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Final Project Validation Report  

 

Name of Reviewers: 
Pablo Rodríguez-Noriega (RRA Reviewer. Draft Validation report) 
Joris Bens (Team leader) 
Hernán Zaldivar (Team member) 

 

Date of Review: 19/05/2026 

 

Project Name: Agroforestry Project Solidaridad 

 

Project Description: 
Solidaridad works with around 80 cooperatives and farmers’ groups in Nicaragua. One of 
the largest is Aldea, which served as a pilot to start the carbon project, focused on 
improving the quality of life through families with health and education; competitive and 
resilient farms; in empowered rural communities. 
 
Solidaridad started working mostly with Fundación Aldea because their members have 
been implementing agroforestry systems since 2016 with the aim of improving coffee 
quality and yields of member farmers and contributing to environmental conservation. 
This organization is one of several cooperatives working with Solidaridad in a 
subcontractor role, and is the largest cooperative in the coffee sector.  
 
This project adds on a component of carbon market access for coffee and cacao farmers, 
improving the financial performance of production units. The project aims to transition 
small coffee and cacao farmers to agroforestry systems and connect them to high-value 
carbon markets as a mechanism to reward farmers for their contribution to reduce carbon 
emissions by planting and looking after trees within their farms. In addition to climate 
change mitigation, the agroforestry systems promoted by Solidaridad and its 
subcontractors, also serve as a climate change adaptation strategy in low- to mid-level 
coffee landscapes. Since the project is implemented through a network of multiple 
subcontractors, the project’s planting tree started, on average, since 2018. 

 

List of Principal documents reviewed (including list of sites visited and 
individuals/groups interviewed): 

• Project ADD 

• Legal/contractual documents 
o Participant Agreement 
o Solidaridad Nicaragua-Rabobank Partnership Agreement 

• Project Business Case 

• Evidence of training activities 

• Evidence of farmer engagement 

• KPI & SDG Surveys 

• Agroforestry design 
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• Council meeting minutes 

• Farmers database 
• Land tenure documents 

• Bank account documents 
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Visited sites:  

Plot Name Farm Village Calculated 
Plot Area Date 

NI011319 - 21695 NI011319 Las Cruces 2 2.23 18/11/2024 
NI225634 - 395030 NI225634 Los chagüitones 4.72 18/11/2024 
NI225640 - 395036 NI225640 Cmca los chagüitones 3.86 18/11/2024 
NI225655 - 395081 NI225655 Loma alta 0.52 18/11/2024 
NI225656 - 395084 NI225656 Loma alta 1.42 18/11/2024 
NI225658 - 395090 NI225658 Loma alta 2.26 18/11/2024 
NI122048 - 140661 NI122048 Quebraditas de Yacalwas 4.11 19/11/2024 
NI279077 - 487245 NI279077 Las quebraditas 7.3 19/11/2024 
NI279225 - 487690 NI279225 Las quebraditas 2 6.84 19/11/2024 
NI279242 - 487740 NI279242 Quebraditas de yakalwas 1.97 19/11/2024 
NI279249 - 487761 NI279249 Quebraditas de yacalwas 2.97 19/11/2024 
NI279249 - 487762 NI279249 Quebraditas de yacalwas 4.18 19/11/2024 
NI018783 - 29585 NI018783 El Amparo 2.46 20/11/2024 
NI019079 - 29881 NI019079 El Amparo 3.2 20/11/2024 
NI019954 - 30775 NI019954 El Amparo 1.43 20/11/2024 
NI220723 - 382516 NI220723 El amaparo 3.64 20/11/2024 
NI225538 - 394721 NI225538 El amparo 9.83 20/11/2024 
NI225707 - 395237 NI225707 El bosque 3.03 20/11/2024 
NI215369 - 368401 NI215369 CAÑO LOS MARTINEZ 4.34 21/22/2024 
NI215461 - 368610 NI215461 CAÑO LOS MARTINEZ 1.53 21/22/2024 
NI215461 - 368611 NI215461 CAÑO LOS MARTINEZ 2.25 21/22/2024 
NI215461 - 368612 NI215461 CAÑO LOS MARTINEZ 1.01 21/22/2024 
NI230762 - 408067 NI230762 CAÑO LOS MARTINEZ 1.54 21/22/2024 
NI230805 - 408157 NI230805 EL GUANO 4.9 21/22/2024 

