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1. Identifying the Project

Project name: Methane avoidance through composting activity in small and medium sized swine farms in the state of Santa Catarina.

Person responsible for the elaboration of indicators (name and contact): Larissa Tega da Fonseca (larissa@sustainablecarbon.com), and Thiago Othero (thiago.othero@sustainablecarbon.com).
Version/Date of indicators: version 01 / September, 2010.
2.  General orientation to Accredited Organizations
a. Inform the Ecologica Institute about all projects in which the SOCIALCARBON Standard is to be used, reporting if the establishment of new indicators is necessary.

b. Submit all new indicators for prior approval by the Ecologica Institute.
c. The Ecologica Institute will publish the approved indicators at www.socialcarbon.org for a 15 days consultation period. 

3. Guidance to elaborate SOCIALCARBON indicators
· Indicators should be set out and used to detail the main benefits and impacts arising from the carbon offset project for the six resources of the SOCIALCARBON Standard. 

· The number of indicators varies according to the need of project, although the SOCIALCARBON Team recommends at least three and a maximum of ten indicators for each of the six resources.
· Project developers should list and assess main:

· Impacts

· Risks

· Stakeholders

· Best practices or existing sustainable indicators for project activity.
· After listing all the relevant aspects of the project, the project developer must select those relevant to be monitored along the lifetime of the project and distribute them among the different resources of the methodology: social, human, financial, natural, biodiversity/technology and carbon. 

· Next, the indicators receive scores ranging from the worst scenario (level 1) to the ideal situation (sustainable use of resource – level 6), according to the following guidelines:

	Scores
	Classification
	Characteristics

	1 and 2
	Critical
	Existence of irregularities; high socio-environmental risk; significant levels of social and environmental degradation; or situation of extreme hardship, which significantly compromises the quality of life of the population.

	3 and 4
	Satisfactory
	Meets all the legal requirements relating to its activities; surpasses them through the adoption of good practices and voluntary actions in some cases; or the quality of life reaches the minimum acceptable standard but requires improvement.



	5 and 6
	Sustainable
	Exceeds its legal obligations and/or common practice in the market, in many cases adopting the best-possible practices for the sector; or communities have reached a sustainable livelihood, with adequate access to material and social goods, are capable of recovering independently from situations of stress, and are not causing the deterioration of basic environmental resources through their activities.


4. Application of the indicators

Basic guidelines for assessment in POAs or Bundling projects involving more than 5 Project Owners:

· Sample method: For each bundling a pre-defined number of individual project activities (samples) should be used for collecting information and evidence. Number of samples should be defined according to the project.

· Site visits: At least one site visit per sample included in the assessment. Is not necessary to conduct site visit in all the selected samples. (Additional site visits during validation/verification might be required by the responsible auditor).

Collecting information

The collection of information and evidence to score indicators should be done preferable through:

· Group Work: Participatory meetings with representatives from the stakeholders involved in the project. The meeting is coordinated by a responsible professional whose function is orientating the participants to discuss the aspects included in the indicators. The results of the meeting ought to be compiled, and valued according to the indicators. 

· Interviews: Key informers may be interviewed in a semi-structured way, aiming to indirectly obtain information concerning the six resources of SOCIALCARBON. The results of the interviews ought to be registered, compiled and valued according to the indicators. 

· Questionnaires: Responsible professionals may apply questionnaires to key informers of the project in order to gather information. The results of the survey ought be registered, compiled and valued according to the indicators. 

The person responsible for collecting information or auditing the indicators may select one method or combine several to obtain the best results. 

Other physical and documented evidence might be required to evidence information provided in the SOCIALCARBON Report. Each indicator provides a list of examples of evidences that could be collected. Not all of the many documents and physical evidences described in the indicators need to be checked or available for the auditing process, only those documents necessary to support or verify the audit evidence for the information that is disclosed in the indicator.
Scoring indicators

Scoring of the indicators should adhere to the following guidelines: 

· The person responsible for applying the indicators should obtain the information necessary to characterize the project’s situation in relation to the particular indicator.

