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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY — VALIDATION OPINION

Det Norske Veritas Certification AS (DNV) has perfed a validation of the “Quezon City
Controlled Disposal Facility Biogas Emission RedwoctProject” in the Philippines. The
validation was performed on the basis of UNFCCGQecia and host country criteria, as well
as criteria given to provide for consistent projepierations, monitoring and reporting.

The review of the project design documentationtaedsubsequent follow-up interviews have
provided DNV with sufficient evidence to determimeefulfillment of stated criteria.

The host country is the Philippines and the Ann@&aity is Italy. Both Parties fulfill the
participation criteria and have approved the prdj@and authorized the project participants.
The DNA of the Philippines has confirmed that thgqet assists in achieving sustainable
development.

The project correctly applies ACM0001 (Version &cdhsolidated methodology for landfill
gas project activities”. AMS I.D (Version 10)Grid connected renewable electricity
generation” has been used to arrive at the gridssiun factor of Philippines.

In the proposed project activity, emission redutsicare claimed from reduction of GHG
emissions through systematic and efficient LFG vepp system and from electricity
generation and supply to the grid and partial flagi thus displacing fossil fuel for electricity
generation in the Philippines electricity grid.

It is demonstrated that the project is not a likblgseline scenario. Emission reductions
attributable to the project are hence additionalaay that would occur in the absence of the
project activity.

The total emission reductions from the project@sgmated to be on average 116 339 $€0
per year over the selected 10 year crediting peridte emission reduction forecast has been
checked and is deemed likely that the stated amsuathieved given that the underlying
assumptions do not change.

Adequate training and monitoring procedures haverbenplemented.

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the “QuezortyCControlled Disposal Facility Biogas
Emission Reduction Project” in the Philippines, @sscribed in the PDD of 31 July 2007
meets all relevant UNFCCC requirements for the C&xM all relevant host country criteria

and correctly applies the baseline and monitoringtmdology ACMO0001 (Version 5).
Hence, DNV requests the registration of the progsca CDM project activity.

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2 5
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1.1 Introduction

Pangea Green Energy S.r.I. has commissioned DakBdferitas Certification AS (DNV) to
perform a validation of the Quezon City Controll®isposal Facility Biogas Emission
Reduction Project in Philippines (hereafter calléde project”). This report summarises the
findings of the validation of the project, perfordnen the basis of UNFCCC criteria for the
CDM, as well as criteria given to provide for catent project operations, monitoring and
reporting. UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 12 dfet Kyoto Protocol, the CDM modalities
and procedures, and the subsequent decisions IGCNeEXxecutive Board.

1.2 Obijective

The purpose of a validation is to have an indepehtlerd party assess the project design. In
particular, the project's baseline, monitoring plamd the project’s compliance with relevant
UNFCCC and host Party criteria are validated ireottd confirm that the project design, as
documented, is sound and reasonable and meetsdéiméified criteria. Validation is a
requirement for all CDM projects and is seen aseseary to provide assurance to
stakeholders of the quality of the project andintended generation of certified emission
reductions (CERS).

1.3 Scope

The validation scope is defined as an independahiohjective review of the project design
document (PDD). The PDD is reviewed against theerta stated in Article 12 of the Kyoto

Protocol, the CDM modalities and procedures aseagne the Marrakech Accords, and the
relevant decisions by the CDM Executive Board, udolg the approved baseline and
monitoring methodology. The validation team hassdoaon the recommendations in the
Validation and Verification Manual employed a risised approach, focusing on the
identification of significant risks for project ifgmentation and the generation of CERs.

The validation is not meant to provide any consglttowards the project participants.
However, stated requests for clarifications and@rective actions may have provided input
for improvement of the project design.

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2 6
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2 METHODOLOGY

The validation consists of the following three piss

| a desk review of the project design documents

Il follow-up interviews with project stakeholders

[l the resolution of outstanding issues and tiseiasmce of the final validation report and
opinion.

The following sections outline each step in moreidle

2.1 Desk Review of the Project Design Documentation
The following table outlines the documentation eswed during the validation:

/1/ Pangea Green Energy Philippines, Incorporated, GEIND of the ‘Quezon City
Controlled Disposal Facility Biogas Emission RedoctProject Version 11 of 30
November 2007, Version 10 of 31 July 2007, vergaf 10 July 2007 and Version 1
of 9 March 2007.

12/ Host Country (Philippines) Letter of Approvalfthe ‘Quezon City Controlled
Disposal Facility Biogas Emission Reduction Prdjetated 25 April 2007.

13/ International Emission Trading Association (i)1& the World Bank’s Prototype
Carbon Fund (PCF)alidation and Verification Manuahttp://www.vvmanual.info

4l ACM0001 (Version 5) “Consolidated methodology fandifill gas project activities”
15/ AMS 1.D (Version 10) “Grid connected renewable élety generation”

16/ Annex-1 Country Italy’s Letter of Approval Prot. M@d45/RAS/2007 dated 18 July
2007

71 Memorandum of Agreement between the Quezon CityeBoment and Pangea Green
Energy S.r.I. and Pangea Green Energy Philippimes signed 14 February 2007

/8! Quotations and Sales Contract between Pangea Greegy Philippines Inc. and
equipments suppliers

19/ Invitation letters, minutes, attendance sheetspaesentation materials of the
stakeholders meeting held in Payatas on 23 FebAgfy

110/ Notice to Proceed issued by Quezon City on 28 200F

11/ Republic Act No 9003 Ecological Solid Waste ManagatrAct of 2000, Republic of
the Philippines and DENR Administrative Order N602-34 Implementing Rules and
Regulation of RA 9003

Main changes between the version published foBthdays stakeholder commenting period
and the final version submitted for registration:

- Correction of the gas collection efficiency
- Details on adjustment factor

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2 7
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- Details on manufacturer flare specifications

- Alternatives to the Project activity

- Monitoring plan

- Project Management & training responsibilities
-- Financial Analysis

- Starting date of the project activity

- Additional information as a result of requests ¢tarification from the Executive Board:

a) the operational lifetime of the project activilyas been corrected from 30 years to 10
years as mentioned in the PDD;

b the IRR calculation has been corrected with aitlout CERS;

c) more information about the project activity hasen added

d) more information about the baseline has be&nmi

2.2 Follow-up Interviews with Project Stakeholders
DNV performed interviews with project stakeholdeysonfirm selected information and to
resolve issues identified in the document review.

Date Name Organization Topic
/12] 2007-05-22 Mr. Andrea Fontana Pangea Green Baseline scenario
2007-07-04  Mr. Ilvano Conte Energy S.r.l. IRR analysis
2007-07-11  Mr. Massimiliano Project’s licences
Cussotto Project management and

monitoring procedures

Local stakeholder
consultation

2.3 Resolution of Outstanding Issues

The objective of this phase of the validation igdsolve any outstanding issues which need
to be clarified prior to DNV’s positive conclusian the project design. In order to ensure
transparency a validation protocol is customised th® project. The protocol shows in
transparent manner criteria (requirements), mednsedfication and the results from
validating the identified criteria. The validatipnotocol serves the following purposes:

e It organises, details and clarifies the requirem@n€DM project is expected to meet;
* It ensures a transparent validation process whsgevalidator will document how a
particular requirement has been validated anddseltrof the validation.

