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	Name of person / organization responsible for completing and submitting this form
	Ralph Harthan, Lambert Schneider / Öko-Institut e.V.

	Contact information (address, phone, e-mail …)
	   Öko-Institut e.V.

    Novalisstr. 10

    10115 Berlin

Phone: +49 – 30 – 280 486 80

Email: r.harthan@oeko.de




	Related F-CDM-NM document ID number
	F-CDM-NM0017

	Comment on the proposed new methodologies:
Based on an assessment of the F-CDM-NMB, the F-CDM-NMM and the draft CDM-PDD, evaluate the proposed new baseline and /or monitoring methodologies.  

	Recommendations on the baseline methodology: 

	 Title of baseline methodology:>> Steam efficiency improvements by replacing 

steam traps and reusing hot-water condensate 


General comment: Information sources for the assessment of the proposed methodology is taken from whole document, i.e. from the PDD and the corresponding annexes, as relevant information is spread throughout these documents.


	i. Conditions under which methodology is applicable to other potential projects (e.g. project type, region, data availability, etc.):


ii. Strengths and weaknesses of the methodology:


iii. Any changes needed to improve the methodology:

a. Minor changes:
b. Major changes: 


	Recommendations on the monitoring methodology(ies):

	Title of monitoring methodology(ies): >>

	i. Conditions under which methodology is applicable to other potential projects (e.g. project type, region, data availability, etc.):

 
ii.
Strengths and weaknesses of the methodology:


iii.
Any changes needed to improve the methodology:

a. Minor changes:
b. Major changes: 


	Details of the comments on the proposed new methodology:

	 Section 2: New baseline methodology (specify title here): Steam efficiency improvements by replacing steam traps and reusing hot-water condensate

	Section 2.1: Short description of methodology (including assessment of which approach was used) 

a) description of methodology

>>
b) approach used

>>
c) summary indication of why the approach is most appropriate

>>


	Section 2.2.: Basis for determining the baseline scenario:

a) Does the documentation explain how the baseline is chosen, taking into account paragraph 45(e)?

>>The actual state of steam traps and (if existing) recovery of condensate is considered to be BAU. Several barriers are described to underline this assumption (pp. 9 and 14/15 PDD) such as: a) Energy management is not a priority in industrial facilities, b) lack of knowledge and c) lack of finance, absence of energy service companies. 
b) What is the underlying rationale for algorithms/formulae (e.g. marginal vs. average etc).

>>The underlying rationale of the baseline is that the condition of the steam traps and of the condensate recovery system, as it is today in the considered refineries, is BAU. No quantitative reference is made with respect to other refineries, which could describe an average or a marginal situation in the refinery sector. The implicit assumption of this baseline is that no repair and maintenances measures (with respect to the condition of the steam traps and the condensate recovery) would be carried out in the absence of the project.   
c) Does the methodology demonstrate that a project activity is additional and therefore not the baseline scenario? 

>>Project participants provide explanations that the project is considered additional.  However, these explanations are quite weak and do not demonstrate additionality (see explanations below).
d) How does the methodology demonstrate that a project activity is additional and therefore not the baseline scenario?

>>
It is postulated that due to the above mentioned barriers the energy efficiency measures would not be carried out in the absence of CDM.
e) What is your assessment of the appropriateness and adequacy of the basis for determining the baseline scenario?

>>The basis for the baseline determination is quite weak. Several barriers are mentioned, which are stated to be responsible for a non-implementation of energy saving measures in Chinese refineries.  However, funding was available for the first phase of the energy saving project (p. 9 PDD): "In the first phase of the project (3 facilities out of 7), Armstrong financed the projects under a risky and commercially unsustainable contract agreement".  The latter argument of an "unsustainable contract agreement" is not convincing, since the activities have successfully been carried out.  It appears that there was sufficient economic interest in the first phase of the energy saving measures.  Moreover, as there is no comparison with other refineries in China and as the condition of the Fushun refineries is considered the baseline, no clear picture of the particular barriers in China is given.  If on the one hand it is stated that, "the financing for the project must compete with other company priorities", and that, "the ESCO market is non-existent in China" (p. 9 PDD) and on the other hand it appears that there was financing for the first phase of the project, it must be explained explicitly why the second phase cannot be financed the way the first phase was financed.  The methodology lacks clear criteria (e.g. the internal rate of return, as far as the barrier "priority in industrial facilities" is considered) to seperate additional from non-additional energy saving measures. 

	Section 2.3.  Assessment of methodology description 

a) what is the adequacy of the methodology description?

       >>
b) What is the appropriateness of the methodology to the proposed project activity and project context for which it is suggested? 

>>The emission reductions are considered to be the difference between the pre-project and the post-project state. However, as stated above, the pre-project condition is not necessarily equal to the baseline. In that point, the methodology is insufficient.
c) Does the baseline scenario reasonably represent the anthropogenic emissions by sources of greenhouse gases that would occur in the absence of the proposed project activity?  Explain.
>>See discussion about additionality in section 2.2.