· Next, the researcher should compare the characteristics of the project with the six scenarios available for the indicator. 

· The scenario that best represents the presented characteristics should be selected and the respective index should be attributed to the indicator.

Special cases:

· The characteristics can’t fit any possible scenario: The person responsible should contact the SOCIALCARBON team to verify the need to reformulate the indicator or to create a new indicator.

· The indicator does not apply: The person responsible must justify why the indicator doesn’t apply in the SOCIALCARBON Report and identify it as “Not Applicable.” No value should be agreed upon in this case.

· The information necessary to evaluate the indicator does not exist or is not available: In the case when the absence of information is due to lack of evidence, Index 1 should be applied. If the absence of information is justified by confidentiality reasons, the indicator should be considered “Not Applicable” in the SOCIALCARBON Report and no value should be agreed upon.

· The characteristics presented match with more than one possible scenario: The person responsible should always select the scenario with the smaller index.  

5. Indicators 

a. SOCIAL
	Name of the indicator
	Brief description

	Relationship between the project participants.
	Evaluates the existence of a formal association or partnership between the pig farmers that participate in the project. (e.g. agreements to compost destination, third party hiring to technical assistance, etc.)

	Relationship between the actors that use the compost. 
	Evaluates the existence of a relationship between the compost producers and the compost consumers, through the existence of established partnerships. 

	Associations  
	Evaluates the relationship between the pig farmers involved in the project and associations or external networks.

	Project conflicts
	Evaluates the existence of conflicts between the stakeholders that may impact the project.


	Indicator
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Relationship between the project participants.
	Absence of formal relationships; predominantly individual operations. .
	There is interest in collectivity, but there is no formal relationship.


	There are formal relationships, but actions are predominantly guided by self-interest OR relationships have no effective action.
	Existence of formal relationships, but lack structure or have limited influence.
	There are formal relationships, and relationships influence action. But, not all pig farmers participate.
	There are formal relationships, and relationships effectively influence action.

	Relationship between the actors that use the compost.
	Absence of relationship between the compost consumers.

	There is no interest in establishing relationships between the actors who use the compost.


	There is interest in establishing relationships, but there are no established partnerships.  
	There are established partnerships, but actors participate sporadically. 


	Most of the pig farmers have established partnerships, but do not perform their role properly.
	Most of the pig farmers have partnerships established with the compost consumers. 

	Associations  
	Absence of participation in associations; predominantly individual operations.


	Some swine farmers have interest in collectivity, but none participate in associations. 


	Some swine farmers participate in associations, but act based on individual interests. 


	Some swine farmers participate in associations and operate collectively, but the associations lack structure. 
	Some swine farmers participate in associations with relatively experienced and motivated leaders.


	Some swine farmers participate in associations with relatively experienced and motivated leaders, and effective strategies.

	Project conflicts
	There are intractable conflicts with project stakeholders, and stakeholders take no interest in finding a resolution.


	There are intractable conflicts with project stakeholders, but, a resolution can be reached.
	Conflicts exist and, can be resolved; stakeholders however are taking no action to resolve. 
	Conflicts exist, but can be resolved and stakeholders are willing to take actions to resolve them.
	No internal conflicts.
	In addition to the last item, the actors are able to resolve or manage internal conflicts that may arise.


b. HUMAN

	Name of the indicator
	Brief description

	Composting Technology Providers


	Assesses the skills of professionals responsible for the design, installation and maintenance of the composting equipment.

	Technical Assistance
	Evaluates the availability and frequency of technical assistance to develop the project activities.

	Swine farm human capital 
	Evaluates the existence of capacity or the availability of human resources in the implementation and operation of the project activities.

