
 
Project 0389: Waste heat recovery project based on technology up-gradation at Apollo 

Tyres, Vadodara, India 
 
Review No 1 
 
Reason for request Reply 
1. The investment test has not been 
done properly by the developer and 
not been appraised properly by 
validator. 

In absence of clear guidance of conducting investment analysis 
for small scale project activity, we have conducted the investment 
analysis in an adequate manner, as per the acceptable business 
practices. 

The validator has not recognized that 
the alternative to the project “power 
and steam generation with boiler and 
steam turbine using Indian coal as 
fuel” is unrealistic due to the 
shortage of domestic coal which is 
thus not delivered to private 
industries but only to power plant 
and state industries. So the only 
alternative “Generation with boiler 
and steam turbine using petcoke and 
imported coal as a fuel” is realistic. 

The investment analysis conducted to demonstrate the fact that 
there is at-least one alternative to the project activity which is 
economically attractive but more GHG emissive. Therefore five 
possible alternatives to the project were studied. Some of them, 
being unrealistic were dropped from further analysis, that is, fist 
option ‘Electricity from State Electricity Grid and Steam 
generation from boiler running on NG’ considering the reliability 
/ availability of electricity from Grid. Many publications / 
references including the one listed in the PDD (central electricity 
authority, www.cea.nic.in ) would endorse the fact that Gujarat 
state grid is a deficit grid. 
 
Remaining alternatives were analysed using IRR as indicator and 
the calculations (excel sheet soft copy) along with assumptions 
were submitted to the validator along with the PDD. We are also 
aware that validator has discussed the same and understood 
convincingly the how the IRR numbers have been arrived at. 
These are presented in the table of page 13 of the PDD submitted 
(and reviewed by RIT). 
 
As such the alternative available to us was Coal based “Power 
plant” to which RIT it seems agree that coal would have diverted 
in any case. 
 
We realise possibility of deficit in Indian coal availability, 
however, our observation is, the data from reliable references such 
as union budget and economic survey of Government of India 
suggest that the coal requirement used to arrive at the deficit 
include coal requirement for captive power consumption as well.  
(Annex 1 reference: www.indiabudget.nic.in, page 177, 
infrastructure)  
 
Therefore, as project proponent in-spite of general deficit of 

http://www.cea.nic.in
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Indian coal we have both the options available i.e. Indian coal 
from supplier and imported coal, petcoke from supplier even 
before starting of project activity. To endorse this after request for 
review; project proponent has asked for the quotation for coal 
from suppliers and they endorse the availability of coal and given 
the current prevailing prices of the same. (Annex 2, Letter from 
Janardan metal industries and quotation from Shah coal private 
limited). Therefore, we would like to emphasise that general coal 
deficit as published by Government doesn’t mean that Indian coal 
is not available to the industry for power plant. Infact many such 
reports would project coal use as the cheaper option. 
  
To provide realistic example, two coal based captive power plants 
are proposed in state of Gujarat  (Annex 3: www.infraline.com, 
captive power projects: Planned investment): 

1. Gujarat Ambuja cement 50 MW 
2. Indian rayon 16.5 MW  

Based on above mentioned facts it is clear that the option 4 i.e. 
“power and steam generation with boiler and steam turbine using 
Indian coal as fuel” is a feasible alternative to be consider for 
power and steam generation. 
 

The PDD does not give the 
assumption about the imported coal 
used to derive IRR for the 
alternative. Moreover, the PDD does 
not include the enclosures mentioned 
in page 13 so it is impossible for me 
to check IRR calculations. 

This alternative was evaluated for imported coal and pet coke as 
in absence of Indian coal these two fuels are available at 
comparable rates (INR 3000 per tonne for petcoke as well as 
imported coal). To back-up this price we have quotation from the 
supplier (Annex 2 C, Quotation from Coal supplier). This 
assumption of price is used in the IRR calculation and also 
mentioned in the PDD. All the excel spread sheets for IRR 
calculation has been submitted to Validator along with PDD and 
the same has been enclosed for RIT’s reference. The project 
proponent has prepared all the excel sheets for the IRR analysis 
and submitted to DOE. The DOE has validated all the enclosures. 
The enclosures were not included in PDD and attached separately. 
The same enclosures are again attached along with this response 
(Please see enclosure 1 to 7). 