	Section 2.4: Assessment of formulae/algorithms:

a) Does the methodology description include a process and generic formulae that can be applied to other potential project activities? (if not, it will be considered as a project-specific methodology that is not appropriate to use in other situations)
>>The formulae are based on measured data (such as temperature, pressure, mass flow), general assumptions (such as heating value, carbon content) and general ("industry-accepted" (p. 51 PDD))  methods for steam trap surveys. The formula can therefore be applied to other project activities of that type as well.
b) What is the spatial level of data used to determine the baseline and is this level appropriate?

>>The data is site-specific (pressure, temperature, mass flow), which is appropriate.
c) What is the vintage of data (compared to the start of the project crediting period) (number of years) and is this vintage of data appropriate?

>>Activity data are measured actual data - this is appropriate.

	Section2.5. Definition of the project boundary related to the baseline methodology:

Coverage of project boundary:

a. Gases and sources

>>Only CO2
b. Physical delineation
>>Industrial facilities where steam is produced and used.
Is this project boundary appropriate?

>>It has to be checked whether there is an additional energy consumption related to condensate treatment (deaeration etc.), which would then lead to additional project emissions.


	Section 2.6:Key parameters/assumptions:

a) list the key implicit and explicit assumptions (if any)

>>1. Carbon content of coal

    2. Heating value of coal 

     3. Boiler efficiency

     4. Overall electricity consumption of pumps does not increase with recirculation of condensate 

b) where are the data obtained (e.g. official statistics, expert judgement)?

>>1. Industry analysis, 2. Data from Shanxi region, 3. "General acknowledged boiler efficiency for medium and large coal burning boilers in FP", 4. Expert judgement
c) are how the key assumptions arrived at transparent?

>>
d) what is the acceptability of these assumptions? (e.g. your expert judgement on the reliability, accuracy, adequacy of the emission factors, activity data and other assumptions).

>>1. The carbon content varies over quite a broad range, especially for lignite. An average carbon content value (70 %) is therefore not appropriate. Data must be more specific to the coal used in the plant. 2. Regional values - this is generally appropriate.  However, the values should correspond to the actually used coal (which is not clear on p. 65 PDD). 3. Efficiency values should be plant- (boiler-) specific. If the actual efficiency is not known, the design value should be taken (which is conservative, as it can be assumed that the efficiency is best at its design value and decreases with boiler deterioration with time and under part-load conditions). 4. Valid assumption.

	Section 2.7. 
Assessment of uncertainties:

Does the methodology include an assessment of uncertainties in:

a) basis for determining the baseline scenario?

>>
b) formulae/algorithms?

>>
c) data sources and assumptions?

>>
d) are the uncertainties presented reasonable?

>>

	Section 2.8.
Leakage

a) How does the baseline methodology addresses any potential leakage of the project activity?

>>
b) Is this an appropriate and adequate treatment for leakage?

>>

	Section 2.9.
Transparency and conservativeness:

a) was the baseline methodology developed in a transparent way?

>>
b) Is the baseline methodology conservative?

>>

	Section 3.
Other strengths and weaknesses of the baseline methodology: 

>>

	Section 4.  Other considerations, such as a description of how national and/or sectoral policies and circumstances have been taken into account: 

>>


	Section 5. Applicability of methodology across project types and regions

>>

	Section 6. Any other comments

a) Has the approach been applied to the project appropriately?

>>
b) Other than documentation on this proposed project activity available on the UNFCCC website, has any other documentation has been used in evaluating this project, and if so, what?

>>

	New monitoring methodology(ies)

	In respect of new monitoring methodology(ies), evaluate each section of Annex 4. Please provide your comments section by section:

Brief description of new methodology:

Description of new methodology:

>>
Assessment of whether and why this methodology is appropriate:

>>
Data:

Where are the data obtained (e.g. official statistics, expert judgement)?

>>
Leakage:

>>
Assumptions used:
a) list the key implicit and explicit assumptions (if any)

>>The recording frequency for some parameters is unclear.  It is stated to be in most cases three months.  However, the document is not clear, whether these parameters are measured continuesly and only a mean value is determined every three months, or if these key parameters are really only measured every three months.
b) are how the key assumptions arrived at transparent?

>>
c) what is the acceptability of these assumptions? (e.g. your expert judgement on the reliability, accuracy, adequacy of the emission factors, activity data and other assumptions).

>>The temperature and the pressure of steam system are usually not constant, but change on the short term, depending on the process conditions.  Temperature, pressure and boiler efficiency may furthermore be affected by part load operation.  The heating value and carbon content may change as the quality of the fuel supply may change.  For this reason, the most important key parameters should be measured continously.  It is rather unlikely that these parameters are constant over a period of three months.  Temperature, pressure and boiler efficiency may change on the short term, while the heating value and the carbon content may change on the mid term.  The recording frequency should be chosen accordingly.  The recording frequency of the different mass flows should be shorter as well, as the steam savings do not only depend on the specific values (temperature etc.), but also on the absolute values (mass flow). As a consequence of this, it is also not appropriate to use a constant carbon emissions factor (CEF) (pp. 65/66 PDD).

p. 62 PDD: "The carbon content of fuel may be based on the default emission factors". This is not acceptable due to the wide range of carbon content between differents types of coal and due to the possibility of a variation of coal quality with time. 

QA/QC procedures:
>>
Potential strengths and weaknesses of the methodology:

>>
Application of methodology elsewhere:

>>

	Please also address the following

	Applicability of methodology across project types and regions



	Any other comments
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