	Training
	Evaluates the existence of initiatives and training programs (e.g. technical, environmental, and operational) directly or indirectly related to the project, including the existence of partnerships among pig farmers, and educational institutions.


	Indicator
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Composting Technology Providers


	There are no qualified professionals in the market.
	There are professionals to design, install and maintain the composting technology, however, they are not qualified or experienced in the project activity.


	There are professionals to design, install and maintain  the composting technology, with experience in the project activity, however, they are unqualified (i.e. work with outdated technology)
	There are professionals to design, install and maintain the composting technology, who are qualified, but have little experience in the project activity.

	There are professionals to design, install and maintain the composting technology, who are qualified, and have experience in the project activity.

	There is more than one supplier to design, install and maintain the composting technology; suppliers are qualified, and experienced in the project activity.

	Technical Assistance
	The pig farmers do not receive technical assistance.


	The pig farmers rarely receive technical assistance.


	Some pig farmers receive technical assistance with some frequency, but without regularity.
	Some pig farmers receive technical assistance frequently and regularly.

  
	All receive technical assistance frequently and without regularity.
	All receive technical assistance frequently and regularly OR have no need for technical assistance.

	Swine farmer human capital  
	There are no employees available for the deployment and operation of the project activity.
	Few pig farms have available workers, and most have difficulty in hiring additional manpower to operate the project.
	Most pig farms have available workers, but some have difficulty in finding qualified labor to operate the project.
	Most pig farms have available workers; however workers are untrained and only acquire knowledge through experience. 
	Most pig farms have available workers with some training for operation and maintenance of project activity.
	Most pig farms have qualified and available workers for the operation and maintenance of project activity.

	Training
	The pig farmers have no interest in training workers.


	The pig farmers do not invest in training, but take an interest in doing so.


	Programs and training activities are occasionally run by some pig farmers.


	Existence of partnerships with institutions that offer training courses (e.g. SEBRAE), but with results below the expectations of pig farmers.
	Existence of partnerships with institutions that offer training courses (e.g. SEBRAE), meeting the expectations of the pig farmers.
	All or most of the pig farmers are part of the training programs.


c. FINANCIAL

	Name of the indicator
	Brief description

	Compost value
	Evaluates the market/commercial value of the compost produced by pig farms.

	Demand/Buyers for  the compost produced
	Evaluates the demand for the compost produced in pig farms.

	Economic benefits of the project.
	Evaluates the economic benefits generated by the project in the areas of: a) productivity, b) Sale of composts c) Employment generation and income d) Other (specify).

	Composting expectations
	Evaluates the expectations of the swine producer to continue the composting activities. 

	Carbon market 
	Evaluates the commercialization of the carbon credits’ for the period, considering its chronological value. 


	Indicator
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Compost value
	No producers commercialize the compost generated.
	Few pig farmers commercialize the compost generated at a low price.
	Few pig farmers commercialize the compost generated at a satisfactory price.
	Most pig farmers commercialize the compost generated at a low price.
	Most pig farmers commercialize the compost generated at a satisfactory price.
	All pig farmers commercialize the compost and highly value the compost.



	Demand/Buyers for  the compost produced
	There is no demand for the compost produced.
	Occasional demand for the compost produced, with uncertainties in its negotiation.
	There is little demand for the compost produced, but there is guarantee of trading.


	There is a satisfactory level of demand for the compost produced; however there are uncertainties about the full commercialization of the compost.
	There is a satisfactory level of demand for the compost produced and there its full commercialization is guaranteed. 
	The demand for the compost exceeds its production.

	Economic benefits of the project.
	The project has no economic benefits.Ler foneticamente
 

Dicionário - Ver dicionário detalhado
1. substantivo 

1. aggregate

2. adjetivo 

1. aggregated

2. assembled


	The project generates an economic benefit in one area in a limited manner (e.g. negligible benefit or limited to a few pig farmers).Ouvir
Ler foneticamente
 

Dicionário - Ver dicionário detalhado
1. substantivo 

1. aggregate

2. adjetivo 

1. aggregated

2. assembled


	The project generates an economic benefit in one area in a satisfactory manner (e.g. reaches most swine farmers or results in a significant benefit).
	The project generates an economic benefit in more than one area, but in a limited way.


