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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 " Instal lat ion of  Wind 

power project  by Ki lburn Chemicals Ltd” .  (Hereaf ter  cal led “ the project”)  located at  

Ukkirankotta i  and Sundankur ichi  v i l lages of  Ti runelvel i  Distr ic t  in Tami l  nadu, India.  

The request  for  registrat ion was made in August  2008 (Reference number:  1690).   

Subsequent ly,  there have been 3 ( three) requests  for  review, which were received on 

27/11/2008.  Since al l  the requests are ident ical ,  we are provid ing common responses 

to the issues that  have been raised.   

Our response to the request  for  review points have referred to var ious annexes which 

are at tached by Project  Part ic ipant  a long-wi th their  response. 

  

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 .  

 
Question 1 
  
The DOE is requested to further clarify that prior consideration of benefits from 
CDM has been made according to EB 41, Annex 45 paragraphs 5 and 6.  In 
part icular,  the DOE shall  clarify how the project can be commissioned within 1.5 
month after signing of the turbine purchase agreement.  
 
DOE Response 
 
We bel ieve the reference above should be read as EB41, Annex 46 paragraphs 5 and 6.  

As per para 5.a of  Annex 46,  EB 41, the project  part ic ipant  must indicate awareness of  

the CDM pr ior  to the project  act iv i ty  star t  date,  and that  the benef i ts  of  the CDM were a 

decis ive factor  in the decis ion to proceed wi th the project .  Evidence to support  th is 

would include, inter  a l ia,  minutes and/or notes re lated to the considerat ion of  the 

decis ion by the Board of  Directors,  or  equivalent ,  of  the project  part ic ipant,  to 

undertake the project  as a CDM project  act iv i ty .  

 

In the minutes of  the meet ing of  the Board of  Directors of  M/s.  Ki lburn Chemicals 

L imited held on 25/07/2005 (Annexure 1 of  PP response) wherein the decis ion to invest  

in windmi l ls  had taken place,  the project  part ic ipant  has discussed about the CDM 

benef i ts  and i ts  impact  on the returns f rom the project .   This project  act iv i ty  of  M/s.  

Ki lburn Chemicals L imi ted star ted on 01/08/2005 wi th the placing of  purchase orders for  

the f i rs t  Suzlon make 1250 kW WTG.  This is  ver i f ied through the purchase order p laced 

by Ki lburn Chemicals L imited on Suzlon Energy Limited (Annexure 2 of  PP response).   

Thus i t  is  evident that  project  part ic ipant was aware of  the CDM pr ior  to the project  
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act iv i ty star t  date,  and that  the benef i ts  of  the CDM were a decis ive factor  in the 

decis ion to proceed wi th the said windmi l l  project .  

 

As per the paragraph 5.b.  of  Annex 46,  EB 41, the project  part ic ipant  must indicate,  by 

means of  re l iable evidence, that  cont inuing and real  act ions were taken to secure CDM 

status for  the project  in paral le l  wi th i ts  implementat ion.   Evidence to support  th is 

should include,  inter  a l ia,  contracts wi th consul tants for  CDM/PDD/ methodology 

serv ices,  Emission Reduct ion Purchase Agreements or  other documentat ion re lated to 

the sale of  the potent ia l  CERs ( including correspondence wi th mul t i la teral  f inancial  

inst i tut ions or  carbon funds),  evidence of  agreements or  negot iat ions wi th a DOE for  

val idat ion serv ices,  submission of  a new methodology to the CDM Execut ive Board,  

publ icat ion in newspaper,  interv iews wi th  DNA, ear l ier  correspondence on the project  

wi th the DNA or the UNFCCC secretar iat ;  

 

The detai led chronology of  events f rom the date of  decis ion making t i l l  val idat ion is 

submit ted in the project  part ic ipant ’s response.  From the purchase order dated 

01/08/2005 (Annexure 2 of  PP response) in page 5 of  7 i t  could be seen that  under 

general  terms of  the order,  the project  part ic ipant  has made i t  c lear that  the suppl ier  

M/s.  Suzlon Energy wi l l  have to make necessary arrangements for  passing on the CDM 

benef i ts  f rom the date of  commissioning through Suzlon’s associate company ie. ,  M/s.  

Synergy Global  and that  Suzlon has to faci l i tate for  MOU between M/s.  Synergy Global  

and the project  part ic ipant  M/s.  Ki lburn Chemicals L imited.   Thus the val idat ion team is 

convinced of  the intent ion of  the project  par t ic ipant to avai l  the CDM status in paral le l  

to the implementat ion of  the project .  

 

The chronology of  events as given by the project  part ic ipant  indicates cont inued real  

act ions by project  part ic ipant  to secure CDM status for  the project  act iv i ty .  Notable 

delay is evident af ter  appointment of  the consul tant  in February 2006. Project  

part ic ipant  has provided wi th evidence an explanat ion for  th is delay f rom part  of  the 

f i rst  appointed consul tant  M/s.  Synergy Global .  Refer the minutes of  the meet ing 

referred in the chronology of  events.   Hence the project  part ic ipant had to shi f t  to the 

second consul tant ,  thus causing delay in val idat ion.    