The natural gas price assumption for 
the project case is unrealistically 
high. According to the Indian 
ministry of oil, the price per m3 was 
2.85 Rs in 2004 (see 
petroleum.nic.in/petstat.pdf, table 
30). Even if pipeline costs of 1.1 
Rs/m3 are taken into account, the 

The natural gas that project proponent will use is not crude natural 
gas but Regasified LNG. The project proponent signed the 
contract with GAIL (India) Limited (Annex 4: contact with 
GAIL) for the R LNG. The cost break-up with reference is shown 
below: 
 

Calculation of cost of R LNG 
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price is still just half of the price 
quoted in the PDD. 
 
I strongly suspect the project case to 
become the most attractive if 
realistic natural gas price is used. 

Particular Value  Unit Remark 
Foreign currency 
component 

135 INR/MM
BTU 

Based on 
exchange 
rate of 
US 
dollars 

Indian rupees 42 INR/MM
BTU 

  

  177 INR/MM
BTU 

  

1 MM BTU 25200
0 

Kcal Conversi
on factor 

Calorific value of gas 
(GCV) 

9350 Kcal/SM3 GAIL 
Invoice 
(Annex 
5) 

Quantity of gas in 1 
MMBTU 

26.951
87 

SM3   

Cost per SM3 6.5672
62 

INR/SM3   

Transaction charges 
(Dollar to rupees) @ 10% 
of foreign component 

0.5008
93 

INR/SM3 GAIL 
Invoice 

Transportation charges 0.5316
88 

INR/SM3 GAIL 
Invoice 

Total charges 7.5998
43 

INR/SM3   

State gov. charges 
(Currently vat @ 12.5%) 

0.9499
8 

INR/SM3 GAIL 
Invoice 

Cost of RLNG 8.5498
24 

INR/SM3   

Cost used in calculation 
of IRR for CDM 

8.2 INR/SM3   

   
Based on above table which is based on the signed contract with 
GAIL (R LNG supplier) it is clear that the price of RLNG is 8.55 
INR/sm3 while in calculation 8.2 INR/SM3 is used.  
 
Moreover it can be seen from other available documents that the 
cost of power generation from coal is much lower that that is from 
gas in Gujarat (Annex 6, captive power plants: case study of 



Gujarat, India, 
http://www.electricityindia.org/papers/captive_powerplants1.pdf). 
At the same time this is fact that Apollo Tyres has invested 
additional money for environment friendly project. 

The sensitivity analysis is designed 
in a way (assumption about the price 
changes) that always make the 
project case less attractive than the 
alternative.  
The EB should require project 
developers using an investment 
analysis to state all the assumptions 
and to publish the excel sheets as 
annex to the PDD. In case of 
confidentiality issues, the sheets 
should at least be made available to 
the DOE and the RIT members to 
check the calculations. 

The excel sheets for IRR and sensitivity calculations has been 
submitted to validator. All the variables are assumptions have 
been submitted to validator as attachment. The price of CER is 
based on discussions that we had with international 
representatives, consultants during CDM related seminars. 

2. The PDD does not contain any 
documentation on the sources of the 
electricity grid emission factor. It is 
just mentioned in table A.4 of the 
PDD as 760g CO2/kWh. While the 
validator states of page A-10 that 
supporting information was provided 
and therefore closed NIR 4, the 
supporting information has not been 
integrated in the PDD. 

The excel sheet for the electricity grid is submitted to the 
validators (DOE) and it is reflected from the validation report 
page A-10. The same is attached here for RIT’s reference. Please 
see enclosure 8 

3. The validation findings overview 
(p.3) states that the investment 
barrier is used for additionality, then 
mentions a technology barrier but 
only gives an argument on the 
barriers according to prevailing 
practice. A letter from the producer 
of specific type of equipment that 
this equipment (produced by the 
same producer) has not been used in 
the host country is not sufficient 
evidence for the prevailing practice 
barrier, as similar equipment 
manufactured by other producer 
could be widespread in the host 

