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1 INTRODUCTION
PrJSC Modified Fats Factory (since 02/06/2011, the enterprise
registration name has been changed from "СJSC Modified Fats Factory"
to "PrJSC Modified Fats Factory" in accordance with Excerpt of United
State Register of Legal Entities and Individual entrepreneurs of Ukraine
as of 02/06/2011) has commissioned Bureau Veritas Certification to
determine its JI project “Sunflower Husk Utilization for Steam and
Electricity Generation at the Oil-Extraction Factory CJSC Modified Fats
Factory” (hereafter called “the project”) in the city of Kirovohrad in
Kirovohrad Oblast, Ukraine.
This report summarizes the findings of the determination of the project,
performed on the basis of UNFCCC criteria, as well as criteria given to
provide for consistent project operations, monitoring and reporting.

1.1 Objective
The determination serves as project design verification and is a
requirement of all projects. The determination is an independent third
party assessment of the project design. In particular, the project's
baseline, the monitoring plan (MP), and the project’s compliance with
relevant UNFCCC and host country criteria are determined in order to
confirm that the project design, as documented, is sound and reasonable,
and meets the stated requirements and identified criteria. Determination
is a requirement for all JI projects and is seen as necessary to provide
assurance to stakeholders of the quality of the project and its intended
generation of emissions reductions units (ERUs).
UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 6 of the Kyoto Protocol, the JI rules and
modalities and the subsequent decisions by the JI Supervisory
Committee, as well as the host country criteria.

1.2 Scope
The determination scope is defined as an independent and objective
review of the project design document, the project’s baseline study and
monitoring plan and other relevant documents. The information in these
documents is reviewed against Kyoto Protocol requirements, UNFCCC
rules and associated interpretations.
The determination is not meant to provide any consulting towards the
Client. However, stated requests for clarifications and/or corrective
actions may provide input for improvement of the project design.

1.3 Determination team
The determination team consists of the following personnel:
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Ivan Sokolov
Bureau Veritas Certification Team Leader, Climate Change Lead Verifier
Iuliia Pylnova
Bureau Veritas Certification Team Member, Climate Change Lead Verifier
Kateryna Zinevych
Bureau Veritas Certification Team Member, Climate Change Lead Verifier
Denis Pishchalov
Bureau Veritas Certification Team Member, Financial Specialist
This determination report was reviewed by:
Leonid Yaskin
Bureau Veritas Certification Internal Technical Reviewer

2 METHODOLOGY
The overall determination, from Contract Review to Determination Report
& Opinion, was conducted using Bureau Veritas Certification internal
procedures.
In order to ensure transparency, a determination protocol was customized
for the project, according to the version 01 of the Joint Implementation
Determination
and
Verification
Manual,
issued
by
the
Joint
Implementation Supervisory Committee at its 19 meeting on 04/12/2009.
The protocol shows, in a transparent manner, criteria (requirements),
means of determination and the results from determining the identified
criteria. The determination protocol serves the following purposes:
• It organizes, details and clarifies the requirements a JI project is
expected to meet;
• It ensures a transparent determination process where the determiner
will document how a particular requirement has been determined and
the result of the determination.
The completed determination protocol is enclosed in Appendix A to this
report.

2.1 Review of Documents
The Project Design Document (PDD) submitted by GreenStream Network
(the PDD developer) and additional background documents related to the
project design and baseline, i.e. country Law, Guidelines for users of the
joint implementation project design document form, Approved CDM
methodology and/or Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and
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monitoring, Kyoto Protocol, Clarifications on Determination Requirements
to be Checked by an Accredited Independent Entity were reviewed.
To address Bureau Veritas Certification corrective action and clarification
requests, GreenStream Network revised the PDD and resubmitted it on
25/11/2011.
The determination findings presented in this report relate to the project as
described in the PDD versions 02, 04, and 04.1.

2.2 Follow-up Interviews
On 21/03/2011 Bureau Veritas Certification performed on-site interviews
with project stakeholders to confirm selected information and to resolve
issues
identified
in
the
document
review.
Representatives
of
CJSC Modified Fats Factory and GreenStream Network were interviewed
(see References). The main topics of the interviews are summarized in
Table 1.
Table 1 Interview topics
Interviewed
organization

Interview topics

CJSC Modified
Fats Factory

















GreenStream
Network






Project history
Project approach
Project boundary
Implementation schedule
Organizational structure
Responsibilities and authorities
Training of personnel
Quality management procedures and technology
Rehabilitation/Implementation of equipment
(records)
Metering equipment control
Metering record keeping system, database
Technical documentation
Monitoring plan and procedures
Permits and licenses
Local stakeholder’s response.
Baseline methodology
Monitoring plan
Additionality proofs
Calculation of emission reduction.
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2.3 Resolution
Requests
The objective
for corrective
that needed
conclusion on

of

Clarification

and

Corrective

Action

of this phase of the determination is to raise the requests
actions and clarification and any other outstanding issues
to be clarified for Bureau Veritas Certification positive
the project design.

