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VALIDATION REPORT: VCS Version 3
Summary:
Environmental Services, Inc., (ESI) was contracted by Spekboom Trading (Pty) Ltd to conduct the
project validation of the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket restoration project.
The Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve (KLPGR) contains approximately 5,185 hectares of
historically degraded indigenous Spekboom (Portulacaria afra Jacq. or P. afra) thicket. This
degradation was mainly caused by over-browsing of goats and has resulted in a significant reduction of
biomass and ecosystem carbon stocks in the area. These areas do not naturally regenerate, and this
concomitant loss of carbon throughout the ecosystem can only be restored through active restoration
and regeneration.
The proposed Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) –
Afforestation, Reforestation and Revegetation (ARR) project will restore degraded Spekboom thicket in
the project area in the Eastern Cape of South Africa. Restoration will be achieved by planting cuttings
of the indigenous thicket tree Spekboom in the project area.
The validation purpose included an assessment of compliance with the Verified Carbon Standard
(VCS) Version 3 (and all associated updates), AR-ACM003 (v1.0.0), and the likelihood that
implementation of the planned greenhouse gas (GHG) project will result in the GHG emission removal
enhancements as stated by the Project Proponent (ISO 14064-3:2006). This validation assessed the
GHG emission removals through an Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) project,
specifically: Afforestation, Reforestation and Revegetation (ARR).
The scope of the validation included: the GHG project and baseline scenarios; physical infrastructure,
activities, technologies and processes of the GHG project; GHG sources, sinks, and/or reservoirs;
types of GHGs; and implementation periods covered. The geographic validation scope was defined by
the project boundary, which includes the carbon reservoir types, management activities, growth and
yield models, inventory program, and contract periods.
The validation method and criteria followed the guidance documents provided by VCS and included the
following: VCS Program Guide (08 October 2013, v3.5), VCS Standard (08 October 2013, v3.4),
Program Definitions (08 October 2013, v3.5), AFOLU Requirements (08 October 2013, v3.4), AFOLU
Non-Permanence Risk Tool (04 October 2012, v3.2), and the CDM Methodology AR-ACM0003
(v1.0.0).
During the validation process, ESI identified 73 Non-Conformance Requests (NCRs) and/or
Clarification Requests (CLs). After the project re-submitted under AR-ACM0003 (v1.0.0), the Validator
noted an additional 33 NCRs/CLs. The NCRs/CLs requested the necessary clarity to ensure the project
was in compliance with the requirements of the VCS Standard (v3.4) for GHG projects and ARACM0003. All NCRs/CLs were satisfactorily addressed to the level necessary for the Validator to reach
the reasonable assurance needed to issue a positive validation representation. For a complete list of all
NCRs/CLs and their resolutions, please refer to Appendix B. There are no restrictions of uncertainty.
ESI confirms all validation activities including objectives, scope and criteria, level of assurance, and the
PD’s adherence to the selected methodology (AR-ACM0003) and VCS Version 3 (and updates), as
documented in this report, are complete. ESI concludes without any qualifications or limiting conditions
that the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket restoration project (PD v1.6, dated 21 May 2014)
and the Non-Permanence Risk Report (dated 21 May 2014) meets the requirements of the VCS and is
likely to achieve the estimated GHG emissions reductions or removals.
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1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Objective
The validation objective/purpose included an assessment of compliance with VCS Version 3, the
selected methodology (AR-ACM0003 v1.0.0), and the likelihood that implementation of the
planned GHG project will result in the GHG emission removal enhancements as stated by the
Project Proponent (ISO 14064-3:2006). This validation assessed the GHG emission removals
through an AFOLU project – specifically, an Afforestation, Reforestation and Revegetation (ARR)
project.

1.2

Scope and Criteria
The scope of this validation included the GHG project and baseline scenarios; physical
infrastructure, activities, technologies and processes of the GHG project; GHG sources, sinks
and/or reservoirs; types of GHG’s; and time periods covered. The geographic validation scope is
defined by the project boundary, the carbon reservoir types, management activities, growth and
yield models, inventory program, and contract periods. The scope of Kuzuko Lodge Private Game
Reserve thicket restoration project was outlined by the Project Proponent prior to the validation
initiation and is re-defined as follows:
Baseline Scenario

Activities/Technologies/Processes

Sources/Sinks/Reservoirs

GHG Type
Time Period

Project Boundary

Conservation lands consisting of degraded
thicket vegetation due to over browsing by
goats, in particular.
Afforestation, Reforestation and Revegetation
(ARR) - Restoration will be achieved by
planting cuttings of the indigenous thicket tree
Portulacaria afra Jacq. (P. afra) utilizing ARACM0003 (v1.0.0)
GHG Sinks and Reservoirs:
Above-ground
biomass,
below-ground
biomass, deadwood, litter and soil organic
carbon
GHG Sources:
Emissions from biomass burning
Carbon dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), and
Nitrous oxide (N2O)
Start Date: 01 January 2014
Crediting Period: 54 years from the date on
which planting begins (ends 01 January 2068)
The 16,000-hectare project area falls mostly
within the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game
Reserve (KLPGR), and borders the Addo
Elephant National Park (AENP), and is
located in the Eastern Cape Province of South
Africa (see Section 1.9 of the Project
Description for details).
Within the project area, 5,185 hectares are
degraded Spekboom thicket and eligible for
restoration.
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1.3

Level of assurance
The level of assurance was used to determine the depth of detail that the validator placed in the
Validation and Sampling Plan and Validation review process to determine if there were any
errors, omissions, or misrepresentations (ISO 14064-3:2006). ESI assessed the project (general
principles, data, sampling descriptions, documentation, calculations, etc.) to provide reasonable
assurance to meet the Project Level requirements of the VCS Program. The evidence used to
achieve a reasonable level of assurance is specified in the following sections.

1.4

Summary Description of the Project
The Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket restoration project PD states that “historical
degradation of the thicket vegetation by over-browsing (by goats, in particular) has caused a
significant reduction in biomass and therefore ecosystem carbon stocks in the Eastern Cape,
South Africa. The general area is semi-arid, and natural regeneration of the arid and valley forms
of thicket does not occur spontaneously after degradation. A number of factors prevent natural
regeneration, including an altered micro-climate resulting in extremely high soil temperature and
reduced infiltration into soils due to soil hardening. This degradation can be observed as
structural simplification, loss of biomass, loss of soil organic matter – including soil organic carbon
(SOC) – and/or soil erosion. Most importantly, with degradation there is a concomitant loss of
carbon throughout the ecosystem, which can only be recovered through a process of active
restoration and regeneration.
The proposed Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) project, in the category Agriculture, Forestry and
Other Land Uses (AFOLU), sub-category Afforestation, Reforestation and Revegetation, will
restore degraded thicket in a project area in the Eastern Cape. Restoration will be achieved by
planting cuttings of the indigenous thicket tree Portulacaria afra Jacq., (P. afra or Spekboom) in
the project area. P. afra is a common and frequently dominant species in this region. Restoration
of the thicket using P. afra captures considerable amounts of carbon in biomass and soils, as has
been demonstrated at several sites across the thicket biome. Only areas classified as moderately
and severely degraded by the Subtropical Thicket Ecosystem Programme (STEP) will be
considered for planting.
The project area falls within the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve (KLPGR), which borders
the Addo Elephant National Park (AENP), one of the largest national parks in South Africa.
KLPGR is a contractual area of the AENP, and an agreement has been signed ensuring that the
KLPGR is managed according to the AENP Park Management Plan. Wild game is therefore
found in the project area, including threatened/endangered species. Browsing by these and other
herbivores promotes P. afra growth provided game is stocked at optimum levels, largely because
any such disturbance will result in portions of the P. afra plants breaking off and re-sprouting on
the ground, thus facilitating additional P. afra growth and consequent carbon accrual.
The proposed project will sequester approximately 2.4 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent
(CO2e) over a period of 54 years at an average rate of over 44,000 tonnes of CO2e yr-1. This
assumes an average survival rate of 70% for all P. afra cuttings planted in the Kuzuko project
area (16,000 ha, of which 5,185 ha is degraded Spekboom thicket and eligible for restoration).
The benefits of the project are significant and include:
o Increasing biodiversity – particularly in shrub and tree diversity, and in wild game through
increased browsing potential of the project area.
o Reducing soil erosion and improving the stabilization of slopes through the planting of P.
afra cuttings.
o Improving the functioning of the project area as a water catchment to supply high quality
water to downstream dams.
o Creating skilled and unskilled employment opportunities for laborers employed to plant
the P. afra cuttings.
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o

Contributing to local capacity building, environmental education, awareness and
knowledge transfer. “1

The project start date is 01 January 2014, and the project crediting period is 54 years from the
date planting begins, to end on 01 January 2068.
The validator vetted the above statements during the field visit and throughout the validation
process.

2

VALIDATION PROCESS

2.1

Method and Criteria
ESI’s validation process closely followed the VCS Standard; VCS Program Guide; Agriculture,
Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU) Requirements; ISO14064-3 and ISO 14065, and ESI’s
Management System and Management System Manual. For this validation, the sample size for
the desktop portion of the validation included a complete review of the PD and supporting
documents.
The field validation included an onsite review of the project area and boundaries (refer to Section
2.4 of this report below for additional information). The validator randomly observed forested and
degraded areas for consistency with the baseline assumptions. Further, these areas were visited
and observed to allow a review of previously planted test plots for feasibility and confirmation of
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). The field visit consisted of a sufficient sample to meet a
reasonable level of assurance, as directed by the professional judgment of the validation team.
The validation criteria followed the guidance documents provided by VCS and included the
following: VCS Program Guide (08 October 2013, v3.5), VCS Standard (08 October 2013, v3.4),
Program Definitions (08 October 2013, v3.5), AFOLU Requirements (08 October 2013, v3.4),
AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool (04 October 2012, v3.2), and AR-ACM0003 (v1.0.0).

2.2

Document Review
A detailed review of all project documentation was conducted to ensure consistency with, and
identify any deviation from, VCS program requirements (VCS, Version 3 and associated
updates), and AR-ACM0003 (v1.0.0). Initial review focused on the PD and included an
examination of the project details, data and parameters, quantification of GHG emission
reductions and removals, and supporting documents.
The validator reviewed the PD and supporting documentation in order to cross-check and
compare to the stated.
Please see Appendix A for a complete list of documents and files provided by the client and
reviewed by ESI during validation.

2.3

Interviews
The validation site visit occurred between 13 and 18 August 2012. Onsite interviews and informal
discussions were conducted with project staff, some of whom were members of the local
community.

1

Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket restoration project, Project Description, v1.6, 21 May 2014
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On 14 August 2012, the validator interviewed Dr. Anthony Mills to get a better understanding of
the project, history, and capability of the implementation team.
On 15 August 2012, the validator spoke with the manager of the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game
Reserve - Gerhard de Lange, who discussed specific roles of on-site personnel and the goals of
the owner. The lodge manager confirmed that all the necessary capacities needed for the project
was in place and that the on-site personnel were eager to instate them. The validator further
spoke with 4 staff members who were all anticipating the project and had confirmed how the
Lodge has already provided them opportunities they may not have had available otherwise.
These discussions gave the validation team reasonable assurance that the project was generally
supported by the community and that the Project Team contained the necessary experience and
capacity to carry out the Project.
Only one concern was noted and came from an interview with one of the managers of the nearby
Addo Elephant National Park. He was apprehensive that the increase of workers could also bring
an increase in poaching. However, he had been assured that the necessary security was in place
to mitigate against poaching efforts. Also, the validator was assured that KLPGR has high interest
in keeping poaching away from its own property and thus would take all precautions necessary to
ensure poaching did not occur.
No other negative comments were received, and information provided in the PD was supported.
The interviews confirmed with reasonable assurance the assertions made within the PD.

2.4

Site Inspections
The validation site inspection conducted during 13-18 August 2012 included onsite visits to the
project area and planted test plots. Because the project had not yet undertaken monitoring
activities, the validators did not resample field inventory plots.
The validators completed ground-truthing of the project strata (forested vs. degraded) to compare
to PD descriptions and baseline assumptions. Validators also reviewed areas that had been
previously planted as tests plots for feasibility and confirmation of SOPs. The areas and items
selected for field review provided a sufficient sample to provide the necessary evidence to meet a
reasonable level of assurance, as directed by the professional judgment of the Validation Team.
During the field review of the project, the following aspects of the project were assessed:



2.5

eligibility and additionality conditions/criteria
pre-project conditions, as evidenced by condition of adjacent or nearby non-project
areas, by evidence of site-preparation activities, and related current project
conditions, including reported tree species, reported planting density, reported
current density, reported growth characteristics (diameter, or similar), reported
biomass volume (above- and/or below-ground), implementation of management
plan/monitoring (historical and contemporary), and related.

Resolution of Any Material Discrepancy
During the validation process, there was a risk that potential errors, omissions, and
misrepresentations would be found.
The actions taken when errors, omissions, and
misrepresentations were found included notifying the client of the issue(s) identified, and
expanding our review to the extent that satisfied the Lead Validator’s professional judgment.
During the course of the initial validation, the project was forced to switch methodologies midway
through the process, as the originally proposed methodology was pulled by the CDM. At that
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point, the Validator had identified 73 Non-Conformance Requests (NCRs) and/or Clarification
Requests (CLs). After the project re-submitted under AR-ACM0003 (v1.0.0), the Validator noted
an additional 33 NCRs/CLs. The NCRs/CLs requested the necessary clarity to ensure the project
was in compliance with the requirements of the VCS Standard (v3.4) for GHG projects and ARACM0003. All NCRs/CLs were satisfactorily addressed to the level necessary for the Validator to
reach the reasonable (not absolute) assurance needed to issue a positive validation opinion. For
a complete list of all NCRs/CLs and their resolutions, please refer to Appendix B.

3

VALIDATION FINDINGS

3.1

Project Design
The scope of the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket restoration project was outlined in
Section 1.2 of this report. This project is seeking registration under VCS Version 3 as an ARR
project and has been developed in compliance with the AFOLU Requirements (08 October 2013,
v3.4). Additionally, the project is in compliance with the CDM Methodology AR-ACM0003, v1.0.0.

3.1.1

Project Proponent and Other Entities
Project
Point of
Proponent contact
Spekboom Anthony Mills
Trading
(Pty) Ltd

Roles/ Responsibility

Contact Details

“Spekboom Trading (Pty) Ltd will have
overall control and responsibility for the
proposed ARR project, and will oversee
and work of KLPGR Management and
C4 EcoSolutions in their respective
roles. Spekboom Trading’s
responsibilities include: i) long-term
planning; ii) ensuring that the project is
managed and monitored according to
the specified methodology throughout
the project period; iii) providing scientific
guidance; iv) owning and trading the
VERs generated by the project at a
market-related rate; v) handling the
finances for the project; hiring of the
teams to undertake the planting of P.
afra cuttings; vi) administering and
managing the planting and blanking (if
required) operations; vii) ensuring the
quality of the planting meets minimum
requirements; and viii) monitoring of the
project. and ix) employment and
management of the staff and contracts
associated with the restoration project.”2

Physical address:
9b Mohr Rd, Tokai,
Cape Town, 7945,
South Africa.
Tel: +27 21 715 1560.
Email:
contact@africarbon.co.za

In addition to the Project Proponent, there are other individuals and organizations that will play an
operative role in the project. These parties are presented below:

2

ibid
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Other Entities
KLPGR
Management

C4
EcoSolutions
(C4ES)

3.1.2

Point of
Roles/ Responsibility
contact
Gerhard de Management of the private game
Lange
reserve and project area in accordance
with AENP Management Plan and
providing assistance to Spekboom
Trading for the management of project
operations

Dirk
Snyman

Contact Details
Manager
Tel: +27 (0) 74 169 7202

Email:
kuzuko@legacyhotels.co.
za
Website:
www.legacyhotels.co.za
OR www.kuzuko.com
Preparing the VCS Project Description; Physical address: 9b Mohr
technical input into the planning of the Rd, Tokai, Cape Town,
proposed ARR project; training of
7945, South Africa.
KLPGR management on the planting
Tel: +27 21 715 1560.
and monitoring of the Spekboom
Fax: +27 8802 178802
cuttings; establishing and managing the 17152.
required Geographic Information
Web: www.c4es.co.za.
Services (GIS) database to catalogue Email: info@c4es.co.za.
the location of the plantings; and
establishing and managing the
monitoring database to track the growth
of the plantings, and associated carbon
sequestration.