The validation protocol consists of three tableke Tifferent columns in these tables are
described in the figure below. The completed vaiha protocol for the Quezon City

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2 8
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Controlled Disposal Facility Biogas Emission ReduttProject is enclosed in Appendix A
to this report.

38
Dy

Findings established during the validation canegithbe seen as a non-fulfilment of CDM
criteria or where a risk to the fulfilment of projeobjectives is identified. Corrective action
requests (CAR) are issued, where:

)] mistakes have been made with a direct influencproject results;

i) CDM and/or methodology specific requirements hastebeen met; or

1)) there is a risk that the project would not be ats@ps a CDM project or that
emission reductions will not be certified.

A request for clarification (CL) may be used whadglitional information is needed to fully
clarify an issue.

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2 9
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Validation Protocol Table 1: Mandatory Requirements for CDM Project Activities

Requirement

Reference

Conclusion

The requirements the
project must meet.

Gives reference to th
legislation or

agreement where the
requirement is found,

e This is either acceptable based on evidence provioK), a
Corrective Action Request (CAR) of risk or non-compliance
with stated requirements or a request @arification (CL)
where further clarifications are needed.

Validation Protocol Table

2: Requirement checklist

Checklist Question Reference Means of Comment Draft and/or Final
verification (MoV) Conclusion
The various Gives Explains how The section is This is either acceptable
requirements in Table 2 | reference to | conformance with | used to elaborate| based on evidence
are linked to checklist | documents | the checklist and discuss the | provided OK), or a
guestions the project where the question is checklist question| corrective action request
should meet. The answer to investigated. and/or the (CAR) due to non-
checklist is organised in| the checklist | Examples of meang conformance to | compliance with the
different sections, question or | of verification are | the question. Itis | checklist question (See
following the logic of the| item is document review | further used to below). A request for
large-scale PDD found. (DR) or interview | explain the clarification (CL) is used
template, version 03 - in (I). N/A means not | conclusions when the validation team
effect as of: 28 July applicable. reached. has identified a need for
2006. Each section is further clarification.
then further sub-divided.

Validation Protocol Table 3: Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Draft report clarifications
and corrective action
requests

Ref. to checklist
guestion in table 2

Summary of project
owner response

Validation conclusion

If the conclusions from th
draft Validation are either
a CAR or a CL, these
should be listed in this
section.

> Reference to the

checklist question
number in Table 2
where the CAR or CL g
explained.

The responses given by
the project participants
during the

5 communications with the
validation team should
be summarised in this

section.

This section should summaris
the validation team’s
responses and final
conclusions. The conclusions
should also be included in
Table 2, under “Final

Conclusion”.

Figure 1 Validation protocol tables

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2
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2.4 Internal Quality Control

The draft validation report including the initiahdation findings underwent a technical
review before being submitted to the project pgréints. The final validation report also
underwent another technical review before requgstugistration of the project activity. The
technical review was performed by a technical neerequalified in accordance with DNV’s
qualification scheme for CDM validation and verdimon.

2.5 Validation Team

Role/Qualification Last Name First Name Country
Team Leader Galluccio Giulia Italy
CDM Validator Chaudhary Anu India
Technical Reviewer| K.V. Raman India

The qualification of each individual validation teanember is detailed in Appendix B to this
report.

3 VALIDATION FINDINGS

The findings of the validation are stated in th#ofeing sections. The validation criteria
(requirements), the means of verification and #saults from validating the identified criteria
are documented in more detail in the validatiortqguol in Appendix A.

The final validation findings relate to the projesign as documented and described in the
revised and resubmitted project design documenmtatio

3.1 Participation Requirements

The project participants are Quezon City Governnag@dt Pangea Green Energy Philippines,
Incorporated on behalf of the host country Philygs and Pangea Green Energy S.r.l on
behalf of the Annex | Party Italy. Both the Partiesve ratified the Kyoto Protocol and fulfill
the CDM requirements. A letter of approval from DA of Philippines confirming that the
project assists in achieving the sustainable deweémt targets in Philippines has been
received. A copy of the Letter of Approval from tD&lA of Italy issued on 18 July 2007 has
been obtained.

The project activity does not involve any publiading.

3.2 Project Design

The proposed project activity involves the extm@aticollection, processing and flaring of
biogas (landfill gas) emissions from the Quezory Cantrolled disposal facility and use for
electricity generation or flaring when electricjgneration is not possible. The project thus
avoids methane emissions to the atmosphere.

The CDM project activity will interest the 22-hetadisposal facility but for the forecasted
LFG calculation production is only considered thaste filled in the two mounds after
January 2001, when the disposal was re-opened aftersh slide. Since January 2001 the
landfill has been filled up with new wastes, whitive been disposed on both the existing
mounds. The PDD show:

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2
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- in figure 1 the Payatas landfill plant with theetlarea interested by the 2000
trashslide and the location and the layout of tteppsed LFG recovery and treatment
plant;

- in figure 3 a schematic section of the Payatas ditenn relation to waste disposal
before and after 2000 closure.

The technology employed by the project is a piangetechnology in the Philippines. The
project activity involveshe construction and installation of the following:

* biogas collection network, consisting of appromiaells, pipes and gravel filter;

* biogas aspiration and conditioning system and ddthtioation equipment;

e biogas flare;

* energy production plant, composed of electricityegating equipment;

* monitoring and control system

The technology constitutes current good practiak iamot likely to be replaced during the

crediting period. The project is expected to cdmiieé towards sustainable development
through improved local environment, promote a neghhology and similar project activities

in the Philippines and reduce health and safetgruizzin the surrounding areas.

The starting date of the project is 23 July 200@ #re lifetime of the project is expected to
be 10 years. The project applies for a fixed cnegliperiod of 10 years starting 1 January
2008.

3.3 Baseline Determination

The proposed landfill gas capture and utilizatioojgxt applies the approved consolidated
methodology ACMO0001 (Version 5) “Consolidated metblogy for landfill gas project
activities” and the project fulfils the methodologgplicability criteria.

The baseline scenario chosen for the proposedagbragdivity is continuation of the current
practice at the Quezon City controlled disposalifgg.e., total atmospheric release of all the
methane generated by the dumpsite.

After implementation of the proposed project atyind LFG (biogas) collection efficiency of
about 54% and electricity generation capacity d KW is expected to be achieved. It has
been confirmed during the site interviews that éhwas no collection/flaring of LFG in the
baseline and that regulations in the Philippines @o not call for the collection and flaring
of LFG from the landfills; it refer to the Implem@my Rules and Regulations (IRR) of
Republic Act 9003 (also known as Philippine EcatagiSolid Waste Management Act of
2000),where at Rule 11 is reported the definitioina controlled dump and at Rule XlII are
reported the operations of controlled dumpsitet{®e 2 - Minimum Requirements for
Operation of Controlled Dumpsites)

Hence, an adjustment factor (AF) has not been takenaccount for this project activity.
This is deemed acceptable based on the currentrapgractice in the Philippines.

Two sources of project emissions have been idedtifi
« Emissions generated due to import of electricityrfrthe grid during plant down time.
« Project emissions from flaring of the residgas stream.