If the determination team, in assessing the PDD and supporting
documents, identifies issues that need to be corrected, clarified or
improved with regard to JI project requirements, it will raise these issues
and inform the project participants of these issues in the form of:
(a) Corrective action request (CAR), requesting the project participants to
correct a mistake in the published PDD that is not in accordance with the
(technical) process used for the project or relevant JI project requirement
or that shows any other logical flaw;
(b) Clarification request (CL), requesting the project participants to
provide additional information for the determination team to assess
compliance with the JI project requirement in question;
(c) Forward action request (FAR), informing the project participants of an
issue, relating to project implementation but not project design, that
needs to be reviewed during the first verification of the project.
The determination team will make an objective assessment as to whether
the actions taken by the project participants, if any, satisfactorily resolve
the issues raised, if any, and should conclude its findings of the
determination.
To guarantee the transparency of the verification process, the concerns
raised are documented in more detail in the verification protocol in
Appendix A.

3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project owner, PrJSC Modified Fats Factory, is one of the biggest
producers of fat products in Ukraine. The PrJSC Modified Fats Plant
(MFP) was commissioned in 2005 and produces mainly fat and margarine
production. In 2007, the project owner decided to extend its product line
and construct the Oil Extraction Plant (OEP). OEP is designed to extract
vegetable oil from sunflower seed and produce types of fat product. MFP
and OEP are located adjacently and are both under the OJSC Creative
Group, but belong to two separated operational entities. After the decision
of construction of OEP, the project developer started looking for a
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solution to meet the energy demand of OEP and partly displace the
energy consumption of MFP.
Prior to the project activity, the steam was supplied by natural gas boilers
installed at MFP: two existing natural gas boilers are the type of THS-50
and another one is Boiler Avogadro. In the perspective of business-asusual, the solution of energy supply for OEP will be the installation of new
natural gas boiler. Meanwhile, the husk of sunflower seed will be
transported to the Kirovohrad municipal landfill site 20.5 km far away and
disposed there.
Thus, the brief description of the baseline scenario is as follows: the
existing natural gas boilers will be operated continuously. Meanwhile, new
natural gas boilers will be installed to produce the heat needed by the
production extension. The husks will be dumped or left to decay mainly
under clearly anaerobic conditions.
Since the initiation of OEP, the husk has been considered as a renewable
source to meet the energy demand of both MFP and OEP. The project
activity will install two husk boilers at PrJSC MFP in Kirovograd, Ukraine.
The husk generated by OEP will be combusted in these husk boilers with
the purpose to generate carbon-neutral steam. The project activity will
combust 27,950 tonnes of husk annual and generate steam. However,
during the crediting period of the project, the existing natural gas boilers
will serve as backup in case of steam supply shortage. The working
performance of these natural gas boilers will be recorded as the baseline
till their retirement or closure of lifetime.
A steam turbine for electricity generation using steam from MFP boilers is
expected to be installed only after 2012. Therefore, emissions reductions
related to electricity generation are not taken into consideration.
The project is under the UKEEP (Energy Efficiency Programme for Banks
in Ukraine), which is a framework facility constructed by EBRD (European
Bank for Reconstruction and Development). UKEEP finances the private
sector companies for industrial energy efficiency and renewable energy
projects and encourages the financed project commercialize the reduced
GHG emission. The carbon revenue has been pre-considered as an
additional profit to make the project activity attractive in finance
perspective. The project owner management meeting was held on 5 July
2007 where the positive decision was made regarding the JI project
implementation and carbon revenue from JI. Through the MCCF
(Multilateral Carbon Credit Fund), established by EBRD, documents have
been developed for the commercialization of the Emission Reduction Units
under the JI framework. The PIN of the project was submitted to the
National Environmental Investment Agency of Ukraine in May 2009. The
Letter of Endorsement (No. 757/23/7) of the project activity was issued by
the National Environmental Investment Agency of Ukraine at July 3, 2009.
The Letter of Approval from Ukraine government is expected be issued by
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State Environmental Investments Agency of Ukraine after the submission
of project PDD and Determination report.
Setting the two husk boilers into testing operation (according to the
Order #248) began since September 24, 2009 which is defined to be the
starting date of crediting period.
The project activity was initially designed to install two husk boilers and
one
electricity
steam
generator.
However,
during
the
project
implementation the installation of the electricity steam turbine was not
realized because of the delay of finance raising. The PDD is developed
basing on the condition of the investment and operation of two husk
boilers for the thermal energy generation.
The identified areas of concern as to Project description, project
participants response and BV Certification’s conclusion are described in
Appendix A (refer to CAR 01, CL 01, CL 02, CL 03, CAR 03, CAR 04,
CAR 13, CAR 41, and CAR 47).
Brief description of the clarification and corrective action requests are
stated below.
CAR 01. The description of the baseline scenario must be added to the
section A.2. of the PDD as per Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD
form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle, version 04.
CL 01. Some inconsistency was revealed in the PDD. It is stated in the
section A.2 that “PrJSC Modified Fats Plant (MFP) was commissioned in
2005”. However, this statement contradicts the information below: ‘Two
existing natural gas boilers are the type of THS-50 working since Dec
2001…”. Please, provide corresponding clarification.
CL 02. Please, provide any evidence that the carbon revenue has been
pre-considered as an additional profit to make the project activity
attractive in finance perspective.
CL 03. Please, provide documented evidence to confirm the project
starting date (June 20, 2008) and the starting date of the crediting period
(September 26, 2009).
CAR 03. The information concerning the implementation schedule for the
measures to be implemented is missing in the section A.4.3. Please, add
the appropriate information as per Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD
form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle, version 04.
CAR 04. The reference to the Section C is indicated in the section A.4.4
of the PDD: “More details are indicated in Section C”. However, the
respective information is absent in the Section C. Please, clarify or
provide more accurate reference.
CAR 13. Please, provide the interpretation of the abbreviation “SW DS” in
the PDD.
CAR 41. Annex B is referred to in the PDD (page 42). However, there is
no such Annex in the PDD. Please, correct.
CAR 47. Please, provide contact data of Mr. Davydov.
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All the issues mentioned
participants response.

