
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. 1642 – 
"SHYAM DRI WHR CPP" .   
 
Subsequent ly,  there have been four 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 .   
 
Our responses to the quer ies are given below: 
 
Reasons for  Request  
for  Review  

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

1.  Further c lar i f icat ion 
is  required on how the 
DOE has val idated 
that  the economic 
compar ison of  the 
cost  of  e lectr ic i ty  
product ion f rom a 25 
MW coal  based power 
plant  wi th that  of  the 
15 MW project  act iv i ty  
is  appropr iate.  
 

The f inancial  analysis has been conducted based on the 
level ised cost  of  power f rom a coal  based plant  v is-à-v is the 
WHRB based project  act iv i ty .  
 
In the absence of  the project  act iv i ty,  15 MW (equivalent  of  
the project)  capaci ty would be an integral  part  of  25 MW coal  
based power plant .  This is  for  the s imple reason that  PP would 
instal l  a 25 MW capaci ty wi th sui table conf igurat ion rather 
than a combinat ion of  15 MW & 10 MW coal  based power 
plants operat ing independent ly.  
 
Therefore,  Val idat ion team accepted the considerat ion that  the 
level ised cost  of  power f rom a 15 MW coal  based power plant  
in basel ine would be same as that  for  25 MW coal  based 
power plant .  Therefore,  actual ly  the level ised cost  of  power of  
25 MW coal  based power plant  is  compared wi th that  of  the 
project  act iv i ty.  
 
We wish to fur ther explain how conservat ive assumpt ions are 
used in the level ised power cost ing -  
a. As explained in the PDD, WHRB and AFBC boi lers through 

a common steam header provide steam to the turbine.  We 
have therefore factored and apport ioned the common costs 
involved in the instal lat ion and operat ion of  both the AFBC 
as wel l  as the WHRBs, whi le arr iv ing at  the level ised cost  
of  power of  the project  act iv i ty  
 
For the WHRB cost ing,  the val idat ion team did not  accept 
cost ing of  an independent fu l l - f ledged WHRB. Instead, the 
val idat ion team insisted that  the cost  of  p lanned 
conf igurat ion [15 MW WHRB + 10 MW AFBC boi lers + 
common turbines]  be considered.  Accordingly,  the WHRB 
cost  is  worked out  af ter  a l locat ing the cost  of  common 
equipment on pro-rata basis towards WHRB. Same 
approach was insisted for  the manpower numbers and 
associated costs.  Thus per MW capi ta l  and manpower cost  
actual ly  used is lower than that  for  an independent WHRB 
based power plant .  Hence the level ised cost  of  power of  
project  act iv i ty actual ly considered is lower than that  



would work out  for  an independent WHRB based power 
plant .  

b. The val idat ion team insisted that  the cost ing for  the 25 
MW capaci ty coal  based power be used rather than high 
capaci ty u l t ra mega power plants.  In such calculat ion,  the 
val idat ion team also insisted that  the conf igurat ion 
considered should be wi th mul t ip le uni ts [boi lers and 
turbines]  rather than s ingle uni ts.  Thus the capi ta l  and 
manpower cost  for  25 MW capaci ty coal-based power plant  
actual ly  considered in calculat ions is  h igher than that  for  a 
s ingle equipment p lant .  Hence the level ised cost  of  power 
for  the basel ine plant  is  h igher than the s ingle equipment 
conf igurat ion.  Further,  i t  is  noted that  the level ised cost  of  
power calculated in th is manner is  a lso higher than that  
used by a few of  the previously registered projects using 
cost  based on much higher capaci t ies of  u l t ra mega 
projects.  

 
The basis for  acceptance of  assumpt ions is  a l ready explained 
in the val idat ion report .  

2.  Further c lar i f icat ion 
is  required on how the 
DOE has val idated 
the barr ier  analysis,  
in part icular  i t  should 
be c lar i f ied what th i rd 
party evidence has 
been assessed to 
determine the 
prohibi t ive nature of  
the barr iers.  
 