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2
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CO, emissions from the burning of LFG for electricjgneration are considered carbon
neutral and hence not considered as project emsssio

3.4 Additionality

The project’'s additionality has been demonstratéth whe help of the latest tool for
determination and assessment of additionality:

Step 1: It was assessed during the follow up indgry that Philippines has no legal
requirement for landfill gas management, capture f#aring and that this situation is not
likely to change in future.

The alternatives identified for the project actinaire:

a) The baseline scenario wherein there is no captiiraethane gas produced in the
controlled dumpsite.

b) Second alternative is the implementation of theppsed project activity in the
absence of CDM revenues.

c) Other possible scenarios i.e. the sale of raw gesctly to customers — this
alternative has been ruled out since there is mallgas demand for on-site
utilization.

Step 2: Investment analysis: Since the projectviigtgenerates revenue and none of the
identified alternatives are feasible, a benchmarilysis has been applied to the project
activity. The benchmark for projects in the Philipgs is considered based on the yield
granted by the Republic of Philippines 10 Yearsastey Bond, which is 7.10%. It has been
demonstrated that the project IRR without considethe CDM revenues is -6.11%.

A sensitivity analysis has been carried out for pineject with variation in the following
parameters:

1. Total investment (I);
2. Operating & Maintenance Costs (O&M);
3. Electricity sales price (E).

The analysis has been performed testing sensit@itwalues at a range of +10%, at
increments of 2.50%. The Project IRR values flueusetween -8.60% and -3.86 %, thereby
demonstrating that the project is not viable umd@mal investment conditions.

Step 3: The barriers to the project have been dstraiad through technology and prevailing
practice barrier discussion:

a) Technology barrier: It has been argued that thie ¢dgrior experience on this kind of
project in the Philippines could translate into areeen problems with the
technology. Hence, the estimations of LFG produchased on this model may not
be completely reliable.

b) Barrier due to prevailing practice: As this projéxta pioneering commercial LFG
collection operation in the Philippines, there igemeral lack of personnel skilled in
this kind of technology. New staff may require ediee training in the operation and
maintenance of the equipment.

Step 4 — Common practice analysis — the proposegeqtr activity is a pioneering
commercial LFG collection operation in the Philipgs. The proposed project is not taken up
as a common practice in the region.

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2

3



DET NORSKE VERITAS

I8

VALIDATION REPORT

DRNW

Provided the above batrriers, it is deemed liket the project would not represent a baseline
scenario, and it can thus be deemed additionahtd would otherwise occur.

3.5 Monitoring

The selected monitoring methodology is in line witle approved consolidated monitoring
methodology ACMO0001 (Version 5) - “Consolidated ddase methodology for landfill gas

project activities”. The monitoring plan is in lingith the monitoring methodology and
monitoring the following parameters:

. Landfill gas generated — measured.

. LFG flared — measured.

. Faction of methane in the landfill gas.

. Flare project emissions (PEflare) which requiresrhonitoring of -

- Volumetric fraction of componemtn the residual gas in the hduwhere i =
CH4, CO, C0O2, 02, H2, N2

- Volumetric flow rate of the residual gas in drgsis at normal
(NTP) conditions2 in the hour

- Volumetric fraction of O2 in the exhaust gas of tlage in the hour

- Concentration of methane in the exhaust gas didhein dry
basis at normal conditions in the hour

- Temperature in the exhaust gas of the enclosed flar

. Temperature (T) and pressure (P) of the landfgl. ga

. External energy (grid electricity) used for plartarsup and on-site generator
maintenance — measured.

. LFG fed to the generator for the production of &leity for internal consumption

When the phase 2 of the project becomes operatitreafollowing parameters will also be
monitored:

- LFG fed to the power plant for exportation.

- Electricity exported to the grid.

- Operating hours of the power plant.

All the monitored data will be archived for a pefiof two years after the crediting period.

The grid emission factor (CEF) has been estimateain¢ée at the start of the crediting period
and has been calculated as a combined margin bast& operating margin (OM) and build
margin (BM) as per the approved methodology ACM0882ecommended in methodology
AMS |.D. Based on a 3-year vintage data from 2083t0e value of OM is calculated as
0.595, the BM as 0.320 and the combined margin4i§.0

Project emissions from flaring of the residual gagam are calculated based on the flare
efficiency and the mass flow rate of methane inrg®dual gas stream that is flared. The
methodological “Tool to determine project emissifnagn flaring gases containing methane”
has been applied.

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2
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An enclosed flare is used. According to the abowmtioned Tool option (b) “Continuous
monitoring of the methane destruction efficiencytbé flare (flare efficiency) has been
chosen by project participants.

The actual emission reductions would be calculaeghost based on the actual amount of
methane captured and flared.

Procedures for training of monitoring personnel ealibration of equipment have been duly
identified.

3.6 Estimate of GHG Emissions

The emissions associated with fugitive landfill gasissions have been taken into account. It
has been estimated that 54% of the LFG is captamelddestroyed in the project scenario as
compared to the baseline where there was no dolteabhd combustion of landfill gas.

Project emissions generated due to import of et#gtfrom the grid during plant down time
and the emissions from flaring of the residual gfasam have been taken into account.

The first order decay model has been used to egtitha amount of landfill gas destroyed.
The value of the decay constant (k) has been esiiria be 0.08 and the Lo value has been
estimated to be 134 ¥on and reasonable. Actual emission reductions lvél monitored
directly ex-post. This is considered conservative.

The project estimates to reduce 116 339 ¥ Qer year for the duration of the project
activity. However, experiences with other landfiiave shown that the methane generation
and collection efficiency of the landfills projedtdy the first order decay model has an
inherent uncertainty of almost 50% and hence theuamof CERs, which will be monitored
ex-post, might vary from the projected amount.

3.7 Environmental Impacts

The project activity does not fall under the catgguf projects covered by the Philippine EIS
System and are therefore not required to securEmsironmental Compliance Certificate

(ECC).

Pangea submitted an application for Certificat®loh-Coverage on 15 February, 2007 to the
Environmental Management Bureau (EMB) of the Phihes, the government office in-

charge of implementing the Philippine EIS Systerd ancopy of the application and the
certificate have been provided to DNV.

The project is not expected to create any sigmfieaverse environmental effects.

3.8 Comments by Local Stakeholders

A public consultation was organised by Pangea wpecation with the Payatas Operations
Group (POG). Invitation letter for the same weretsmit to all relevant stakeholders such as
the officials of POG, EPWMD, Quezon City, local amrmity, and various organizations or

groups in the vicinity of the project activity. Thather organizations consulted were the
Department of Energy, Department of Environment Bliatural Resources and the Quezon
City local government unit. DNV has verified thecdmentation of the local stakeholder

consultation, including the invitation list, invitan letter, signed attendance forms and
responses.

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2
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No negative comments were received from the stddel® There were some concerns and
clarifications, which have been satisfactorily aaed by the project proponent.

3.9 Comments by Parties, Stakeholders and NGOs

The PDD of March 2007 was made publicly availableDdNV’s climate change website and
Parties, stakeholders and NGOs were through the @@bkite invited to provide comments
during a 30 days period from 1 April 2007 to 30 hR@D07. No comments were received.

CDM Validation 2007-1142, rev. 2
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Table 1 Mandatory Requirements for Clean DevelopmanMechanism (CDM) Project Activities

Requirement Reference Conclusion

About Parties

1. The project shall assist Parties included in Ann@exachieving compliance with Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2 OK
part of their emission reduction commitment under 3.