above

are

closed

based

on

the

project

4 DETERMINATION CONCLUSIONS
In the following sections, the conclusions of the determination are stated.
The findings from the desk review of the original project design
documents and the findings from interviews during the follow up visit are
described in the Determination Protocol in Appendix A.
The Clarification and Corrective Action Requests are stated, where
applicable, in the following sections and are further documented in the
Determination Protocol in Appendix A. The determination of the Project
resulted in 47 Corrective Action Requests and 10 Clarification Requests.
The number between brackets at the end of each section correspond to
the DVM paragraph

4.1 Project approvals by Parties involved (19-20)
The Letter of Endorsement (No. 757/23/7) of the project activity was
issued by the National Environmental Investment Agency of Ukraine at
July 3, 2009. The Letter of Approval from Ukraine government is expected
be issued by National Environmental Investments Agency of Ukraine after
the submission of project PDD and Determination report.
The identified areas of concern as to Project approvals by Parties
involved, project participants response and BV Certification’s conclusion
are described in Appendix A (refer to CAR 06).
Brief description of the corrective action request is stated below.
CAR 06. The project has no approval of the host Party and the sponsor
Parties. Please provide Letters of Approval.
Now the issue mentioned above remains open; it will be closed after the
determination report finalizing.

4.2 Authorization
involved (21)
The participation
participants in the
also listed in the
involved, explicitly

of

project

participants

by

Parties

for each of the legal entities listed as project
PDD will be authorized by a Party involved, which is
PDD, through a written project approval by a Party
stating the name of the legal entity.

The identified areas of concern as to Authorization of project participants
by Parties involved, project participants response and BV Certification’s
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conclusion are described in Appendix A (refer to CAR 02, CAR 24,
CAR 38).
Brief description of the corrective actions requests are stated below.
CAR 02. Please, prepare the Annex 1 of the PDD in accordance with Joint
implementation project design document form for small-scale projects,
version 01.1 (all obligatory rows must be presented in the table).
CAR 24. Please, indicate if the person/entity mentioned in the section
B.4. of the PDD is also a project participant listed in annex 1 as per
Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle,
version 04.
CAR 38. Please, indicate if the person/entity mentioned in the section
D.5. of the PDD is also a project participant listed in annex 1 as per
Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle,
version 04.
All the issues mentioned
participants response.

above

are

closed

based

on

the

project

4.3 Baseline setting (22-26)
The PDD explicitly indicates that using a methodology for baseline setting
and monitoring developed in accordance with appendix B of the JI
guidelines was the selected approach for identifying the baseline.
The PDD provides a detailed theoretical description in a complete and
transparent manner, as well as justification, that the baseline is
established:
(a) by listing and describing the following plausible future scenarios for
heat generation and for the treatment of husks.
- For heat generation, the realistic and credible alternatives may include:
H1: Heat generation will be supplied by biomass residue/husk boiler,
which is not undertaken as a JI project activity;
This is the project scenario without the help of JI.
H2: The continuation of heat generation in existing natural gas boilers.
The new energy demand caused by production extension will be satisfied
by the installation of new natural gas boiler;
This is the continuation of the baseline scenario.
H3: The existing natural gas boilers will be retrofitted to meet the demand
of heat.
The retrofitting of existing natural gas boilers can not meet the demand of
heat of the proposed project.
H4: The installation of new plants at the project site different from those
installed under the project activity. The new plants shall utilize the fossil
fuel energy rather than natural gas;
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Considering that natural gas is one of the most common and appropriate
energy sources, it is not realistic to install another new plant onsite which
consumes other fossil fuel rather than natural gas.
H5: The generation of heat in specific off-site plants;
Due the reason of the remote location, it is not realistic to transfer heat
from other specific off-site plants.
H6: The production of heat from district heating;
The project is located in the remote industrial park which keeps a
distance of approximately 2 km to the closest residence community. The
connection of district heating is not realistic because 1) the cost
connection pipe will cause extra investment, 2) the connection will be
requested to obtain the governmental approval and a license.
- For the treatment of husks (biomass residue), the realistic and credible
alternatives may include:
B1: The husks are dumped or left to decay mainly under aerobic
conditions.
W ith respect to “On protection of atmospheric air” (21/06/2001, #2556-III),
the aerobical disposal of husks, i.e. decaying on fields, is forbidden,
because the husks on fields will be blown away by wind, which will cause
pollution and impact local ecology in a negative manner. The uncontrolled
burning of husk is forbidden too. Therefore, the alternative B1 is not
credible.
B2: The husks are dumped or left in nearby landfill site under clearly
anaerobic conditions;
This is the continuation of the baseline scenario.
B3: The husks are burnt in an uncontrolled manner without utilizing it for
energy purposes;
For the same reason with alternative B1, the alternative B3 is not
credible.
B4: The husks are used for power and/or heat generation at the project
site in new and/or existing plants which is not undertaken as a JI project
activity;
This is the project scenario without the help of JI.
B5: The husks are used for power and/or heat generation at other sites in
new and/or existing plants;
Husk is not welcomed in the indoor heating system, because of its
transportation and packaging cost, the low NCV of husk and ash
management.
B6: The husks are used for other energy purposes, such as the generation
of biofuels;
The technology to produce biofuels with husk is not sound because of the
high ash content in husk. In addition, considering the transportation cost,
it is not a realistic alternative to utilize the husk for the generation of
biofuel. The project owner will not deconcentrate its focus on the food
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industry. It is not realistic to sell the husk in a liquid market because of its
transportation and packaging cost, the low NCV of husk and ash
management.
B7: The husks are used for non-energy purpose, e.g, as fertilizer or as
feedstock in processes;
Husk is not a proper raw material to produce bio-fertilizer. The biofertilizer requires balanced nutritional materials, i.e. nitrogen, potassic
materials, which husk does not have. The cost of these additives will
cause B7 unrealistic. In addition, the project owner will not deconcentrate
its focus on the food industry. It is not realistic to sell the husk in a liquid
market because of its transportation and packaging cost, the low NCV of
husk and ash management.
B8: The husks are purchased from a market or retailers, or the primary
source of the biomass residues and/or their fate in the absence of the
project activity can not be clearly identified.
There is no such market or retailers where the project developer can
purchase the husk. Besides, it can not be a realistic alternative because
of the high transportation cost.
The scenario with combined baseline options H2 and B2 (situation
envisaged by the scenario is following: the existing natural gas boilers will
be operated continuously, meanwhile, new natural gas boilers will be
installed to produce the heat needed by the production extension) is
chosen as the most plausible baseline scenario in absence of the project
activity.
The husks will be dumped or left to decay mainly under clearly anaerobic
conditions.
In brief, the baseline emission consists of the baseline emission from
electricity generation, the baseline emission from the consumption of
fossil fuel for process heat, the baseline emission from the uncertain
electricity generation, and the baseline emission due to disposal of
biomass residues. Below formulae presents these four baseline emission
sources.
BE y = EL B L , G R , y * EF E G , G R , y + ∑FF B L , H G , y , f * EF F F , y , f
* min (EF E G , G R , y ; EF E G , F F , y ) + BE B R , y