The technology used is new and the project proponent was not 
aware of implication due to new technology. The same equipment 
supplier (M/s Solar Turbine INC) has standard module (without 
dry low NOx) for gas turbines for which cost is low and the 
operation and maintenance is well established. We had to spend 
more for this advance dry Dry Low NOx Turbine based on returns 
from CDM revenue stream. The annex 7 is attached for the 
turbines installed in nearby industries. It is evident from the sheet 
that no industry in nearby area has Dry Low NOx turbine (either 
from M/s Solar or from any other manufacturer). Other than that 
M/s Solar is reputed international turbine manufacturer with 
world wide supply of its equipments and considerable market 
information. The letter issued by M/s Solar is from there regional 
office in Singapore. Therefore, endorsement from M/s Solar, data 
gathered from nearby industries reflects that this was not a 

http://www.electricityindia.org/papers/captive_powerplants1.pdf


country.  common practice when Apollo Tyres have installed the turbine. 
Moreover, this letter does not fulfil 
the requirements specified by DOE 
to close NIR 4 stated on page A-9 of 
the validation report: “Under 
common practice analysis, please 
provide other same kind of project’s 
name and distinctions between them 
and project activity.” 

In the validation stage the validators have discussed the issues of 
common practice. The turbine installation to the nearby industries 
is discussed with the validators. The supporting gathered and 
presented to validators is presented as annex 7. 

4. The spreadsheet in annex 4 
(Calculations) attached to the CDM-
SSC-PDD (version 02) has columns 
missing which was not noted by the 
DOE. 

This was an error during conversion of word file to PDF files. Te 
same is corrected in the version 06 of PDD. 

 
Review No 2 
 
Reason for request Reply 
The investment test has not been done properly by the 
developer and not been appraised properly by validator 
who did not recognized that the alternative 4 (use of 
Indian coal as fuel) to the project is unrealistic due to the 
shortage of domestic coal. The PDD does not give the 
assumption about the price of imported coal used to derive 
IRR for the alternative 5 (use of petcoke and imported 
coal as fuel). Moreover, the PDD does not include the 
enclosures mentioned on page 13 so it is impossible to 
check IRR calculations. 
 
The natural gas price assumption for the project case is 
unrealistically high, which may mean that the project case 
would be more attractive if a realistic natural gas price 
was used. The sensitivity analysis is designed in a way 
(assumption about the price changes) that always make 
the project case less attractive than the alternative.  

Same as comment 01 of review 01.  

The PDD does not contain any documentation on the 
sources of the electricity grid emission factor. It is just 
mentioned in table A.4 of the PDD as 760g CO2/kWh. 
While the validator states of page A-10 that supporting 
information was provided and therefore closed NIR 4, the 
supporting information has not been integrated in the 
PDD. 

Same as comment 02 of review 01. 

The spreadsheet in annex 4 (Calculations) attached to the Same as comment 04 of review 01. 



CDM-SSC-PDD (version 02) has columns missing which 
was not noted by the DOE. 
 
Review No 3 
 
Reason for request Reply 
The investment test has not been done properly by the 
developer and not been appraised properly by validator 
who did not recognized that the alternative 4 (use of 
Indian coal as fuel) to the project is unrealistic due to the 
shortage of domestic coal. The PDD does not give the 
assumption about the price of imported coal used to derive 
IRR for the alternative 5 (use of petcoke and imported 
coal as fuel). Moreover, the PDD does not include the 
enclosures mentioned on page 13 so it is impossible to 
check IRR calculations. 
 
The natural gas price assumption for the project case is 
unrealistically high, which may mean that the project case 
would be more attractive if a realistic natural gas price 
was used. The sensitivity analysis is designed in a way 
(assumption about the price changes) that always make 
the project case less attractive than the alternative.  

Same as comment 01 of review 01.  

The PDD does not contain any documentation on the 
sources of the electricity grid emission factor. It is just 
mentioned in table A.4 of the PDD as 760g CO2/kWh. 
While the validator states of page A-10 that supporting 
information was provided and therefore closed NIR 4, the 
supporting information has not been integrated in the 
PDD. 

Same as comment 02 of review 01. 

 




