	The project generates an economic benefit in more than one area satisfactorily.


	The project generates economic benefits in three or more areas satisfactorily.

	Composting expectations 
	Expected to stop composting.
	There are no expectations.
	Expected to decrease the composting activity.


	Expected to maintain stable composting activity.


	Expected to expand composting, but without plans and goals.
	Expected to expand composting with plans and goals.

	Carbon market
	Credits of the period are not yet commercialized.
	Credits of the period are under negotiation.
	Part of the credits of the period was commercialized.
	Credits of the period were commercialized, but with prices lower than the period before.
	Credits of the period were commercialized.
	Credits of the period were commercialized, with prices higher than the period before.


d. NATURAL

	Name of the indicator
	Brief description

	Odor
	Evaluates the reduction in the generation of odor in pig farms from swine excrement.

	Impacts on soil
	Evaluates if the project activity generated negative or positive impacts on the soil quality.

	Impacts on water
	Evaluates the changes in water consumption on pig farms with the project activity.

	Environmental Legislation
	Evaluates the accordance of the project (or the unit where the project takes place) with environmental laws and norms, including agreements with public authorities, such as environmental licenses and requested authorizations for installation and occupation of your project developer 

	Commitment to environmental improvement 


	Evaluates the presence of additional environmental action (beyond that required by law) on pig farms, for example: Recuperation of degraded areas, reforestation, prevention programs of environmental risks, improvements in the waste management, and improvement in agricultural practices (e.g. crop rotation, organic manure, integrated pest management, among others).


	Indicator
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Odor 
	Some pig farms reported worsening in odor generated due to mismanagement of composting activities.
	There was no reduction in the odor generated by pig farms.
	Some pig farms reported minor improvements in the odor generated.


	Some pig farms showed a significant reduction in odor generated.
	Most pig farms reported minor improvements in the odor generated.
	Most pig farms showed a significant reduction in odor generated.

	Impacts on soil
	There is no knowledge about the project's impact on soil quality.


	Reports or evidence of negative impact on the ground (e.g. use of poor quality compost).


	It is expected that the project has positive impacts, but there is little evidence that an improvement is actually occurring.Ouvir
Ler foneticamente
 

Dicionário - Ver dicionário detalhado

	Evident positive impacts.
	Evident and measurable positive impacts. 
	Monitoring or studies of soil quality show significant improvements.

	Impacts on water
	There was an increase in water consumption.
	There was no change in water consumption.


	Some pig farms showed evidence of a reduction in water consumption, but it was not measurable.
	Most pig farms showed evidence of a reduction in water consumption, but it was not measurable.


	Most pig farms showed evidence of a reduction in water consumption, with measurable data.
	All pig farms showed a significant reduction in water consumption, with measurable data.



	Environmental Legislation
	There is no knowledge about the environmental legislation and norms.
	The project owner knows the legal obligations, but has no environmental license, or it was suspended for not complying to the constraints.
	The project owner has environmental license, but he has difficulties to keep in date with environmental requires. He may present some temporary inconformity. 
	The project owner has environmental license, but with difficulties to accomplish the constraints. 
	The project owner has environmental license according to the constraints and deadline sets.
	Besides the previous item, the project owner has a systematic control of the licensing process and/or control of the environmental legislation of its main suppliers. 

	Commitment to environmental improvement 


	There is no additional environmental action beyond the project.
	There are occasionally additional environmental actions (e.g. some pig farmers), with few effective results or with difficulty in their implementation.
	There are additional environmental actions with effective results; however there are   difficulties in their implementation.
	There are additional environmental actions with significant and effective results.
	Most pig farmers realize additional environmental actions with significant and effective results.
	In addition to the previous item, actions taken are in line with the environmental needs of the region (e.g. erosion, water sources protection, deforestation, etc).


