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JCI’s response on the request for review 
 
 
1. Request 1 for review 
Full details of the sensitivity analysis conducted by the project participant should be 
included in the PDD. The DOE should confirm that it has validated this sensitivity analysis. 
 
JCI’s Response: 
JCI confirmed that three financial parameters, total investment, electricity tariff and O&M 
cost, are considered as critical factors for the proposed project activity, and reviewed the 
sensitivity analysis results of the below table.  

Table Sensitivity analysis results 
Change rate -10% -5% 0% 

(Base case) 
5% 10% 

Total investment -1.47% -2.45% -3.37% -4.24% -5.06% 
Electricity tariff N/A1

  N/A1 -3.37% 0.19% 3.03% 
O&M cost 1.97% -0.41% -3.37% N/A1

  N/A1

 
The calculation sheets for three cases, -10% of total investment, +10% of electricity tariff 
and -10% of O&M cost, which were provided by the project participant, were justified by 
JCI and JCI confirmed that the IRR of these cases was lower than 8% of the benchmark and 
this sensitivity analysis have been validated. These calculation sheets are attached in this 
document as Annex 1. 
 
The PP will attach these calculation sheets in the revised PDD. 
 
2. Request 2 for review 
The statement regarding the benchmark of the Hangzhou project in the common practice 
analysis is unclear (P.13 of the PDD), “After five years,…., in the case that electricity price 
is 0.8 yuan/kWh, the internal return rate of Hangzhou project is 8.37%, lower than the 8%, 
benchmark of internal return rate set in that analysis.” Further clarification is required. 
 
JCI’s Response: 
This sentence is editorial mistake.  
In the previous PDD, the PP adopted 12% as the benchmark, but after the result of 
                                                  
1 Negative, the calculation results showed multi-solutions.  

1 



 

discussion based on the clarification item by JCI, the benchmark was changed to 8% which 
was justified by JCI. As mentioned in the above item 1, in case of +10% of tariff (0.69 
yuan/kWh), IRR is 3.03%, therefore, if 0.8 yuan/kWh (+27% of 0.63 yuan/kWh-base case) 
is adopted as the tariff, IRR maybe more than 8% of the benchmark as well as the case of 
Hangzhou project. However, the 0.69 yuan/kWh of the tariff (+10% of base case) is almost 
the maximum price in this area of China, therefore the IRR shall be lower than the 
benchmark 8% as the result of the sensitivity analysis and it was justified by JCI that the 
proposed project is financially unattractive. 
 
The PP will revise the PDD “After five years,…., in the case that electricity price is 0.8 
yuan/kWh, the internal return rate of Hangzhou project is 8.37%, lower than the 8%, 
benchmark of internal return rate set in that analysis.” to “After five years,….., in the case 
that electricity price is 0.8 yuan/kWh, the internal return rate of Hangzhou project is 8.37%. 
If 0.69 yuan/kWh is adopted as the tariff even in case of Hangzhou project, the IRR shall be 
lower than 8% of the benchmark of internal return rate set in that analysis.” 
JCI justified this revision. 
  
3. Request 3 for review 
PP used the Simple Adjusted OM to calculate the emission factor of the Southern Grid for 
the project activity, on the grounds that low-cost/must-run resources in Southern China 
constitute less than 50% of the Grid resource mix. However, this assumption is not 
substantiated. According to footnote 5 in page 6  of ACM0002 v6: “Low operating cost and 
must run resources typically include hydro, geothermal, wind, low-cost biomass, nuclear 
and solar generation. If coal is obviously used as must-run, it should also be included in this 
list……”. If coal is a low-cost/must-run in this case, then calculation of OM must be 
re-evaluated and calculated using the Average OM, and the baseline might need to undergo 
modifications. 
 
