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This project review report includes findings raised during Verra’s review of the project specified below. The VVB must address the findings before the project request can be considered for approval by Verra. The project review report will be made publicly available on the Verra Registry. Confidential information may be provided in separate attachments.
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FINDINGS

	1
	[bookmark: _Int_caTRJRhf]Incorrect terminology used 

	
	Issue
Section 1 of the SD VISta Monitoring Report uses “implement activities to increase/decrease” in the table repeatedly.  

Action Required
1. The VVB must request the PP to use “implemented activities to increase/decrease” in the respective rows.
Program Rule(s)
SD VISta Monitoring Report, Version 1, Section 1

	Round 1
	Closed

	
	
	VVB Response
The Proponent has revised the language in the “Net Impact on SDG Indicator” column to reflect “implemented activities to increase/decrease” as requested in the SDVista MR.  Refer to the updated version of the MR provided (v3.0). No changes are needed in the SDVista Verification Report.
	

	
	
	Verra Response
The incorrect language has been corrected. This is sufficient to close the finding, no further changes are required.
	



	2
	Incorrect reporting of contributions

	
	Issue
[bookmark: _Int_gV1qpzqM][bookmark: _Int_gItf6vvG]There are inconsistencies in the project contributions in the current period and lifetime based on the previous report submitted by the PP. Following are some examples of the inconsistencies found:
1. In section 2, row 2 under the “Quantitative Project Contributions during Monitoring Period” column of the SD VISta Monitoring Report “149 beneficiary families” are claimed to have benefitted in total during the project lifetime. However, previous monitoring reports claims to have affected “2,199 families” in the project's lifetime.
2. [bookmark: _Int_BUgWehRC]In section 2, rows 4, 5, 8, 9, 14, 15, and 16 of the report, the “Contributions during Project Lifetime” is wrongly reported. The previous monitoring report’s value is not added correctly to the value of the current contribution from this report. 
3. [bookmark: _Int_Wh2Ir737]In section 2, row 6, 7, and 13 of the report, the “Quantitative Project Contributions during Monitoring Period” column of the SD VISta Monitoring Report does not show any additional contributions in this monitoring period compared to the previous monitoring period.
4. [bookmark: _Int_nw5UqtVd]In section 2, row 10 uses a percentage based self-defined indicator but fails to report an increase in the percentage in the current monitoring period.
5. [bookmark: _Int_ArwKUW38]In section 2, rows 11 and 12 do not show any contribution to the indicator in the current or previous monitoring period.

Action Required
1. The VVB must request the PP to clarify the contribution and its claim. The VVB must also request the PP to bring consistency to the text that explains the contribution.
2. [bookmark: _Int_d0bfxpl3]The VVB must request the PP to correct the calculation of the contribution to show correct value of “Contributions during Project Lifetime.”
3. The VVB must request the PP to use “No further changes this reporting period” in the “Quantitative Project Contributions during Monitoring Period” column as no change happened in the current monitoring period.
4. The VVB must request the PP to either change the indicator to show an absolute increase in net impact or mention that the project activity led to a reduction in the contribution in comparison to the previous monitoring period.
5. The VVB must request the PP to remove any predicted contribution that has not been realized yet.


Program Rule(s)
SD VISta Monitoring Report, Version 1, Section 1

	Round 1
	Closed

	
	
	VVB Response
The Proponent has responded to the elements of this finding and inconsistencies in reporting of project contributions as follows:

1) Based on the Proponents discussions with Verra subsequent to the first verification, the SDG targets and indicators were refined to improve their quality and ensure that at all were directly accountable.  As a result, the data source used for reporting in row 2 (SIA047) for this second monitoring period was changed to be one that is more specific and one that has a higher impact, but that to date has reached a lower number of people. 

2) For the discrepancies with these impacts that have been noted between the current M2 SD VISta MR and the previous MR for the initial monitoring period, these are all cases where previous errors and reporting inconsistencies were identified by the Proponent and therefore corrected for the M2 reporting.  The figures reported in the M2 MR, including the contributions during the project lifetime should therefore be considered the correct values.

3) It is correct that the reported impacts/contributions to these indicators did not increase during M2 from the previous monitoring period.  It can be expected that for some indicators and project contributions, there may not be any annual changes to the impacts resulting from the project activities.  This is especially the case for large and expensive infrastructure items such as building new health centres, as well as for certain population dynamics such as the percentage of woman in the total population that generally does not see significant changes from year to year.