Project Start Date
The project start date is 01 January 2014 – project planting will start on or after this date. As
stated in the PD, “The initiation of the planting is subject to the proponents being able to raise
sufficient funds to cover the costs of planting.”3 The validator confirmed that the project will have
funding once validation is achieved, which will set in motion the planting of the degraded
Spekboom areas.
The validator confirmed that the Project meets the eligibility requirements of VCS and that the
areas to be planted were degraded. Although the planting has not yet been initiated, the Project
activity of planting meets the eligibility criteria for the Project start date, as it is the conservative
estimate of “date on which activities that lead to the generation of GHG emission reductions or
removals are implemented.” Activities, in the form of stakeholder interaction; test plots; staff
training; and securing funding have actually already begun, so the forward date of initial planting
is a conservative start date.

3.1.3

Project Crediting Period
The project crediting period for this project is 54 years from the date of the first planting. Planting
progress is anticipated to be approximately 1,100 ha/year; therefore, taking five (5) years to plant
the entire project area. The 54-year crediting period would end on 01 January 2068.

3.1.4

Project scale and estimated GHG emission reductions or removals
Project

3

No
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Yes

Large Project

Estimated GHG emission reductions for the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket
restoration project are listed below4:

GHG emissions
from fossil fuel
consumption on
site

Estimation of
leakage (t CO2e)

Year 54

11,212.5
7,313.9
2,551.4
764.7
218.2
61.3
17.2
4.8
1.3
0.4
0.1

44,002.0
103,091.1
153,972.2
279,229.9
465,816.5
577,854.9
452,739.3
211,634.1
71,973.8
21,409.6
5,405.6

0.0
0.0
0.1
0.3
0.8
1.5
2.2
2.6
2.8
2.8
2.3

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

32,789.5
95,777.2
151,420.6
278,464.8
465,597.5
577,792.1
452,719.9
211,626.6
71,969.6
21,406.4
5,403.2

Total
(t CO2e)

22,145.8

2,387,128.8

15.5

0.0

2,364,967.5

Year 5
Year 10
Year 15
Year 20
Year 25
Year 30
Year 35
Year 40
Year 45
Year 50

3.1.5

4

Estimation of
net
anthropogenic
GHG removals
by sinks
(t CO2e)

Annual estimation
of net
anthropogenic
GHG removals by
sinks (t CO2e)

Year

Estimation of
baseline net
GHG removals
by sinks (t
CO2e)

Project Activities
The validation affirmed the following project activity assertions of the PD. “Both moderately and
severely degraded thicket vegetation will be restored. Definitions according to the study
undertaken by Lloyd (2002) and corroborated by field investigations by Dr. Jan Vlok and Mr. Mike
Powell are shown below.
 Moderately degraded thicket:
o has reduced standing biomass for that particular thicket type;
o alien plants are obviously present, but not dominant;
o structural changes in the vegetation are evident, e.g. opening up by cattle,
browse lines of goats; and
o is still fully functional.
 Severely degraded thicket:
o has lost all its functionality;
o has severely reduced woody biomass compared to fully functional thicket;
o is generally associated with high levels of human activity (around towns,
homesteads, near villages, stock watering points); and
o is obviously degraded when comparing across fence-line contrasts between
"good" condition and "poor" condition rangeland.

ibid
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The proposed ARR project activities entail planting P. afra cuttings exclusively. P. afra is the
dominant species in many thicket types in the project areas and is known locally as ‘Spekboom’.
No maintenance of the system is required once the P. afra cuttings have been established. Game
stocking in the project area is carried out by KPLGR management in accordance with the AENP
Management Plan (2008) and is legally required to be at or below the optimal stocking level.
Restoration through implementation of the proposed ARR project will improve ecosystem function
in the project area. The canopy of P. afra reduces soil temperatures, improves soil quality through
the addition of leaf litter, reduces the incidence of frost at ground level, and is likely to reduce
runoff of rainwater by improving soil infiltration (Mills & Fey, 2004b). These effects improve the
micro-climate and soil conditions for natural recruitment of indigenous shrubs and trees
(Lechmere-Oertel, Kerley, & Cowling, 2005a).
Grazing and browsing by game, promotes P. afra growth provided it occurs at optimum stocking
levels (Brown, 2008). This is largely because any such disturbance will result in portions of the P.
afra plants breaking off and re-sprouting on the ground, thus facilitating additional P. afra growth
and consequent carbon accrual (Aucamp, Howe, Smith, & Grunow, 1980). This response is
typical of the stable ecosystem, to which state the proposed ARR project hopes to return the
project area. In addition, natural ecosystem recovery is likely to be facilitated because of an
improved micro-climate at the soil surface. This recovery would entail the dispersal of trees and
shrubs into the project area by animals. Indeed, an increase in biodiversity has been observed in
several such restoration sites (van der Vyver, 2011).
Activities to be undertaken in the proposed ARR project include the following:
 hiring of staff;
 selection of planting sites;
 harvesting of P. afra cuttings from within the project area;
 planting of P. afra cuttings within the planting sites;
 supplementary planting of P. afra cuttings where required; and
 long-term monitoring of the contract area.”5
Through all validation activities, including review of supporting documentation and site visit
observations, the above statements were confirmed as appropriate VCS Version 3 AFOLU ARR
project activities.
3.1.6

Project Location
The Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket restoration project is located in the Eastern
Cape Province of South Africa, adjacent to the Addo Elephant National Park (AENP).
“Field analysis and truthing via aerial imagery has corroborated that there are 5,013 ha of
Spekboom thicket, 1,848 ha of which is classified as severely degraded (more than 60% of
original cover lost), and 3,165 ha of which has been classified as moderately degraded
Spekboom thicket (more than 30% of original cover lost). An additional area of 172 ha of other
Spekboom vegetation types – notably a mosaic of Spekboom thicket and Noorsveld – was
identified as suitable for planting by a field expert. Trial sites have been planted with P. afra in the
project area (Figure 5); these however, will not form part of the proposed ARR project. The
planting sites, delineated by a bounding box (maximum north, south, east and west coordinates),
6
are located on lands classified as degraded within the project area.”

5

ibid

6
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As required by VCS, a kml file was provided to the validator that defines the extent of the
geographic area of the project, as shown in the project description. This KML file was used during
the field visit to confirm by spot-checking the boundaries of areas of degradation. Additionally, the
validator converted the KML file a shape file and reviewed in GIS to confirm the areas had been
correctly calculated.
3.1.7

Project compliance with applicable laws, statutes and other regulatory frameworks
All relevant information on the Project’s compliance with laws, statutes, and other regulatory
frameworks were provided by the project proponent and is outlined in Section 1.11 of the PD.
The Project Proponent declares that the “proposed ARR project and its activities comply with the
relevant laws and legislation applicable to conservation areas in South Africa, as well as
overarching international and national obligations…”7 Compliance with these laws was confirmed
to a reasonable level of assurance during validation. No violation of laws as a result of the project
activities was observed during the site visit.

3.1.8

Ownership and other programs

3.1.8.1 Right of use
The validator confirmed through review of public documents, title deeds, and GIS overlays that
the KLPGR land on which the Project is occurring is owned in title by Inqo Investments Ltd. As
the PD states: “All rights to the land are retained by Inqo Investments, with the exception that all
activities on the land must not violate the conservation agreement signed between Inqo
Investments and the South African National Parks Agency (SANParks) with respect to the private
game reserve. Documents to demonstrate this ownership have been provided to the validators.”8
The validators reviewed the ownership documentation and the agreement with SANParks and
confirmed the land was owned outright by Inqo Investments Ltd.
Additionally, Inqo Investments Ltd and Project Proponent (Spekboom Trading (Pty) Ltd) entered
into a Shareholders’ Agreement granting Project Proponent legal carbon rights. Documentation of
these items was fully reviewed, and right of use is confirmed in accordance with VCS Version 3.
3.1.8.2 Emissions trading programs and other binding limits
No emission reductions generated by the project are part of an emissions trading program or
other binding limits.
3.1.8.3 Participation under other GHG programs
The project has not been registered and is not seeking registration under any other GHG
programs.
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3.1.8.4 Other forms of environmental credit sought or received
The project will not create any other GHG-related or any another form of environmental credit.
The project is validated under both VCS and CCBA, but credits will only be sold through a VCS
approved registry.
3.1.8.5 Rejection by other GHG programs
The project has neither applied to receive credits from, nor has it been rejected by any other GHG
program. This is a new project.
3.1.9

Additional information relevant to the project

3.1.9.1 Eligibility criteria for grouped projects
The project is not a grouped project.
3.1.9.2 Leakage management for AFOLU projects
The validators were able to confirm the Project Proponent’s assertions that “the project areas
consist of severely degraded lands which support low-living biomass, and the land use is
unchanged. Consequently, the land should continue to provide the same services, and there is no
anticipated leakage as a result of project activities.”9 As the lands are currently degraded, there is
no current use for them; thus leakage will not occur.
The validator reviewed the Non-Permanence Risk Report (dated 21 May 2014) and found it to be
accurate and in line with the requirements set out in the VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence Risk Tool
(04 October 2012, v3.2). The assessment of each factor is kept separately in the validator’s
internal findings.
3.1.9.3 Commercially Sensitive Information
As requested by the Project Proponent, the following documents were classified as Commercially
Sensitive information and will be excluded from the publicly issued PD:














9

Annexure A - Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
Endangered species information
EOI to purchase (CONFIDENTIAL) 19102012.pdf
Inqo - Spekboom project cashflow (CONFIDENTIAL) 23072012.pdf
Kuzuko - Conveyancer's Certificate (CONFIDENTIAL) 25102012.pd
Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
Kuzuko-SANParks Conservation Contract 2004 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
Shareholders_agreement (CONFIDENTIAL)_C4ES_13112012.pdf
Spekboom Trading Staff Manual.pdf
Spekboom Trading_CoR15 2 Name Change (CONFIDENTIAL) 23-01-2012.pdf
Expression of Interest (provision of finance) 19-10-2012
Shareholders agreement 13-11-2012
Spekboom Trading CoR15 Name Change 23-01-2012
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Inqo - Spekboom Agreement 30-05-2013

These documents are financial, trade secrets or damaging in nature, and the validator confirmed
that they met the definition of Commercially Sensitive from the VCS Program Definitions (08
October 2013, v3.5).
3.1.9.4 Further Information
There is no further additional information that would have a bearing on the eligibility of the project
relating to net GHG emissions reductions or removals, or quantification of net GHG emissions
reductions or removals, which has not been included in the PD and its supporting documentation.

3.2

Application of Methodology

3.2.1

Title and Reference
The project is applying the VCS approved, CDM Methodology AR-ACM0003: Afforestation and
Reforestation of Lands except Wetlands (Version 01.0.0) (UNFCCC, 2012).

3.2.2

Applicability
The validation confirmed the project met the following applicability conditions of AR-ACM0003
(v1.0.0):
“The land subject to the project activity does not fall in wetland category.
The climate of the proposed ARR project area is semi-arid, with a mean annual precipitation of
approximately 385 mm within the long term planting area (see Annex 3). As a result of the low
rainfall, there are no major river systems or wetlands within the project area. During the screening
and scoping exercises described in Section 5.1.1, it was established that there are no wetlands in
or around the project sites (see Table 30 of the PD). Therefore, the land subject to the project
activities does not fall into the wetland category.”
The validator spatially confirmed the semi-arid description. During the site visit, no wetlands were
observed, and site visit conditions were not indicative of the presence of wetlands. Therefore, the
validator deemed this applicability condition addressed.
“Soil disturbance attributable to the project activity does not cover more than 10 percent
of area when land containing organic soils is included within the project boundary.
All proposed ARR project planting sites are defined as degraded by a peer-reviewed landscape
study (Lloyd, Palmer, van den Berg, van Wyk, & van der Merwe, 2002) and are confirmed as
degraded by pre-project area visits. This degradation of the thicket vegetation was caused by
over-browsing and resulted in a significant reduction in biomass and therefore ecosystem carbon
stocks in the project area. In particular, the soils are characterized by extremely high soil
temperature and reduced infiltration due to soil hardening. The degradation of the soil can be
observed as loss of SOM (Mills & Fey, 2004b; Mills & Fey, 2004a) and/or soil erosion (LechmereOertel, Kerley, & Cowling, 2005b; Mills & Cowling, 2010), with a concomitant loss of SOC (Mills et
al., 2005a; Mills et al., 2005b), which can only be recovered through a process of restoration.
Therefore, land containing organic soils is not included within the project boundary. Furthermore,
the soil disturbance attributed to project activities will be considerably less than 10% of the project
area.”
The validator reviewed and concurred with the peer-reviewed literature. Additionally, the validator
did not observe any organic soil during the site visit. Finally, the validator reviewed the calculation
associated with any soil disturbance in the project area and deemed it de minimus and
immaterial.
“Soil disturbance attributable to the project activity does not cover more than 10 percent
of area when land which, in the baseline, is subjected to land-use and management
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practices and receives inputs listed in appendices 1 and 2 to the methodology is included
within the project boundary.
As the project area is within a private game reserve, the land-use and management practice prior
to project initiation is conservation. However, much of the land is degraded as a result of historical
land use pressures, primarily livestock grazing. Aerial photography images in 2001 and 2009
(Annex 4) show that this land has not been under long-term, short-term or set aside cropland –
nor any other form of cultivation – for more than a decade prior to the proposed date of project
initiation. The historical land-use has been livestock grazing (primarily goats), which does not
entail tilling or inputs of manure. As a result, there has been no tillage or manure input of any sort
in the selected planting sites for over a decade. Furthermore, all selected planting sites are
classified as thicket vegetation with a large P. afra component as defined by the STEP (Vlok &
Euston-Brown, 2002), and do not fall into the category of grasslands. Therefore, the land falling
within the project boundary is not subject to land-use and management practices and does not
receive inputs listed in the appendices to the methodology.”10
The assertions of the project that the project land is not subject to land-use and management
practices and does not receive the inputs listed in Appendices 1 & 2 of AR-ACM0003 was
confirmed during validation and review of supporting documents.
3.2.3

Project Boundary
Spatial Boundary
The spatial boundary of the project is the boundary of KLPGR. All plantings will occur within the
fenced-in property. Project Proponents used field analysis aerial imagery “corroborated that there
are 5,013 ha of Spekboom thicket, 1,848 ha of which is classified as severely degraded (more
than 60% of original cover lost), and 3,165 ha of which has been classified as moderately
degraded Spekboom thicket (more than 30% of original cover lost). An additional area of 172 ha
of other Spekboom vegetation types – notably a mosaic of Spekboom thicket and Noorsveld –
was identified as suitable for planting by a field expert.”11
“The point localities for the centroids of the largest planting polygons are listed in Table 6 of the
PD12, which is reproduced below:
Table 1: Point locations of seperate planting polygons
X-coordinate Y-coordinate
Centroid
(DD)
(DD)
Centroid2

10
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X-coordinate
(DD)2

Y-coordinate
(DD)2

0

25.3865

-33.1134

15

25.4528

-33.2112

1

25.3751

-33.1983

16

25.4511

-33.2122

2

25.3387

-33.1669

17

25.3341

-33.2242

3

25.3359

-33.1700

18

25.3825

-33.2275
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4

25.3934

-33.1893

19

25.3792

-33.2301

5

25.4435

-33.1870

20

25.4774

-33.2349

6

25.4285

-33.1906

21

25.3704

-33.2326

7

25.3735

-33.2147

22

25.4614

-33.2344

8

25.4770

-33.1888

23

25.3474

-33.2380

9

25.4918

-33.1889

24

25.3283

-33.2432

10

25.3873

-33.1907

25

25.3587

-33.2428

11

25.4500

-33.1943

26

25.4782

-33.2439

12

25.4658

-33.1990

27

25.4872

-33.2520

13

25.4748

-33.2079

28

25.4848

-33.2524

14

25.3381

-33.2280

Spatial boundaries were correlated during the site visit and confirmed through in-office aerial
imagery review.
Temporal Boundary
The temporal boundary of the project is defined by the project crediting period, which is 54 years
(beginning on or after 01 January 2014 – date of first planting).
Greenhouse Gases
As per AR-ACM0003, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) were
selected as sources for greenhouse gas emissions from biomass burning, which will be
monitored ex post.
Carbon Pools
The carbon pools selected for inclusion in the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket
restoration project are listed below:

Pool

v3.2

Included
in
Project?