+ EL B L , F F / G R , y *

W here
BE y

- Baseline emission in year y (tCO 2 )

ELBL , G R , y
(MW h)

- Baseline minimum electricity generation in the grid in year y

EFEG , G R , y - Grid emission factor in year y (tCO 2 /MW h)
FF B L , H G , y , f

- Baseline fossil fuel demand for process heat in year y (kcal)

EF F F , y , f
kcal)

- CO 2 emission factor for fossil fuel type in year y (kg CO 2 /
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EL B L , F F / G R , y - Baseline uncertain electricity generation in the grid or on-site
in year y (MW h)
EF E G , G R , y - CO 2 emission factor for electricity generation with fossil fuels
at the project site in the baseline in year y (tCO 2 /MW h)
BE B R , y
- Baseline emission due to disposal of biomass residues in
year y (tCO 2 e)
y

- Year of the crediting period

f

- Fossil fuel type

(b) Taking into account relevant national and sectoral policies and
circumstances, such as sectoral reform initiatives, local fuel availability,
power sector expansion plans, and the economic situation in the project
sector. In this context, the following key factors that affect a baseline are
taken into account as appropriate.
The identified areas of concern as to Baseline setting, project participants
response and BV Certification’s conclusion are described in Appendix A
(refer to CAR 07, CL 04, CAR 12, CAR 14, CL 05, CAR 18, CAR 19, CAR
20, CAR 21, CAR 22, CL 06, CAR 28, and CAR 46).
Brief description of the clarifications and corrective actions requests are
stated below.
CAR 07. The use of the most recent valid version of approved CDM
baseline and monitoring methodology is encouraged as per the Guidelines
for users of the JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle, version 04 (in
the case if elements or combinations of approved CDM baseline and
monitoring methodologies are applied). Please, provide in the PDD an
accurate reference to the CDM methodology used.
CL 04. Two different CDM methodologies were mentioned in the section
B.1. to identify the baseline: ACM0006 and ACM0012. Please, clarify.
CAR 12. The explanation of the parameter EF F F , y , y indicated in formula (2)
of the PDD is missing. Please, provide appropriate description in the
section B.
CAR 14. Two different parameters (“Conservativeness factor” and
“Fraction of methane captured at the SW DS and flared, combusted or
used in another manner”) are denoted with the same symbol “f” in the
PDD and Excel file. Please, correct.
CL 05. A number of alternatives were considered to establish baseline.
However, H3 alternative (“The continuation of heat supplied from existing
natural gas boilers. The existing boilers would operate at the same
conditions as those observed in the most recent period.”) apparently is
not realistic and credible one, as the capacity of the existing boilers is not
enough to supply the needed amount of heat to MFP and OEP. Please,
clarify.
CAR 18. Please, provide the justification of the choice of data for the
parameters “Model correction factor to account for model uncertainties”
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and “Fraction of degradable organic carbon that can decompose” or
provide clear and accurate reference.
CAR 19. It is stated in section B of the PDD that the value of Methane
correction factor equals to 1 can be applied because the solid waste
disposal sites identified as the “anaerobic managed solid waste disposal
sites”. At the same time, landfill site “is ranked as “unmanaged solid
waste disposal site” (see Annex 2). Please, correct.
CAR 20. The default value 20 for husk is applied for fraction of
degradable organic carbon in the waste type j. Please, provide clear and
accurate reference and indicate if this value was used for wet or dry
waste.
CAR 21. The justification of the default value 0.2 for decay rate for the
waste type j is absent in the Annex 2 (referred to in the PDD, section
B.1). Please, provide appropriate justification and traceable reference.
CAR 22. PDD states that ex-ante value=0 is used for the parameter
“Fraction of methane in the SW DS gas”. However, the value 0.5 is used in
the Excel file. Please, provide appropriate clarification.
CAR 28. Two key parameters used to establish the baseline are missing
in the section D.2: E f - Baseline indicator of the natural gas consumption
of per tone of steam; FF B L , H G , y , f - Baseline fossil fuel demand for process
heat in year y. Please, make corresponding corrections.
CAR 46. Please provide a detailed theoretical description of the baseline
in a complete and transparent manner. This is the requirement of
Guidelines for Users of JI PDD Form for SSC projects.
All the issues mentioned
participants response.

