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Response to request for review 
“Destruction of HFC-23 at Refrigerant (HCFC-22) Manufacturing Facility of 
Chemplast Ltd.” (0499) 
 

Dear Members of the CDM Executive Board,  

We refer to the requests for review raised by three Board members concerning DNV’s request for 
registration of the “Destruction of HFC-23 at Refrigerant (HCFC-22) Manufacturing Facility of 
Chemplast Ltd.” (0499) and would like to provide an initial response to these requests for review.  

DNV herewith provides DNV’s initial response to the issues raised by the requests for review. 
 

1) A comment received by CarbonWatch raises serious questions regarding the additionality of 
the project activity:“(…) What this suggests/ point to is the possibility of the baseline scenario 
being the discontinuation of production of HCFC22 (and thus the emissions of HFC23), the 
proposed HFC23 incineration results in a scenario which is no different from the BAU. On 
the contrary as the incineration does not reduce 100% of the HFC23 emission, it in fact 
increases GHG emissions.” Considering that in the response to the above comment the DOE 
states that “(…) As per the Montreal Protocol, India and refrigerant manufacturer’s like CSL 
are committed to phase out of CFC productions.(…)”, and the DOE states in section 3.2 of 
the Validation Report that “Though in business from 1989, since June2004, CSL has 
outsourced the production of refrigerant gases as part of CSL’s revamping strategy. 
Production of HCFC is now expected to be revived along with the implementation of the 
project activity in 2007”, this should be further clarified. 

2) A public comment raises serious questions both the eligibility and the additionality of the 
project activity: the plant stopped its CFC production a couple of years ago and now intends 
to start HCFC 22 production. Therefore it is not obvious that this plant should be considered 
as an existing facility in accordance of AM0001. Moreover there is a possibility of the 
baseline scenario being the discontinuation of production of HCFC22 (and thus the emissions 
of HFC 23). 

 

DNV Response: 
First of all, we would like to assert that this is an issue that we have taken seriously in our 
validation. DNV identified this issue early in the validation process already prior to the 
stakeholder comment.  
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DNV would also like to note that CSL has provided a detailed response to the stakeholder 
comment and our concerns. But due to an error in the process of transforming the report into PDF 
format, the content of the file including CSL’s response is not visible but rather only the icon 
appears in the report. CLS’s response has, however, been enclosed once again as attachment 1. 

As indicated in our validation report, we reiterate that CSL had actually not exited from the 
production of refrigerants, but had only outsourced the production of refrigerant gases. This 
outsourcing is a temporary activity, primarily to revamp the existing plant to meet the growing 
demand for HCFC 22 in India.  

Moreover, under the Montreal Protocol, the accelerated phase-out programme is restricted to only 
CFC 11/12 and does not apply to HCFC 22. Prior to the revamping phase, both the outsourcing 
plant and CSL were producing refrigerant gases (CFC’s and HCFC’s) independently. During the 
revamping phase, when CSL has outsourced its production of gases, the outsourcing unit produces 
both its own quota of refrigerant gas production as well as CSL’s agreed quota that is being 
marketed under the brand name of METTRON by CSL. Post revamp, however, CSL will continue 
to produce HCFC 22.  

DNV’s validation report also clearly states that the concept note on the revamping strategy by 
CSL dated April 2004 (attachment 2) has been verified by DNV and this concept note 
demonstrates that outsourcing of HCFC 22 production is only for a short period. Among others the 
concept note indicates the following: 

o Recognition of a growing market for HCFC 22; 
o Need for revamping at CSL: 

- Re-orienting the plant to produce only HCFC-22, 
- Improving raw material consumption norms and material and energy efficiencies to 

be in line with industry standards, 
- Improve HCFC-22 quality to international standards for obtaining better export 

volumes; 
o Need for additional investment and costs for GHG mitigation 

(Elimination of HFC-23 stream) 
o The capacity post revamp is expected to be 5 tons per day of HCFC 22 or 1 700 tons per 

year of HCFC 22, assuming 340 days of operation. 
 

