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Dear Members of the CDM Executive Board, 

We refer to the requests for review raised by
registration of rom 
‘G’ Blast Furn d by 
the requests for

 

Comment 1: 
The DOE is req ed 
on the results of the investment 

DNV Respons
While assessin R of 
all improvemen d of 
Tata Steel in th d as 
Annex-I. The l oved 
for implementa  that 
out of 24 proje hree 
projects were ts is 
attached as An een 
approved in sp tion 
and assessmen ark 
has been consi This 
has been furth by interviews with the project approval team in Tata Steel 
(Investment M Committee) as well as from the Chief Financial Officer (Corporate) 
(Annex-III). D  type 
projects to be 2

Comment 2: 
Further clarification is required on how the DOE has validated the baseline determination, in 
particular that the continuation of current situation - import of power from a captive power plant 
is a more economically attractive alternative than the project activity undertaken without CDM. 

UNFCCC Secretariat 
Martin-Luther-King-Strasse 8 
D-53153 Bonn 
Germany 
 
Att: CDM Executive Board 

Your ref.: Date: 
CDM Ref 1648

Our ref.: 
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48) 

 three Board members concerning DNV’s request for 
project activity 1648 “Top Gas Pressure Recovery based Power Generation f
ace” and would like to provide the following initial response to the issues raise
 review. 

uested to explain further how it has validated that the project is additional bas
analysis, in particular with reference to the applied benchmark. 

e: 
g the applicable internal benchmark of the company, DNV has assessed the IR
t type projects approved for installation as well as projects rejected by the boar
e period 2004-2007. The list of rejected projects during this period is attache
ist clearly indicates that projects with IRR lower than 20% have not been appr
tion. It was also observed from the list of approved projects during this period
cts only 3 projects were approved which had IRR less than 20%. However, all t
approved because of reasons other than IRR. The list of approved projec
nex-II. It has also been explained in Annex-II why the three projects have b
ite of having a lower IRR. Hence, as required by the “Tool for the demonstra
t of additionality”, it is in our opinion sufficiently demonstrated that this benchm
stently used in the past for approving improvement type projects in Tata Steel. 
er corroborated 
anagement 
NV has thus accepted the internal benchmark of Tata Steel for improvement
0%. 
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DNV Response: 
DNV would like to note that the additionality of the project was determined by applying 
benchmark analysis and not by comparing economic attractiveness of different scenarios. While 
determining th e project, four alternatives were considered: 

i) Importi ical 
energy sed.  

ii) 
iii) Imple

iv) l Power 

The m  any 
prohibitive barriers, the most economically attractive alternative should be considered as the 
baseline scena
 
It was observed during the site visit that the power from DVC is costlier than the power from 
Jojobera. Since  that 
the costlier sou VC 
should have b ant. 
However, it wa itial 
current during d is 
selected such t and 
without jeopar k-in 
loads are sourc  (in 
context of the ame 
would have let very 
high kick-in l load 
requirements f oads 
are connected t  the 
captive power RT 
will displace th t the 
contract deman nce, 
option 1 is in o ume 
electricity from t. 
 
It was demonstrated that option 2 is not a feasible option since the waste pressure has no other 
effective use. 
 
Option 3, whic tion 
since the IRR f
 
Thus only one tion, 
i.e. import of p uire 
any investment  our 
understanding 
paragraph 15 states that “The benchmark approach is therefore suited to circumstances where the 
baseline does not require investment”, not necessary to demonstrate whether the project activity 
without CDM benefits is economically more attractive than the current situation which does not 
require any investment.  

e baseline for th

ng of power from Damodar Valley Corporation (DVC) grid to meet electr
requirements and keeping the pressure energy potential of GBF top gas un-utili

Use of pressure energy potential of top gas other than for electricity generation.  

mentation of project activity without CDM benefit.  

Continuation of the current situation, i.e. import of power from Jojobera Therma
Plant  

ethodology ACM0004, version 2 requires that “Among the alternatives that do not face

rio.” 

 the project activity involves displacement of power, it is reasonable to assume
rce of power would have been displaced preferably and hence power from D

een considered as the baseline scenario instead of Jojobera thermal power pl
s also observed that the HT motors within the steel plants require a very high in
start-up. This is known as the kick-in load. The power source for the kick-in loa
hat the source can accommodate the sudden instantaneous surge in power dem
dizing the power generation capability of the source. For Tata Steel, the kic
ed from DVC through the national grid. Since the grid has virtually infinite

project loads) power capacity, small variations do not affect the grid but the s
 to sudden surge and trip in the captive power plant. Thus only the loads with 
oads are connected to DVC through the national grid and the other base 
or the plant is met by Jojobera thermal power station. Since only the kick-in l
o the national grid and the power requirement for those loads cannot be met by
plant, the project proponent has assumed that the power generated from the T
e power from the Jojobera plant and not DVC. It has also been confirmed tha
d for Tata Steel from DVC has not been altered due to the project activity. He
r opinion not a plausible baseline scenario as the steel plant continues to consu

 DVC and the project thus displaces electricity generation by the Jojobera plan

h is the project activity without CDM benefits, faces barriers in implementa
rom the project is lower than the benchmark of the company. 

feasible baseline option remains, which is the continuation of the current situa
ower from Jojobera Thermal Power Plant. This baseline alternative does not req
s as the Jojobera Thermal Power Plant is already in operation. Hence, it was in
of the Board’s “Guidance on the assessment of investment analysis”, which in 
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We sincerely hope that the Board accepts our aforementioned explanations. 

Yours faithfully 
for DET NORSKE VERITAS CERTIFICATION AS  

  
Michael Lehmann C Kumaraswamy 
Technical Director  Manager 
International C rvices Climate Change Serviceslimate Change Se
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