List of references when applicable: 

e. TECHNOLOGY
	Name of the indicator
	Brief description

	Quality control of the compost (Monitoring)
	Evaluates the existence of quality monitoring of the compost produced (physical / chemical).

	Quality control of the compost (Preventive Actions - composting operation)
	Evaluates the existence and conservation of equipment needed for the project activity, as well as proper operation and maintenance of equipment.

	Quality control of the compost (Preventive actions - control and nutrition management)
	Actions to control the quality of compost such as: nutrition management/control and physical/chemical analysis of pig feed. The management of nutrition is important because the excrements produced by pigs are a consequence of the quantity and digestibility of nutrients provided in their diets.

	Compost quality
	Evaluates if the compost has satisfactory quality (e.g. consistency and physicochemical properties such as phosphorus and nitrogen). Note: Consistency of the compost is measured by the percentage of dry matter contained in the compost generated. The lower the percentage of dry matter in the compost, the lower the quality and the more difficult it is to transport and commercialize. 

	Energy
	Evaluates the quality of energy supply and the existence of practices that aim to improve energy efficiency among pig farmers.

	Excrement transport
	Evaluates the process of moving the excrements from the point of where they are collected and stored to the location of the consumer, considering: 
a) Cost of transportation (Bad: high cost, unviable; Good: low cost, viable)

b)  Distance from the consumer (Bad: far from the production site; Good: near the production site)

c) Quantity transported at once (Bad: small quantities, truck usually does not reach its full capacity; Good: large quantities usually taking full advantage of the truck capacity).

d) Existence of cooperation among pig farmers and / or farmers to transport the entire compost.


	Indicator
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Quality control of the compost (Monitoring)
	There is no monitoring of the compost generated.
	Some pig farmers rarely conduct a physical-chemical analysis of the compost generated.
	Some pig farmers periodically conduct a physical-chemical analysis of the compost generated.
	Most pig farmers rarely conduct a physical-chemical analysis of compost generated, but some do occasionally analyze.
	Most pig farmers periodically conduct a physical-chemical analysis of compost produced.
	In addition to the previous item, the characteristics of physical-chemical analysis of the compost are described on the package.

	Quality control of the compost (Preventive Actions - composting operation)
	No composting equipment for the excrements.
	Few swine farmers have composting equipment; those who do, have equipment in poor condition with frequent failures in its operation.


	Few swine farmers have composting equipment in good condition, without significant failures in the operation.
	Most pig farms have composting equipment, but some are insufficient and are in poor operating condition.
	Pig farms have composting equipment in good operating condition.  
	In addition to the previous item, are observed best practices like process automation and preventative equipment maintenance.

	Quality control of the compost (Preventive actions - control and nutrition management)
	There is no quality control of feed and/or nutrition management.
	Feed analysis is conducted occasionally. 
	Feed analysis and nutrition management are conducted occasionally.
	Most pig farms select the feed that will be used based on its physicochemical properties.
	Most pig farms select the feed based on its physiochemical properties and some have nutrition management.
	All pig farms select the feed based on its physiochemical properties and have nutrition management.

	Compost quality
	Absence of knowledge about the percentage of dry matter present in the compost (consistency), phosphorus and nitrogen.
	Most pig farms has less than 39% of dry matter in the compost AND inadequate amounts of phosphorous and nitrogen.
	Most pig farms has less than 39% of dry matter in the compost OR inadequate amounts of phosphorous and nitrogen.
	Few pig farms have 6-39% of dry matter in the compost AND/OR inadequate amounts of phosphorous and nitrogen.
	The pig farms have at least 40% of dry matter in the compost and adequate amounts of phosphorus and nitrogen, which may result in some occasional non-conformity.
	The pig farms have at least 40% of dry matter in the compost.