Justification

Above-ground
biomass

Yes

Major pool subject to project
activities

Below-ground
biomass

Yes

Major pool subject to project
activities
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Dead wood

Yes

Carbon pool subject to
project activities

Litter

Yes

Carbon pool subject to
project activities

Soil organic
carbon

Yes

Carbon pool subject to
project activities

Justification for all pools selected (or not selected) for inclusion in project accounting and
monitoring have been validated.
3.2.4

Baseline Scenario
The baseline scenario was vetted through use of the Combined tool to Identify baseline scenario
and demonstrate additionality in ARR CDM project activities, version 01 (UNFCCC, 2007).
Based on validator research, review of project documents, and site visit conducted, the findings
support the justification that the baseline land use scenario without the project will be continued
and worsening degradation of the project lands due to past overgrazing by livestock – primarily
goats.
The PD states and the validator concurs that “The proposed ARR project area is situated within
the KLPGR in the Albany Thicket biome of the Eastern Cape. Thus the current land use
classification of the project area is conservation. In the baseline situation, the land is degraded
and will continue to degrade in the absence of the proposed ARR project activities (see Section
2.2.2). Changes in the carbon stocks in the baseline are thus considered to be zero in the
absence of project activities. The baseline scenario is therefore continued conservation within the
project areas with no reforestation, resulting in a stable or gradually increasing state of
degradation.”13
The validator’s independent review of the research surrounding the Spekboom thicket
degradation indicates it does not naturally regenerate once degraded and degradation worsens
when actions are not taken to restore the area. Thus, the baseline assertions are deemed
accurate.

3.2.5

Additionality
Project additionality was assessed using the steps within the Combined tool to Identify baseline
scenario and demonstrate additionality in ARR CDM project activities, version 01 (UNFCCC,
2007). The step-by-step process (Steps 0-4) is outlined in Section 2.4 of the PD.
The project followed all steps adequately. The final result of the additionality analysis was that the
baseline scenario would have continued without the intervention of project activities. The validator
confirmed through the use of the tool and project evidence provided that the project activities are
additional.

13

ibid

v3.2

17

VALIDATION REPORT: VCS Version 3
3.2.6 Quantification of GHG Emission Reductions and Removals
3.2.6.1 Quantification of baseline emissions
The validator has confirmed that baseline net GHG removals by sinks have been estimated in
accordance with AR-ACM0003 (v1.0.0). The validator reviewed spreadsheets provided by the
project developer to confirm that the appropriate equations from the methodology were used to
estimate baseline emissions as stated below.
“For the ex ante and baseline calculations, a growth model based on observed growth rates in
literature studies for areas close to the project area was used to calculate the annual growth for
P. afra. The difference in the average above-ground biomass in degraded and intact/restored
Spekboom thicket (60.41 t ha-1) for sites close to the project area was used to estimate the
growth rate of P. afra over the 50-year re-establishment period. The overall above ground
biomass per hectare was then divided by the density of P. afra plants per hectare in order to
calculate the average biomass per mature plant. It was further assumed that the growth of P. afra
plants was governed by the common sigmoid self-regulating curve observed in many plant
species (Mills, et al., 2007). This reflects the slow initial growth rate of the plantings and of the 7and 13-year-old plants in the literature analysis. The plant growth curve was calibrated using the
intrinsic growth rate cited in literature to arrive at a realistic growth rate for the species.”14
3.2.7

Quantification of project emissions
The validator has confirmed that project emissions have been estimated in accordance with ARACM0003. The methodology states that “GHG emissions resulting from removal of herbaceous
vegetation, combustion of fossil fuel, fertilizer application, use of wood, decomposition of litter and
fine roots of N-fixing trees, construction of access roads within the project boundary, and
transportation attributable to the project activity shall be considered insignificant and therefore
accounted as zero.” In addition, the chosen methodology allows that emissions of CO2 resulting
from the burning of biomass within the project boundary are to be accounted as changes in
carbon stock within the tree, shrub, dead wood and litter pools. Consequently, only the emissions
of CH4 and N2O resulting from burning of woody biomass are to be estimated.”15
Through research, document review and site visit, the validation confirmed project emission
estimates were zero and had been accounted for properly.

3.2.8

Quantification of leakage
The validator has confirmed that the quantification of leakage has been calculated in accordance
with AR-ACM0003. “The project areas consist of severely degraded lands which support low
living biomass, and the land use is unchanged. Consequently, the land should continue to provide
the same services, and there is no anticipated leakage as a result of project activities. Thus:
Under the chosen methodology, all fuel and other emissions for the proposed ARR project (e.g.
transport, site preparation) are deemed to be negligible, and can be discounted. Leakage from
the use of petrol-fuelled augers does not fall under the stipulation of “transport use”, and has
therefore been considered.” 16 The results showed less than 0.01% of total sequestration per
hectare, which allowed the Project Proponent to discount these emissions.
The validator confirmed the ex ante estimation of leakage to be correctly asserted.
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3.2.9

Summary of GHG emission reductions or removals
The validator confirmed net GHG emission reductions and removals have been estimated in
accordance with AR-ACM003. The results of this determine that net GHG Emission Reductions
or Removals for the 54-year project crediting period are estimated to total 2,364,968 tCO2e.
Annual net GHG emission reductions are presented below (PD, Section 3.4.1):

Table 2: Estimation of net anthropogenic GHG removals by sinks (t CO2e).
Year
Estimation of
Annual
GHG
Estimation
baseline net
estimation of net emissions
of leakage
GHG
anthropogenic
from fossil fuel (t CO2e)
removals by
GHG removals by consumption
sinks (t CO2e) sinks (t CO2e)
on site

Estimation of net
anthropogenic
GHG removals
by sinks (t CO2e)

Year 5

11,212.5

44,002.0

0.0

0.0

32,789.5

Year 10

7,313.9

103,091.1

0.0

0.0

95,777.2

Year 15

2,551.4

153,972.2

0.1

0.0

151,420.6

Year 20

764.7

279,229.9

0.3

0.0

278,464.8

Year 25

218.2

465,816.5

0.8

0.0

465,597.5

Year 30

61.3

577,854.9

1.5

0.0

577,792.1

Year 35

17.2

452,739.3

2.2

0.0

452,719.9

Year 40

4.8

211,634.1

2.6

0.0

211,626.6

Year 45

1.3

71,973.8

2.8

0.0

71,969.6

Year 50

0.4

21,409.6

2.8

0.0

21,406.4

Year 54

0.1

5,405.6

2.3

0.0

5,403.2

22,145.8

2,387,128.8

15.5

0.0

2,364,967.5

Total
(t CO2e)

3.2.10

Uncertainties associated with the calculation of emissions
The validator confirmed that the Project Proponent followed the principles in the “Guidelines on
conservative choice and application of default data in estimation of the net anthropogenic GHG
removals by sink” to ensure results were conservative. To ensure that carbon stocks are
estimated in a way that is accurate, verifiable, transparent, and consistent across measurement
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periods, the Project Proponent has established and documented clear Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs) and procedures for ensuring data quality, in addition to listing the correct
uncertainty equation for use in future monitoring events. These were validated to meet the
requirements of AR-ACM0003.
Additionally, to ensure the net anthropogenic GHG removals by sinks will be measured and
monitored precisely, credibly, verifiably, and transparently, “per IPCC 2006GL guidance, the
monitoring plan includes a Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) plan to control for errors in
measurement and data analysis. The QA/QC plan is described in Section 4.1.10 of the PD and is
designed to contribute “significantly to increasing efficiency and decreasing the amount of errors”
in measurements and monitoring processes over the life of the project.
Because this was a validation, and the project did not complete any planting to-date, there were
no uncertainty calculations for monitoring, but the validator confirmed the project is reducing
uncertainty to the greatest extent possible by using conservative estimates and assumptions.
3.2.11 Methodology Deviations
The validators confirmed there are no deviations to the applied Methodology as stated in the PD.
Additionally, the Project Proponent called out an apparent error in AR-ACM0003 (v1.0.0). It
requires the user to utilize the tool “Estimation of carbon stocks and change in carbon stocks of
trees and shrubs in A/R CDM project activities Version 03.0.0 (Version 01).” This tool requires the
use of equations, and some are not applicable for the baseline and ex ante calculations. The tool
states the Equations 8, 9 and 11 are to be omitted in the baseline and ex ante calculations
(Tables 3 and 5 of the tool). However, Equation 9 (which calculates mean tree biomass per
hectare) is required to perform the calculation in Equation 12 (for total tree biomass). Without
performing the calculation in Equation 9 (in accordance with the tool's specifications), it would be
impossible to calculate the carbon stock within the project boundary in either the baseline or ex
ante situations. Thus, the Project Proponent deduced that this is a typographical error in Tables 3
and 5 of the tool, and that the specification to omit equations should in fact refer to Equations 8,
10 and 11 (these equations are used to calculate: 8 - Variance of tree biomass per hectare in
stratum i at a given point of time in year; 10 - Variance of mean tree biomass per hectare; 11 Uncertainty of the mean tree biomass per hectare). This is further evidenced by the fact that the
value obtained from Equation 8 is required to calculate Equation 10.
For these reasons, the Project Proponent has omitted Equation 10 from baseline and ex ante
calculations, while Equation 9 was included. Apart from this, the equations used in their
calculations are exactly the same as specified in the tool.
While the Project Proponent has used Equation 9 instead of Equation 10, they have not made
any other modifications to the equations specified in the tool. Emails were sent to UNFCCC
requesting that UNFCCC acknowledge and address this typological error. Although the Project
Proponent did not receive a response to this notification, the Validator strongly believes that the
assertions of the Project Proponent are correct and accurate. Further, the Validator does not
believe that this issue is a “deviation” by VCS definition. However, the Validator is describing this
issue herein for future record-keeping and tracking purposes.
3.2.12 Monitoring Plan
The Monitoring Plan follows Section 6 of AR-ACM0003 (v1.0.0). The following are the primary
aspects (data and parameters) that are requirements of the methodology:
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Project initiation
Area forested
Forest establishment
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Forest management activities
Adoption of monitoring frequency over which carbon pools of the project or monitored,
data are collected and changes in the carbon stocks are estimated.

The monitoring plan procedures and equipment were comprehensive and were found to be
applicable to the parameters monitored. They were appropriately designed and provided
reasonable assurance that the avoided emissions from GHG sources, sinks, and reservoirs was
(baseline) and will be (project scenario) accurately assessed. In accordance with the conditions
of the approved baseline and monitoring methodology AR-ACM0003, project emissions were
considered insignificant and therefore not included. The Project Proponent is responsible for the
registration, monitoring, measurement, and reporting of avoided emissions, within the timeframe
required by VCS ARR AFOLU requirements.

3.3

Environmental Impact
In addition to the avoidance of millions of tons of carbon emissions and the positive
socioeconomic impact, the project also creates several other environmental co-benefits including:
 Reduces silt loads in dams and rivers
 Improved aesthetics
 Improved habitat for browsing herbivores
 Improved biodiversity in terms of indigenous shrubs and trees
 Greater ecosystem productivity
The validation also confirmed the likelihood that the project will generate increased and enhanced
wildlife habitat for many important wildlife species, as the project area itself is a well-protected
wildlife reserve.
Finally, the validator validated that the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket restoration
project is acceptable under the Climate, Community & Biodiversity (CCB) Project Design
Standards on 05 September 2013.

3.4

Comments by stakeholders
The validation confirmed that comments from stakeholders were appropriately documented. It
should be noted that the project is being conducted on private land and therefore limited
stakeholders exist. The main stakeholder is KLPGR itself, but notifications were also sent to
adjacent property owners and inhabitants. The Project Proponent conducted a stakeholder
meeting on 23 January 2012.
The results of the stakeholder consultation meetings very closely correlated to the consensus in
the interviews conducted during the validation site visit.

4

VALIDATION CONCLUSION
ESI confirms all validation activities, including objectives, scope and criteria, level of assurance
and the PD’s adherence to the selected methodology (AR-ACM0003), and VCS Version 3 (and
updates) as documented in this report are complete. ESI concludes without any qualifications or
limiting conditions that the Kuzuko Lodge Private Game Reserve thicket restoration project (PD
v1.6, dated 21 May 2014) and the Non-Permanence Risk Report (dated 21 May 2014) meets the
requirements of the VCS and is likely to achieve the estimated GHG emissions reductions or
removals.
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APPENDIX A – DOCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM CLIENT
Documents received 3 August 2012
 Blanking and Mortality Surveys.docx
 Inqo - Spekboom project cashflow (CONFIDENTIAL) 23072012.pdf
 Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_02 August 2012.docx
 Kuzuko Project Area.kml
 Kuzuko_Baseline and monitoring SOPs_30 July 2012.docx
 Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_02 August 2012.xlsx
 Kuzuko-SANParks Conservation Contract 2004 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
 Planting_areas.kml
Documents received 14 August 2012
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_14 August 2012.pdf
 Scientific Papers
o The impact of browsing-induced degradation on the reproduction of subtrop.
thicket canopy shrubs and trees, SA J. of Bot. 2009.pdf
o Austral Ecology_Thicket C storage_Mills et al 2005.pdf
o Journal
of
Arid
Environments_
Baviaanskloof
Carbon_Mills
and
Cowling_2010.pdf
o PhD_Soil-plant relationships South Africa_Mills.pdf
o Plant and Soil__Thicket Soil Quality_Mills Fey_2004.pdf
o Restoration Ecology_Spekboom_Mills and Cowling_2006.pdf
o Restoring Natural Capital_Spekboom_Mills et al_2007.pdf
o SAJB_Litter dynamics Lechmere-Oertel et al. 2008.pdf
o SAJB_Spekboom in Fish River Reserve_Mills et al_2011b.pdf
o SAJB_Spekboom rainfall interception_Cowling & Mills_2011.pdf
o SAJB_Thicket_Sigwela et al_2009.pdf
o SAJPS_Ecosystem Carbon_Mills et al_2005.pdf
o SAJPS_Soil Carbon Nitrogen_Mills et al_2004.pdf
o SAJS_Soil quality review_Mills Fey_2003.pdf
Documents received 31 August 2012
 Supplementary_planting_areas_12.08.30_final.kml
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_31 August 2012.pdf
 Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_30 August 2012.xlsx
 Kuzuko_planting_area_12.08.30_final.kml
Documents received 13 November 2012
 World Bank_World Governance Indicator Dataset.xlsx
 Documentation of C4ES communication with VCS and UNFCCC.docx
 EOI to purchase (CONFIDENTIAL) 19102012.pdf
 Kuzuko - Conveyancer's Certificate (CONFIDENTIAL) 25102012.pdf
 Kuzuko Additional Planting Areas.kml
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions 12Nov.docx
 Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_28.09.2012.km"
 Kuzuko_ESI Validation_Round 1 NCRs_Responses_C4ES_11 Nov 2012.xlsx
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Shareholders_agreement (CONFIDENTIAL)_C4ES_13112012.pdf
Spekboom Trading_CoR15 2 Name Change (CONFIDENTIAL) 23-01-2012.pdf

Documents received 24 January 2013
 Updates - 23 Jan 2013
o Kuzuko_ESI Validation_Round 1 NCRs_Responses_C4ES_23 Jan 2013.xlsx
o Endangered species
 SABAP1 3325AB.pdf
 SABAP1 3325AD.pdf
 SABAP1 3325BA.pdf
 SABAP1 3325BC.pdf
o Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions 23 Jan 2013.docx
o Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions 23 Jan 2013.pdf
o Kuzuko_ESI Validation CCB Responses 23 Jan.xlsx
 Updates - 12 Nov
o World Bank_World Governance Indicator Dataset.xlsx
o Documentation of C4ES communication with VCS and UNFCCC.docx
o EOI to purchase (CONFIDENTIAL) 19102012.pdf"
o Kuzuko - Conveyancer's Certificate (CONFIDENTIAL) 25102012.pd
o Kuzuko Additional Planting Areas.kml
o Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_28.09.2012.kml
o Risk Analysis Kuzuko_09 Nov 2012.xlsx
o Shareholders_agreement (CONFIDENTIAL)_C4ES_13112012.pdf
o Spekboom Trading_CoR15 2 Name Change (CONFIDENTIAL) 23-01-2012.pdf
 Updates - 31 Aug
o Supplementary_planting_areas_12.08.30_final.kml
o Kuzuko PD_C4ES_31 August 2012.pdf
o Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_30 August 2012.xlsx
o Kuzuko_planting_area_12.08.30_final.kml
 Blanking and Mortality Surveys.docx
 Inqo - Spekboom project cashflow (CONFIDENTIAL) 23072012.pdf
 Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
 Kuzuko Project Area.kml
 Kuzuko_Baseline and monitoring SOPs_30 July 2012.docx
 Kuzuko-SANParks Conservation Contract 2004 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
 Planting_areas.kml
Documents received 12 March 2013
 Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.zip
 Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile.zip
Documents received 19 March 2013
 Spekboom Trading Staff Manual.pdf (Confidential)
 Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile
o Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile\Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_
shapefile.shx
o Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile\Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_
shapefile.dbf
o Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile.prj
o Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile.sbn
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o Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile.sbx
o Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile.shp
o Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile.shp.xml
Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile
o Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.shx
o Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.dbf
o Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.prj
o Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.sbn
o Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.sbx
o Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.shp
o Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.shp.xml
Barton et al 2008 - Nitrous oxide emissions from a croppped soil in a semi-arid
climate.pdf
Geology_all_land_owned.zip
Kuzuko Game Count 2011.pdf
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_20 March 13.docx
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_20 March 13.pdf
Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile.zip
Kuzuko_CCBA Round 2 Responses_20 March 13.docx
Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_shapefile.zip
Kuzuko_VCS Validation Round 2 Responses_20 March 13.xlsx