above

are

closed

based

on

the

project

4.4 Additionality (27-31)
Traceable and transparent information showing that the baseline was
identified on the basis of conservative assumptions, that the project
scenario is not part of the identified baseline scenario and that the project
will lead to reductions of anthropogenic emissions by sources of GHGs
was provided.
The PDD provides a justification of the applicability of the approach with a
clear and transparent description, as per item 3.3 above. Additionality
proofs are provided.
The alternative scenarios to the project activity were identified and proven
to be in compliance with mandatory legislation. The credible barriers,
such as investment (the immobilization of investment depends on the
expected return of the investment on the project activity) and
technological barriers, hinder project scenario implementation without
additional revenue from Kyoto benefits. No barriers exist to the baseline
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alternative.
The
proposed
joint
implementation
project
is
not
common practice.
Based on the analysis provided in the PDD of the last version, the
scenario with combined baseline options H2 and B2 (situation envisaged
by the scenario is following: the existing natural gas boilers will be
operated continuously, meanwhile, new natural gas boilers will be
installed to produce the heat needed by the production extension) is
considered as the most plausible baseline scenario in absence of the
project activity. The project activity without JI revenues (the scenario with
combined baseline options H1 and B4) is not financially attractive,
however the JI will alleviate this identified investment barriers.
Thus, the overall conclusion is that the project activity meets all
additionality criteria, is not the baseline scenario and is additional.
Additionality is demonstrated appropriately as a result of the analysis
using the approach chosen.
The identified areas of concern as to Additionality, project participants
response and BV Certification’s conclusion are described in Appendix A
(refer to CAR 08, CAR 09, CAR 10, and CAR 11).
Brief description of the corrective actions requests are stated below.
CAR 08. Please, note that the step 3a (section B2) contains the wrong
reference to the method of financial analysis used in the present project.
Please, note that simple cost analysis is not applicable for the present
project due to the presence of economic benefits from the reduction of the
fuel costs. Actually the method used in the present project is comparison
analysis but referred incorrectly by the developer as the simple costs
analysis. Please, correct.
CAR 09. Please, note that the Guidance for the Assessment of Investment
analysis requires “Input values used in all investment analysis should be
valid and applicable at the time of the investment decision taken by the
project participant. Therefore application of the 2010 bonds yields in the
present project is not acceptable bearing in mind that investment decision
has been made in 2008.
Please, note that while there were no new issues of Eurobonds by
Ukrainian government between 2007 and 2010 the earlier issues were
traded on the markets during that period so the Eurobonds yields for
spring 2008 are available and would serve the better basis for deriving of
the discount rate. For example as of 14/04/2008 the YTM for 2013
Ukrainian
Sovereign
Eurobonds
has
been
5,85%.
Source:
http://www.kommersant.ua/doc.html?DocID=882263&IssueId=46900
This yield may be modified as suggested by the Developer in order to
derive the proper discount rate for the project. But pay attention that
Ukrainian Eurobonds are denominated in USD, thereby US inflation rates
should be used for adjustment instead of those of Eurozone. For example
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the average US inflation index for the period of 1993-2007 has been
1,0265. Source: http://www.bls.gov/cpi/home.htm.
CAR 10. Among other inputs the Developer is applying the property tax at
the rate of 2,2%. Please, clarif y the source of this input and provide the
reference to the relevant law of Ukraine in the PDD.
CAR 11. Please, note that on the sheet cash flow baseline in the file
related to Investment analysis, the cells e4, e6, e9 contain wrong
formulas. The values shall be divided by 6 not 4 as now present.
All the issues mentioned
participants response.

above

are

closed

based

on

the

project

4.5 Project boundary (32-33)
The project boundary defined in the PDD encompasses all anthropogenic
emissions by sources of greenhouse gases (GHGs) that are:
(i)

Under the control of the project participants;

(ii)

Reasonably attributable to the project (such as heat
generation, uncontrolled burning or decay of surplus biomass
residues, emissions from on-site fossil fuel and electricity
consumption attributed to the project activity, off-site
transportation of biomass residues, and combustion of
biomass residues for electricity and / or heat generation); and

(iii) Significant, i.e., as a rule of thumb, would by each source
account on average per year over the crediting period for more than
1 per cent of the annual average anthropogenic emissions by
sources of GHGs, or exceed an amount of 2,000 tonnes of CO2
equivalent, whichever is lower.
The delineation of the project boundary and the gases and sources
included are appropriately described and justified in the PDD