4) Constant percent increases for some project indicators cannot be expected to be achieved annually.  The SCRP is still considered a relatively new project, and this indicator is related to a new project activity that is still reporting an overall small number of recipients for educational scholarships.  Therefore, the reporting percentage is very sensitive to changes in the number and gender make up of those receiving scholarships and has the potential to decrease from year to year.  Further, the decrease in this indicator from the previous monitoring period was assessed during the verification audit.

5) As reported for these indicators, implementation of the project activities to achieve impacts & contributions have not taken place yet.  In previous discussions with Verra, they requested the impacts to be reported in this manner (as zero) for situations when project activity implementation related to the indicator had not taken place yet.  The Proponent also notes, that in the previous MR approved by Verra for the project's initial SD VISta verification, these indicators were also reported with a value of zero.    

In conclusion, regarding request 2) no changes to the SDVista MR were necessary, since the information is correct and justified. It is important to note, in fact, that the comments noted by Verra's reviewer have already been found by the VVB (CAR 1 of Appendix A in SDVista Verification Report).

Regarding request 1) is not clear which “contribution and its claim” are not clear for Verra. All the contributions in Table 1 are aligned on the way of reporting with PD and MR1.

Regarding “4. The VVB must request the PP to either change the indicator to show an absolute increase in net impact or mention that the project activity led to a reduction in the contribution in comparison to the previous monitoring period.” In the case of rows 10, 13, 14, 24, the SDG Indicators are validated as percentages. The request for “absolute increase in net impact” is not clear.

Regarding “5. The VVB must request the PP to remove any predicted contribution that has not been realized yet.” None of the information in Table 1 corresponds to expected values, all are values corresponding to activities implemented with results already achieved and verified by the VVB for the monitoring period.
	

	
	
	Verra Response

We understand that our previous reviews did not address these concerns. However, for the accuracy of the current monitoring report, we request you respond to these findings based on the actions requested and below information:

1. The VVB must request the PP to provide the information regarding change in monitoring plan, i.e., the data plan, in a Project Description Deviation in the MR. The VVB must then assess it.
2. In case of a discrepancy in the first monitoring period, the VVB must request the PP to include the corrected value from that period wherever relevant in the current MR SD table as a footnote. The VVB must then assess it.
3. Verra understands that there might have been no change. Hence, the action required was for the VVB to request the PP to use “No further changes this reporting period” in the “Quantitative Project Contributions during Monitoring Period” column as no change happened in the current monitoring period.
4. The VVB must request the PP to provide numbers instead of/along with the percentage statistic given for clarity of understanding. 
5. The information provided is sufficient to close the finding.
	

	
	
	VVB Response Round 2:
1. The following text has been added into section 2.17 of the MR to describe this change as a PD Deviation.
“Based on discussions with Verra subsequent to the first verification, the SDG targets and indicators were refined to improve their quality and ensure that at all were directly accountable.  As a result, the data source used for reporting in row 2 (SIA047) for this second monitoring period was changed to be one that is more specific and one that has a higher impact, but that to date has reached a lower number of people. This deviation does not impact the applicability of the baseline scenario. There were no project description deviations from either the SD VISta PD or the Joint VCS/CCB applied in previous monitoring reports.

2. As requested, a footnote has been added beneath Table 1 in the Updated MR identifying the corrected value from the previous monitoring period for the indicators in rows 4, 5, 8, 9, 14, 15, and 16.  
Corrected values for the initial SD VISta monitoring period are as follows: Rows 4 & 5 & 15: 430 families receiving agricultural training 
Row 8: 2 health workers employed
Row 9: 8 students benefiting from bursary schemes for tertiary education, including university
Row 14: 4% of Project employees are women
Row 16: 63,181 ha of avoided deforestation in the Project Area
Row 42: 430 families receiving agricultural training

3. As requested, “No further changes this monitoring period” has been entered into the Quantitative Project Contributions during Monitoring Period” column of Table 1.  Refer to the updated version of the MR provided. 

4. We have revised all impacts that used a percentage to report both the percentage and the underlying values. 

In addition to the above changes to the MR, the verification report was updated in this regard.

	

	
	
	Verra Response
1. A project description deviation is added to the MR. This issue is resolved.
2. Footnotes have been added to Table 1 to clearly identify corrected values from the previous monitoring period. This issue is resolved..
3. The issue has been addressed.
4. The issue has been addressed.

This finding is closed and no further action is required.
	



	3
	No SDG target chosen

	
	Issue
Section 2, Row 24 of the SD VISta Monitoring Report does not mention the SDG target used. 10.0 is not a target from the UN Metadata. 