2. The project shall assist non-Annex | Parties intgbuating to the ultimate Kyoto Protocol Art.12.2. OK
objective of the UNFCCC.

3. The project shall have the written approval of wbéuy participation from the | Kyoto Protocol CAR1
designated national authority of each Party invélve Art. 12.5a,

CDM Modalities and Procedures §40a

4. The project shall assist non-Annex | Parties ineghg sustainable Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.2, GAR1
development and shall have obtained confirmatiothbyhost country thereof. | CDM Modalities and Procedures 840a

5. In case public funding from Parties included in Arn is used for the project | Decision 17/CP.7, OK
activity, these Parties shall provide an affirmatibat such funding does not | CDM Modalities and Procedures Appendix
result in a diversion of official development atmnee and is separate from andB, § 2
is not counted towards the financial obligationshafse Parties.

6. Parties participating in the CDM shall designateonal authority for the CDM Modalities and Procedures 8§29 OK
CDM.

7. The host Party and the participating Annex | Pahgill be a Party to the Kyoto] CDM Modalities 830/31a OK
Protocol.

8. The participating Annex | Party’s assigned amoinailshave been calculated | CDM Modalities and Procedures 831b OK

and recorded.

CDM Validation2007-1142, rev.2
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Requirement

Reference

Conclusion

9. The participating Annex | Party shall have in placeational system for
estimating GHG emissions and a national registgcicordance with Kyoto
Protocol Article 5 and 7.

CDM Modalities and Procedures 831b

OK

About additionality

10.Reduction in GHG emissions shall be additionalrty that would occur in the
absence of the project activity, i.e. a CDM progdivity is additional if
anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases bgesoare reduced below
those that would have occurred in the absenceeafatjistered CDM project
activity.

Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5c¢,
CDM Modalities and Procedures 843

OK

About forecast emission reductions and environmentampacts

11.The emission reductions shall be real, measuratnlgae long-term benefits
related to the mitigation of climate change.

Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5b

OK

For large-scale projects only

12.Documentation on the analysis of the environmantphcts of the project
activity, including transboundary impacts, shallsodmitted, and, if those
impacts are considered significant by the projectigipants or the Host Party,
an environmental impact assessment in accordarthgowacedures as required
by the Host Party shall be carried out.

CDM Modalities and Procedures 837c

OK

About stakeholder involvement

13.Comments by local stakeholders shall be invitesijramary of these provided
and how due account was taken of any commentsvestei

CDM Modalities and Procedures 837b

OK

14.Parties, stakeholders and UNFCCC accredited NGéalklsve been invited to

CDM Modalities and Proaedi840

OK

CDM Validation2007-1142, rev.2
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Requirement Reference Conclusion
comment on the validation requirements for minim@@®mdays, and the project
design document and comments have been made publizilable.
Other
15.The baseline and monitoring methodology shall lexipusly approved by the | CDM Modalities and Procedures 837e OK
CDM Executive Board.
16. A baseline shall be established on a project-sjgdu#sis, in a transparent CDM Modalities and Procedures 845c,d OK
manner and taking into account relevant nationdlarsectoral policies and
circumstances.
CDM Modalities and Procedures 847 OK

17.The baseline methodology shall exclude to earn JBRdecreases in activity
levels outside the project activity or due to foncajeure.

18.The project design document shall be in conformavittethe UNFCCC CDM-
PDD format.

CDM Modalities and Procedures Appendi
B, EB Decision

X OK

19. Provisions for monitoring, verification and repadishall be in accordance wit

the modalities described in the Marrakech Accordsralevant decisions of the

hCDM Modalities and Procedures 837f

D

COP/MOP.

OK
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Table 2 Requirements Checklist

CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigu~ Ref. MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg gg:ill
Interview '
A. General Description of Project Activity
The project design is assessed.
A.l. Project Boundaries
Project Boundaries are the limits and borders wiefj the
GHG emission reduction project.
A.1.1. Are the project’s spatial boundaries /11 DR | Yes, the project is located in the Quezon OK
(geographical) clearly defined? 171 City, state of Manila, Philippines.
A.1.2. Are the project’s system boundaries (componentsl/ DR The project boundary includes biogas OK
and facilities used to mitigate GHGs) clearly /7, collection at the old and new sites as well as
defined? activities including flaring of biogas,
electricity generation and electricity
transmission to MERALCO.
The CDM project activity will interest only
the wastes which were disposed after the
reopening of the landfill as a “controlled

dumpsite”, in particular from January 2001

A.2. Participation Requirements

Referring to Part A, Annex 1 and 2 of the PDD a# we
as the CDM glossary with respect to the terms Rarty

Letter of Approval, Authorization and Project
Participant.

CDM Validation 2007-1142 rev. 2
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg gg;ill
Interview ' '
A.2.1. Which Parties and project participants are /11 DR The project participants are Quezon Gity OK
participating in the project? Government and Pangea Green Energy
Philippines, Incorporated on behalf of the
host country Philippines and Pangea Green
Energy S.r.l on behalf of the Annex | Party
Italy.
A.2.2. Have all involved Parties provided a valid and /11 | DR | A letter of Approval has been obtained fror@AR1  OK
complete letter of approval and have all privatbligu = /o/ the DNA of Philippines, however the LoA
project participants been authorized by an involved /g, from Italy is still awaited.
Party?
A.2.3. Do all participating Parties fulfil the participani /11 DR | Yes, Philippines ratified the Kyoto Protocol OK
requirements as follows: on 20 November 2003.
- Ratification of the Kyoto Protocol DNA of Philippines: Department of
- Voluntary participation Environrment and Natural Resources
- Designated a National Authority (DENR).
Italy ratified the Kyoto Protocol on 1 June
2002.
The DNA of Italy: Ministry for the
Environment and Territory, Department for
Global Environment, International and
Regional Conventions.
A.2.4. Potential public funding for the project from Pasgti = /1/ DR | There is no public funding of the project OK
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg g(')?ﬂl
Interview ' '
in Annex | shall not be a diversion of official activity.
development assistance.
A.2.5.
A.3. Technology to be employed
Validation of project technology focuses on thggub
engineering, choice of technology and competence/
maintenance needs. The validator should ensure that
environmentally safe and sound technology and kimowis
used.
A.3.1. Does the project design engineering reflect /11 DR  The project design engineering consists of OK
current good practices? /12/ 1 construction and installation of the following
equipment:
* LFG (biogas) collection network
* LFG (biogas) aspiration and conditioning
system
* LFG (biogas) flare
» electricity generating equipment and
distribution lines for delivery of
electricity to end users
* monitoring and control system
A.3.2. Does the project use state of the art technology g0/ DR The project activity involves extraction OK

would the technology result in a significantly

collection, processing and flaring of Iandiil’l

CDM Validation 2007-1142 rev. 2

23




DET NORSKE VERITAS

VALIDATION REPORT

CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revie=  Ref. MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg gg;ill
Interview ' '
better performance than any commonly used = /12/ I gas which involves a new technology not
technologies in the host country? very prevalent currently in the Philippines.
A.3.3. Does the project make provisions for meeting | /1/ | DR  Yes, appropriate provisions for training and OK
training and maintenance needs? /12/ 1 | maintenance have been made.
A.4. Contribution to Sustainable Development
The project’s contribution to sustainable developtrie
assessed.
A.4.1. Has the host country confirmed that the project /1/ DR A letter of Approval from the DNA of OK
assists it in achieving sustainable development? /oy, Philippines has been provided confirming
that the project assists in achieving the
sustainable development  targets in
Philippines.
A.4.2. Will the project create other environmental or . /1/ DR Yes, the project would be addressing the OK
social benefits than GHG emission reductions? 12/ |  environmental, health and safety concerns of
the local government and also help in
creating a better environment for people
residing in the immediate surroundings of the
facility.
The project will also promote technology
related to LFG extraction, collection, flaring

and for power generation.