 

The val idat ion team ver i f ied the evidences for  a l l  the act ions l is ted in the chronology by 

the project  part ic ipant to note that  the project  part ic ipant  has been cont inuously 

fo l lowing and taking act ions to secure the CDM status and hence is convinced of  the 

CDM considerat ion for  the project  act iv i ty .    
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As evident f rom the purchase order dated 01/08/2005 (Annexure 2 of  PP response),  i t  is  

to be noted that  the project  part ic ipant has speci f ied that  the del ivery schedule be 

before 20th September 2005 in the purchase order i tsel f .   Suzlon Energy Limited has 

accepted the order based on th is del ivery schedule and conf i rmed to Ki lburn Chemicals 

L imited that  the foundat ion is a l ready completed,  the mater ia ls are avai lable at  s i te and 

the proposed commissioning date of  the WTG is 25th to 28th September 2005 

(Annexure 4 of  PP response).   Further,  the constant  fo l low-up correspondences the 

project  part ic ipant  had wi th the suppl ier  ie . ,  Suzlon Energy Limited (Annexure 5 to 

Annexure 11 of  PP response) a lso conf i rms that  the var ious stages s ince placing of  the 

order and the windmi l l  was commissioned on 15 t h  September 2005 ie. ,  in 45 days and 

wi th in the st ipulated t imel ine as per the contract .   Suzlon Energy Limited fur ther 

conf i rmed (Annexure 12 of  PP response) that  th is was possible due to the avai labi l i ty  of  

project  re lated resources and mater ia ls at  s i te .   Thus the project  part ic ipant  was able to 

commission wi th in 1.5 month af ter  s igning of  the turbine purchase agreement.  

 

Question 2 
 
The DOE is requested to further clarify why the sensit ivity analysis was carried 
out for the generated power only,  but not for other key input values. 
 
DOE Response 
 
As per the guidance on investment analysis ,  only var iables,  including the in i t ia l  

investment cost ,  that  const i tute more than 20% of  e i ther tota l  project  costs or  tota l  

project  revenues should be subjected to reasonable var iat ion (a l l  parameters var ied 

need not  necessar i ly  be subjected to both negat ive and posi t ive var iat ions of  the same 

magni tude),  and the resul ts of  th is var iat ion should be presented in the PDD and be 

reproducible in the associated spreadsheets.  

 

Since th is is  a windmi l l  project ,  the only source of  revenue is f rom the sale to gr id /  

e lectr ic i ty  b i l l  adjustment by wheel ing of  power to PP’s manufactur ing uni t .  The revenue 

is dependent on the power tar i f f  and power generat ion as presented below: 

Revenue  = power tar i f f  *  power generat ion.  

As i t  is  evident,  the var iables are the power generat ion and the tar i f f  only.   The 

var iat ion of  power cost  had already been bui l t  in the f inancials as per the PPA.  A ±10% 

var iat ion in e i ther of  these var iables ( tar i f f  or  PLF) would resul t  in the same change in 

the revenue and in turn af fect  the IRR to the same extent .   Hence the choice of  PLF as 
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var iable for  the sensi t iv i ty  analysis is  just i f ied and even wi th a + 10% var iat ion in PLF, 

the IRR was only 14.84% and has not  crossed the benchmark value of  14.88%.   

 

The other parameters,  that  const i tute more than 20% of  e i ther tota l  project  costs or  

tota l  project  revenues could be the capi ta l  cost  and O&M cost .  As far  as th is project  of  

Ki lburn Chemicals L imi ted is  concerned, the O & M charges were INR 21.32 lacs,  which 

is just  2% of  tota l  project  cost  and hence the project  part ic ipant for  sensi t iv i ty  analysis 

d id not  consider the same.  The summary of  resul ts of  sensi t iv i ty  analysis is  presented 

below.  I t  shal l  be noted that  even wi th a decrease of  10% in the capi ta l  cost ,  the IRR 

does not  cross the benchmark.    

Key Parameters Variations IRR without CDM 

-10% 11.22% 

-5% 12.16% 

0% 13.08% 

+5% 13.97% 

Generat ion 

+10% 14.84% 

-10% 14.76% 

-5% 13.89% Capi ta l  Cost  

0% 13.08% 

 

Thus the val idat ion team accepted the sensi t iv i ty  analysis presented by the PP and 

considered the project  act iv i ty  as addi t ional ,  as demonstrated by the investment 

analysis.  

 
Question 3 
 
The DOE is requested to further clarify how the prevail ing practice barrier is 
val idated and confirmed. 
 
