Public Inputs on the draft

ACM00xx methodology
“Consolidated methodology for electricity and heat generation from biomass residues”

Issue 1: 

Lack of clarity on how to determine efficiencies of heat generators, efficiencies and heat-to-power ratio of heat engines for Greenfield projects (or) baseline reference plants

Reference: “Step 6 of the algorithm to determine baseline emissions: Determine the efficiencies of heat generators, and efficiencies and heat-to-power ratio of heat engines”, Pages 38 – 40 of draft methodology

As per the applicability criteria of the proposed methodology, the following two types of project activities are applicable:
· The installation of new plants at a site where currently no power and heat generation occurs (greenfield projects)

· Energy efficiency improvement projects of existing plant(s) for which the baseline may be a reference plant with a higher efficiency than that of the existing power plant(s) but a lower efficiency than that of the project plant.
However, for both the cases, the proposed methodology does not describe any accurate means for determining efficiencies of heat generators, efficiencies of heat engines, and heat-to-power ratios.

Under step 6 of the algorithm for determining baseline emission parameters, only option 1 (default values) can be applied for greenfield projects, or for projects involving a baseline reference power plant (different from that of existing power plants). 
Option 1 makes reference to the "Tool to determine the baseline efficiency of thermal of thermal or electric energy generation systems" (EB48, Annex 12). This tool is applicable to energy generation system, i.e. a facility that generates either electricity or thermal energy, and not to co-generation system. Therefore it would be of no use for determining baseline efficiency of a co-generation project. 
Furthermore, Option F of the tool provides default values only for boilers (heat generators), and therefore the tool cannot be used for determining electrical efficiencies (heat engines), and is therefore of no use for power-only projects. Also for heat only projects, if the baseline scenario involves a biomass residue fired boiler, Option F of the tool does not provide any default values. 
The two cases that have been presented to determine the heat-to-power ratio, there is no clarity on how to arrive at the heat-to-power ratio for Greenfield projects.
It is not clear why Manufacturer's Specifications (Option 2) cannot be the basis for determination of efficiencies and heat-to-power ratios in the case of greenfield projects and baseline reference plants. 

Therefore, in the proposed methodology, Option 1 under step 6 of the algorithm would not be usable for the majority of baseline scenarios.  
Issue 2:

Lack of clarity on formula used to calculate the total baseline electricity generation 
Reference: “Step 1.2: Determine total baseline electricity generation”, Page 23 of draft methodology

It remains unclear why the formula to calculate the baseline electricity generation includes ELPJ,imp,y. as a positive parameter. 
The value computed as a resultant of (ELPJ,gross,y - ELPJ,aux,y) is the net electricity generated from the power plants included in the project boundary. 
Clarity is required on the definition of project electricity imports from the grid and why it is has been added to the net electricity generation from the power plants.
Issue 3:

Clarity on definition of the parameter ELPJ,gross,y
Reference: “ELPJ,gross,y = Gross quantity of electricity generated in all power plants which are located at the project site and included in the project boundary in year y (MWh)”, Page 23 of draft methodology
Clarity is required on what is meant by “power plants which are located at the project site and included in the project boundary in year y”.
Issue 4: 

In cases of biomass residue non-availability (especially during seasonal uncertainties or during biomass residues scarcity) the project promoter would be forced to combust fossil fuels as secondary fuel in the project plant to improve the plant load factor and economical viability of the project activity. This scenario is commonly prevalent in India where there is a significant power deficit. 

For such cases, the emissions from the combustion of these secondary fossil fuels in the project plant are considered as project emissions. However, in such cases, this secondary fossil fuel combustion is not as a result of the project activity and would have occurred (i.e., an equal quantity (heat equivalent) of fossil fuels would be combusted in the reference plant) even in the absence of the project activity.
The above argument that an equal quantity fossil fuels as in the project activity would be used in the baseline plant can be justified under the following situation:

· The thermal firing capacity of the project plant and baseline plant are equal which allows for combustion of equal quantity of fuels
· The baseline scenario is economically more attractive than the project activity without CDM at both the minimum and maximum expected ratios of fossil fuel usage. The maximum expected ratio of fossil fuel usage shall be fixed at the time of validation and shall remain fixed throughout the crediting period. 
· Similar grid connected plants in the relevant sector and region use fossil fuel as a secondary fuel to augment power generation during years of biomass residues scarcity. This fact can be demonstrated during the validation of the project activity. 
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