Action Required

[bookmark: _Int_ckOlJYmA]The VVB must request the PP to use an official SDG target in all contribution claims.

Program Rule(s)
SD VISta Monitoring Report, Version 1, Section 1

	Round 1
	Closed

	
	
	VVB Response

The Proponent asserts that guidance was previously received from Verra that where the project specific indicator clearly meets the intent of the SDG, but that none of the SDG targets are considered to be a sufficiently close fit, the SDG should simply be stated.  For this reason, SDG 10 is referenced in the SDG Target column for row 24 in Table 1 of the MR.  The Proponent also notes, that in the previous MR approved by Verra for the project's initial SD VISta verification, the SDG Target for Row 24, also just makes reference to SDG 10.
In conclusion, the contributions follow the advice by Verra and aligned to the validated PD and verified MR registered by Verra. No changes in MR and VR were done.
	

	
	
	Verra Response

The VVB must request the PP to use any suitable SDG in the “SDG Target” column because two unrelated project activities have been reported in the same contribution column. Alternatively, the PP could choose to separate the two measures into different rows to allow alignment with specific targets that the PP chooses.
	

	
	
	VVB Response Round 2:
If any suitable SDG Target must be selected, the Proponent has decided to report on SDG Target 10.2 for the indicator (SIA035) in row 10.  We have revised row 24 of table 1 in the MR to state SDG target 10.2 from the previous 10.0. However, we would like to note that this previous SDG target of 10.0 was selected in consultation with Verra staff who had requested this indicator to be changed to 10.0 from the previous 10.2 to reflect the fact that it is following the spirit of this SDG but did not fit any particular target sufficiently. While we understand that different individuals will have different opinions but it is vital that Verra works to consistently administer the standard and previous decisions made by Verra staff should be respected. When interpretation or implementation of the standard changes this should be communicated or at least acknowledged by Verra and noted in the findings. Please refer to the updated MR provided. This change was reported as a PD deviation in the MR and the VR.
	

	
	
	Verra Response
A Project Description Deviation is added to the MR. The finding is closed.
	



	4
	Incorrect SDG target 

	
	Issue
In Section 2, Row 34 of the SD VISta Monitoring Report, SDG target 15.4 is used but it is related to the ecosystem and biodiversity conservation of mountains which is not related to the project’s activity. Similarly, in row 35, SDG target 15.5 is not related to hiring rangers.

Action Required

The VVB must request the PP to use appropriate official SDG target in all contribution claims.

Program Rule(s)
SD VISta Monitoring Report, Version 1, Section 1

	Round 1
	Closed

	
	
	VVB Response

After consulting with the Proponent, they expressed disagreement with Verra’s interpretation of incorrect SDG targets being selected for rows 34 & 35 of Table 1 in the MR.  SDG Target 15.4 is explicitly related to conservation of mountain ecosystems, including their biodiversity, so their capacity to provide benefits that are essential for sustainable development are enhanced. The project area is located in the Southern Cardamom Mountains of Cambodia, and the project area is called the Southern Cardamom REDD+ Project.  The project activities are directly related to the conservation of the forests within the project area and conservation of the ecosystems and biodiversity of the Southern Cardamoms that support sustainable development of the local communities. It is not clear why Verra does not consider the conservation focused project activities to be directly related to SDG Target 15.4.  The Proponent also notes, that in the validated PD and previous MR approved by Verra for the project's initial SD VISta verification, the SDG Target for Row 34, was also identified as 15.4.    

SDG Target 15.4 is explicitly related to taking urgent and significant action to reduce the degradation of natural habitats, halting the loss of biodiversity, and the protection and prevention of threatened species extinction.  The Proponent considers the project’s hiring of forest rangers to monitor, protect and enforce the legal forest protection of the project area within the Southern Cardamom Mountains as direct and immediate action to address the threats to the landscape.  The work of the project’s forest rangers is directly targeted to reducing deforestation and degradation, and ensuring the protection and maintenance of biodiversity within the project area.  It is not clear why Verra does not consider the project activities related to forest ranger monitoring, protection and enforcement to be directly related to SDG Target 15.5.  The Proponent also notes that in the validated PD and in the previous MR approved by Verra for the project's initial SD VISta verification, the SDG Target for Row 35, was also identified as 15.5. 

No changes in MR and VR were done.
	

	
	
	Verra Response
The information provides justifies the use of these SDG targets. The finding is now closed.
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