  

  

List of individuals interviewed: 
Project Participants (farmers): 

• Santa Maria de Pantasma: 6 farmers interviewed 

• East of Wiwili: 6 farmers interviewed 

• San Sebastian de Yali: 6 farmers interviewed 

• Waslala: 6 farmers interviewed 

Solidaridad Nicaragua staff : 
•  

•  

•  

•  

•  

•  

Stakeholders : 
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a. There are livelihood benefits that make the use of the species preferable 
to any alternative native species. 

b. The use of the species will not have a negative impact on biodiversity or 
other provision of key ecosystem services in the project and surrounding 
areas. 

B. Guidance Notes for 
Validators 

Please give opinion as to whether tree species being planted meet these 
criteria. This can be checked using a number of sources: 

• Visual observations of local tree-growing practices 

• Discussions with communities and project staff 

• Discussions with local experts (forestry and biodiversity experts) 
Published information (refer to this in the validation report if used) 
 
Through interviews with Local Partner and participants, assess whether Local 
Partner promotes use of native species in agroforestry systems. 

C. Findings (describe) The ADD includes in Part F the list of species selected for the new agroforestry 
system, classifying them as native or naturalized and including a description of 
the potential impacts and/or benefits of naturalized species. According to the 
local partner and the nursery, all of them are native or naturalized. It was 
confirmed during the interviews with the farmers that the species are 
commonly used in the forestry and silvicultural sectors. 
 
No negative potential impacts of these species have been confirmed. The 
project species have been observed in the project area, outside the project 
boundary, as common tree species used in agroforestry activities. During the 
visit it was confirmed that the local partner is aware of the importance of 
using native species and that the planting activities are done using a mix of 
species with different objectives (fruit, shade, soil improvement). However, 
the agroforestry design includes Gmelina arborea species, a naturalized 
species in Nicaragua, but a reason why it is preferable to any alternative native 
species was missing from the ADD, therefore CAR 01/2024 was issued. 
 

D. Conformance  
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

E. Corrective Actions 
(describe) 

CAR 01/24 
 
The ADD shall be updated and provided to the validation team, including all 
the available and updated information at the time of validation. 
 
Several important issues, on top of the one related to this requirement, have 
been identified in the ADD during document review and confirmed during the 
visit, that need corrective actions for compliance with The Acorn Framework 
and Methodology. All of them, listed below, will need to be corrected and 
updated in the ADD. 
 

• A reason why Gmelina arborea is preferable to any alternative native 
species is missing 

• Discrepancies in the planting distances and densities 

• Specify current agreements with nurseries 

X 
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• Update information about Cacao project council (this information is 
missing 

• Explain why there is no risk of leakage for firewood harvesting and 
timber harvesting 

• Explain or refer to an explanation where only yes is written in the 
eligibility checklist 

Note: this CAR related to the ADD has been included here because is the first 
requirement of the Validation template where there is a relationship with the 
specific requirement. The Validation report does not have a specific section for 
nonconformities related to the ADD. 

 
F. Acorn’s Response (if 

applicable) 
Acorn response (26/02/2025) 

- The reason for which Gmelina arborea is preferable to any alternative 
native species is shared. 

- Distances and densities were updated. 
- Nurseries are evaluated to make sure they have the operational 

capacity of delivering seedlings. In addtition, Solidaridad makes visits 
to nurseries to monitor and make sure they are adhering to the agreed 
seedling quality. Work with the different nurseries is further described 
in detail in the shared documents. 

- Information regarding the Cacao project council is shared. 
- There is no leakeage risk given that pruning is a common practice with 

which the wood is then used. For more detailed information regarding 
this point, refer to the shared documents. 

- Please refer to the updated ADD. 