Documents received 6 June 2013
 Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting area_35S.zip
 Maps for Kuzuko
o 3325BC
o 3325AB
o 3325AD
o 3325BA
 Inqo - Spekboom Agreement_30 May 2013.doc
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_6 June 2013.docx
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_6 June 2013.pdf
 Kuzuko_additional_planting_area_35S.zip
 Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx
Documents received 19 August 2013
 Kuzuko_Validation Round 3 Response Report_C4ES_19 August 2013.xlsx
 Kuzuko_Maps of project area_16 Aug 2013
o UTM35S
 Spekboom - Inqo agreement
o igned Spekboom - Inqo agreement SKMBT_C55013080510120.pdf
o Annexure A - Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
o Annexure C- Map of planting sites - Spekboom property.docx
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_19 August 2013.docx
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_19 August 2013.pdf
 Kuzuko_Baseline and monitoring SOPs_30 July 2012.pdf
 Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_19 August 2013.xlsx
Documents received 5 September 2013
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 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_5 September 2013.pdf
Documents received 6 September 2013
 Kuzuko_Validation Round 4 Response Report_C4ES_6 September 2013.xlsx
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_5 September 2013.pdf
 Kuzuko_Baseline and monitoring SOPs_6 September 2013.pdf
 Kuzuko_Bruce Taplin fire email_C4ES_06 September 2013.pdf
 Kuzuko_UNFCCC email_C4ES_06 September 2013.pdf
Documents received 10 September 2013
 Kuzuko_images_Jpeg
o Kuzuko_Topo_Jpeg.jpg.ovr
o Kuzuko_Topo_Jpeg.jgw
o Kuzuko_Topo_Jpeg.jpg
o Kuzuko_Topo_Jpeg.jpg.aux.xml
 Kuzuko_Land_Tenure_shp_clipped
o Kuzuko_Farm_Ptns_Clipped.shx
o Kuzuko_Farm_Boundaries_Clipped.dbf
o Kuzuko_Farm_Boundaries_Clipped.prj
o Kuzuko_Farm_Boundaries_Clipped.sbn
o Kuzuko_Land_Tenure_shp_clipped\Kuzuko_Farm_Boundaries_Clipped.sbx
o Kuzuko_Farm_Boundaries_Clipped.shp
o Kuzuko_Farm_Boundaries_Clipped.shp.ES01289.5428.6808.sr.lock
o Kuzuko_Farm_Boundaries_Clipped.shp.xml
o Kuzuko_Farm_Boundaries_Clipped.shx
o Kuzuko_Farm_Ptns_Clipped.dbf
o Kuzuko_Farm_Ptns_Clipped.prj
o Kuzuko_Farm_Ptns_Clipped.sbn
o Kuzuko_Farm_Ptns_Clipped.sbx
o Kuzuko_Farm_Ptns_Clipped.shp
o Kuzuko_Farm_Ptns_Clipped.shp.ES01289.5428.6808.sr.lock
o Kuzuko_Farm_Ptns_Clipped.shp.xml
Documents received 03 October 2013
 Title deeds_No 18_C4ES_03 October 2013.pdf
 Annotated Kuzuko Project Area map_C4ES_03 October 2013.pdf
 Title deeds_No 13_C4ES_03 October 2013.pdf
 Title deeds_No 16_C4ES_03 October 2013.pdf
 Title deeds_No 17_C4ES_03 October 2013.pdf
Documents received 30 October 2013
 Kuzuko_Validation Round 5 Response Report_C4ES_17 October 2013.xlsx
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_17 October 2013_clean copy.docx
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_17 October 2013_track changes.docx
Documents received 19 December 2013
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_31 October 2013.pdf
 FW Kuzuko validation reports.msg
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_31 October 2013.docx
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Documents received 02 May 2014
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_2 May 2014.docx
 Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_2 May 2014.xlsx
Documents received 16 May 2014
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_16 May 2014.docx
 Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_16 May 2014.xlsx
Documents received 21 May 2014
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_21 May 2014.docx
 Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_21 May 2014.xlsx
Documents received 22 May 2014
 Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_22 May 2014.docx
 Kuzuko_Calculations_C4ES_22 May 2014.xlsx
Documents received 26 June 2014
 Kuzuko_VCS Non-Permanence Risk Report_25 June 2014.doc (as a separate
document; previously in PD v1.6 dated 21 May 2014)
Commercially Sensitive Information














v3.2

Annexure A - Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
Endangered species information
EOI to purchase (CONFIDENTIAL) 19102012.pdf
Inqo - Spekboom project cashflow (CONFIDENTIAL) 23072012.pdf
Kuzuko - Conveyancer's Certificate (CONFIDENTIAL) 25102012.pd
Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
Kuzuko-SANParks Conservation Contract 2004 (CONFIDENTIAL).pdf
Shareholders_agreement (CONFIDENTIAL)_C4ES_13112012.pdf
Spekboom Trading Staff Manual.pdf
Spekboom Trading_CoR15 2 Name Change (CONFIDENTIAL) 23-01-2012.pdf
Expression of Interest (provision of finance) 19-10-2012
Shareholders agreement 13-11-2012
Inqo - Spekboom Agreement 30-05-2013

27

VALIDATION REPORT: VCS Version 3
APPENDIX B – NCR/CL/OFI SUMMARY
Item
Number

VCS Standard
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

1
3.5.1 Deviations from the applied methodology are permitted
where they represent a deviation from the criteria and procedures
relating to monitoring or measurement set out in the methodology
(i.e., deviations are permitted where they relate to data and
parameters available at validation, data and parameters monitored,
or the monitoring plan). Methodology deviations shall not
negatively impact the conservativeness of the quantification of
GHG emission reductions or removals, except where they result in
increased accuracy of such quantification. Deviations relating to
any other part of the methodology shall not be permitted.
PD Section 2.5
Three deviations were noted in the original submission of project
documentation.
CL: Although the explanations for the deviations appear to be
reasonable, the deviations do affect "quantification" aspects of the
project. Please clarify how these changes do not qualify as a
revision to the methodology, which would require a separate revalidation of the revised methodology.

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

v3.2

Please clarify if VCS has approved the changes without following
the formal methodology revision process. Please clarify if any
conversations occurred with the VCS, methodology developer, or
UNFCC on the stated errors in algebraic equations. If so, please
provide these conversations in writing or summaries of the
conversations to the verifier.
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Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

The deviations from the methodology have been approved
previously by VCS for another Spekboom revegetation
programme, and no formal methodology revision was required. We
understand that since this time the specifications for a
methodology revision /deviation have changed. We have
undertaken communication with both VCS and the UNFCCC in
this light, and the findings have been provided in the document
"Documentation of C4ES communication with VCS and
UNFCCC.docx". The UNFCCC has approved deviations 2,3,5,6
and 7, which have bearing on the actual methodology.
Furthermore, VCS has indicated that in terms of the clarified rule
in the VCS Standard 3.3 (4th October 2012) with respect to
deviations that ESI should make a ruling on deviations 1 and 7.
These latter deviations are merely algebraic reconfigurations of the
equations to allow for the use of local data, and are in line with the
guidance statement "Deviations from the applied methodology are
permitted where they represent a deviation from the criteria and
procedures relating to monitoring or measurement set out in the
methodology (i.e., deviations are permitted where they relate to
data and parameters available at validation, data and parameters
monitored, or the monitoring plan)."
The validator thoroughly reviewed the email communications
between VCS and C4 EcoSolutions and between UNFCCC and C4
EcoSolutions. The UNFCCC has corroborated the errors associated
with AR-ACM0002 (Deviations 2, 3, 5, 6 & 7).

Findings

For Deviation 1 (Eq B.21 of the methodology), the link in Footnote
13 appears to no longer be valid.
For the deviation mentioned in Section 2.6.1, Project Proponent
claims omitting height in a local equation and simply using CBSA
is more conservative.
For 2.6.4, some sample site data were excluded (Annex 2, first
paragraph).
For Deviation 1 (Eq B.21 of the methodology), please check the
link in Footnote 13. It appears to no longer be valid.

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)

For the deviation mentioned in Section 2.6.1, please clarify why
omitting height in a local equation and simply using CBSA is more
conservative.
For 2.6.4, please explain why some sample site data were excluded
(Annex 2, first paragraph). Please explain if the accumulation rates
were averaged from the various sources or if the conservative
estimate was used.

v3.2
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The link in footnote 13 has been updated.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)

Findings

The full sample site database reflects data-gathering over a large
portion of the landscape of the Eastern Cape. In order to reduce the
influence of secondary variables such as rainfall, soil type and
temperature variation on the calculations of growth rates, only
those sample sites that were located close to the actual project area
were used. In the case of a grouped project, these variables would
be used as additional stratification criteria, but the project area is
relatively contiguous with respect to these variables, and therefore
such stratification is unnecessary. The accumulation rates were
averaged from the proximate sample sites, rather than the
conservative lowest estimate, and data from sites remote from the
project area were not included due to variation in climate and soil.
The aforementioned deviations have been removed. Deviations
mentioned in the "Deviations" section of the PD are a somewhat
vague, but nonetheless they are very minor. There is an issue
where they used a corrected equation, but this is not a deviation
and just needs to be spelled out in the validation reported this can
be considered addressed.

Item
Number

2

VCS Standard
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4

3.7.1 The project start date is the date on which the project began
generating GHG emission reductions or removals (see VCS
document AFOLU Requirements for further specification for
AFOLU projects). The rules and requirements on project start date,
as well as validation and verification dates, are set out in the
sections below. For projects registered under both the VCS
Program and an approved GHG program, further specification with
respect to the validation deadline is set out in Sections 3.11.8 and
3.11.9.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

v3.2

In this case, the equation is not specifically more conservative.
Nevertheless, it is scientifically accurate, as demonstrated by the
R2 values in Mike Powell’s thesis. There is no equation available
correlating biomass to height and to diameter at breast height, but
the UNFCCC specified that the substitution of locally-appropriate
allometric equations is suitable. In addition, the methodology (ARAM0002 v3) specifies that “Allometric equations or growth
models can also be used to estimate the changes in the living
biomass as recommended in the GPG/LULUCF.” (pg 12), and the
LULUCF Good Practice Guidelines specify that “If appropriate
allometric biomass functions are available it is good practice to use
those equations directly.” (Chapter 3.2, page 3.29). Consequently,
this is the UNFCCC-endorsed best-practice means of calculating
biomass.

PD Section 1.5
The PD states the project will begin on 01 December 2012.
CL: Although it is assumed to be planting, please clarify in the PD
what activity will occur on 01 December 2012 to begin the
generation of GHG emission reductions or removals.

30

VALIDATION REPORT: VCS Version 3
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)

Subject to finalization of VCS/CCB validation, the project will
detail contract areas for the planting contractors and begin planting
of Spekboom truncheons on 1 February 2013. (Section 1.5
updated)
Reference to 01 December 2012 has been removed, and the 01
February 2013 date has been provided.
Reference to 01 December 2012 has been removed, and the 01
February 2013 date has been provided. Please clarify if this will
again be amended, as validation has not been completed by this
date.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)

The start date is subject to finalization of VCS/CCB validation. A
new start date will be inserted into the PD when the validation
process is nearly complete. This approach has been discussed and
agreed to with the validators.

Findings

Project start date is 01 January 2014, which is when planting will
begin. This is addressed.

Item
Number
VCS Standard
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

Findings

3
3) 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.
PD Sections 1.1 & 1.9
The area in the PD does not align with the validator's internal
review of the KML files. The validator calculated the following:
Kuzuko planting area = 3291 hectares
Supplementary planting areas = 1894 hectares
Also, Section 1.9 does not appear to be updated with the correct
planting area.

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

NCR: Please note that the area in the PD does not align with the
validator's internal review of the KML files. The validator
calculated the following:
Kuzuko planting area = 3291 hectares
Supplementary planting areas = 1894 hectares
Also, Section 1.9 does not appear to be updated with the correct
planting area.

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

v3.2

Updated KML files have been provided. By our calculation, the
Kuzuko planting area is 3,302 hectares, and the supplementary
planting areas are 1,894 hectares, for a total of 5196 hectares.
Section 1.9 has been revised to reflect the changes to the planting
plan.
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Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)

ESI's internal review noted the following:
The total acreage for the file called 'Kuzuko Additional Planting
Areas' is 4681 acres. The acreages for the file
'Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_28.09' are as follows:
Non Thicket = 127
Noors Spekboom mosaic = 175
Placemark = 20
Thicket (Moderately degraded) = 4785
Thicket (Severely degraded) = 3025
NCR: Per our own internal calculations, the following areas were
derived:
The total acreage for the file called 'Kuzuko Additional Planting
Areas' is 4681 acres. The acreages for the file
'Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_28.09' are as follows:
Non Thicket = 127
Noors Spekboom mosaic = 175
Placemark = 20
Thicket (Moderately degraded) = 4785
Thicket (Severely degraded) = 3025
Please explain the discrepancies.
4681 acres = 1894 hectares so for the
"Kuzuko_Additional_Planting Areas" the values calculated by the
validator match those supplied.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)

Our calculations for
"Kuzuko_core_Spekboom_planting_areas_28.09.2012" are as
follows:
Non Thicket = 51.67 ha = 127.68 ac
Noors Spekboom mosaic = 71.1 ha = 175.7 ac
Placemark = 7.99 ha = 19.74
Thicket (moderately degraded) = 1943.3 ha = 4801.98 ac
Thicket (severely degraded) = 1228.37 ha = 3035.38 ac
Total = 3302.43 ha = 8160.48 ac
Validators calculated: 8132 ac = 3290 ha
After discussions with the validators, it seems likely that the use of
different projections accounted for the small discrepancies. The
shapefiles used to calculate area have thus been shared with the
validators. ("Kuzuko_core_spekbbom_planting_areas_shapefile"
and "Kuzuko_additional_planting_areas_shapefile")

Findings

v3.2

ESI's projections show very minor differences and small errors in
their topology, resulting in an immaterial overage. This can be
considered addressed.
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Item
Number

VCS Standard
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

4
3.11.1 The project description shall be accompanied by
documentary evidence establishing conclusively one or more of the
following rights of use (see VCS document Program Definitions
for definition of right of use) accorded to the project proponent(s):
1) A right of use arising or granted under statute, regulation or
decree by a competent authority.
2) A right of use arising under law.
3) A right of use arising by virtue of a statutory, property or
contractual right in the plant, equipment or process that generates
GHG emission reductions and/or removals (where such right
includes the right of use of such reductions or removals and the
project proponent has not been divested of such right of use).
4) A right of use arising by virtue of a statutory, property or
contractual right in the land, vegetation or conservational or
management process that generates GHG emission reductions
and/or removals (where such right includes the right of use of such
reductions or removals and the project proponent has not been
divested of such right of use).
5) An enforceable and irrevocable agreement with the holder of the
statutory, property or contractual right in the plant, equipment or
process that generates GHG emission reductions and/or removals
which vests the right of use in the project proponent.
PD Sections 1.3 & 1.12.1; "Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012
(CONFIDENTIAL).pdf"
The validator did not note proof of title. The letter provided does
not appear to be sufficient to prove ownership by Inqo.
NCR: Please provide proof of title. The letter provided is not
sufficient to prove ownership by Inqo.
A conveyancer's certificate detailing ownership of the properties
that constitute Kuzuko Private Lodge Nature Reserve has been
provided ("Kuzuko - Conveyancer's Certificate
(CONFIDENTIAL) 25102012.pdf"). This has been reflected in the
PD in section 1.12.1. Farm names and locations can be checked
with the South African Chief Surveyor General at
http://csg.dla.gov.za

Findings

The verifier attempted to check the farm names and locations, but
was not successful.