	Energy
	Difficulties in supplying energy (falls, no network connection, etc).
	Energy supply satisfactory, but expensive (e.g. generators for non-renewable sources).
	Energy supply satisfactory, with reasonable cost, however minor flaws occur and energy levels can be variable.
	Energy supply satisfactory, with reasonable cost.
	Some pig farms present effective actions to improve energy efficiency.
	Most pig farms present initiatives to improve energy efficiency.

	Excrement transport
	High cost, most of the compost cannot reach consumers because of high transport costs or lack of trucks.
	High cost, part of the compost cannot reach consumers because of high transport costs or lack of trucks.
	Viable transport for most of the compost produced, but distance between the producer and the consumer is considered large.
	Viable transport for most of the compost produced, consumers generally are located close to the producers, but transport is inefficient (e.g. frequent travel and underutilization of capacity of the trucks).
	Existence of actions to improve transport logistics among pig farmers and consumers.


	Existing cooperation among pig farmers and/or farmers to transport the compost to improve transport efficiency.


f. CARBON

	Name of the indicator
	Brief description

	Additionality 
	Evaluate if the reduced greenhouse gases emissions that were additional; this means, without the project, the reductions wouldn’t happen. This item evaluates the tools used to confirm the additionally according to national and international standards.  

	Emission Reductions Calculations & Monitoring
	Evaluates the methodologies used to calculate the emission reductions, the monitoring and if it is suitable to the national and international standard.

	Validation & Verification 
	Evaluates the existence of partial or total validation/verification of the project by a third part, and if it is the credited by UNFCCC, and if the validation and verification procedures are according to national and international standards.  

	Project Performance 
	Evaluates the project performance in comparison to the e emission reductions estimated in the PDD- Project Design Document.


	Indicator
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Additionality
	It is not considered additional.
	It has the additionally limited to the project portions.
	There are uncertainties about the additionally, partial or total.
	It is considered additional, but it doesn’t use international and national recognized standards.
	It is considered additional and it uses international and national recognized standard.
	It is considered additional according to the criteria stated in a monitoring methodology approved by the CDM Executive Board.

	Emission Reductions Calculations & Monitoring


	Absence of a specific methodology to calculate the emission reductions

AND/OR

It does not have a monitoring plan, nor has only a partial or insufficient monitoring. 
	It has an emission reductions calculation methodology limited to the project portions.
	There are some doubts about the methodology consistence for calculation of the base line and monitoring plan.
	It possesses a consistent methodology to calculate the emission reduction.

AND

It possesses a consistent monitoring plan, approaching all the dimensions of the project.
	In additional to the last item, the methodology of the base line and the monitoring plans are based in international recognized standards.
	It possesses a methodology to calculate the emission reductions, and a monitoring plan based in a methodology approved by the CDM Executive Board.

	Validation & Verification
	There is not validation or verification done by a third part.
	Validation and verification of a third part is limited to parts of the project.
	Validation/verification of the project is done by an independent third party, which is not registered by the UNFCCC (DOE
) or other GHG program.
	Validation/verification of the project is done by an independent third party, registered by the or other GHG program than UNFCCC (DOE
)
	Validation/Verification is done by a DOE.
	Validation/ Verification are done by a Designated Operational Entity, based in international recognized procedures.

	Project Performance
	Not successful. 0% of the carbon credits predicted in the period were effectively generated.
	Very Low. From 01% to 25% of the carbon credits predicted by the period were effectively generated.
	Low. From 26% to 50% of the carbon credits predicted by the period were effectively generated.
	Reasonable: From 51% to 75% of the carbon credits predicted by the period were effectively generated.
	Good: From 76% and 95% of the carbon credits predicted by the period were effectively generated.
	Excellent: More than 95% of the carbon credits predicted by the period were effectively generated.


� Designated Operational Entity.


� Designated Operational Entity.