VVB response (15/05/2025) 
Most of the points in CAR 01/24 can be closed following the first response of 
Acorn, except for some remaining discrepancies in the ADD. 
 
Acorn response (15/08/2025) 
The ADD has been adjusted accordingly and the signed off agroforestry 
designs are shared for extra reference. 
 
VVB response (13/09/2025) 
By updating the ADD and sharing the signed off agroforestry designs, the last 
open point of this CAR was resolved and the CAR was closed. 
 

G. Status (if applicable) Closed 
H. Forward Actions 

(describe, if 
applicable) 

N/A 

I. Other N/A 
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appears to map appropriately onto the boundary of the smallholder’s land, 
then the smallholder’s land is likely less than 10 ha.  

C. Findings (describe) The GIS file provided to the validators shows that all the farms included are 
less than 10 ha. During the field visit the boundary of all 24 randomly selected 
plots was measured using GPS, and it was confirmed that the plots size is less 
than 10 ha.  
 
Most of the measured farm boundaries correspond with the limits of the 
provided GIS file (project boundary at the time of validation). Nevertheless, 
there are some discrepancies in farm limits identified during the GPS 
measurements of the boundary. See example below (Figure 1): 
 

 

Figure 1. Screenshot of tracking of farm NI019954 boundary (in orange) where the 

discrepancies with the provided GIS file (in red) can be seen. 

 
There is evidence of discrepancies between the limit of the farms indicated by 
the farmer/farmer family member/farm worker, and the farm boundary in the 
GIS file provided at the time of validation, therefore CAR 03/2024 was issued. 
 
 

D. Conformance  
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

E. Corrective Actions 
(describe) 

CAR 03/2024 
 
There are evidences of discrepancies between the limit of the farms indicated 
by the farmer/farmer family member/farm worker, and the farm boundary in 
the GIS file provided at the time of validation. Project boundary errors shall be 
corrected. 

X 
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F. Acorn’s Response (if 
applicable) 

Acorn response (26/02/2025) 
Based on the 3 reported plots, the next actions were taken: 
- N_LL_380: Please see screenshot on report. According to producer, an 
area of aproximately 1800 m² was included Southwest from the GIS 
plot, while an area of aproximately 1100 m² Southeast from the plot 
wasn’t part of the project according to the producer although it was 
included in the GIS file. 
- N_FP_LP_23: The producer indicated that he didn’t know which part of 
the plot was in the project, hence, we couldn’t walk the perimeter. The 
auditory was generated with the backup of the KML file allowing 
project officials to correctly identify the area. During this process, the 
standard procedure was followed for the verification of plot limits. It’s 
important to mention that during data collection, the project is 
explained with the support of La Providencia cooperative which 
participates actively in delimitation processes. Reasons for why the 
producer does not know can be: 1) He wasn’t present in the data 
collection moment. 2) He doesn’t recall the detailed information of the 
project in the moment of the auditor visit. 3) Lack of visual reference 
on the plot limits. 
- M_HR_MC_34: The Northwest point of the plot indicated by the 
producer was aproximately 200mts Northeast from the corner 
indicated by GIS. This producer was part of Mercon, until Mercon went 
bankrupt. Verification visits 
were realised and poligons were corrected. 
For further information please refer to CAR 3 – Polygon limits. 
 
VVB response (15/05/2025) 
The sampled plots are corrected, but quality assurance procedures are 
needed, so that other mistakes are corrected as well and such errors are 
prevented in the future. 
 
Acorn response (15/08/2025) 
Manuals were shared that provide step-by-step guidance on the polygon 
collection process for Data Collectors. 
 
VVB response (13/09/2025) 
The shared manuals contain clear instructions for data collectors on how to 
collect and, if needed, adjust the polygons, therefore, this CAR is closed. 
 

G. Status (if applicable) Closed 

H. Forward Actions 
(describe, if 
applicable) 

N/A 

I. Other N/A 
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when provided. Almost all know that they shall maintain these trees, but most 
did not know that the project will last 20 years. It was noticed during the 
interviews that participants who joined recently had a much better 
understanding of their responsibilities. See also the CAR with requirement 
5.1.1. 
 