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)

CL: The verifier attempted to check the farm names and locations,
but was not successful. Please demonstrate in a shared screen
conference call.
The website of the South African Chief Surveyor General appears
to be malfunctioning.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)

v3.2

To show the farm names and locations, four 1: 50 000 maps have
been supplied to the validator. The maps can be opened in ArcGIS,
and show the farm names and their relative location. The maps are
stored in "Updates - 19 March 13/Maps for Kuzuko"
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Findings

Item
Number

VCS Standard
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Project Proponent provided new title documents on 03 October
2013, which further prove the areas previously in question in
earlier correspondence. These show all areas are owned by Inqo.
Addressed.

5
6) An enforceable and irrevocable agreement with the holder of the
statutory, property or contractual right in the land, vegetation or
conservational or management process that generates GHG
emission reductions or removals which vests the right of use in the
project proponent.
7) A right of use arising from the implementation1 or enforcement
of laws, statutes or regulatory frameworks that require activities be
undertaken or incentivize activities that generate GHG emission
reductions or removals.
PD Section 1.3; Shareholders_agreement
(CONFIDENTIAL)_C4ES_13112012.pdf; Spekboom
Trading_CoR15 2 Name Change (CONFIDENTIAL) 23-012012.pdf
The validator did not locate contractual agreements or partnership
documents linking Inqo, Spekboom Trading Ltd, KLPGR, and C4
EcoSolutions.
CL: Please provide any contractual agreements or partnership
documents linking Inqo, Spekboom Trading Ltd, KLPGR, and C4
EcoSolutions.
All implementation activates are to be undertaken by Spekboom
Trading, or by various entities sub-contracted as required by
Spekboom Trading. Both AfriCarbon and Inqo are partners in the
entity Spekboom Trading Ltd (as detailed in the provided
shareholder agreement). Kuzuko Lodge is a caretaker of the land in
terms of its agreement with Inqo, and it is a wholly-owned
subsidiary of Inqo. The shareholder agreement for Precious
Prospect Trading ("Shareholders_agreement
(CONFIDENTIAL)_C4ES_13112012.pdf"), and evidence of the
amendment of the name to Spekboom Trading ("Spekboom
Trading_CoR15 2 Name Change (CONFIDENTIAL) 23-012012.pdf") have been provided. In addition a Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) between Inqo, Africarbon, Spekboom
Trading and C4 Ecosolutions has been provided ("MoU_KPLGR
Thicket Restoration Project.pdf").
C4 EcoSolutions is a contractor providing services to Spekboom
Trading, and does not have any rights with respect to the carbon
credits.

Findings

v3.2

The validator reviewed the Shareholders' Agreement linking
Precious Prospect Trading (Pty) Limited, Inqo Investments (Pty)
Ltd, and AfriCarbon (Pty) Limited. Other legal documents were
reviewed and found to be sufficient. Issue addressed.
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Item
Number
VCS Standard
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

6
3.15.1 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.
PD Section 3.1.1; 3.4.1
The validator did not note a summary of GHG emissions and/or
removals estimated for each GHG source, sink and/or reservoir
relevant for the project (including leakage) and the baseline
scenario in the PD.
CL: Please clarify where GHG emissions and/or removals have
been estimated for each GHG source, sink and/or reservoir relevant
to the project and baseline scenario in the PD.
Summary tables added to the project document showing
"Calculated baseline carbon sequestration by isolated trees in
degraded land within the project boundary (t CO2e) over the
project duration" in section 3.1.1; "Cumulative totals for annual
carbon sequestration for each carbon pool in the entire project area
over the project duration. (t CO2e yr-1)" in section 3.4.1; and
"Estimation of net anthropogenic GHG removals by sinks (t
CO2e)" added in section 3.4.1
Tables 20, 22 and 23 now depict the required figures. Addressed.

Item
Number

7

VCS Standard
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4

3.16.5 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.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

PD Section 4.1.9
The validator did not note assurance that equipment would be
calibrated.
Please ensure any equipment requiring calibration is calibrated
according to the equipment's specifications and/or relevant national
or international standards.

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

All equipment requiring calibration will be calibrated according to
manufacturers' specifications and relevant national & international
standards. This is reflected in the QC/QA procedures detailed in
section 4.1.9.

Findings

The statement added addresses the requirement and will be further
confirmed in verification events. Addressed.

v3.2
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Item
Number

VCS Standard
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

3.18.2 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.
PD Sections 1.3 & 1.12.1; "Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012
(CONFIDENTIAL).pdf"
Pending items 5 & 6 above.
NCR: Pending NCRs 5 & 6 above, please further detail the
evidence of right of use in the PD.
Right of use: All rights pertaining to exploitation of the benefits of
land, with the exception of subsurface and limited water rights,
devolve to the owner of a property within South Africa. Evidence
of land ownership has been provided in response to NCR #5
("Kuzuko - Conveyancer's Certificate (CONFIDENTIAL)
25102012.pdf"). The conservation contract signed with SANParks
limits the use of the land to conservation purposes, but does not
place restrictions on the carbon rights of the owners.
The contract details evidence of right of use and the legal
documents reviewed were sufficient to prove ownership.
Addressed.

Item
Number

9

VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

3.1.3 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.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

v3.2

8

PD Section 1.3
It is unclear if any of the parties identified in the PD would be
classified as an "implementation partner."
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NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

CL: Please clarify if any of the parties identified in the PD would
be classified as an "implementation partner." If so, please identify
them as such in the PD.

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

No implementation partner is identified. KLPGR management is
responsible for the management of the project area in line with the
conservation agreement with SANParks. This includes maintaining
appropriate animal stocking levels and preventing any
development that reduces ecological function, which will prevent
any significant impacts on the plantings. All activities that relate to
the implementation of the project activities will be undertaken by
the project proponent, Spekboom Trading.

Findings

The clarification of no implementation partner is included, and the
validator concurred with this assertion. Addressed.

Item
Number

10

VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

3.1.5 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 (e.g., 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.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

v3.2

PD Section 1.13.1; Annex 4
The aerial images are sufficient, but there is no boundary of the
project area.
OFI: Although the imagery is a good depiction of the forest cover
prior to December 2002, is it possible to put the outline of the
project planting areas on top of the aerial imagery to assure they
are the same area?
These images have been provided in Annex 4.

Findings

Annex 4 now contains aerial imagery with the overlaid project
boundaries. These were reviewed and are sufficient to identify the
areas were not forested at least 10 years prior to the start date.
Addressed.

Item
Number

11

VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

3.1.10 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.
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Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

n/a

Findings

Although based on local soil information, the possibility of the
project occurring on peatland is unlikely, this is not clearly vetted
in the supporting documents.

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

CL: Although unlikely and not consistent with what was observed
during the site visit, please describe in the PD if the project is
expected to occur on peatland.

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

There is no peatland in the project area. Rainfall in the Eastern
Cape is very low (typically less than 500mm per annum), and there
are no permanent rivers or wetlands in the project area that could
lead to the establishment of peat.

Findings

The clarification from the project developer is consistent with what
the validator observed during the field visit and local soil
information. Addressed.

Item
Number

12

VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

PD Section 1.5

Findings

The PD is unclear what activity will occur on 01 December 2012
to begin the generation of GHG emission reductions or removals.

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

CL: Please refer to the Standard_3.2 tab NCR #2 and clarify in the
PD what activity will occur on 01 December 2012 to begin the
generation of GHG emission reductions or removals.

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

v3.2

3.2.1 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.

As detailed in the response to NCR #2, the project will begin
planting of Spekboom truncheons on1 February 2013, subject to
finalization of VCS/CCB validation. (Section 1.5 updated)
Please refer to the clarification request for NCR #2.
Please refer to the clarification request for NCR #2.
Please see response to NCR 2.
Project start date is 01 January 2014, which is when planting will
begin. This is addressed.

13
2) Maps of the project area.
PD Section 1.9; Figures 4, 5, 18 & 19;
Kuzuko_planting_area_12.08.30_final.kml;
Supplementary_planting_areas_12.08.30_final.kml
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Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)

The label for Figure 5 is not on the same page as Figure 5 (Page
13). There is no label on the figure on Page 14 under Section 1.11.
It is unclear what is the difference between the two KML files
provided (Kuzuko versus Supplementary planting areas).
CL: Please show the label for Figure 5 on the same page as Figure
5 (Page 13). Please label the figure on Page 14 under Section 1.11.
Please clarify the difference between the two KML files provided
(Kuzuko versus Supplementary planting areas).
The labels have been corrected as suggested. The two files
provided represent the core planting areas (degraded and severely
degraded Spekboom thicket and Spekboomveld) and additional
planting areas (severely degraded transitional areas). These
additional areas were added subsequent to the validation mission,
although the areas were visited by the validator, and their inclusion
was discussed. These additional areas are highly degraded and
which are unlikely to recover without intervention, and will
therefore be planted using the project methodology, even though
they are transitional zones rather than core Spekboom thicket sites.
These areas are also highlighted in Section 1.9.
There currently appears to be a split page between Figure 4's label
and the figure. Please ensure the final PD is corrected to avoid
confusion.
The description of the two files is sufficient. Addressed.
CL: There currently appears to be a split page between Figure 4's
label and the figure. Please ensure the final PD is corrected to
avoid confusion.
The description of the two files is sufficient. Addressed.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)
Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)

v3.2

The split page between Figure 4's label and figure has been fixed.

14
4) Total size of the project area.
PD Sections 1.1 & 1.9
Total size is pending review of final KML files.
NCR: Please refer to NCR #3 in the Standard_3.2 tab.
The total size of the project area is 5,196 ha, including 3,302 ha of
severely and moderately degraded Spekboom thicket, and 1,894 ha
of degraded transitional thicket.
Pending NCR 3.
NCR: Pending NCR 3.
Please see response to NCR 3.
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Findings

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)
Findings

15
5) Details of ownership.
PD Sections 1.3 & 1.12.1; "Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012
(CONFIDENTIAL).pdf"
Ownership details need to be provided.
NCR: Please refer to NCR #9 (Row 188) in the Standard_3.2 tab.
The ownership details are provided in the responses to NCRs 5 and
6.
Pending NCR 5.
NCR: Pending NCR 5.
Please see response to NCR 5.
Project Proponent provided new title documents on 03 October
2013, which further prove the areas previously in question in
earlier correspondence. These show all areas are owned by Inqo.
Addressed.

Item
Number

16

VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

Where the project area is comprised of multiple polygons (parcels),
the project location details of each polygon/parcel shall be included
in the project description.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings
Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

v3.2

ESI's projections show very minor differences and small errors in
their topology, resulting in an immaterial overage. This can be
considered addressed.

PD Sections 1.1 & 1.9, Table 6
It does not appear the project location details of each separate
planting polygon/parcel are included in the project description.
NCR: It does not appear the project location details of each
separate planting polygon/parcel are included in the project
description. Please include.
These polygons and their centroids have been provided in the
document (see Section 1.9). Additionally, KMLs are provided
giving all of the planting areas, as detailed by the selected
methodology.
Addressed in Table 6.

17
3.4.2 The project proponent shall demonstrate control over the
entire project area with proof of title with respect to one or more
rights of use accorded to the project proponent as set out in the
VCS Standard, noting the following:
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Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)
Findings

NCR: Please refer to NCR #5 in the Standard_3.2 tab.
Evidence of control of the project area has been provided in the
response to NCR #5 above.
Pending NCR 5.
Pending NCR 5.
Please see response to NCR 5.
Project Proponent provided new title documents on 03 October
2013, which further prove the areas previously in question in
earlier correspondence. These show all areas are owned by Inqo.
Addressed.

Item
Number

18

VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

1) For non-grouped projects, the entire project area shall be under
the control of the project proponent at the time of validation, or
shall come to be under the control of the project proponent by the
first verification event. Where the project proponent does not yet
have control over the entire area at validation, the entire project
area (that shall be specified in accordance with Section 3.4.1) is to
be validated as if it were under control and the project is ready to
be implemented. Where less than 80 percent of the total proposed
area of the project is under current control at validation, the
following applies:

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)
Findings

v3.2

PD Sections 1.3 & 1.12.1; "Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012
(CONFIDENTIAL).pdf"
Ownership details need to be provided.

PD Section 1.3
Ownership details need to be provided.
NCR: Please refer to NCR #6 in the Standard_3.2 tab.
Evidence of control of the project area has been provided in the
response to NCR #5 above.
Pending NCR 5.
Pending NCR 5.
Please see response to NCR 5.
Project Proponent provided new title documents on 03 October
2013, which further prove the areas previously in question in
earlier correspondence. These show all areas are owned by Inqo.
Addressed.
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Item
Number

19

VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

2) Where the project intends to add instances (see specification for
instances in the VCS Standard) of the project activity (e.g.,
additional polygons/parcels), the project shall follow the
requirements for grouped projects set out in the VCS Standard and
below in Section 3.7.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings

n/a
The validator needs clarification on future instances.
CL: Please clarify if the project intends to add future instances.
The project does not intend to add future instances, and therefore
does not need to adhere to the requirements for grouped projects.
Clarification sufficient. Addressed.

Item
Number

20

VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)

3.5.1 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 socio-economic factors that drive
land use change.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

PD Section 1.13.2
An incomplete sentence exists in Section 1.13.2.

Findings

It is unclear if possible CO2 emissions from the soil augers were
considered in the leakage assessment, as the footnote 8 appears to
only address vehicle emissions.
NCR: Please complete the last sentence under Section 1.13.2.

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

NCR: Please describe if possible CO2 emissions from the soil
augers were considered in the leakage assessment, as the footnote 8
appears to only address vehicle emissions.
The last sentence under 1.13.2 has been completed.

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

v3.2

CO2 emissions from the soil augers were not initially included in
the leakage assessment. This has since been done, and the findings
were that this was nevertheless negligible in terms of the total
project sequestration. This has been detailed in Section 3.3 of the
PD.
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Sentence completed. Addressed.
Findings

The estimation presented in Section 3.3 now accounts for all CO2
emissions from augers and is accepted by the validator. Addressed.

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Requirements
Version 3.2 (01 Feb 2012)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

21
3.6.4 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 below.
Section 1.13.2
The PD does not describe market leakage.
NCR: Please describe if any market leakage is expected to occur
(i.e., shifting of game animals, etc.)
No market leakage is anticipated to occur, because there will be no
change in the management activities on the ground by KLPGR
management. Animals will not be shifted from the project area,
and both economic and management activities on the land are
anticipated to remain the same during project implementation as
during the baseline. See Section 1.13.2
Interviews with staff, field visit observations and the associated
response from the project developer are sufficient to justify that
there will be no market leakage. Addressed.

Item
Number
VCS Agriculture, Forestry and
Other Land Use (AFOLU)
Requirements
VCS Version 3 Requirements
Document
08 October 2013, v3.4
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings

v3.2

22
3.2.1 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,
rewetting, restoring hydrological functions, or implementing
management or protection plans.
PD Section 1.5
This is pending new start date based on final validation
CL: Please clarify if the PD start date is correct.
The start is correct. The start date for the project will be 1 January
2014.
Based on clarification from the proponent, it is understood that the
project start date will be 01 January 2014. The item has been
addressed.
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Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

23
Ongoing enforcement to prevent encroachment by outside actors is
required to protect more than 50% of stocks on which GHG credits
have previously been issued.
Table 7
There is a concern that the game animals will consume the newly
planted Spekboom.
NCR: Please expand this argument to address the potential of the
game animals to consume the newly planted Spekboom stocks.
As articulated in the AFOLU Tool document, it is understood that
this line refers to impingement on the property and project
activities by outside human actors. Natural risks such as the
impacts of animals are discussed in the Natural Risks table. In
particular, this challenge is quantified in the Natural Risks table
(Table 16).The potential of game animals to consume the newly
planted Spekboom truncheons has been considered, as described in
section 1.8 of the project document. Firstly, Spekboom is adapted
to tolerate browsing, and established plants actually benefit from
low levels of grazing as it stimulates growth. In addition, the
breaking off of small branches by browsers facilitates the
propagation of the plants. Secondly, the large scale of the plantings
is expected to reduce the overall impact of animals on the more
vulnerable younger plants. Thirdly, the success of the plantings
will be monitored on an annual basis, and in planting plots where
the survival rate is lower than 70%, blanking will be undertaken to
bring the density back up to 100%. No enforcement is required to
protect the plantings from animals, and plantings in other areas
have showed that past the establishment phase of two to three
years, browsing will not significantly reduce the growth of the
plantings.
The validator agrees that the intent of the requirement is for human
actors. Natural risks are further detailed in the table below.
Addressed.

