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RESPONSE TO REQUESTS FOR REVIEW  
 
Bureau Ver i tas Cert i f icat ion had performed the val idat ion of  the CDM Project  No. 1131 
– "4.5 MW Wind Power Project  in  Kadavakal lu,  Andhra Pradesh".   
 
Subsequent ly,  there have been three requests for  review.  
 
We thank the CDM Execut ive Board and the Secretar iat  for  g iv ing us the opportuni ty to 
c lar i fy  about our considerat ions in  val idat ing the said project .   
 
Two requests ra ised are ident ical  and are reproduced below:  
 
1.  Further just i f icat ion is  required of  the use of  the 2006 tar i f f  in the investment 
analysis as the investment decis ion was taken in 2004/2005.  
 
The th i rd request  had the above along wi th the one reproduced below: 
 
2.  The PP/DOE shal l  provide informat ion in t ransparent  manner,  on the appl icat ion of  
the combined margin and i ts  appl icat ions 
 
We wish to c lar i fy  our stand for  each of  these issues as given below:   
 
Reasons for  Request  for  
Review  

Bureau Ver i tas Cert i f icat ion’s response  

1.  Further just i f icat ion is  
required of  the use of  the 
2006 tar i f f  in the 
investment analysis as 
the investment decis ion 
was taken in 2004/2005. 

The decis ion for  consider ing 2006 tar i f f  is  based on the 
fo l lowing:  
 
The PP had requested APTRANSCO for enter ing into a 
PPA dur ing the conceptual isat ion stage in 2004/2005, and 
no response was received by the PP for  a lmost one and 
hal f  years inspi te of  several  communicat ions wi th 
APTRANSCO and their  successor APCPDCL for  enter ing 
into a PPA. (Please refer  evidence 1).  
The val idat ion team could access the var ious 
correspondences wi th the APTRANSCO /  APCPDCL in th is 
regard and no decis ion on tar i f f  was avai lable to the M/s 
Hyderabad Chemicals Ltd. ,  the Project  Proponent (PP) 
even af ter  commissioning.  
The PDD also discusses about these in Sect ion B 5 page 
11 & 12. 
Dur ing the val idat ion,  i t  was also ver i f ied that  the PP was 
export ing power to the Southern Grid wi thout a PPA in 
p lace and there was no revenue generated f rom the power 
exported.   
Though the investment decis ion was taken in 2004/2005, 
the prevai l ing condi t ions were not  conducive for  the 
maximum tar i f f  [Rs.  3.37] ,  which is only a guidel ine,  f ixed 
by APTRANSCO and not  a guarantee.  The neighbour ing 
states (Tami l  Nadu) had a lower tar i f f  of  around Rs. 2.7 



( refer  URL  
http://tnerc.tn.nic.in/orders/nces%20order%20-
approved%20order%20host%20copy.pdf   
 
We observed that the PPA signed by the PP with APTRANSCO is also 
at Rs. 2.7. 
 
(Please refer  Annex 1A & 1B – Two PPAs at  Rs 2.70 per 
uni t  sale of  power which was s igned on 09/06/2006) 
 
Incidental ly  on 06/06/2006 there was also a news i tem in 
the Hyderabad edi t ion of  Business Standard (a news paper)  
that  one of  the leading Wind Energy generator  suppl iers 
M/s Enercon India Limited is  d ismant l ing 23 wind mi l ls  set  
up a cost  of  Rs 110 Crores in Kurnool  d ist r ic t  of  Andhra 
Pradesh because the reasons s i ted above. (Please refer  
Annex 2).  
I t  is  our submission that  these were the reasons based on 
which the investment analysis based on 2006 tar i f fs  but  
matching wi th 2004/2005 tar i f f  in neighbour ing state of  
Tami l  Nadu was accepted by the val idat ion team. 
 

2.  The PP/DOE shal l  
provide informat ion in 
t ransparent  manner,  on 
the appl icat ion of  the 
combined margin and i ts  
calculat ions 

Dur ing the val idat ion process the val idat ion team ver i f ied 
the appl icat ion and calculat ion of  combined margin.   
The emission factor  as per the CO2 basel ine database 
publ ished by Central  Electr ic i ty  Author i ty (CEA) Ver 1.1 
December 2006 had been considered.   
Refer Annex 3.   
I t  may be noted that  the project  was submit ted for  
registrat ion in May 2007, and the above database was the 
latest  version avai lable at  that  t ime. 
More over i t  may also be noted that  the weights for  
combined margin is  considered on a 50:50 rat io for  
operat ing and bui ld margins even though ACM 0002 
permits 75:25 rat io for  wind parks.  I t  may be noted that  the 
EF 0.86 based on 50:50 rat io is  less than 0.93 based on 
75:25 rat io.  
The val idat ion team is of  the opinion,  that  the calculat ions 
are t ransparent  and conservat ive.   
 

 
The project  proponent a long wi th their  response has provided al l  the necessary 
evidences.  We have ver i f ied al l  the evidences and conf i rm that  they are re l iable and in 
accordance wi th the requirements.   
 
We hope that  the explanat ion provided above is sat is factory and request  you to k indly 
register  the project .  
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