Regarding the language and the format of the agreement, the format was on 
paper, and the language was Spanish, which is suitable for the participating 
farmers. 
 

D. Conformance  
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

E. Corrective Actions 
(describe) 

CAR 05/2024 
The Local Partner shall provide a formal Participant Agreement for each 
project participant, including a consent for data sharing and confirmation of 
payment arrangements. 

F. Acorn’s Response (if 
applicable) 

Acorn response (26/02/2025) 
Local partner has shared a list of all signed participant agreements and a list of 
not signed participant agreements with a full report of the process. 
 
VVB response (15/05/2025) 
Can be changed to a FAR to check during the next verification to check if all 
the participants have signed an agreement. 
 
Acorn response(15/08/2025) 
The project team has implemented a training strategy for cooperatives and 
farmers, including:  

- Cooperative training dashboards 
- Grievance Mechanism 
- Email strategies 
- Printed materials 
- WhatsApp solutions. 

Evidence of its implementation was shared by Acorn. 

 
VVB response(13/09/2025) 
The submitted evidence in combination with the fact that all participants have 
signed the participant agreement, proves that this CAR has been resolved. 

G. Status (if applicable) Closed 

H. Forward Actions 
(describe, if 
applicable) 

N/A 

I. Other N/A 

 
  

X 
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c. Land availability and tenure 
d. Food security 
e. Inclusion of marginalized groups 
f. Opportunities to enhance (agricultural) biodiversity 

B. Guidance Notes for 
Validators 

Whether participants have been actively involved in the decision-making of 
the project may be determined through: 

• Records/minutes/photographs of community meetings and training 
workshops etc. 

• Project staff and communities able to explain how communities/target 
groups were selected and involved in the development of the project and 
in the choice of activities 

• Project staff able to demonstrate that they are familiar with the 
communities/target groups and able to interact with them easily through 
meetings facilitated during the validation 

• Meetings held with specific target groups e.g. women, socially 
disadvantaged etc. 

 
It may be useful to conduct a time-line exercise with communities to 
understand the planning process that has taken place. 

C. Findings (describe) The findings of requirement 4.2.3 include a description of the evidence 
gathered about the Project Councils. Solidaridad has organized several council 
meetings and there are plans for the next ones. However, during the 
interviews with the council members, local partner, and the local farmers, a 
lack of communication between the farmers and the council meeting 
representatives was identified. It was confirmed that local participants could 
only provide their opinion to the field technicians, since most farmers were 
not aware of project council members.   
 
This confirmed that most farmers do not have information about the council 
and its governance structure (i.e: how many meetings they will have per year, 
and when the next meeting is scheduled), and no evidence could be gathered 
about how farmers are represented in the council or how their representatives 
are selected/elected, and evidence of non-democratic processes has been 
found. In many cases, the farmers don´t know who their representative is.  
 
The established Project council doesn´t comply with this Acorn Framework 
requirement, therefore, CAR 07/2024 was issued. 
 

D. Conformance  
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

E. Corrective Actions 
(describe) 

CAR 07/2024 
Following the requirement, Solidaridad Nicaragua should actively inform and 
involve participants about/in the decision-making process throughout the 
project. Evidence shall be provided. 
 
This CAR is linked to the one identified in Requirement 4.2.3. In this case, the 
corrective action is related to the information and involvement of project 
participants in decision-making processes, while in the case of CAR 04, the 
corrective action requested is related to the governance structure, the 

X 
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- That the grievance mechanism is in place. E.g., if the states that it will 
create a box for submitting feedback, can it be found in an appropriate 
location? 

- Checking through interviews that project participants are aware of 
grievance and feedback mechanisms, and know how to access them, 
and are satisfied with these mechanisms 

- Check through interviews with relevant project staff that they have 
appropriate knowledge of the grievance mechanism process 

- Check project council meeting minutes for evidence of grievances 
being reported, and check whether these have been resolved and 
whether the resolution has been communicated to participants 

- Check whether feedback thus far from project participants has been 
incorporated into the project, and if not, whether there is a reasonable 
justification for this. 