Item
Number

VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

v3.2

24
Management team does not include individuals with significant
experience in all skills necessary to successfully undertake all
project activities (i.e., any area of required experience is not
covered by at least one individual with at least 5 years’ experience
in the area).
Table 7
It is unclear how at least one member of C4 EcoSolutions has met
the 5-year criteria.
NCR: Please describe in the PD (Table 6) how at least one member
of C4 EcoSolutions has met the 5-year criteria.
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Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

This has been amended in Table 6. Anthony Mills, CEO of
AfriCarbon and C4 EcoSolutions and manager of Spekboom
Trading Ltd, has spent more than 10 years developing suitable
planting and management methodologies for restoration using
Spekboom. He has designed two restoration projects (including the
VCS-registered ABFRP carbon project) over the period 20062011, and has managed the development, inception and monitoring
of these programmes.

Findings

The information provided sufficiently details the experience of the
project team and is sufficient to close this item. Addressed.

Item
Number

25

VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

v3.2

Mitigation: Management team includes individuals with significant
experience in AFOLU project design and implementation, carbon
accounting and reporting (e.g., individuals who have successfully
managed projects through validation, verification and issuance of
GHG credits) under the VCS Program or other approved GHG
programs.
Table 7
More information is needed to show individuals who have
successfully managed projects through validation, verification and
issuance of GHG credits.
Although this can be assumed and researched through third-party
websites, please provide a little more information in Table 6 on
"individuals who have successfully managed projects through
validation, verification and issuance of GHG credits."
Anthony Mills, CEO of AfriCarbon and manager of Spekboom
Trading Ltd, has considerable experience in AFOLU design and
the carbon market. Together with his team, he has designed the
ABFRP carbon project (validated under the VCS and registered
with Markit in the UK), and designed and implemented the VCSand CCB-approved planting and monitoring procedures for this
project. Other successfully validated projects approved under the
VCS through this scheme include the Food and Trees for Africa
FTFA) Urban Forestry project, and the FTFA community bamboo
project. Both of these are grouped projects approved under the
VCS.
The supporting evidence is more than sufficient to show the
management team has significant experience with AFOLU
projects. Addressed.

26
Project cash flow breakeven point is greater than 10 years from the
current risk assessment
Table 8 and "Inqo - Spekboom project cashflow
(CONFIDENTIAL) 23072012.pdf"; "EOI to purchase
(CONFIDENTIAL) 19102012.pdf"
There is no supporting documentation for forward sales.
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NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings

NCR: Please provide supporting documentation for the forward
sales.
Although the forward sales cannot be undertaken until the project
has been validated, evidence of investor interest has been provided
in the form of a confidential Expression of Interest letter "EOI to
purchase (CONFIDENTIAL) 19102012.pdf".
The investor interest letter is sufficient to give the validator
reasonable assurance of the potential forward sales. Addressed.

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

27
NPV from the most profitable alternative land use activity is
expected to be between 20% more than and up to 20% less than
from project activities; or where baseline activities are subsistencedriven, net positive community impacts are demonstrated
Table 9
This is pending review of other financial documents.
This is pending review of other financial documents.

Based on the review of provided financial documents and the use
of the required tool, project has shown that NPV from the most
profitable alternative land use activity is expected to be between
20% more than and up to 20% less than from project activities.
Addressed.

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

v3.2

28
Mitigation: Project is protected by legally binding commitment
(see Section 2.2.4) to continue management practices that protect
the credited carbon stocks over the length of the project crediting
period
Table 9
The commitment to run KLPGR as a contractual nature reserve
does not guarantee the "project" is protected by a legally binding
commitment, as the area may still be a reserve without the planting
of Spekboom.
NCR: Please note the commitment to run KLPGR as a contractual
nature reserve does not guarantee the "project" is protected by a
legally binding commitment, as the area may still be a reserve
without the planting of Spekboom. Please clarify.
Whilst the commitment to run the reserve does not legally bind the
project to plant the Spekboom, it nevertheless commits the land
owners to manage the land in a manner that protects the natural
vegetation. This process of land management will "protect the
carbon stocks over the length of the project crediting period" as
specified in the VCS criteria.
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Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)

The rule is for a legally binding agreement to "continue
management practices," which the project has demonstrated;
however, the validator needs further assurance, as natural
vegetation may not cover native species that are planted.
NCR: Although the rule is for a legally binding agreement to
"continue management practices," the validator does not believe
that credited carbon stocks are the same as "natural vegetation"
from a legally binding standpoint. Please provide further
supporting evidence for this claim.
Carbon stocks and natural vegetation.
In the context of the thicket biome, carbon stocks and natural
vegetation are equivalent. This is because:
1) when natural vegetation is degraded through poor management
practices the ecosystem carbon stocks are by definition reduced
(see Mills et al., 2005) and when natural vegetation is restored the
ecosystem carbon stocks by definition are increased (see Mills &
Cowling, 2006);
2) there is no other way to manipulate ecosystem carbon stocks
other than by degrading the natural vegetation or restoring the
natural vegetation; and
3) the natural vegetation does not return (because of the aridity of
the environment) unless there is active restoration through the
planting of Spekboom.
Contractual agreements.
The contract between Kuzuko and SANParks binds Kuzuko as a
contractual nature reserve in terms of national legislation. This
contract is binding over the period 2003 – 2103 and requires
Kuzuko to abide by the Addo Elephant National Park Management
Plan (AENP MP). As a contractual nature reserve, and according
to the AENP MP, Kuzuko is legally bound to manage the land in a
manner that protects the natural vegetation, and prevent activities
that would reduce the ecological viability of the area. Spekboom
(P. afra) is the dominant species in natural thicket in the Eastern
Cape, where Kuzuko is located (please see the PD, Section 1.1
page 3; and Annex 3 page 107). Restoring degraded thicket
landscapes to their natural state through the planting of Spekboom
is thus permitted on Kuzuko, and is in line with the AENP MP's
Rehabilitation Control Programme. The restored areas are then
regarded as natural vegetation, and Kuzuko is contractually bound
to protect them.
The re-establishment of Spekboom in thicket landscapes that have
been degraded can potentially sequester more than 80 t C /ha
(Mills et al. 2005). This sequestration includes soil and biomass C.
The areas of restored Spekboom thicket thus represent the carbon
stocks for this project. The areas of restored Spekboom thicket on
Kuzuko are considered the natural vegetation of the area and
Kuzuko is contractually bound to protect them. Thus, Kuzuko is
legally bound to “protect the carbon stocks over the length of the
project crediting period”.
References.
Mills, A. J., Cowling, R. M., Fey, M. V., Kerley, M. V.,

v3.2
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Donaldson, J. S., Lechmere-Oertel, R. G., et al. (2005). Effects of
goat pastoralism on ecosystem carbon storage in semi-arid thicket,
Eastern Cape, South Africa. Austral Ecology, 30, 797-804.
Mills, A. J., & Cowling, R. M. (2006). Rate of carbon
sequestration at two thicket restoration sites in the Eastern Cape,
South Africa. Restoration Ecology, 14, 38-49.

Findings

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)
Findings

v3.2

The newly drafted agreement provides written assurance that the
practices that protect the carbon stock will continue over the length
of the crediting period. This agreement has been signed by all
relevant parties. Addressed.

29
With legal agreement or requirement to continue the management
practice
Table 10
The commitment to run KLPGR as a contractual nature reserve
does not guarantee the "project" is protected by a legally binding
commitment, as the area may still be a reserve without the planting
of Spekboom.
NCR: Please note the commitment to run KLPGR as a contractual
nature reserve does not guarantee the "project" is protected by a
legally binding commitment, as the area may still be a reserve
without the planting of Spekboom. Please clarify.
Whilst the commitment to run the reserve does not legally bind the
project to plant the Spekboom, it nevertheless commits the land
owners to manage the land in a manner that protects the natural
vegetation. This process of land management will "protect the
carbon stocks over the length of the project crediting period" as
specified in the VCS criteria.
The rule is for a legally binding agreement to "continue
management practices," which the project has demonstrated;
however, the validator needs further assurance, as natural
vegetation may not cover native species that are planted.
NCR: Although the rule is for a legally binding agreement to
"continue management practices," the validator does not believe
that credited carbon stocks are the same as "natural vegetation"
from a legally binding standpoint. Please provide further
supporting evidence for this claim.
Please see the response to NCR 68 above
The newly drafted agreement provides written assurance that the
practices that protect the carbon stock will continue over the length
of the crediting period. This agreement has been signed by all
relevant parties. Addressed.
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Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

30
Ownership and resource access/use rights are held by same
entity(s)
Table 12; PD Sections 1.3 & 1.12.1; "Kuzuko - Proof of title 2012
(CONFIDENTIAL).pdf"
This is pending submission of additionally requested ownership
documentation.
Pending NCRs on title from the Standard_3.2 tab.
Additional evidentiary documentation has been provided. The
property is owned by Inqo (Pvt) Ltd, as evidenced by the
conveyancer's certificate provided ("Kuzuko - Conveyancer's
Certificate (CONFIDENTIAL) 25102012.pdf"). The carbon credit
rights are ceded to Spekboom Trading (Pty) Ltd, which is a joint
venture of Inqo and AfriCarbon (Pty) Ltd. The shareholder
agreement for Precious Prospect Trading
("Shareholders_agreement
(CONFIDENTIAL)_C4ES_13112012.pdf"), and evidence of the
amendment of the name to Spekboom Trading ("Spekboom
Trading_CoR15 2 Name Change (CONFIDENTIAL) 23-012012.pdf") have been provided.
Verifier reviewed the Shareholders' Agreement linking Precious
Prospect Trading (Pty) Limited, Inqo Investments (Pty) Ltd, and
AfriCarbon (Pty) Limited. Other legal documents were reviewed
and found to be sufficient. Issue addressed.

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

v3.2

31
Mitigation: Project area is protected by legally binding
commitment (e.g., a conservation easement or protected area) to
continue management practices that protect carbon stocks over the
length of the project crediting period
Table 12
The commitment to run KLPGR as a contractual nature reserve
does not guarantee the "project" is protected by a legally binding
commitment, as the area may still be a reserve without the planting
of Spekboom.
NCR: Please note the commitment to run KLPGR as a contractual
nature reserve does not guarantee the "project" is protected by a
legally binding commitment, as the area may still be a reserve
without the planting of Spekboom. Please clarify.
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Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)
Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
VCS AFOLU Non-Permanence
Risk Tool, Version 3.2, 04 October
2012
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

Whilst the commitment to run the reserve does not legally bind the
project to plant the Spekboom, it nevertheless commits the land
owners to manage the land in a manner that protects the natural
vegetation. This process of land management will "protect the
carbon stocks over the length of the project crediting period" as
specified in the VCS criteria.
The rule is for a legally binding agreement to "continue
management practices," which the project has demonstrated;
however, the validator needs further assurance, as natural
vegetation may not cover native species that are planted.
NCR: Although the rule is for a legally binding agreement to
"continue management practices," the validator does not believe
that credited carbon stocks are the same as "natural vegetation"
from a legally binding standpoint. Please provide further
supporting evidence for this claim.
Please see the response to NCR 68 above
The newly drafted agreement provides written assurance that the
practices that protect the carbon stock will continue over the length
of the crediting period. This agreement has been signed by all
relevant parties. Addressed.

32

Governance score of 0.19 to less than 0.82
Table 14 and 15
It is unclear how the governance score was calculated.
CL: Please provide spreadsheet for governance score calculation.
This spreadsheet has been provided as part of the calculations in
the VCS Risk Tool calculations.
The validator confirmed the governance scores are appropriately
calculated. Addressed.

33

See Page 15
Table 17
It is unclear how the fire damage will be contained to less than 5%
of carbon stocks based on available data.

Findings

v3.2

The metric for pests and disease, extreme weather, and browsing
are unclear. Scores of 1, 2, and 2 were taken respectively, but it is
unclear which metrics are being claimed.
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CL: Please show how the fire damage will be contained to less
than 5% of carbon stocks based on available data.
NCR/CL/OFI
(12 September 2012)

Response from Project Proponent
(24 January 2013)

Please describe the metric for pests and disease, extreme weather,
and browsing (scores of 1, 2, and 2 were taken respectively, but
which metrics are being claimed?).
Spekboom thicket does not burn (Kerley et al. 1995; Tainton 1999;
Vlok et al. 2003). Observational data collected from experts and
landowners in the adjacent area indicate that there have been no
fires in intact Spekboom thicket in adjacent properties in at least
the last twenty years. P. afra, as a succulent plant, is innately fire
resistant due to its very high moisture content, and therefore acts as
a natural fire break. The typically low rate of litter accumulation
further reduces the build-up of suitable flammable material.
Consequently, no measures need be undertaken to reduce the
incidence of fire damage to carbon stocks.
The metrics for pests, disease and extreme weather are evident in
the risk analysis spreadsheet that has been provided. However,
additional measures have been taken to ensure that this is evident
in the project document. The table has been amended to show
letters for each column and numbers for each row of the threat
matrix. The matrix locations of each metric have been appended in
the explanations for the scores for each threat.
The discussion on fire damage is consistent with field observations
and the nature of the Spekboom plant. Addressed.
For extreme weather events, the validator needs reasonable
evidence that a strong wind or flood event would have less than
5% effect on stocks and requests a link to some geological data for
South Africa.

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(12 February 2013)

v3.2

Browsing is a potential risk for the individual P. afra plants, since
the project is implemented in a conservation area with natural
fauna. However, the large scale of the planting will reduce the
impacts of browse in any particular site. In addition, the process of
blanking in areas which experience high initial mortality will
ensure sufficient planting density. Finally, P. afra is adapted to be
resilient to browse, which stimulates growth vigor in subsequent
years. This means that browse subsequent to the initial
establishment period might slow the rate of growth marginally, but
is unlikely to cause significant damage due to the managed
stocking rates. This is consistent with what the validator observed
during the site visit (there was a small planting that had a
significant survival rate, even though animals were allowed to
graze in the area), and the associated research. Addressed.
For extreme weather events, can you provide reasonable evidence
that a strong wind or flood event would have less than 5% effect
on stocks? Can you provide a link to some geological data for
South Africa?
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Flood events are highly unlikely in the KPLGR, and will not have
a greater than 5% effect on carbon stocks. The KLPGR is situated
in a low rainfall area, with an average annual rainfall of 385 mm.
There are also no major river systems in the project area. There is a
non-perennial stream flowing through the northern section, and a
smaller system cutting through the south eastern corner of the
project area, but high flows through either of these systems are
very uncommon. The majority of the planting areas are situated a
suitable distance away from these small streams, and thus are not
at risk of flooding. The combination of low rainfall, no major
rivers, and planting sites being situated away from areas at risk of
flooding mean that any flood event will have a less than 5% effect
on carbon stocks.
Response from Project Proponent
(19 March 2013)

Strong winds are also very uncommon in the project area.
Observational data collected from experts and landowners in the
adjacent area indicate that there have been no strong wind events
that have significantly damaged stands of Spekboom in at least the
last twenty years. Additionally, Spekboom is a hardy species,
adapted to withstand the harsh treatment associated with browsing
and is thus resilient to the effects of strong winds. Thus strong
wind events will not cause greater than 5% damage to the carbon
stocks.
Additional text has been added to the applicable explanation in
Table 17.
Geological data for South Africa is available from the Geological
Society of South Africa (www.gssa.org.za) or from the council for
Geosciences (http://www.geoscience.org.za). In addition, a
shapefile showing the underlying geology of KLPGR has been
provided to the validators (Updates - 19 March
13/Geology_all_owned_land)

Findings

Item
Number
AR-ACM0003
A/R Large-scale Methodology:
Afforestation and reforestation of
lands except wetlands
Version 01.0.0
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

v3.2

This information appears reasonable and consistent with field
observations. Separate independent online review and the shape
file review confirms the assertions on Geology. Addressed.

34

5.8. Calculation of tCERs and lCERs
(Equation 7)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.4.1,
4.1.8, Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx - X.6
The ex ante calculation is incorrect for the first time period. All
additional time periods appear to be correctly calculated. Per the
PD the equation this will be calculated ex post.
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NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
AR-ACM0003
A/R Large-scale Methodology:
Afforestation and reforestation of
lands except wetlands
Version 01.0.0
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

NCR: The ex ante calculation appears incorrect for the first time
period. Please correctly calculate the first time period as specified
by the methodology.
The equation has been corrected.
The calculation for the first time period has been corrected. The
item has been addressed.

35

The data collected shall be archived for a period of at least two
years after the end of the last crediting period of the project
activity.
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.1.10
Per the PD, data will be archived and maintained. It will be kept
for a period of at least 2 years after the crediting period.
CL: Currently, the PD does not state that data will be kept until the
end of the last archival period. Please correct the PD to include that
data archival will be for a period of 2 years after the end of the last
crediting period.
It is now stated in the PD that the data collected will be archived
for a period of at least two years after the end of the last crediting
period of the project activity. See section 4.1.10 (f)
Archival of the requisite materials has now been included in the
PD in section 4.1.10(e.). The item has been addressed.