B. Project Baseline
The validation of the project baseline establisivbgther the

CDM Validation 2007-1142 rev. 2

24




DET NORSKE VERITAS

VALIDATION REPORT

CHECKLIST QUESTION Draft Final
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revie=  Ref. MoV* COMMENTS Concl. . Concl
Interview ' '
selected baseline methodology is appropriate anethdr the
selected baseline represents a likely baselineast®n
B.1. Baseline Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an gpate
baseline methodology.
B.1.1. Does the project apply an approved methodolagyl/ | DR | Yes, the project applies approved OK
and the correct version thereof? 141 consolidated ~ methodology ~ ACM0001
(Version 05) “Consolidated baseline
methodology for landfil gas project
activities”.
B.1.2. Are the applicability criteria in the baseline /11 DR Yes, the project fulfils the following OK
methodology all fulfilled? 141 applicability criteria of ACM0001 (Version
/5/ 5) and AMS-I1.D (Version 10):
C. The captured gas is flared
D. The gas is used to produce energy and
emission reductions are claimed for
displacing energy generation from other
sources based on the small-scale
methodology AMS-I.D since the amount
of electricity generated is less than 15
MW threshold.
B.2. Baseline Scenario Determination
The choice of the baseline scenario will be vaédatvith

CDM Validation 2007-1142 rev. 2
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg g(')?ﬂl
Interview ' '
focus on whether the baseline is a likely scenamal
whether the methodology to define the baselineasizen
has been followed in a complete and transparentmean
B.2.1. What is the baseline scenario? /11 DR | The baseline scenario is the total atmospheric OK
111/ release of the landfill gas.
B.2.2. What other alternative scenarios have been 11/ DR | The following alternatives to the projectgL1 OK
considered and why is the selected scenario the activity have been identified:
most likely one? » Baseline scenario wherein there is no
capture of methane gas produced from
the controlled dumpsite.
* Implementation of the proposed project
activity in the absence of CER
revenues.
» Other possible alternatives also need to
be discussed such as :
« Sale of raw gas directly to the
customers and
» Only capture and flaring of the landfill
gas with no electricity generation.
B.2.3. Has the baseline scenario been determined 11/ DR VYes OK
according to the methodology?
B.2.4. Has the baseline scenario been determined usingi/ DR Yes OK

conservative assumptions where possible?
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv=

Interview

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl.

Final
Concl.

B.2.5. Does the baseline scenario sufficiently take int
account relevant national and/or sectoral polici

0 /1/
€911/

macro-economic trends and political aspirations?

DR

Yes, there are no current laws and regulati
for managing and controlling methane gas
produced in controlled dumpsites.

ons

Due to the regulations reported in the

Implementing Rules and Regulations (IR
Act n. 9003), the operation of a controll
dumpsite doesn’t require the installation o
biogas collection network.

R_
ed
f a

OK

B.2.6. Is the baseline scenario determination compatible1/

with the available data and are all literature an

sources clearly referenced?

1 /11/
112/

DR

The baseline data and the underlying base

calculations and assumptions are provided.

However, clarification is sought for th
following:

* It needs to be clarified whether LFG w
being captured in the baseline for saf
or other reasons? If yes, the base
collection efficiency needs to &
specified.

* In the absence of any regulatc
requirements for LFG in Philippine

line

e

ety
IR 3

ry
S,

what is the Adjustment Factor used fo
conservative estimate of baseli

ra
ne
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg g(')?ﬂl
Interview ' '
emissions (as required by the
methodology)?
B.2.7. Have the major risks to the baseline been /11 | DR | No risks to the baseline have been identified. OK
identified?
B.3.Additionality Determination
The assessment of additionality will be validateith w
focus on whether the project itself is not a likehgeline
scenario.
B.3.1. Is the project additionality assessed accordingto/1/ DR  Yes, the project's additionality is assessed OK
the methodology? 14 | using the “Tool for the demonstration and
/5/ assessment of additionality”:
18/ Step 1: Alternatives to the project activity —
/12/ The following alternatives to the projectgy 1
activity have been identified:
» Baseline scenario wherein there is no
capture of methane gas produced from
the controlled dumpsite.
* Implementation of the proposed project
activity in the absence of CER
revenues.
Other possible alternatives also need to be

discussed such as :
« Sale of raw gas directly to th

e

customers and
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv=

Interview

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft

Concl.

Final
Concl.

* Only capture and flaring of the landf
gas with no electricity generation.

Step 2: Investment Analysis — Benchm:
analysis is applied to demonstrate that
project does not have a good rate of ret
from the investor's perspective. The proj
IRR is compared to a benchmark value
7.10%. The revised IRR calculations in t
form of excel worksheets also need to
provided.

Step 3: Barrier analysis —

Technology barriers — Due to lack of pri

experience for this kind of project activiti
in the Philippines, some unforeseen proble
pertaining to technology implementati
could arise.

Barrier due to prevailing practice - Tt
project is one of the first few commerc
LFG collection projects in the Philippine
There is a general lack of awareness

trained personnel in this kind of technology.

Step 4 : Common practice analysis

No such similar project activities have y
been implemented in the Philippines.

ark
the
urn

of
he
be

or
=S
2MS

S.
and

et
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revie=  Ref. MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg gg;ill
Interview ' '
B.3.2. Are all assumptions stated in a transparent and /1/ DR  Referto CL. cL 3 OK
conservative manner? 112/ |
B.3.3. Is sufficient evidence provided to supportthe . /1/ | DR Referto CL. cL 3 OK
relevance of the arguments made? /8/ |
112/
B.3.4. If the starting date of the project activity istvef  /1/ DR  The starting date of the project activity is ¢ GAR2  OK
the date of validation, has sufficient evidence = /19 | the date of validation.
been provided that the incentive from the CDM
was seriously considered in the decision to
proceed with the project activity?
B.4.Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Project
emissions
It is assessed whether the project emissions atedst
according to the methodology and whether the
argumentation for the choice of default factors amtlies
— where applicable — is justified.
B.4.1. Are the calculations documented according to the1/ DR Two sources of project emissions have been OK
approved methodology and in a complete and /4 identified:
transparent manner? /51 - Emissions generated due to import of
electricity from the grid during plant down
time
« Project emissions from flaring of the
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Draft Final
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS Concl. . Concl
Interview ' '
residual gas stream
B.4.2. Have conservative assumptions been used whery1/ DR Yes OK
calculating the project emissions?
B.4.3. Are uncertainties in the project emission /1/ DR Yes OK
estimates properly addressed?
B.5.Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Baseline
emissions
It is assessed whether the baseline emissions are
stated according to the methodology and whether
argumentation for the choice of default factors anc
values — where applicable — is justified.
B.5.1. Are the calculations documented according to the1/ DR  The project emission reduction calculation €L-2
approved methodology and in a complete and 4/ worksheets have been provided.
transparent manner? /5/ « However, it needs to be clarified whether
111/ LFG was being captured in the baseline
for safety or other reasons? If yes, the
baseline collection efficiency needs to be
specified.
«In the absence of any regulatory
requirements for LFG in Philippines,
what is the Adjustment Factor used for a
conservative estimate of baseline
emissions (as required by the
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CHECKLIST QUESTION
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv=
Interview

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl.