C. Findings (describe) The project grievance mechanism is described in ADD (Part G.4). During the 
document review and in conversations with the local partner, it was identified 
that Solidaridad has a project grievance mechanism in place. There is also 
evidence (i.e. minutes) that during the first council meeting the grievance 
mechanism was discussed. In the discussions with the local farmers, they 
expressed that if they have any grievance concerning the project, they would 
talk to their field technician, but they have no other knowledge about the 
grievance mechanism, therefore CAR 08/2024 was issued.  
 
In the interviews with the farmers, no significant grievances or disputes were 
identified.  

D. Conformance  
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

E. Corrective Actions 
(describe) 

CAR 08/2024 
The grievance mechanism shall be informed to project participants. 

F. Acorn’s Response (if 
applicable) 

Acorn response (26/02/2025) 
Two grievance mechanisms have been shared in the executed communication 
strategy. One of them is administered by Solidaridad. The other one is 
managed by Acorn in case that producers and/or stakeholders want to 
communicate directly. Solidaridad keeps a registry of the entrances (PQRS) 
which came via Whatsapp. A historical registry of answers is also saved. 
Further information on the grievance mechanism is detailed in folder CAR 8 – 
Communication grievance mechanism. 
 
VVB response (15/05/2025) 
can be changed to a FAR to check during the next verification if the farmers 
have better knowledge about the grievance mechanisms 
 
Acorn response(15/08/2025) 
The project team has implemented a training strategy for cooperatives and 
farmers, including:  

- Cooperative training dashboards 
- Grievance Mechanism 
- Email strategies 

X  
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o How was this funded? 
o Was any of the CO2 sequestered monetized? 

C. Findings (describe) Additionality demonstration has been included in the ADD (Part C) and was 
discussed during the audit, there is information on the regulatory surplus and 
proof of several barriers.  
 
During the on-site visit and in the interviews with the farmers, it was 
evidenced that agroforestry is a common practice in the project area. Most of 
the farmers visited have been planting some trees on their farms for different 
uses. Solidaridad, with the mobilization and sensitization activities, has 
contributed and is contributing to improving and consolidating the 
agroforestry practices, from randomly planting some trees on the farms to 
designing appropriate agroforestry systems (species selection, planting frame, 
management, and maintenance).  
 
However, a large majority of the interviewed participants did not know that 
the project has a durability period of 20 years, therefore CAR 09/2024 was 
issued. 
 

D. Conformance  
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

E. Corrective Actions 
(describe) 

CAR 09/2024 converted to FAR 01/2024 VAL 
 
Acorn shall demonstrate that project participants are aware that the project 
has a durability period of 20 years. 
 
FAR 01/2024 VAL (idem to CAR) 
Acorn shall demonstrate that project participants are aware that the project 
has a durability period of 20 years. 
 

F. Acorn’s Response (if 
applicable) 

Acorn response (26/02/2025) 
Solidaridad Nicaragua has shared a random sample of participant agreements.  
 
VVB response (15/05/2025) 
Can be changed to a FAR to check during the next verification to check if all 
the participants have signed an agreement and are aware of the project 
durability period of 20 years. 
 
Acorn response (27/06/2025) 
All participant agreements have been signed and are made accessible for 
sampling. 
 
VVB response (08/08/2025) 
A sample of the participant agreements was requested. 
 
Acorn response (15/08/2025) 
All the requested Participant Agreements were shared. 
 
VVB response (13/09/2025) 

X 
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B. Guidance Notes for 
Validators 

Discuss with project staff and communities to understand how the baseline 
assessment was conducted and how the socio-economic monitoring plan 
developed out of this. Assess in particular: 

• Whether the livelihoods indicators can effectively monitoring socio-
economic changes taking place 

• The extent to which women, disadvantaged people and other social 
groups have been involved project processes and whether the selected 
indicators will enable impacts on them to be determined 

Whether any groups in the community are likely to be adversely affected by 
the project and whether there are any mitigation meausures in place to 
address this. If so, are the mitigation actions appropriate and understood by 
relevant people? 