Item
Number

36

AR-ACM0003
A/R Large-scale Methodology:
Afforestation and reforestation of
lands except wetlands
Version 01.0.0

Information shall be provided, and recorded in the project design
document (PDD), to establish that the commonly accepted
principles and practices of forest inventory and forest management
in the host country are implemented. If such principles and
practices are not known or available, standard operating procedures
(SOPs) and quality control/quality assurance (QA/QC) procedures
for inventory operations, including field data collection and data
management, shall be identified, recorded and applied. Use or
adaptation of SOPs available from published handbooks, or from
the “IPCC Good Practice Guidance for Land Use, Land-Use
Change and Forestry 2003”, is recommended.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

v3.2

Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.1.10 ,
Kuzuko_Baseline and Monitoring SOPs_30 July 2012.pdf
SOPs do not appear to be in the PD as specified by the
methodology.
CL: Please clarify SOPs that will be followed in the PD as required
by the methodology.
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Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

A document detailing the SOPs to be utilized during this project
has been prepared and shared with the validators
(Kuzuko_Baseline and Monitoring SOPS_30 July 2012). These
SOPs have been developed based on the commonly accepted
principles and practices of forest inventory of South Africa.
Reference to these SOPs, and confirmation that they will be
followed, has been added to the first paragraph of Section 4 in the
PD.

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)

SOP documentation states the methodology used is AR-AMS0002,
not AR-ACM003. It appears as though this document is out of
date, as soil carbon is still being measured.
CL: The provided SOP file "Kuzuko_Baseline and Monitoring
SOPs_30 July 2012.pdf appears to be out of date. Please confirm
that all approaches stated within are current and will be monitored.
Additionally, please clarify why AR-AMS0002 is stated as the
methodology version.

Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)

The SOP file supplied was out of date. The updated SOPs
(Kuzuko_Baseline and Monitoring SOPs_5 September 2013.pdf)
are supplied. The approaches stated within the updated SOPs are
current and will be monitored. The updated SOPs refer to the
correct methodology (AR-ACM0003 (v1.0.0))

Findings

The proponent has provided updated SOPs in the file
"Kuzuko_Baseline and Monitoring SOPs_6 September 2013.pdf".
This document is based on the current methodology, ARACM0003 v. 1.0. A review of the SOPs indicate that they are both
current and accurate. The item has been addressed.

Item
Number

37

A/R Methodological tool
“Combined tool to identify the
baseline scenario and demonstrate
additionality in A/R CDM project
activities”
(Version 01)

• If applicable, forestation of at least a part of the land within the
project boundary of the proposed A/R CDM project at a rate
resulting from:
o Legal requirements; or
o Extrapolation of observed forestation activities in the
geographical area with similar socio-economic and ecological
conditions to the proposed A/R CDM project activity occurring in
a period since 31 December 1989 as selected by the PPs.

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

v3.2

Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_6 June 2013.pdf -2.4
The PD does not explicitly state that this is not a viable option;
however, the PD states that a conservation area (which the study
region is) is legally bound to only undertake activities that
conserve current land processes.
CL: The PD does not explicitly state that this is not a viable option;
however, the PD states that a conservation area (which the study
region is) is legally bound to only undertake activities that
conserve current land processes.
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Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

The PD has been edited to more explicitly state that the current
land processes do not include forestation. Furthermore, evidence
from a study undertaken by the National Department of Water
Affairs and Forestry has been introduced to demonstrate that there
are no forestation activities in the geographical area with similar
socio-economic and ecological conditions.

Findings

The PD has been edited to discuss the prevalence of planting in the
area. According to the National Department of Water Affairs and
Forestry, the closest replanting project is 100 km from the planting
area. These statements/evidence substantiate the claims of a lack of
forestation activates in the area. The item has been addressed.

Item
Number

38

A/R Methodological tool
“Combined tool to identify the
baseline scenario and demonstrate
additionality in A/R CDM project
activities”
(Version 01)

17. In applying sub-steps 2a and 2b, provide transparent and
documented evidence, and offer conservative interpretations of this
documented evidence, as to how it demonstrates the existence and
significance of the identified barriers. Anecdotal evidence can be
included, but this alone is not sufficient proof of barriers. The type
of evidence to be provided may include:

Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

NCR: Please provide documented evidence to demonstrate the
existence and significance of identified barriers discussed in substep 2b of the methodology tool.
Documented evidence from the National Department of Basic
Education, National Department of Water Affairs and Forestry,
and Provincial Department of Economic Development and
Environmental Affairs, has been added to Section 2.4 Step 2a and
2b

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Findings

The evidence referenced supports the barriers indicated in the PD.
The item has been addressed.

Item
Number

39

Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

v3.2

Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_6 June 2013.pdf -2.4
The PD offers no direct documented evidence to substantiate the
barriers used in step 2b.

Under this technique allometric equations are used to convert tree
dimensions to aboveground biomass of trees and the above-ground
tree biomass is expanded to total tree biomass using root-shoot
ratios. Thus, biomass of trees of species j in sample plot p is
calculated as: (Equation 2)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.1.1,
Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx - BT.1 Dev , XT.1
Dev
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Findings

PD states that a deviation in allometrics will be used. The
allometric equation utilized in the PD estimates carbon instead of
biomass. This calculation is then converted to the biomass by the
use of IPCC default carbon fraction of tree biomass equation. It
appears that if the equation is utilized with the conversion, the
resultant could be classified as the required component in the
methodology and would not be a deviation.
Confirmed the use of the equation in the baseline and ex ante
cases. In PD for ex post.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

CL: The use of the allometric equation and conversion factor are
not a deviation from the methodology. Please justify the use of the
carbon fraction of tree biomass of 0.47 for P. afra.
The reference to the allometric equation as a deviation was
removed.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

The relevant tool specifies that a "default value of 0.47 is used
unless transparent and verifiable information can be provided to
justify a different value". As there is no such information, the
specified default value was used here and throughout the
calculations for consistency.
The allometric deviation has been removed. The proponent
suggests that the default value should be used without justification
of another value. It is unclear if a more suitable carbon fraction is
available.
CL: It is understood that the default value of the carbon fraction of
tree biomass was utilized. As previously mentioned in phone
conversation, Spekboom is not a traditional woody tree species.
The validator requests clarification if a more accurate carbon
fraction value exists, based on the Project Proponent's experience
and research of the plant species.
We do not have a "more accurate carbon fraction" available for
Spekboom. No such data has been collected, as far as we are
aware. The allometric equation applied previously used the "mass
of carbon per tree", not biomass and a carbon fraction. Therefore,
according to the methodology, it was necessary for us to use the
default value.

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)

Although Spekboom is not a "traditional" tree species (i.e. it is
more succulent than most other species), we still see the default
value for carbon fraction as being relevant. This is because the
carbon fraction is estimated based on the dry mass of a plant. So
while Spekboom may contain more water than the average woody
species, this does not impact on the calculation of a carbon fraction
using dry weight.
Furthermore, we see the default value of 0.47 as being
conservative. The average carbon fraction of organic matter for all
plants is closer to 0.5 according to the scientific literature.

Findings

v3.2

The validator understands that the project proponent does not have
a more accurate carbon fraction available for Spekboom. As such,
the default carbon fraction value of 0.47 being used is sufficient.
The item has been addressed.
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Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

40

Mean tree biomass per hectare in stratum i and the variance of tree
biomass per hectare in the stratum are estimated as follows:
(Equation 7 and Equation 8)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.1.1,
Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx - BT.4, XT.4

Findings

Confirmed that equation 7 was correctly applied for the baseline
and ex ante. Equation 8 was not applied for either the baseline or
ex ante case. In PD for ex post.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

NCR - Please calculate equation 8 in the ex ante and baseline case
as required by the methodology.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)
Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

The methodology specifically dictates that equations 8,9 and 11 are
to be omitted in the baseline and ex ante calculations (Tables 3 and
5 of the tool). However, equation 9 is needed to perform the
calculation in equation 12. We thus deducted that this is an error
and that the specification should in fact refer to equations 8, 10 and
11. For this reason, equation 8 was omitted.
MPP - The proponent states that equation 8 can be omitted as the
stock change method has been employed. The item has been
addressed.
The item has been addressed.

41

Mean tree biomass per hectare within the project boundary and its
variance are
estimated as follows: (Equation 9 and Equation 10)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.1.1,
Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx - BT.6, XT.6

Findings

Confirmed that equation 9 was correctly applied for the baseline
and ex ante. Equation 10 was not applied for either the baseline or
ex ante case. In PD for ex post.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

NCR: Please calculate equation 10 in the ex ante and baseline case
as required by the methodology.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

The methodology specifically dictates that equations 8,9 and 11 are
to be omitted in the baseline and ex ante calculations (Tables 3 and
5 of the tool). However, equation 9 is needed to perform the
calculation in equation 12. We thus deducted that this is an error
and that the specification should in fact refer to equations 8, 10 and
11. For this reason, equation 10 was omitted.

v3.2
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Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(16 September 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(17 October 2013)

The proponent states that equation 10 can be omitted as the stock
change method has been employed. The methodology states that
equation 9 can be omitted but the proponent states that they believe
it was a typo and instead should be 10 that is omitted. The
validator believes that the proponent’s assertions are correct
(pending clarification from AR CDM).
NCR: ESI agrees with the assertion that equation 10 should be
omitted instead of equation 9, however based on previous guidance
from VCS, VCS requires corroboration of errors from the
methodology author. Please indicate if the proponent has sought
clarification from the UNFCCC to corroborate the assertion that
equation 10 should be omitted when employing the stock change
method.
An e-mail has been sent to the UNFCCC to seek clarification.
The proponent has sent an email to the UNFCCC. That email can
be found in "Kuzuko_UNFCCC email_C4ES_06 September
2013.pdf". The item is pending response from UNFCCC.
NCR: Pending response from UNFCCC
The tool "Estimation of carbon stocks and change in carbon stocks
of trees and shrubs in A/R CDM project activities" (AR-Tool14)
specifically dictates that equations 8,9 and 11 are to be omitted in
the baseline and ex ante calculations (Tables 3 and 5 of the tool)
when using the stock change method. However, equation 9 (which
calculates mean tree biomass per hectare) is required to perform
the calculation in equation 12 (for total tree biomass). Without
performing the calculation in equation 9 (in accordance with the
tool's specifications), it would be impossible to calculate the
carbon stock within the project boundary in either the baseline or
ex ante situations.
We thus deduced that this is a typographical error in Tables 3 and 5
of the tool, and that the specification to omit equations should in
fact refer to equations 8, 10 and 11 (these equations are used to
calculate: 8 - Variance of tree biomass per hectare in stratum i at a
given point of time in year; 10 -Variance of mean tree biomass per
hectare; 11 - Uncertainty of the mean tree biomass per hectare).
This is further evidenced by the fact that the value obtained from
equation 8 is required to calculate equation 10.
For these reasons, in our calculations, we have omitted equation 10
from baseline and ex ante calculations, while equation 9 was
included. Apart from this, the equations used in our calculations
are exactly the same as specified in the tool.
While we have used equation 9 instead of equation 10, we have not
made any other modifications to the equations specified in the tool.
An e-mail has been sent to UNFCCC - to the e-mail addresses
suggested by ESI / VCS - requesting that they acknowledge and
address this typological error.

v3.2
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Findings

Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

Per emails and phone call with Sam Hoffer, the PP was instructed
to re-contact the CDM to try again to notify of the error. The VVB
should adequately document this in the report, but it should be fine
to pass. Addressed.

42

Uncertainty of the mean tree biomass per hectare within the project
boundary is
estimated as: (Equation 11)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.1.1,
Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx Uncertainty was not applied for the baseline or ex ante cases. It
was applied in PD for ex post.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

NCR: Please calculate equation 11 in the ex ante and baseline case
as required by the methodology.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

The methodology specifically dictates that equations 8,9 and 11 are
to be omitted in the baseline and ex ante calculations (Tables 3 and
5 of the tool). However, equation 9 is needed to perform the
calculation in equation 12. We thus deducted that this is an error
and that the specification should in fact refer to equations 8, 10 and
11. For this reason, equation 11 was omitted.

Findings

The Project Proponent states that equation 11 can be omitted as the
stock change approach is being used. The verifier confirms the
above assertion. The item is addressed.

Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

43

(a) Stock change method; (Equation 30)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.1.1
Equation 30 was not carried about in the ex ante case. In PD for ex
post.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

NCR: Please calculate equation 30 in the ex ante and baseline case
as required by the methodology.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

The methodology specifically dictates that equation 11 is to be
omitted in the baseline and ex ante calculations (Tables 3 and 5 of
the tool). As the omitted equation 11 is used to calculate the
uncertainty in equation 30, it is not possible to calculate equations
30, 31, 32 and 33 (where applicable).

Findings

v3.2

As equation 11 is to be omitted by the methodology, it is not
possible to calculate equation 30. The item has been addressed.
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Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)
Findings
Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

v3.2

44

12. Data and parameters used in the tool
Ap,i
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.2
The validator could not confirm existence in PD.
NCR: Please add area of sample p in stratum i to the data
parameters monitored.
The appropriate parameter has been added to the table in Section 4.
The required item has been added to Section 4 of the PD. The item
has been addressed.

45

12. Data and parameters used in the tool
X1p,I,t ,x2pit,x3pit
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.2
CBSA is used for this requirement. Per Powell, this should be in
m^2. The PD describes this value as being in cm.
CL: Please correct the monitoring list entry for CBSA & combined
CBSA of standing dead wood per plot to have the correct
measurement units.
The appropriate parameter has been added to the table in Section 4.
The item has been added to Section 4 of the PD but has been listed
as meters instead of square meters.
CL: The item has been added to Section 4 of the PD but has been
listed as meters instead of square meters. Please address.

The item has been addressed.

46

12. Data and parameters used in the tool
T
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.2
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VALIDATION REPORT: VCS Version 3
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in
carbon stocks of trees and shrubs
in A/R CDM project activities
Version 03.0.0 (Version 01)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

v3.2

The validator could not confirm existence in PD.
NCR: Please add T (time period elapsed between two successive
estimations of carbon stock in trees and shrubs) to the data
parameters monitored.
The appropriate parameter has been added to the table in Section 4.
The required item has been added to Section 4 of the PD. The item
has been addressed.

47

12. Data and parameters used in the tool
fj(X1p,I,t ,x2pit,x3pit)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.2
The validator could not confirm existence in PD.
NCR: Please add fj(x1p,I,t,x2p,I,t,x3p,I,t,…) (function relating
measured tree dimensions to aboveground biomass) to the data
parameters monitored.
The appropriate parameter has been added to the table in Section 4.
The required item has been added to Section 4 of the PD. The item
has been addressed.

48

12. Data and parameters used in the tool
volume table or equation
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.2
The validator could not confirm existence in PD.
NCR: Please add equation (equation applicable to a tree species
that predicts tree stem volume) to the data parameters monitored.
The appropriate parameter has been added to the table in Section 4.
The required item has been added to Section 4 of the PD. The item
has been addressed.
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Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
“Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in carbon stocks in dead
wood and litter in
A/R CDM project activities”
(Version 02.0.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)

49

18. In both the BEF method and the allometric method, the carbon
stock in dead wood biomass
in standing dead trees of species j in sample plot p of stratum i is
calculated as follows: (Equation 3)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_6 June 2013.pdf -4.1.5
Per the PD, the equation will be calculated ex post. It is unclear if
CF tree of 0.47 is valid for the species.
CL: Please justify the use of 0.47 for the carbon factor of tree
biomass is applicable for P. afra
The tool for calculating carbon stocks in trees and shrubs specifies
that a "default value of 0.47 is used unless transparent and
verifiable information can be provided to justify a different value".
As there is no such information, the specified default value was
used throughout the calculations for consistency.
The project proponent suggests that the default value should be
used without justification of another value. It is unclear if a more
suitable carbon fraction is available.
CL: It is understood that the default value of the carbon fraction of
tree biomass was utilized. As previously mentioned in phone
conversation, Spekboom is not a traditional woody tree species.
The validator requests clarification if a more accurate carbon
fraction value exists, based on the project proponents experience
and research of the plant species.
We do not have a "more accurate carbon fraction" available for
Spekboom. No such data has been collected, as far as we are
aware. The allometric equation applied previously used the "mass
of carbon per tree", not biomass and a carbon fraction. Therefore,
according to the methodology, it was necessary for us to use the
default value.
Although Spekboom is not a "traditional" tree species (i.e. it is
more succulent than most other species), we still see the default
value for carbon fraction as being relevant. This is because the
carbon fraction is estimated based on the dry mass of a plant. So
while Spekboom may contain more water than the average woody
species, this does not impact on the calculation of a carbon fraction
using dry weight.
Furthermore, we see the default value of 0.47 as being
conservative. The average carbon fraction of organic matter for all
plants is closer to 0.5 according to the scientific literature.

v3.2
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VALIDATION REPORT: VCS Version 3
Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
“Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in carbon stocks in dead
wood and litter in
A/R CDM project activities”
(Version 02.0.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)

The validator understands that the project proponent does not have
a more accurate carbon fraction available for Spekboom. As such,
the default carbon fraction value of 0.47 being used is sufficient.
The item has been addressed.