Val idat ion team has assessed the technological  barr iers and 
was convinced about the operat ional  d i f f icul t ies leading to 
lower PLF. The operat ional  d i f f icul t ies were considered 
appropr iate based on let ters provided f rom di f ferent  suppl iers 
of  Sponge Iron plants1.  The 66% PLF was accepted as 
reasonable assumpt ion based on the ver i f ied data of  the 
registered CDM projects (Reference Numbers: 515, 526, 
556, 678, 696).  This was fur ther supported by product ion 
detai ls  of  s imi lar  p lant  in the region of  Chhat isgarh and Orissa 
(under val idat ion wi th the same DOE).  
As explained in the val idat ion report  (page 16),  val idat ion 
team did not  consider other barr iers as prohibi t ive in nature.   

3.  Given the t ime gap 
between the decis ion 
to invest  in the 
project  act iv i ty  and 
the commencement of  
val idat ion,  the DOE 
should state wi th what 
level  of  assurance i t  
considers that  th is 
project  act iv i ty  would 
not  have been 
implemented wi thout 
the CDM. 

Project  part ic ipant  has provided the detai led chronology of  
events f rom date of  board resolut ion to the date of  submission 
of  project  for  request  for  registrat ion.  We have ver i f ied al l  the 
steps for  their  correctness along-wi th wi th their  dated 
evidences and these are found to be in order.  

4.  Further c lar i f icat ion 
is  required on how the 
DOE has val idated 
the basel ine 
determinat ion,  in 
part icular  that  the 

The project  act iv i ty  is  part  of  the power generat ion faci l i ty  for  
provid ing power for  capt ive consumpt ion consist ing of  
integrated steel  complex to produce Sponge Iron,  Steel  b i l lets,  
Re-rol led Products,  Ferro Al loys and Coal  Washery.  This is  to 
be implemented in a phased manner star t ing wi th sponge i ron 
plant  fo l lowed by other faci l i t ies.  In order to provide power to 

                                                 
1 Letters from: Avani Industrial Machineries (P) Ltd (Appendix –1) and Hari Machines Limited (Appendix –2). 



coal  based capt ive 
power plant  is  a more 
economical ly  
at t ract ive al ternat ive 
than the cont inuat ion 
of  gr id e lectr ic i ty  
imports.  

the sponge i ron faci l i ty ,  t i l l  the capt ive power was avai lable,  
project  part ic ipant  resorted to gr id power as a make shi f t  
arrangement.  Hence import  of  gr id  power is  not  a pre-project  
scenar io.  
 
Cont inuous /  uninterrupted power supply is  a very cr i t ical  input  
for  steel  making process.  Since the gr id supply was proven to 
be inconsistent  and unrel iable,  import  of  power f rom gr id was 
not  considered as a basel ine al ternat ive.  
 
Nevertheless,  even i f  import  of  gr id power is  considered as a 
basel ine al ternat ive,  i t  is  observed that  coal  based power is  
cheaper than gr id power.  Refer the WESCO (Western 
Electr ic i ty  Supply Company of  Or issa Limited) power tar i f f  
schedule2;  i t  is  c lear that  the power import  cost  f rom gr id 
(consider ing only energy charges) was Rs.  3.00 per KWh 
Consider ing a minimum cost  of  35 paise towards demand 
charges,  the cost  of  import ing power would be Rs.  3.35 per 
KWh. Both these costs are higher than the coal  based power 
generat ion (Rs.  1.14 per KWh3).  
 
Therefore the coal  based power generat ion,  being the 
cheapest  a l ternat ive is  accepted as the basel ine scenar io.  

5.  Moni tor ing plan 
should include 
moni tor ing of  the 
electr ic i ty  suppl ied to 
the gr id and 
electr ic i ty  imported 
f rom the gr id.  

Since gr id power was nei ther the basel ine scenar io nor a 
basel ine al ternat ive,  the val idat ion team did not  insist  on 
including these parameters in the moni tor ing plan.  
 
However,  as di rected by EB, we wi l l  ask PP to include these 
parameters in the moni tor ing plan.  
We request  EB to enable the web inter face for  uploading the 
revised PDD. 

 
The project  proponent has provided the stated evidences.  We have ver i f ied al l  these 
evidences and conf i rm that  they provide the informat ion stated in the response.  
 
We hope that  the explanat ion provided above is sat isfactory and request CDM EB to k indly 
register  the project . 

                                                                                                                                                                         
2 WESCO (Western Electricity Supply Company of Orissa Limited); Tariff at a glance (Appendix – 3). 
3 For Calculation of levelized cost refer the levelized cost working already submitted. 
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