Final
Concl.

methodology)?

B.5.2. Have conservative assumptions been used wh
calculating the baseline emissions?

eni/

DR

As above

OK

B.5.3. Are uncertainties in the baseline emission
estimates properly addressed?

11/

DR

No such uncertainties have been identified.

OK

B.6.Calculation of GHG Emission Reductions — Leakage

It is assessed whether leakage emissions are stat
according to the methodology and whether the

argumentation for the choice of default factors anc
values — where applicable — is justified.

B.6.1. Are the leakage calculations documented
according to the approved methodology and in
complete and transparent manner?

11/
a

DR

No sources of leakage have been identifiec
for the project activity.

OK

B.7.Emission Reductions
The emission reductions shall be real, measurable
and give long-term benefits related to the mitigati
of climate change.

B.7.1. Are the emission reductions real, measurable :
give long-term benefits related to the mitigatior
of climate change.

gl /

DR

Yes. The project is expected to generate tc
emission reductions of 1,163,394 tCO2e o
the 10 years crediting period.

tal
Jer

OK

B.8.Monitoring Methodology
It is assessed whether the project applies an

appropriate baseline methodology.
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref. MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg Cl::(I)Tcl:II
Interview ' '
B.8.1. Is the monitoring plan documented according to /1/ DR  Yes, the monitoring plan is in line with the OK
the approved methodology and in a complete and approved methodology ACMO0001 (Version
transparent manner? 05) “Consolidated monitoring methodology
for landfill gas project activities” and AMS
I.D. (Version 10) “Grid connected renewable
electricity generation”.
B.8.2. Will all monitored data required for verification . /1/ DR | Yes the archived data will be kept for at least OK
and issuance be kept for two years after the end of 2 years after the end of the crediting period.
the crediting period or the last issuance of CERSs,
for this project activity, whichever occurs later?
B.9.Monitoring of Project Emissions
It is established whether the monitoring plan
provides for reliable and complete project emissio
data over time.
B.9.1. Does the monitoring plan provide for the /11 DR  Yes, Two sources of project emissions have OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data been identified:
necessary for estimation or measuring the - Emissions generated due to import of
greenhouse gas emissions within the project electricity from the grid during plant down
boundary during the crediting period? time.
» Project emissions from flaring of the
residual gas stream.
Appropriate  monitoring plan has been
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revie=  Ref. MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg g(')?ﬂl
Interview ' '
designed for the monitoring of all parameters
required for estimating the project emissions,
such as:
- the amount of landfill gas generated
- the amount of gas fed to the flare
- the fraction of methane in the landfill gas
- the flare project emissions (PEflare),
- temperature (T) and pressure (P) of the
landfill,
- external energy (electricity) is required only
for plant start-up and on-site generator
maintenance: that amount of power supply is
taken into account.
B.9.2. Are the choices of project GHG indicators 11/ DR Yes OK
reasonable and conservative?
B.9.3. Is the measurement method clearly stated for eagfy DR  Yes. OK
GHG value to be monitored and deemed
appropriate?
B.9.4. Is the measurement equipment described and:  /1/ DR VYes. OK
deemed appropriate?
B.9.5. Is the measurement accuracy addressed and = /1/ | DR | Yes, procedures are in place to ensure that OK
deemed appropriate? Are procedures in place on accurate measurements are carried out.
how to deal with erroneous measurements?
B.9.6. Is the measurement interval identified and 11/ DR Yes, the monitoring frequency is clearly OK

deemed appropriate?
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg gg;ill
Interview ' '
indicated.
B.9.7. Is the registration, monitoring, measurement and/1/ DR Yes OK
reporting procedure defined?
B.9.8. Are procedures identified for maintenance of =~ /1/ DR @ Yes, maintenance and calibration procedures OK
monitoring equipment and installations? Are the are in place.
calibration intervals being observed?
B.9.9. Are procedures identified for day-to-day records /1/ DR  Yes the procedures are in place. OK
handling (including what records to keep, storage
area of records and how to process performance
documentation)
B.10.Monitoring of Baseline Emissions
It is established whether the monitoring plan
provides for reliable and complete baseline emiss
data over time.
B.10.1Does the monitoring plan provide for the 11/ DR | Yes, all parameters required for the OK
collection and archiving of all relevant data estimation of baseline emissions will be
necessary for determining baseline emissions monitored, such as:
during the crediting period? - the amount of landfill gas generated
- no relevant regulations for LFG project
activities are foreseeable
- the quantity of methane fed to the generator
for the production of electricity for internal
consumption.
When PHASE 2 is operational, the following
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CHECKLIST QUESTION
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv= Ref. MoV* COMMENTS
Interview

Draft Final
Concl. = Concl.

will be monitored:
- the quantity of methane fed to the energy
plant for exportation
- the quantity of electricity exported
(ELEX,LFG);
- the operating hours of the energy plant.
Also any future relevant regulations for LFG
project activities need to be monitored and
taken care of.

B.10.2 Are the choices of baseline GHG indicators 11/ DR Yes OK
reasonable and conservative?
B.10.3ls the measurement method clearly stated for eagty DR Yes OK

baseline indicator to be monitored and also
deemed appropriate?

B.10.4ls the measurement equipment described and . /1/ DR  Yes OK
deemed appropriate?
B.10.5ls the measurement accuracy addressed and = /1/ DR Yes OK

deemed appropriate? Are procedures in place on
how to deal with erroneous measurements?

B.10.6ls the measurement interval for baseline data . /1/ DR  Yes, the monitoring frequency is clearly OK
identified and deemed appropriate? indicated.

B.10.7ls the registration, monitoring, measurement and/1/ DR Yes OK
reporting procedure defined?

B.10.8Are procedures identified for maintenance of =~ /1/ = DR  Yes, maintenance and calibration procedures OK
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CHECKLIST QUESTION
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Revigv=
Interview

Ref.

MoV*

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl.

Final
Concl.

calibration intervals being observed?

monitoring equipment and installations? Are the

are in place.

documentation)

B.10.9 Are procedures identified for day-to-day records /1/
handling (including what records to keep, storage
area of records and how to process performance

DR

Yes

OK

B.11.Monitoring of Leakage

for reliable and complete leakage data over time.

It is assessed whether the monitoring plan provide

B.11.1Does the monitoring plan provide for the
collection and archiving of all relevant data
necessary for determining leakage?

11/

DR

No sources of leakage have been identifie

OK

B.12.Monitoring of Sustainable Development Indicators/
Environmental Impacts

It is assessed whether choices of indicators are

reasonable and complete to monitor sustainable
performance over time.

B.12.1ls the monitoring of sustainable development
indicators/ environmental impacts warranted b
legislation in the host country?

11/
/ 110/
111/

DR

legislation.