50

23. Carbon stock in dead wood in dead tree stumps of species j in
plot p is calculated as: (Equation 5)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_6 June 2013.pdf -4.1.5
Per the PD, the equation will be calculated ex post.
CL: Please justify the use of 0.47 for the carbon factor of tree
biomass is applicable for P. afra.
The tool for calculating carbon stocks in trees and shrubs specifies
that a "default value of 0.47 is used unless transparent and
verifiable information can be provided to justify a different value".
As there is no such information, the specified default value was
used throughout the calculations for consistency.
The project proponent suggests that the default value should be
used without justification of another value. It is unclear if a more
suitable carbon fraction is available.
CL: It is understood that the default value of the carbon fraction of
tree biomass was utilized. As previously mentioned in phone
conversation, Spekboom is not a traditional woody tree species.
The validator requests clarification if a more accurate carbon
fraction value exists, based on the project proponents experience
and research of the plant species.
We do not have a "more accurate carbon fraction" available for
Spekboom. No such data has been collected, as far as we are
aware. The allometric equation applied previously used the "mass
of carbon per tree", not biomass and a carbon fraction. Therefore,
according to the methodology, it was necessary for us to use the
default value.
Although Spekboom is not a "traditional" tree species (i.e. it is
more succulent than most other species), we still see the default
value for carbon fraction as being relevant. This is because the
carbon fraction is estimated based on the dry mass of a plant. So
while Spekboom may contain more water than the average woody
species, this does not impact on the calculation of a carbon fraction
using dry weight.
Furthermore, we see the default value of 0.47 as being
conservative. The average carbon fraction of organic matter for all
plants is closer to 0.5 according to the scientific literature.

v3.2
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Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
“Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in carbon stocks in dead
wood and litter in
A/R CDM project activities”
(Version 02.0.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Findings

NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)

The validator understands that the project proponent does not have
a more accurate carbon fraction available for Spekboom. As such,
the default carbon fraction value of 0.47 being used is sufficient.
The item has been addressed.

51

26. Based on these measurements and categorization into decay
classes, carbon stock in lying
dead wood of species j in plot p is calculated as: (Equation 6)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revisions_6 June 2013.pdf -4.1.5
Per the PD, the equation will be calculated ex post.
CL: Please justify the use of 0.47 for the carbon factor of tree
biomass is applicable for P. afra.
The tool for calculating carbon stocks in trees and shrubs specifies
that a "default value of 0.47 is used unless transparent and
verifiable information can be provided to justify a different value".
As there is no such information, the specified default value was
used throughout the calculations for consistency.
The project proponent suggests that the default value should be
used without justification of another value. It is unclear if a more
suitable carbon fraction is available.
CL: It is understood that the default value of the carbon fraction of
tree biomass was utilized. As previously mentioned in phone
conversation, Spekboom is not a traditional woody tree species.
The validator requests clarification if a more accurate carbon
fraction value exists, based on the project proponents experience
and research of the plant species.
We do not have a "more accurate carbon fraction" available for
Spekboom. No such data has been collected, as far as we are
aware. The allometric equation applied previously used the "mass
of carbon per tree", not biomass and a carbon fraction. Therefore,
according to the methodology, it was necessary for us to use the
default value.
Although Spekboom is not a "traditional" tree species (i.e. it is
more succulent than most other species), we still see the default
value for carbon fraction as being relevant. This is because the
carbon fraction is estimated based on the dry mass of a plant. So
while Spekboom may contain more water than the average woody
species, this does not impact on the calculation of a carbon fraction
using dry weight.
Furthermore, we see the default value of 0.47 as being
conservative. The average carbon fraction of organic matter for all
plants is closer to 0.5 according to the scientific literature.

v3.2
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VALIDATION REPORT: VCS Version 3
Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
“Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in carbon stocks in dead
wood and litter in
A/R CDM project activities”
(Version 02.0.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

Findings

The validator understands that the project proponent does not have
a more accurate carbon fraction available for Spekboom. As such,
the default carbon fraction value of 0.47 being used is sufficient.
The item has been addressed.

52

36. Carbon stock in litter biomass in plot p is then calculated as:
(Equation 12)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.2.1,
4.1.5, Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx - XL.1 Dev
Per the PD the equation this will be calculated ex post.
A deviation is used for the estimation of the carbon stocks in the ex
ante case as two required parameters could not be found during
literature review.
As this would comprise a change in an equation it would be
deemed unacceptable according to recent clarifications for
deviations by VCS.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

NCR: The currently proposed deviation for ex ante calculation
would be deemed unacceptable based on the need of changing
equations specified in the methodology, this would represent a
revision to the methodology. Please follow the methodology
described in the tool ar-am-tool-12-v2.0.
As parameter values were not included was the conservative
default factor-based method evaluated? Alternatively, was
conservative exclusion of litter examined?

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
“Estimation of carbon stocks and
change in carbon stocks in dead
wood and litter in
A/R CDM project activities”
(Version 02.0.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings

v3.2

After consideration, the litter biomass was conservatively excluded
from ex ante calculations.
The litter biomass has been conservatively excluded from ex ante
calculations. Per the PD ex post calculations will follow the
approach described in the tool methodology. The item has been
addressed.

53

Data and parameters not measured
Aplot,i
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.2
The validator could not confirm existence in PD.
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NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
"“Tool for estimation of change in
soil organic carbon stocks due to the
implementation of A/R CDM project
activities”"
(Version 01.1.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

Findings

NCR: Please add Aplot,i (total area of sample plots in stratum i) to
the data parameters monitored.
The appropriate parameter has been added to the table in Section 4.
The required item has been added to section 4 of the PD. The item
has been addressed.

54

7. The initial SOC stock at the start of the project is estimated as
follows: (Equation 1)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.2.1,
4.5.1 Annex 2, Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx XSC.1-5
Per the PD "the methodology explicitly states that “transparent and
verifiable information can be provided to justify different values”
to those used in the equation above. Meta-analysis of the literature
provided an initial value of SOC for degraded sites corresponding
to the project area (further details on the calculation of the default
values are available in Annex 2 and the calculations spreadsheet)."
It appears as though SOC was determined straight from the data
(which would be a revision of the methodology). Otherwise, the
values/calculation for equation 1 could not be determined from the
PD or calculations file.
Per the PD, ex post samples SOCinitial will be monitored by soil
cores analyzed at a lab.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

NCR: Please clarify what values that were used in equation 1 in
place of default parameter values.
The equation will not be used ex post as described in the PD.
Please justify this monitoring deviation.
The specified tool states that “transparent and verifiable
information can be provided to justify different values” to the
values provided in the tables. It was therefore decided to use data
from a literature meta-analysis to obtain a reference value for SOC
(96.62 C.ha-1) All other values will be obtained from the approved
tool for calculating SOC.
The PD has been altered to follow the equations from the approved
methodology.

Findings

v3.2

The reference value of 96.62 tC ha-1 was derived from literature
cited in Appendix 2 of the PD. The other values for the parameters
have been chosen in line with the parameter values in Table 6 of
the methodology. This approach has been used for both ex ante and
monitoring. The item has been addressed.
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Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
"“Tool for estimation of change in
soil organic carbon stocks due to the
implementation of A/R CDM project
activities”"
(Version 01.1.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

Findings

55

(Equation 5)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.2.1,
4.5.1 Annex 2, Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx XSC.1-5
The PD states the equation and the equation is stated in the
calculations tab. It is unclear where the equation value is
calculated.
Ex post SOC will be used from cores and laboratory analysis. This
constitutes a deviation from the methodology as written.
NCR: Please clarify where the equation is being applied in the
calculations.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
"“Tool for estimation of change in
soil organic carbon stocks due to the
implementation of A/R CDM project
activities”"
(Version 01.1.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

Please justify the ex post deviation from following the equation.
Please demonstrate that the equation is still accurate given the
deviation.
Equation 5 has now been included in the PD.
The PD has been altered to follow the equations from the approved
methodology.
Equation 5 has been included in the PD for both the ex ante and
monitoring sections. Additionally, the relevant calculations have
been performed in the calculation file. The item has been
addressed.

56

(Equation 6)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.2.1,
4.5.1 Annex 2, Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx XSC.1-5
The PD states that a period of 50 years was used for the calculation
of dSOCti based on literature meta-analysis.

Findings

Based on recent clarification from VCS, any methodology where
equations are modified would be seen as a revision.
The same approach will be used ex post.

v3.2
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NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
"“Tool for estimation of change in
soil organic carbon stocks due to the
implementation of A/R CDM project
activities”"
(Version 01.1.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

The PD has been altered to follow the equations from the approved
methodology.
Equation 6 has been modified in the PD for both the ex ante and
monitoring sections to follow the equations as prescribed in the
methodology. The item has been addressed.

57
11. Considering uncertainties and inherent limitation of the
precision of a factor-based
estimation used in this tool, value of the rate of change of SOC
stock is not accounted as more than
0.8 t C ha-1 yr-1, that is: (Equation 7)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.2.1,
4.5.1 Annex 2

Findings

The PD does not appear to reduce dSOCti greater than 0.8 to that
value, as prescribed by the methodology. No mention is made of
this application ex post.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

NCR: Please correct the rate of change of SOC stock greater than
0.8 to that value, as prescribed by the methodology.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
"“Estimation of non-CO2 GHG
emissions resulting from burning of
biomass attributable to an A/R CDM
project activity”"
(Version 04.0.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

v3.2

NCR: The change of number of years in the denominator to a value
of 50 would be considered a revision to the methodology. Please
revise to match the required methodology.

The PD has been altered to follow the equations from the approved
methodology. The rate or SOC accumulation has been capped at
0.8
Equation 7 has now been followed as prescribed by the
methodology for both the ex ante and monitoring sections of the
PD. The item has been addressed.

58
12. Emission of non-CO2 GHGs resulting from the loss of
aboveground tree biomass due fire is calculated using the above
ground biomass in trees of relevant strata in last verification and a
combustion factor. For the first verification, emission of non-CO2
GHGs resulting from the loss of trees due to natural or
anthropogenic forest fire is assumed to be zero. (Equation 7)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.2.2,
4.1.7, Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx - XG.3

Findings

The calculation of the equation was correctly applied ex ante.
There is no evidence of the expert opinion. Per the PD the equation
this will be calculated ex post.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

CL: Please provide evidence of the expert opinion, which was used
to calculate emission of non-CO2 GHGs resulting from the loss of
aboveground tree biomass due to fire.

68
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Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Estimates of total area burnt annually used in the ex ante
calculations were based on consultations with a leading restoration
scientist (Prof. Richard Cowling) and a SanParks official from the
neighboring Addo Elephant National Park (Mr. Bruce Taplin).
Additional information regarding this expert opinion has been
added to the PD in the last paragraph of Section 3.2 and in footnote
18.

Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)

Findings

Item
Number

A/R Methodological Tool
"“Estimation of non-CO2 GHG
emissions resulting from burning of
biomass attributable to an A/R CDM
project activity”"
(Version 04.0.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

v3.2

It is understood that consultation was provided by Prof. Richard
Cowling and a SanParks official from the neighboring Addo
Elephant (Mr. Bruce Taplin). Evidence has still not been provided
to substantiate the claims.
CL: Please provide written evidence to support that consultation
was provided by Prof. Richard Cowling and Mr. Bruce Taplin.
E-mails have been sent to Prof. Richard Cowling and Mr. Bruce
Taplin to confirm that they were consulted. Please see the reply
from Mr. Taplin "Kuzuko_Bruce Taplin fire email_C4ES_06
September 2013".
An email from Mr. Taplin was reviewed. It confirms that he gave
expert opinion that "thicket is generally fire resistant and one
would expect minimal damage and carbon loss in the case of fire."
An email was sent to Prof. Richard Cowling, no response has been
received. However, based on communications with project
proponent, he is on sabbatical. The validator believes Mr. Taplin's
opinion and general observations during the site visit substantiate
this claim. The item has been addressed.

59
13. Emission of non-CO2 GHGs resulting from the loss of dead
organic matter due to fire is calculated using the dead organic
matter stock at the last verification. Where PPs elected at
validation not to account for dead organic matter pool, the dead
organic matter stock is considered zero and non-CO2 GHG
emissions from fire are not accounted. Where dead organic matter
is accounted, for the first verification period emission of non-CO2
GHGs resulting from the loss of dead organic matter due to fire is
assumed to be zero, and for subsequent verification periods
emission of non-CO2 GHGs is estimated as follows: (Equation 8)
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -3.2.2,
4.1.7, Kuzuko Calculations_C4ES_6 June 2013.xlsx - XG.4

Findings

The calculation of the equation was correctly applied ex ante.
There is no evidence of the expert opinion. Per the PD the equation
this will be calculated ex post.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

CL: Please provide evidence of the expert opinion, which was used
to calculate emission of non-CO2 GHGs resulting from the loss of
aboveground tree biomass due to fire.
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Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

Estimates of total area burnt annually used in the ex ante
calculations were based on consultations with a leading restoration
scientist (Prof. Richard Cowling) and a SanParks official from the
neighboring Addo Elephant National Park (Mr. Bruce Taplin).
Additional information regarding this expert opinion has been
added to the PD in the last paragraph of Section 3.2 and in footnote
18.

Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(04 September 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(06 September 2013)

Findings

Item
Number
A/R Methodological Tool
"“Estimation of non-CO2 GHG
emissions resulting from burning of
biomass attributable to an A/R CDM
project activity”"
(Version 04.0.0)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents
Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)
Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

Item
Number
General
(16 September 2013)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

v3.2

It is understood that consultation was provided by Prof. Richard
Cowling and a SanParks official from the neighboring Addo
Elephant (Mr. Bruce Taplin). Evidence has still not been provided
to substantiate the claims.
CL: Please provide written evidence to support that consultation
was provided by Prof. Richard Cowling and Mr. Bruce Taplin.
E-mails have been sent to Prof. Richard Cowling and Mr. Bruce
Taplin to confirm that they were consulted. Please see the reply
from Mr. Taplin "Kuzuko_Bruce Taplin fire email_C4ES_06
September 2013".
An email from Mr. Taplin was reviewed. It confirms that he gave
expert opinion that "thicket is generally fire resistant and one
would expect minimal damage and carbon loss in the case of fire."
An email was sent to Prof. Richard Cowling, no response has been
received. However, based on communications with project
proponent, he is on sabbatical. The validator believes Mr. Taplin's
opinion and general observations during the site visit substantiate
this claim. The item has been addressed.

60

Data and parameters obtained from measurements
Aburn,i,t
Kuzuko PD_C4ES_Validation Revision_6 June 2013.pdf -4.2
The validator could not confirm existence in PD.
NCR: Please add Aburn,i,t (Area burnt in stratum i, in year t) to the
data parameters monitored.
The appropriate parameter has been added to the table in Section 4.
The parameter Aburn,I,t has been added to Section 4 of the PD.
The item has been addressed.

61
General terminology
PD

70
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Findings
NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

The current PD has references of "A/R". Per VCS definition, this
should be "ARR".
CL: Please replace all instances of "A/R" with "ARR" in
accordance with the VCS terminology.

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)

In the PD, A/R has been replaced with ARR in all of the relevant
instances. A/R has been retained when specifically referencing a
CDM methodology or tool.

Findings

This was an immaterial OFI request and has been changed in the
PD. Addressed.

Item
Number
General
(16 September 2013)
Location in PD or
Supporting Documents

Project End date
PD

Findings

The current end date for the project is the 31 July 2067. This needs
to be confirmed.

NCR/CL/OFI
(18 July 2013)

CL: Please confirm that the project end date is 31 July 2067, given
that the current project start date is 01 January 2014.
The project end date is 1 January 2068, 54 years after the project
start state. The PD has been corrected to reflect this end date
(Section 1,5).

Response from Project Proponent
(19 August 2013)
Findings

v3.2
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Section 1.6 of the PD has been revised, and the 54-year project
timeline is accurately depicted. Addressed.

71