DOE Response 
 
As stated in the val idat ion report ,  the val idat ion team agreed that  var ious barr iers 

d iscussed in the PDD are present.  However,  the val idat ion team was not  convinced that  

these barr iers are prohibi t ive,  s ince th is  has not  prevented fur ther investments on 

windmi l ls  in the state of  Tami l  Nadu.  This is  very c lear ly stated under sect ion 3.2 of  the 

val idat ion report  and that  the project  scenar io  is  considered addi t ional  in compar ison to 

the basel ine scenar io only based on the investment analysis presented by the PDD.  In 

l ine wi th the opinion of  the val idat ion team, the project  part ic ipant  has now chosen to 

remove the discussions in PDD regarding prevai l ing pract ice barr ier .   
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Question 4 
 
The DOE shall  explain why the ex-ante grid baseline emission factor (0.92864 
tCO2/MWh, 0.75 OM: 0.25 BM) is different from the one in the PDD submitted for 
val idation, noting that the factor should be based on the latest available data at  
the date of val idation 
 
DOE Response 
 
The project  “ Instal lat ion of  Wind power project  by Ki lburn Chemicals Ltd”  star ted in the 

year 2005 and has used AMS ID Version 12,  which is  the appl icable and approved 

basel ine and moni tor ing methodology at  the t ime of  PDD submission.   The said 

methodology AMS ID Version 12 is in conjunct ion wi th ACM0002.  AMS ID Version 12 

c lear ly says the combined margin calculat ions are to be calculated as per the 

procedures in the approved methodology ACM 0002.  The project  part ic ipant  chose the 

ex ante approach for  calculat ion of  emission factors.  

 

As per ACM 0002 version 6,  under Step 1 to calculate the operat ing margin emission 

factors i t  is  said that  for  ex-ante calculat ions,  the data avai lable at  the t ime of  PDD 

submission is to be used.   

The Central  Electr ic i ty  Author i ty (CEA) CO2 basel ine database publ ished f rom t ime to 

t ime is in l ine wi th the latest  vers ions of  ACM 0002.  As per th is the CEA CO2 basel ine 

database as avai lable dur ing the t ime of  PDD submission for  web host ing was referred 

for  the ex ante calculat ion of  emission factors.    The project  part ic ipant  whi le submit t ing 

the PDD for  web host ing calculated the emission factor  as per vers ion 2 of  CEA data 

base wi thout consider ing the 0.75 OM:0.25 BM as appl icable to windmi l ls .   The value of  

emission factor  was worked out  wi th equal  weightages,  as 0.85934 kg of  CO2 /  kWh.  

This was also ra ised as a CAR dur ing val idat ion and is addressed in E 3.6 of  Table 2 

and in 1.3.8 of  Table 3,  Appendix A to val idat ion report .   Consider ing the 0.75 OM:0.25 

BM, as per vers ion 2 of  CEA database i tsel f  the correct  emission factor  wi l l  workout to 

0.93 kg of  CO2 /  kWh for  the southern gr id.   

 

However the CEA database has under gone revis ion dur ing June 2007 and subsequent ly 

in December 2007.  Dur ing the val idat ion process,  the PDD has under gone correct ions 

to ensure that  the detai ls  as required are t ransparent ly d iscussed and conservat ive 

est imates are presented in the PDD.  Dur ing th is course of  t ime the vers ion 3 of  the 

CEA database was made publ ic  on 15/12/2007.    Since the latest  vers ion of  the CEA 

data base was avai lable pr ior  to resubmission of  the PDD and the ex ante emission 

factor  calculated is to be constant ly appl ied through out  the credi t ing per iod ( for  the 
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chosen per iod 10 years fur ther to f rom the date of  registrat ion),  to ensure the 

conservat iveness of  the calculated emission factor ,  the values were checked against  

the latest  publ ished CEA data base.   I t  was seen that  for  the southern gr id,  the 

emission factor  based on the new version would lead to marginal  decrease in est imated 

emission reduct ions.   The f inal  vers ion 04 of  the PDD was re submit ted on 08/08/2008 

by the project  part ic ipant as per the latest  vers ion of  the CEA data avai lable,  

consider ing the 0.75 OM:0.25 BM, thus arr iv ing at  an emission factor  of  0.92864 kg of  

CO2 /  kWh.  The project  part ic ipant  d iscussed th is in the descr ipt ion and development 

of  base l ine under sect ion B.4 of  the revised PDD.   

 

Though the di f ference is very minor,  the val idat ion team conf i rmed that  the use of  the 

latest  vers ion of  CEA data base values wi l l  lead to conservat ive est imate of  the 

emission reduct ions and hence the same is accepted dur ing val idat ion.  

 

We have ver i f ied al l  the evidences provided by the PP and conf i rm that  they are re l iable 

and in accordance wi th the requirements of  CDM Execut ive Board.  

 

We hope that  the explanat ion provided above is sat is factory and request  you to k indly 

register  the project .   

 
Thanking you,  
On behal f  of  Bureau Ver i tas Cert i f icat ion Holding SAS  
 
 
 
Dinesh Shetty 
Local  Product  Manager – GHG Services 
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