There are no such requirements from the I

o§i7

OK

B.12.2Does the monitoring plan provide for the
collection and archiving of relevant data
concerning environmental, social and economi

11/

110/

DR

As above
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg g(')?ﬂl
Interview ' '
impacts?
B.12.3 Are the sustainable development indicators in lingl/ | DR @ As above
with stated national priorities in the Host /10/
Country?
B.13.Project Management Planning
It is checked that project implementation is prdper
prepared for and that critical arrangements are
addressed.
B.13.1ls the authority and responsibility of overall /1 DR | The authority and responsibility of project CL-4
project management clearly described? /12// | | management is not clearly described in the
PDD.
B.13.2Are progedures identified for training of /1 DR Yes, appropriate procedures have been OK
monitoring personnel? 112/ | identified for training of monitoring
personnel.
B.13.3Are procedures identified for emergency /11 DR | No such emergencies are foreseen. OK
preparedness for cases where emergencies can
cause unintended emissions?
B.13.4 Are procedures identified for review of reported /1/ DR No such procedures have been identified. CL-4
results/data?
B.13.5Are procedures identified for corrective actions iry1/ DR | No such procedures have been identified. CL-4

order to provide for more accurate future

monitoring and reporting?
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Draft Final
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS a ina
. Concl. Concl.
Interview
C. Duration of the Project/ Crediting Period
It is assessed whether the temporary boundariéseof
project are clearly defined.
C.1.1. Are the project’s starting date and operational /1 DR @ Yes, the project is expected to starton 23 ¢caAR2 OK
lifetime clearly defined and evidenced? /8/ | July 2007.
112/
C.1.2. Is the start of the crediting period clearly define /1 DR The project applies for a fixed creditinggAR2  OK
and reasonable? /12/ 1 period of 10 years starting 1 January 2008.
This is deemed reasonable. The date of the
start of crediting period cannot be the same
as the project starting date. This needs to be
revised.
D. Environmental Impacts
Documentation on the analysis of the environmenphcts
will be assessed, and if deemed significant, andbiduld
be provided to the validator.
D.1.1. Has an analysis of the environmental impacts of /1/ DR  No significant negative environmental OK
the project activity been sufficiently described? /1oy impacts are expected to occur due to the
proposed project activity.
D.1.2. Are there any Host Party requirements foran | /1/ DR | The project activity does not fall under the OK
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), and if category of projects covered by theg g
yes, is an EIA approved? Philippine EIS System and are therefore not
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Draft | Final
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS Concl. . Concl
Interview ' '
required to secure an Environmental
Compliance Certificate (ECC).
Pangea submitted an application for
Certificate of Non-Coverage on 15 February,
2007 to the Environmental Management
Bureau (EMB) of the Philippines, the
government office in-charge of implementing
the Philippine EIS System. A copy of the
application and the certificate needs to be
provided to DNV.
D.1.3. Will the project create any adverse environmentaly/ DR | The project is not expected to create any OK
effects? significant adverse environmental effects.
D.1.4. Are transboundary environmental impacts 11/ DR No OK
considered in the analysis?
D.1.5. Have identified environmental impacts been 11/ DR | No negative environmental impacts have OK
addressed in the project design? been identified.
D.1.6. Does the project comply with environmental /1/ DR Yes cL 7 OK
legislation in the host country? 110/ |
111/
112/

E. Stakeholder Comments
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Draft Final
* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS Concl. . Concl
Interview ' '
The validator should ensure that stakeholder contsnen
have been invited with appropriate media and that d
account has been taken of any comments received.
E.1.1Have relevant stakeholders been consulted? /1 DR A public consultation was organised by OK
19/ | Pangea in cooperation with the Payatas
112/ Operations Group (POG). Invitation letter for
the same were sent out to all relevant
stakeholders such as the officials of POG,
EPWMD, Quezon City, local community,
and various organizations or groups in the
vicinity of the project activity. The other
organizations consulted were the Department
of Energy, Department of Environment and
Natural Resources and the Quezon City local
government unit.
E.1.2Have appropriate media been used to invite /1/ DR  Yes OK
comments by local stakeholders? /9/ |
112/
E.1.3If a stakeholder consultation process is requined b/1/ DR | This needs to be confirmed through | OK
regulations/laws in the host country, has the /g, | interviews with the DNA of Philippines.
stakeholder consultation process been carried oyf,,

in accordance with such regulations/laws?
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

* MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review=  Ref.  MoV* COMMENTS ggﬁg g(')?fgl
Interview ' '
E.1.4ls a summary of the stakeholder comments /11 DR | A summary of the comments received needst6  OK
received provided? 19/ | to be provided to DNV.
112/ The PDD indicates that no negative
comments were received concerning the
project activity, however, it is also indicated
that appropriate mitigation measures have
been proposed/taken by Pangea. The two
statements are contradictory and need to be
clarified along with more details regarding
the stakeholder consultation conducted and
the response received.
E.1.5Has due account been taken of any stakeholder /1/ DR As above all OK
comments received? /9/ |
112/
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Table 3 Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarifcation Requests

Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response | Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist
guestion in
table 2
CAR-1 Table 1 | The formal LoA from the Italian DNA | OK. Italian DNA issued the LoA on 18
A copy of the Letter of Approval from the A.2.2 has been obtained July 2007. The CAR has been closed
DNA of Italy needs to be provided. satisfactorily.
CAR 2 C.l1l1 The start date of project activity has | The PDD has been corrected
The start date of the crediting period cannot C.1.2 been modified at 23/07/2007 accordingly and the corrective actipn
be the same as the start of the project actiyity. request has now been closed.
This needs to be revised. OK
GAR-3 B.2.6 PDD Version 5 contains a misprint at| The PDD has been corrected and |the
There is a discrepancy in the collection page 22 (the value of 40% must be | CAR has been closed satisfactorily.
efficiency provided in Table 4 and Sectipn corrected in 54%): so Table 4 maintainek
B.6.3 of the PDD. This needs to be corrected. the same correct values (never changed
in Version 5 and Version 7), while in
Version 7 the collection efficiency has
been corrected from 40% to 54%.
L1 B.2.2 The PDD has been updated accordinglyhe required changes have been made

Alternatives to the project activity — The g3

following alternatives to the project activi
have been identified:
1) Baseline scenario wherein there is

Ly

no

capture of methane gas produced from

and sent to DNV.

in the PDD and the clarification reque
is now closed.

OK

St
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response | Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist

guestion in

table 2

the controlled dumpsite.
2) Implementation of the proposed
project activity in the absence of CER
revenues.
Other possible alternatives also need to be
discussed such as :
3) Sale of raw gas directly to the
customers and
4) Only capture and flaring of the landfil
gas with no electricity generation.

L2 B.2.6 The explanation has been provided in| It has been confirmed that no LFG was
The project emission reduction calculation B.5.1 the PDD. being captured in the baseline, therefore
worksheets have been provided. B.5.2 AF is equal to O.
« However, it needs to be clarified whether The clarification request has now been

LFG was being captured in the baseline closed.

for safety or other reasons? If yes, the OK

baseline collection efficiency needs to |be

specified.