C. Findings (describe) The project baseline assessment is described in Part E of the ADD and was 
done following section 5.4 of the Acorn Framework (100 farmers were 
originally surveyed for the baseline assessment). During the interviews with 
the farmers the input data of this survey was confirmed and assessed to be 
correct. 
 
Local livelihood and environmental potential positive impacts will be able to 
be monitored with the indicators included in the ADD. No negative 
environmental or socioeconomic impacts have been identified. Likewise, no 
adverse effect on any type of community group has been identified during the 
validation. 

D. Conformance  
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

E. Corrective Actions 
(describe) 

None 

F. Acorn’s Response (if 
applicable) 

N/A 

G. Status (if applicable) N/A 

H. Forward Actions 
(describe, if 
applicable) 

None 

I. Other N/A 

 

  

X 
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F. Acorn’s Response (if 
applicable) 

Acorn response (26/02/2025) 
Evidence for the resolved overlaps due to adjustments were shared. 
 
VVB response (15/05/2025) 
The auditor requested evidence that the project areas under the ACORN 
protocol are not incorporated into national initiatives and requests further 
evidence that action been taken for the plots where Plan Vivo recommends 
changes (plots 1 to 12, 13, 14,15, 19, 20, 21, 23, 25 & 42). 

 
Acorn response (27/06/2025) 
The project team has conducted multiple conversations with the government, 
but unfortunately, there has been no positive outcome. Evidence on this 
communication was shared. It is also confirmed that the polygons that were 
initially identified as overlapped with Taking Root were corrected. Currently, 
Plan Vivo is performing a second analysis as both projects have grown more. 
 
VVB response (08/08/2025) 
The auditor requested evidence that the project areas under the ACORN 
protocol are not incorporated into national initiatives and requests further 
evidence regarding the second analisys by Plan Vivo. 
 
Acorn response (15/08/2025) 
There are not further updates regarding the letter of approval given by the 
government. And the second overlap assessment done by Plan Vivo found 
more cases of overlap. Evidence of this was shared. 
 
VVB response (09/10/2025) 
Based on Plan Vivo comments to the review of this requirement assessment 
the NIR remains open “The validation of the Solidarid Nicaragua project 
cannot be closed until the overlap with Taking Root has been closed.” 
 

Acorn response (09/01/2026) 
Acorn shared evidence that there are no national initiatives.  
The local partner is working on solving the overlap, but in the 
meantime all plots with any overlap with Taking Root are removed from 
the verification package and the geojson-files. In this case even if the 
plot with overlap finally belongs to the Acorn project, these plots are 
not part of this verification. This is the most conservative solution while 
proceeding with the verification. The updated geojson file, where 
overlapping plots with the taking root project are removed, was shared. 
 
VVB response (06/02/2026 & 19/05/2026) 
The evidence shared by Acorn is sufficient to the first part of this NIR. 
And after confirmation from Plan Vivo that there currently is no overlap 
with “Taking root” Project, the second part of this NIR can be closed as 
well. 
 

G. Status (if applicable) Closed 
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B. Guidance Notes for 
Validators 

Request data that demonstrates the number of participants interviewed for 
the socio-economic and biodiversity indicators baseline. 

C. Findings (describe) The number of surveyed participants for project baseline assessment, as 
indicated in the ADD Part D (Project Baseline Assessment), has been 100,  
evidencing the fulfillment of this requirement (the number is close to 2,5% of 
the current project participants, bigger than 1% of the current project 
participants, equal to the suggested maximum). The ADD includes only the 
conclusions and summary results of the survey. The validation team has 
checked with Acorn the complete survey database. 

D. Conformance  
Yes 

 
No 

 
N/A 

E. Corrective Actions 
(describe) 

None 

F. Acorn’s Response (if 
applicable) 

N/A 

G. Status (if applicable) N/A 

H. Forward Actions 
(describe, if 
applicable) 

None 

I. Other N/A 

 

X 