To demonstrate that the outsourcing is restricted to only production of CFC’s and CSL continues 
to be in the business of refrigerant gases, the following has been verified by DNV: 

o CSL continues to market and sell the outsourced production under its brand name 
METTRON (Kindly refer to attachment included in the project participant’s response to 
the requests for review, wherein two invoices raised by CSL has been forwarded – one 
in the month of May 2005 and the other in the month of September 2006). 

o CSL has continued to perform peripheral activities such as sourcing raw of material and 
packaging material, which are only provided to the outsourcing unit to complete the 
process of conversion. This clearly demonstrates that the outsourcing activity was not 
only temporary and that CSL is maintaining good continued relationship with the 
suppliers in order to take advantage of the same once production resumes at CSL. 

o The production of refrigerant gases, though outsourced, is accounted for in CSL’s 
balance sheet for the financial year ending 31 March 2006. Kindly refer to the 
attachment included in the project participant’s response to the requests for review. This 
also clearly demonstrates that CSL continues to be in the business of refrigerant gases.   
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From the above it is evident that discontinuation of HCFC 22 production is not a baseline scenario 
for CSL. 
 

3) Differently from what is defined in AM0001/ver.03, the amount of natural gas (Q_NGy) used 
by destruction process is not monitored. It is not explained in PDD whether the destruction 
process doesn’t use natural gas. Methodology says “if a different fuel, such as liquid 
petroleum gas (LPG), is used for the incineration process, the variables Q_NGyand E_NGy 
are replaced with variables for the quantity of fuel used and emission coefficient for that fuel. 
Please clarify. 

 

DNV Response: 
Though not explicitly stated in the PDD or in the validation report that hydrogen is being used in 
place of natural gas, DNV confirms that the project activity proposes to use hydrogen as fuel and 
not natural gas. Hydrogen does not result in direct GHG emissions, but indirect emissions 
associated with the use of hydrogen have been accounted for as leakage in both the monitoring 
plan and the estimation of leakage in the PDD. This has been further clarified in section E.2 of the 
revised PDD dated 4 October 2006. However, already the monitoring plan of the PDD dated 10 
January 2006 submitted for registration provided for the monitoring of the necessary parameters to 
determine leakage associated with (sections D.2.3, ID number 15-17): 

• electricity consumption for production of hydrogen, 

• transportation of hydrogen. 
 

4) Only final figures are presented for baseline, project and leakage. Initial activity data (such 
as electricity consumed kWh, data for calculation of leakage, etc) for emission calculations 
are not provided. 

 

DNV Response: 
DNV acknowledges that the PDD dated 10 January 2006 submitted for registration does not 
provide details on the emission calculations. The revised PDD (dated 4 October 2006) submitted 
by the project participant as part of their response to the requests for review now includes initial 
activity data such as power consumptions. 
 

5) The PDD states in Section C that the starting date of the project activity is “15/10/2005 (PDD 
development started). Incineration plant is expected to start operation by March 2007”. 
However, the starting date of the crediting period is stated as 01/10/2006. The crediting 
period cannot start before plant operation. Please correct it. 

 

DNV Response: 
The starting date of crediting period indicated as 1/10/2006 in the PDD was the proposed starting 
date of HFC storage and not with respect to the start date of operation of the incineration plant. 
Considering the current status, the start of storage HFC 23 is expected only from 15/11/2006. 
Hence this date has now been mentioned as the starting date of the crediting period in the revised 
PDD dated 4 October 2006. 
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We sincerely hope that the Board accepts our aforementioned explanations. 

Yours faithfully 
for  DNV 

  
Michael Lehmann Chandrashekara Kumaraswamy 
Technical Director Manager (South Asia) 
International Climate Change Services 
 

Attachments:  

Attachment 1: Response to public stakeholder comments by CSL 

Attachment 2: Concept note on the revamping strategy by CSL dated April 2004 



DET NORSKE VERITAS 

 

Attachment 1: 
Response to public stakeholder comments by CSL 











DET NORSKE VERITAS 

 

Attachment 2: 
Concept note on the revamping strategy by CSL dated April 2004 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 