4.6 Crediting period (34)
The PDD states the starting date of the project as the date on which the
implementation or construction or real action of the project will begin or
began, and the starting date is 24/09/2009, which is after the beginning
of 2000.
The PDD states the expected operational lifetime of the project in years
and months, which is 20 years and 00 months.
The PDD states the length of the crediting period in years and months,
which is 10 years and 00 months, and its starting date as 24/09/2009,
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which is on the date the first emission reductions are generated by
the project.
The PDD states that the crediting period for the issuance of ERUs starts
only after the beginning of 2008 and does not extend beyond the
operational lifetime of the project.
The PDD states that the extension of its crediting period beyond 2012 is
subject to the host Party approval, and the estimates of emission
reductions are presented separately for those until 2012 and those after
2012 in all relevant sections of the PDD.
The identified areas of concern as to Crediting period, project participants
response and BV Certification’s conclusion are described in Appendix A
(refer to CAR 25 and CAR 26).
Brief description of the corrective actions requests are stated below.
CAR 25. Please, state the expected operational lifetime of the project in
years and months as per JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle,
version 04.
CAR 26. Please, state the length of the crediting period in years and
months as per JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle, version 04.
Both issues mentioned above are closed based on the project participants
response.

4.7 Monitoring plan (35-39)
The PDD, in its monitoring plan section, explicitly indicates that JI specific
approach was the selected.
The monitoring plan describes all relevant factors and key characteristics
that will be monitored, and the period in which they will be monitored, in
particular also all decisive factors for the control and reporting of project
performance, such as statistics reporting forms, quality control (QC) and
quality assurance (QA) procedures, the operational and management
structure that will be applied in implementing the monitoring plan.
The monitoring plan specifies the indicators, constants and variables that
are reliable, valid, and that provide a transparent picture of the emission
reductions to be monitored such as the weighted average CO 2 emission
factor of fuel, CH 4 emission factor for the combustion of biomass residues
(EF C H 4 , B F ), conservativeness factor to EF C H 4 , B F , net calorific value of fossil
fuel consumed, the quantity of fuel combusted, the quantity of electricity
consumed, carbon emission factor for the national grid of Ukraine, and net
caloric value of husk.
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The monitoring plan draws on the list of standard variables contained in
appendix B of “Guidance on criteria for baseline setting and
monitoring” (version 3) developed by the JISC.
The monitoring plan explicitly and clearly distinguishes:
(i) Data and parameters that are not monitored throughout the crediting
period, but are determined only once (and thus remain fixed throughout
the crediting period), and that are available already at the stage of
determination, such as the weighted average CO 2 emission factor of
fuel, CH 4 emission factor for the combustion of biomass residues
(EF C H 4 , B F ), and conservativeness factor to EF C H 4 , B F .
(ii)
Data and parameters that are not monitored throughout the
crediting period, but are determined only once (and thus remain fixed
throughout the crediting period), but that are not already available at
the stage of determination are not used within this project.
(iii) Data and parameters that are monitored throughout the crediting
period, such as net calorific value of fossil fuel consumed the quantity
of fuel combusted, the quantity of electricity consumed, carbon
emission factor for the national grid of Ukraine, and net caloric value of
husk.
The monitoring plan describes the methods employed for data monitoring
(including its frequency) and recording, such as direct measurement with
sunflower seeds weighting machine, electricity meter, etc.; calculations
with periodic recording frequency such as electronic or paper recording
method. The respective information for each monitoring parameter is
sufficiently described in the section D of the PDD.
The monitoring plan elaborates all algorithms and formulae used for the
calculation of baseline and project emissions.
BE y = EL B L , G R , y * EF E G , G R , y + ∑FF B L , H G , y , f * EF F F , y , f + EL B L , F F / G R , y * min
(EF E G , G R , y ; EF E G , F F , y ) + BE B R , y
(1)
W here
- Baseline emission in year y (tCO 2 )
BE y
EL B L , G R , y
- Baseline minimum electricity generation in the grid in year
y (MW h)
- Grid emission factor in year y (tCO 2 /MW h)
EF E G , G R , y
- Baseline fossil fuel demand for process heat in year y
FF B L , H G , y , f
(kcal)
- CO 2 emission factor for fossil fuel type in year y (kg CO 2 /
EF F F , y , f
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EL B L , F F / G R , y
EF E G , G R , y
BE B R , y
y
f

kcal)
- Baseline uncertain electricity generation in the grid or onsite in year y (MW h)
- CO 2 emission factor for electricity generation with fossil
fuels at the project site in the baseline in year y (tCO 2 /MW h)
- Baseline emission due to disposal of biomass residues in
year y (tCO 2 e)
- Year of the crediting period
- Fossil fuel type

Step 1: Determine biomass availability, generation and capacity
constraints, efficiencies and power emission factors in the baseline
Step 1.1: Determine total baseline process heat generation
The project activity will install two husk boilers which will produce steam
to replace steam generation by existing natural gas boilers. FF B L , H G , y , f will
be calculated as follows:
Qhusk , y * NCVhusk , y
/ η Bl
EFBL , HG , y , f =

ηhuskbolier

(2)
W here:
Qhusk,y
NCV h u s k , y
ηhusk
ηBL

boiler

ηhuskboiler =

- The quantity of the husk used in the project activity during
year y (tons/a)
- Net caloric value of husk combusted by the project activity in
year y (kcal/kg)
= The efficiency of the husk boilers
= The efficiency of the existing natural gas boilers which will
service in the baseline scenario (default value: 87%)

H huskboiler
H husk

(3)
W here:
Hhusk boiler
Hhusk

= The heat value generated by the husk boiler per hour (kcal/h)
= The heat value contained in the husk which is consumed in
one hour (kcal/h)

Step 1.2, Step 1.3, Step 1.6 and Step 1.7 are not applicable for the
project activity, because the project activity will not generate electricity.