JCI’s Response: 
The PP used the Simple OM not the Simple Adjusted OM to calculate the emission factor of 
the South China Power Grid. However, in case of the Simple OM, the average of the five (5) 
most recent years of low-cost/must-run resources must be less than 50% according to 
ACM0002.  
As for South China Power Grid that is dominated by coal-fired electricity, coal-fired 
electricity obviously does not belong to the one of low-cost/must-run resources. This is 
common understanding in China and also admitted by Chinese DNA. In this Grid, hydro, 
nuclear and other are defined as low-cost/must-run resources. 
The PP provided the “Electricity Generation of South China Power Grid in 2000, 2001, 2002, 
2003 and 2004” (Annex 2) and JCI reviewed these data and confirmed the average of the 
five (5) most recent years is 32.40% less than 50%. 
 
The PP will reflect the above matter describing the average of the five (5) most recent years 
in the revised PDD, and attach this Annex 2 in the Annex 3 of the revised PDD.  
 

2 



 

3 

With JCI’s and PP’s responses to the request for review comments issued by CDM 
Executive Board Members, we wish that the issues have been fully and appropriately 
addressed. We sincerely hope that the CDM Executive Board would approve the proposed 
project activity for registration.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



 

Annex 1 
Table 1 IRR calculation sheet of -10% decrease of total investment (without CERs) 

 

 
 
IRR=-1.47%
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Table 2 IRR calculation sheet of -10% decrease of O&M cost (without CERs) 
 

 
 
IRR=1.97%
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Table 3 IRR calculation sheet of +10% increase of electricity tariff (without CERs) 
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IRR=3.03%

 

 



 

Annex 2 

For the most recent 5 years (2000-2004), the low-cost/must run resources (Hydrom Nuclear and 

other) of total electricity generation in South China Power Grid constitute less than 50% of total: 

34.27%, 33.76%, 32.98%, 31.06%, and 29.95% for 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004, and the 

average is 32.40%. 

Table 1 Electricity Generation of South China Power Grid in 2000 (108kWh) 

  Total Hydro power Thermal power Nuclear power Other 

Guangdong 1353.46 155.74 1049.35 147.01 1.36 

Guangxi 289.09 168.88 120.21   

Yunnan 317.46 216.08 101.38   

Guizhou 315.98 90.95 225.03   

Total 2275.99 631.65 1495.97 147.01 1.36 

Source: China Electric Power Yearbook 2001 

Table 2 Electricity Generation of South China Power Grid in 2001 (108kWh) 

  Total Hydro power Thermal power Nuclear power Other 

Guangdong 1433.27 190.73 1091.19 150 1.35 

Guangxi 297.19 176.09 121.1   

Yunnan 359.53 216.48 143.05   

Guizhou 369.41 95.65 273.76   

Total 2459.4 678.95 1629.1 150 1.35 

Source: China Electric Power Yearbook 2002 

Table 3 Electricity Generation of South China Power Grid in 2002 (108kWh) 

  Total Hydro power Thermal power Nuclear power Other 

Guangdong 1610.08 169.13 1230.81 208.77 1.35 

Guangxi 317.03 186.34 130.69    

Yunnan 408.49 250.62 157.87    

Guizhou 427.43 95.12 332.31    

Total 2763.03 701.21 1851.68 208.77 1.35 

Source: China Electric Power Yearbook 2003 
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Table 4 Electricity Generation of South China Power Grid in 2003 (108kWh) 

  Total Hydro power Thermal power Nuclear power Other 

Guangdong 1895.77 171.36 1433.51 289.3 1.59 

Guangxi 363.67 192.88 170.79    

Yunnan 458.91 268.37 190.55    

Guizhou 513.14 80.19 432.95    

Total 3231.49 712.8 2227.8 289.3 1.59 

Source: China Electric Power Yearbook 2004 

Table 5 Electricity Generation of South China Power Grid in 2004 (108kWh) 

  Total Hydro power Thermal power Nuclear power Other 

Guangdong 2121.33 141.14 1693.89 284.81 1.49 

Guangxi 373.72 172.29 201.43   

Yunnan 536.72 293.5 243.22   

Guizhou 731 233.79 497.2   

Total 3762.77 840.72 2635.74 284.81 1.49 

Source: China Electric Power Yearbook 2005 
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