted on Sept. 14, 2012.

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

63/12
VCS Standard V3 Section 4.6.1

Report Section:

See NCR 18/12
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Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
The proponent has not discussed whether scenario category iii) (see Step 1a section a.) mentioned in
the additionality tool is relevant to the analysis.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
Comments provided on July 18, 2012 in ―Makira VCS Draft Final
Report Response.xls‖.
Makira VCS_Project Description v4.pdf

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

The proponent has suitably identified how the identified scenarios
map to the one of the three required categories required by the
additonality tool in Sub-step 1a as explained in section 2.8.1.2 of the
VCS PD v4. Therefore this NCR is considered CLOSED
CLOSED
N/A

NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

64/12
VCS Standard 4.7.2, VCS BL-UP V2.0 Step 3.4.2

Report Section:

NCR 29/12

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
Following the creation, calibration and confirmation of the best risk map for deforestation the
proponent describes the process followed to allocate the results of Table 10 to the results of the risk
map. This process matches the one proposed by Step 3.4.2 of the BL-UP methodology for allocating
deforestation, which is described as matching the forest cover map from 2005 to the best risk map.
The result is described in Table 13 and 14, which show the total areas estimated in Table 10
distributed between the two strata (low and high altitude forest) of the project area and leakage belt
respectively. However this process is not sufficiently documented. For example, there is no
demonstration of how the stratified map relates to the risk map. Therefore it is difficult for the audit
team to assess how this process occurred.
Despite this lack of evidence the estimated area of unplanned deforestation is supported by Makira v3
- Carbon Stock Changes.xls, which in turn shows the areas of unplanned deforestation as they were
allocated between the strata within the PA and Leakage Belt on an annual basis. Table 13 and 14 of
the PD accurately represent these calculations in the PD and the annual areas of deforestation
represented by strata match those established by Table 10.
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
Makira v4 - Carbon Stock Changes.xls; Makira VCS_Project
Description v4.pdf

161
G-38 2Aug12

CVA Findings for Evaluation
of Evidence:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

The proponent describes the allocation of projected deforestation in
section 2.4.2.2 of the VCS PD v4 and calculations are demonstrated
in the ―DefBaseline‖ tab in the ―Makira v4 – carbon stock changes.xls‖
spreadsheet. The audit team consulted with the proponent on August
29, 2012 to more fully understand this procedure. The procedure was
found to be acceptable. The proponent provided supplementary
calculations to complement the PD. The PD explains that the LCM
model was set up using a deforestation rate calculated using the
regression derived from using the BL-UP module‘s procedures. The
proponent used the ratio consisting of the modeling results by strata
over the 5 year monitoring period divided by the total deforestation
projections in order to allocate the deforestation by year by stratum.
This number needed to be corrected due to peculiarities with the
modeling program and was corrected using the regression results
from BL-UP resulting in modeled values by stratum by year that
match the regression equation projections from BL-UP. The
modeling process has been suitably explained therefore this NCR is
considered CLOSED.
CLOSED
The proponent submitted VCS PD v4 on August 21, 2012 and a
consultation was held on August 29, 2012 to clarify the allocation
process.
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III. CONCLUSIONS
NCRs Closed:

No follow-up required related to closed NCRs
Original NCRs closed and new NCR(s) issued, see section IV below

NCRs Open:

Certification/Verification/Validation not approved; conformance with
NCRs required
Major NCRs not closed; suspension of certification/verification required
Minor NCRs are upgraded to Major; see section IV below
New NCR(s) issued, see section IV below

Comments/Follow-up
Actions:

N/A

IV. NEW or OPEN NCRs
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

66/12
VCS Standard 4.7.2, VCS BL-UP V2.0 Step 3.4.2

Report Section:

NCR 32/12

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:
During the process of checking the post-deforestation carbon stock calculations in the original Winrock
data submitted on August 29, 2012, the audit team rechecked the carbon stock calculations within
―Makira v4 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖ to compare them against the post-deforestation calculations
contained therein, and to also re-assess the carbon stock calculations for the project area. The audit
team found an error in the carbon calculations for the project area. The audit team determined that
this original Winrock data did not use the carbon fraction of dry matter default value of 0.47 t C t-1 d.m.
given by the VCS Module CP-AB. This prompted the audit team to reassess the project area carbon
stock calculations in ―Makira v4 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖. This reassessment found a few
instances where the proponent did not use the default value suggested by CP-AB when converting
biomass to tCO2, and it did not justify using a different value. Examples of this include but may not be
limited to:
Tab LAFSDW Plot #32
Tab MAFTree Plot #9
Corrective Action Request:

Timeline for Conformance:
Evidence Provided by
Organization:
CVA Findings for Evaluation
of Evidence:

NCR Status:
Comments (optional):

Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Prior to validation
Makira v5 - Carbon Stock Changes.xls; Makira v5 - Carbon Stock
Inventory.xls; Makira VCS_Project Description v5
The proponent submitted new spreadsheets and updated the
corrections throughout VCS PD v5. All corrections were reviewed
and were determined to have been fully corrected throughout the
documentation.
CLOSED
The audit team identified this NCR during the CVA process and
subsequently allowed for revised documents to be submitted during

the same process. The proponent submitted VCS PD v5 and
supporting spreadsheets on September 10th, 2012.
NCR#:
Standard & Requirement:

67/12
VCS Standard 4.7.2

Report Section:

CVA audit report, section IV

Description of Non-conformance and Related Evidence:

The audit team determined that the deductions applied to the final emissions reductions ex-ante
estimates had been calculated incorrectly. The buffer deductions have been computed based on
emissions reductions that included leakage. As per page 15 of the VCS REDD MF v1.1 methodology,
buffer reductions must be calculated based on the difference between baseline and project scenario
emission reductions. In addition, the ex-ante uncertainty estimate had not been performed and was
included ―zero‖. VCS Module X-UNC requires that baseline and project scenario uncertainty be
calculated both ex-ante, and ex-post. Tables 25, 26, and 27 of the PDD (v8) demonstrate these
errors.
Corrective Action Request:
Organization shall implement corrective actions to demonstrate
conformance with the requirement(s) referenced above.
Note: Effective corrective actions focus on addressing the specific
occurrence described in evidence above, as well as the root cause to
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the non-conformance.
Timeline for Conformance:
Prior to validation
Evidence Provided by
Makira v9 - Carbon Stock Changes.xls, Makira v9 - Uncertainty
Organization:
Analysis.xls, Makira VCS_Project Description v9.pdf
CVA Findings for Evaluation
The proponent submitted new spreadsheets and updated the
of Evidence:
necessary tables in the PDD on 28 Sept, 2012. All corrections were
reviewed and were determined to have been fully corrected
throughout the documentation. The ex-ante Buffer deduction now
totals 5,517,948 tCO2e over the project lifetime and has been
correctly computed by only being based on the difference between
the baseline and project scenarios. The ex-ante uncertainty analysis
has been performed correctly at 3.38%, totalling 1,286,338 tCO2e
over the project lifetime. Final ex-ante VCUs over the project lifetime
now total 31,212,644 tCO2e over the project lifetime. Tables 25-27 of
the PD accurately represent the changes in the underlying
calculations. As a result, this NCR is considered CLOSED.
NCR Status:
CLOSED
Comments (optional):
The audit team identified this NCR during the CVA process and
subsequently allowed for revised documents to be submitted during
the same process. The proponent submitted VCS PD v9 and
supporting spreadsheets on September 28th, 2012.

V. NEW OBSERVATIONS
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OBS
Description of findings leading
to observation:

19/12
Reference Standard & Requirement:
NCR 07/12 - The proponent has revised the description contained in
section 1.10.3 in the VCS PD v4. The proponent presents Figure 7,
which contains a map of the project area and leakage belt over
which a shapefile showing mining permits that were issued through
2006 is superimposed. The source of the shapefile is absent from
the PD, however consultations with the proponent on August 28,
2012 determined that the shapefile was obtained from the Malagasy
Ministry of the Environment
NCR 8/12 - The proponent has revised section 2.3.1.2 of the PD to
include Figure 9. Figure 9 successfully identifies the boundary of the
two protected areas (Masoala and Anjanaharibe-Sud) in a manner
that allowed the audit team to determine that they are included in the
leakage belt but not in the project area. However the source of the
spatial boundary used to represent the limits of these protected
areas is not mentioned. Since the project area‘s spatial boundary
has been adequately defined, this boundary of the protected areas in
the leakage belt is not material.
NCR 32/12
The proponent has applied a deviation for Step 2 of the VCS Module
LK-ASU on the basis that socioeconomic studies were conducted
prior to the project start data and provided sufficient information to
address this requirement. This deviation is now identified in Section
2.9 of the VCS PD. The studies were provided to the audit team for
review and the proponent specified that section 2.4 in ―38Monographie et analyse socio-éco.pdf‖ contains information about
this matter, and that it suggests that the study found no significant
indication of large numbers of immigrant populations. The audit
team reviewed these sections and confirm that they suggest that the
main populations movements occur as a result of shifting agriculture
and growing resident populations. The studies were developed by a
consulting firm for WCS and the Malagasy Ministry of Environment
and Forests, as such this study is likely to be one of the few sources
on this matter and therefore it is considered appropriate and
sufficient to demonstrate that immigrant populations are not of
significance, therefore the assertion that displaced leakage from
immigrant populations is not significant is sufficiently justified and
this NCR is considered CLOSED. However, this source should be
fully referenced in the PD (OBS 19/12).

Observation:

The proponent should identify the sources of all inputs used in the
project‘s maps, figures, and assumptions.
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OBS

Description of findings leading
to observation:

20/12

Reference Standard & Requirement:

VCS AFOLU
Requirement 4.7.1;
VCS Standard 3.16
The 25% reduction used by the proponent to correct the postdeforestation carbon stock estimates prepared by Winrock does
not use the suggested default value for carbon fraction of dry
matter, because this method has been proven to be
conservative, it is considered acceptable. However, as the
proponent is now using a more regionally specific equation the
proponent should use the same method for calculating
aboveground carbon stocks for post-deforestation as were used
for the project area carbon stocks.

Observation:

The proponent should use the most appropriate and accurate
method available for estimating biomass carbon stocks.

OBS

21/12

Description of findings leading
to observation:

Reference Standard & Requirement:

VCS AFOLU
Requirement 4.7.1;
VCS Standard 3.16
During the process of checking the post-deforestation carbon stock
calculations in the original Winrock data submitted on August 29,
2012, the audit team rechecked the carbon stock calculations within
―Makira v4 - Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖ to compare them against
the post-deforestation calculations contained therein, and to also reassess the carbon stock calculations for the project area. The audit
team found an error in the carbon calculations for the project area.
The audit team determined that this original Winrock data did not use
the carbon fraction of dry matter default value of 0.47 t C t-1 d.m.
given by the VCS Module CP-AB. This prompted the audit team to
reassess the project area carbon stock calculations in ―Makira v4 Carbon Stock Inventory.xls‖. This reassessment found a few
instances where the proponent did not use the default value
suggested by CP-AB when converting biomass to tCO2, and it did
not justify using a different value. Examples of this include but may
not be limited to:
Tab LAFSDW Plot #32
Tab MAFTree Plot #9
However since the error is concerning ex-ante projections of carbon
emissions reductions this error does not pose a material concern for
validation, but should be corrected at verification (OBS 21/12).

Observation:

The proponent should either correct or justify the value used for
carbon fraction of dry matter and ensure that all GHG calculations
reflect this change.
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VI. AUDIT REPORT APPROVAL
Note: a formal Q-09 Report Review and Approval (RRA) Checklist
conducted by an independent, authorized reviewer is required
when the CVA results in certificate/verification/validation issuance
or suspension/termination, or when there is a change in scope. In
all other cases, the report may be approved with the 2nd checkbox
below by an authorized RRA reviewer which may be the CVA
auditor, or by a Senior Auditor.
Refer to separate Q-09 RRA Checklist
Report approved by way of this checkbox
Approved by:
Date:
Salesforce has been completed with applicable files uploaded, and is updated based on any
changes to the Organization details or other areas relevant to the CVA.
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