19

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT

Step 1.4 is not applicable for the project activity, because the baseline
scenario does not include the use of biomass residues for the generation
of power and/or heat.
Step 1.5 is not applicable for the specification of the project activity. The
impact made by the efficiency of heat generators has been embedded in
the determination of the E f .
Step 2: Determine the minimum baseline electricity generation in the grid
Step 2 is not applicable for the project activity, because the project
activity will not generate electricity.
Step 3: Determine the baseline biomass-based heat and power generation
Step 3 is not applicable for the project activity, because the project
activity foresees no biomass-based co-generator to generate heat and
power.
Step 4: Determine the baseline demand for fossil fuels to meet the
balance of process heat and the corresponding electricity generation
Step 4 is not applicable for the project activity, because the natural gas in
baseline is only used to generate heat.
Step 5: Determine the baseline emissions due to uncontrolled burning or
decay of biomass residues
BE B R , y = BE B R , B 1 / B 3 , y + BE B R , B 2 , y
(4)
W here
BE B R , y
= Baseline emissions due to disposal of biomass residues in
year y (tCO 2 e)
BE B R ,
= Baseline emissions due to aerobic decay or uncontrolled
burning of biomass residues in year y (tCO 2 e)
B1/B3,y
BE B R , B 2 , y
= Baseline emissions due to anaerobic decay of biomass
residues in year y (tCO 2 e)
Step 5.1 is not applicable for the project activity, because the selected
baseline scenario of biomass residues disposal is to be anaerobic decay.
Step 5.2: Determine BE B R ,

B2,y
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In absence of the project activity, the husks will be transported to the
landfill site and disposed there. The methane emission from the anaerobic
decay of the husks in the landfill site is calculated applying the “Tool to
determine methane emissions avoided from disposal of waste at a solid
waste disposal site, ver.05.1.0”.

BE B R , B 2 , y =φ*(1-f)*GWP C H 4 *(1-OX)*
x)

-kj

*(1-e )
W here,
φ
f

16
*F*DOC f *MCF*
12

y

∑∑W j , y *DOC j *e - k j ( y x =1

(5)

= Model correction factor to account for model uncertainties
= Fraction of methane captured at the solid waste disposal site
(SW DS) and flared, combusted or used in another manner
GW P C H 4 = Global W arming Potential of methane
OX
= Oxidation factor
F
= Fraction of methane in the landfill gas
DOC f
= Fraction of degradable organic carbon that can decompose
MCF
= Methane correction factor
W j,y
= Amount of the husks prevented from disposal in the SW DS in
the year y
= Fraction of degradable organic carbon in the waste type j
DOC j
= Decay rate for the waste type j
kj
Step 6: Calculate baseline emissions
The formula 6 of baseline emissions calculation shall be simplified as
follows:
BE y = ∑FF B L , H G , y , f * EF F F , y , f + BE B R , B 2 , y
(6)

Project activity emissions (PE y )
PE y = PE F F , y + PE G R , 1 , y + PE G R , 2 , y + PE T R , y + PE B R , y + PE W W , y
(7)
W here:
PE y
PE F F , y
PE G R , 1 , y

= Project emissions during the year y (tCO 2 )
= Emissions during the year y due to fossil fuel consumption at
the project site (tCO 2 )
= Emissions during the year y due to grid electricity imports to
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PE G R , 2 , y

PE T R , y
PE B R , y
PE W W , y

the project site (tCO 2 )
= Emissions due to a reduction in electricity generation at the
project site as compared to the baseline scenario in year y
(tCO 2 )
= Emissions during the year y due to transport of the biomass
residues to the project activity (tCO 2 )
= Emissions from the combustion of biomass residues during
the year y (tCO 2 e)
= Emission from wastewater generated from the treatment of
biomass residues in the year y (tCO 2 e)

PE F F , y
CO 2 emission from on-site combustion of fossil fuel is calculated applying
the “Tool to calculate project or leakage CO 2 emissions from fossil fuel
combustion, ver.2”. The husk boilers will not utilize any auxiliary material
or co-fire material in the husk boilers. However, to be conservative, the
relevant parameters and calculation are accounted in the PDD in case any
auxiliary materials are used occasionally.
PE F F , y = FC i , j , y * NCV i , y * EF C O 2 , i , y
(8)
W here:
= The quantity of fuel type i combusted in process j during the
FC i , j , y
year y (tonne/yr)
= Net caloric value of fossil fuel type i (TJ/Gg)
NCV i , y
EF C O 2 , i , y

= The weighted average CO 2 emission factor of fuel type i in year
y (kgCO 2 /TJ)