«In the absence of any regulatqry
requirements for LFG in Philippines, what
is the Adjustment Factor used for|a
conservative  estimate of baseline
emissions (as required by t"le

44
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Draft report clarifications and corrective
action requests by validation team

Ref. to
checklist
guestion in
table 2

Summary of project owner response

Validation team conclusion

methodology)?In the absence of 4
regulatory requirements for LFG

Philippines, what is the Adjustment Fac
used for a conservative estimate
baseline emissions (as required by
methodology)?

ny
n
tor
of
the

and
en

L3 B.3.1 The revised benchmark analysis in thHEhe revised excel work sheets on IRR
Revised IRR calculations in the form of excel g 3.2 PDD refers now only to an objectiyanalysis, sensitivity analysis and
work sheets need to be provided. B.3.3 and certain value as the benchmark: [tegidences on revised investment cost
Philippines 10 Years Treasury Bond hdsave been provided. The clarification
been used. Calculations have beeequest has been closed.
updated accordingly, together with thgk
update on investment cost according to
the latest “estimates” from equipments
suppliers.
G4 B.13.1 Procedures will be prepared prior th€his has been addressed in the PDD
The authority and responsibility of project B.13.4 |implementation of the project. Roleshe clarification request has now be
management is not clearly described in the B.13.5 and responsibilities will be furtherclosed.
PDD. Also procedures need to be identifieo o addressed within the PDD. OK
for review of reported results and corrective
actions.
G5 D.1.2 The application for the Certificate joThe environment management plan
Pangea submitted an application for Non Coverage contains arDescription has been provided and th

D
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response | Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist
guestion in
table 2

Certificate of Non-Coverage on 15 February, environmental management planlarification request has now been
2007 to the Environmental Management description. closed.
Bureau (EMB) of the Philippines, the The environmental management pladK
government office in-charge of implementing description is a part of the Project
the Philippine EIS System. A copy of the Description, a document required for
application and the certificate needs to |be the issue of the Certificate of Non
provided to DNV. Coverage. An electronic copy of the

Project Description has been provided

to DNV.
cL6 E.1.5 Minutes and other evidences on thEhe required documents and details
A summary of the comments received negeds .1 .4 stakeholder consultation process will |deave been provided and the clarificatTon
to be provided to DNV. sent to DNV in electronic format. request has been closed.
The PDD indicates that no negative OK
comments were received concerning he
project activity, however, it is also indicated
that appropriate mitigation measures have
been proposed/taken by Pangea. The |two
statements are contradictory and need tg be

clarified along with more details regarding the

stakeholder consultation conducted and
response received.

the

L+

B.12.1

Has the site got a valid land-use, construc

tion

For the local permits:

1) Electrical permit --> temporafypeen verified and

The relevant licenses and permits h

ave

the clarificatig

n
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Draft report clarifications and corrective Ref. to Summary of project owner response | Validation team conclusion
action requests by validation team checklist

guestion in

table 2
and operation permit? A copy of the licences (for electricals during constructionyequest has now been closed.
and permits needs to be provided. - issued on 06 June 2007 OK

2) Electrical permit --> Permanepnt
(for electricals of plant & facilities
- issued on 05 June 2007

3) Mechanical permit - issued on 08
June 2007
4) Notice to Proceed - issued on 25
June 2007
5) Fire Permit - QC Fire Department
required us to secure this before
commissioning (normally this is
secured together with the building
permit but since we were npt
required to get a building permit this
can be secured later); preparation of
required documents for this |is
ongoing
6) Permit to Operate - also required
before commissioning; the QC
Engineering Department  will
inspect our facilities  when
completed; this should be secure
before commissioning.
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Einar Taelnes

Quialification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticcheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-itbMJI-i1

GHG Auditor:
CDM Validator:
CDM Verifier:

Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s):

Yes
Yes JI Validator:
Yes JI Verifier:

Sectoral scope 1,2,3 &9

Technical Reviewer for (group of) methodologies:

ACMO0001, AM0002, AM0O003, AMO010, AMO011, Yes AM0021

AMO0012, AMS-III.G

ACMO002, AMS-1.A-D, AM0019, AM0026, AM0029 Yes AMO0023
ACMO003, ACM0005, AM0033, AM0040 Yes AMO0024
ACMO0004 Yes AMO0027
ACMO0006, AM0007, AM0015, AM0036, AM0042 Yes AMO0028, AM0034
ACMO0007 Yes AMO0030
ACMO0008 Yes AMO0031
ACMO0009, AM0008, AMS-I111.B Yes AMO0032

AMO0006, AM0016, AMS-III.D Yes AMO0035
AMO0009, AM0037 Yes AMO0038
AMO0013, AM0022, AM0025, AM00379, AMS-IIl.H, Yes AM0041

AMS-IILI

AMO0014 Yes AMO0034

AMO0017 Yes AMS-IILA-F
AMO0018 Yes AMS-IILA
AMO0020 Yes AMS-IILLE, AMS-1IILF

Havik, 6 November 2006

el

Einar Telnes

/‘{/Zhae/ (thne- -

Michael Lehmann

Director, International Climate Change Services  hhatal Director
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Giulia Galluccio
Quialification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticcheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-itbMJI-i1
GHG Auditor: Yes
CDM Validator: Yes JI Validator:
CDM Verifier: JI Verifier:

Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s):

Technical Reviewer for (group of) methodologies:

ACMO0001, AM0002, AM0O003, AMO0O10, AMOO11, - AM0021 -
AMO0012, AMS-III.G

ACMO002, AMS-1.A-D, AM0019, AM0026, AM0029 - AMO0023 -
ACMO003, ACM0005, AM0033, AM0040 - AMO0024 -
ACMO0004 - AMO0027 -
ACMO0006, AM0007, AM0015, AM0O036, AM0042 - AMO0028, AM0034 -
ACMO0007 - AMO0030 -
ACMO0008 - AMO0031 -
ACMO0009, AM0008, AMS-I111.B - AMO0032 -
AMO0006, AM0016, AMS-III.D - AMO0035 -
AMO0009, AM0037 - AMO0038 -
AMO0013, AM0022, AM0025, AM00379, AMS-IIl.H, - AM0041 -
AMS-IILI

AMO0014 - AMO0034 -
AMO0017 - AMS-IILA-F -
AMO0018 - AMS-IILLA -
AMO0020 - AMS-IILLE, AMS-1IILF -

Havik, 15. December 2006
o Hihaul  (thne--

Einar Telnes Michael Lehmann
Director, International Climate Change Services  hhecal Director
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Anu Chaudhary

Qualification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificatiecheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: Yes
CDM Validator: Yes JI Validator: Yes
CDM Verifier: -- JI Verifier: -

I ndustry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): -

Hgvik, 22 December 2006

e~ Mol hne-

Einar Telnes Michael Lehmann
Director, International Climate Change Services  hhecal Director
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CERTIFICATE OFCOMPETENCE

Raman Venkata Kakaraparthi

Quialification in accordance with DNV’s Qualificaticcheme for CDM/JI (ICP-9-8-i1-CDMJI-i1

GHG Auditor: Yes

CDM Validator: Yes JI Validator: --
CDM Verifier: -- JI Verifier: --
Industry Sector Expert for Sectoral Scope(s): Sectoral scope 5

Technical Reviewer for (group of) methodologies:

ACMO002, AMS-I.A-D, AM0019, AM0026, Yes

AMO0029, AM0045

Havik, 22 December 2006

2z Pihasl  (hne--

Einar Telnes Michael Lehmann
Director, International Climate Change Services  hhecal Director
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