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Please find below the response to the request for review formulated for the CDM project with
the registration number 1447. In case you have any further inquiries please let us know as we-

kindly assist you.

Yours sincerely,
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Javier Castro
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Response to the Request for Review
Issue 1:

As the start date of the project activity is prior to the commencement of validation the PDD
should contain a full description of the evidence of the prior serious consideration of the CDM
and the validation report must provide greater details regarding how compliance with this re-
quirement has been validated

Response by TUV SUD:

The consideration of the CDM has been clearly done before the starting of the project activity.
The evidence of this statement, which has been confirmed on-site, is presented attached as
Evidence 1, “Energy Use Planning Report” dated May 2005, where is clearly specify as ex-
pected benefit the amount of emission reductions per year to be achieved.

As further information since the beginning of the project development it was clear that the pro-
ject will reduce emission that affect the climate change as is presented in the Evidence 2, which
clearly shows that part of the background is that now is “the era of the climate change”

Issue 2:

The DOE is requested to describe how the appropriateness of the discount rate/benchmark of
10% has been validated

Response by TUV SUD:

The benchmark use by the project proponent is the internal benchmark they have been using
since 2005 as shown in the Evidence 3 “Investment Management Standard”: As an internal
standard it can be considered as appropriate benchmark for the project activity.

Issue 3:

The DOE is requested to provide details regarding how the input values used in the investment
comparison, in particular the electricity tariff and operation costs, have been validated.

Response by TUV SUD:

The input values have been validated based on the internal data presented by the project pro-
ponent. The electricity tariff has been calculated based on the invoices received for the years
2000 to 2004. The operation cost has been calculated by the technical department of the pro-
ject owner, the assessment team has checked the plausibility of the data presented base on
the technical experience of the team, see Evidence 4; Evidence 5 is based on a proposal pre-
sented to the project proponent.

Further input values have been checked base on similar documentation and technical expertise
of the team.