PE G R , 1 , y
CO 2 emission from electricity consumption is calculated applying the “Tool
to calculate baseline, project and/or leakage emissions from electricity
consumption, ver.1”. All the electricity consumption caused by the
operation of husk boilers and their peripheral equipments shall be
included.
PE G R , 1 , y = ΣEC i , j , y * EF E G , G R , y
(9)
W here:
= The quantity of electricity consumed by the project relevant
EC p , y
activity during the year y (MW h/yr)
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EF E G , G R , y

= CO 2 emission factor of the electricity displaced from grid
due to the project activity during the year y (tCO 2 /MW h)

PE G R , 2 , y
The project activity will not generate electricity, therefore, this emission
source shall be excluded.
PE T R , y
The transportation of husk to the husk boilers is done by conveyer.
Therefore, the project activity will consume electricity, rather than fossil
fuel to transport the husk. However, CO 2 emission from the transportation
of husks will not be considered in the project activity. The reason is, ACM
0006 indicates that project participants shall determine CO 2 emission
resulting from transportation of biomass residues to the project activity in
cases where the biomass residues are not generated directly at the
project site. In the proposed project activity, the husks are generated in
OEP which is 145 meters away to the husk boilers. Therefore, it is
conservative to exclude this emission source from the project emissions.
PE B R , y
Methane emissions from combustion of husks in boilers are calculated as
follows.
PE B R , y = GWP C H 4 *EF C H 4 , B F *f C H 4 * Σ BR P J , n , y * NCV h u s k y
(10)
W here:
= Quantity of husk used in the project activity during the year
Qhusk,y
y (tonnes on dry-basis)
GW P C H 4
= Global W arming Potential for methane (tCO 2 /tCH 4 )
= Net caloric value of husk in the year y (TJ/Gg).
NCV h u s k , y
EF C H 4 , B F
fCH4

= CH 4 emission factor for the combustion of biomass residues
in the project activity (kgCH 4 /TJ)
= conservativeness factor to EF C H 4 , B F

PE W W , y
This emission source is excluded from the project sources, because there
is no wastewater originating from the treatment of husks. The husks
combusted in boiler are transported from OEF directly without any
treatment.
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In summary, formula 1 shall be simplified as follows:
PE y = PE F F , y + PE G R , 1 , y + PE B R , y
(11)
Leakage emissions (LE y )
The main potential source of leakage for the project activity is an increase
in emissions from fossil fuel combustion or other sources due to diversion
of the husks from other uses to the project activity as a result of the
project activity. The potential of leakage will not be considered either from
the project specification or from the common practise of the husk
utilization in Ukraine. In Ukraine, the oil extraction factory is the only
possible husk consumer. And these factories have no need to import any
husks from other factories. The proposed project activity will not compete
with other husk user in terms of the husk utilization. Therefore, the
estimated leakage of the project activity is Zero.
Emission reductions (ER y )
Regarding the baseline scenario and the project activity,
reduction of the project activity will be calculated as follows.

emission

ER y = BE y - PE y - LE y
(12)
W here:
= Emission reductions of the project activity during the year y
ER y
(tCO 2 )
= Baseline emissions during the year y (tCO 2 )
BE y
= Project emissions during the year y (tCO 2 )
PE y
= Leakage emissions during the year y (tCO 2 )
LE y
The monitoring plan presents the quality assurance and control
procedures for the monitoring process. This includes, as appropriate,
information on calibration and on how records on data and/or method
validity and accuracy are kept and made available on request.
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Quality control (QC) and quality assurance (Q A) procedures undertaken
for data monitored:
Data
Uncertainty level Explain QA/QC procedures planned for
of
data these data, or why such procedures
(high/medium/low) are not necessary.
PM 1
FC i , j , y
Low
QA/QC procedure is not necessary for
this parameter, because the husk
boilers will not utilize any auxiliary
material or co-fire material in the husk
boilers. However, to be conservative,
the
relevant
parameters
and
calculation are accounted in the PDD
in case any auxiliary materials are
used occasionally. The parameter will
be recorded on site. In addition, the
receipt of the purchase of the fossil
fuel will be used as the back-up
measurement in case the parameter is
not recorded well during the project
commissioning.
PM 2
EC p , y
Low
The electricity meter installed in the
boiler
room
will
be
calibrated
according
to
the
manufacture’s
requirement. In addition to the reading
of the meter, the electricity bill from
grid operator will be applied to crosscheck the parameter.
PM 3 EF E G , G R , y Low
The data applied for the ex-post
calculation will be cited from State
Environmental Investments Agency of
Ukraine who has published the annual
grid EF during 2009-2011.
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PM 4

BM 1

BM 5

NCV h u s k , y

f

Qhusk, y

Low

Low

Low

5 kg husk will be combusted in each
test
taken
in
every
6
months.
Paralleled with 1.000 Eco-standardservice test done by Sevastopol
Laboratory, the value of this data will
be compared with the historical record
of the test and the IPCC default value
(11.6 TJ/Gg). To keep the result
conservative,
the
highest
value
between a certain test result, the
average value of the historical record
and the IPCC default value will be
applied in the calculation of the project
emission.
This parameter is decided by the
status of LFG capture in the landfill
site. The on-site status will be checked
annually. Once there is any activity of
LFG
collection
and
destroy
implemented in the landfill site, latest
ACM 0002 will be used to estimate the
value of f. The literatures regarding
the LFG technology and development
in the host country will be reviewed
regularly as the cross-check to confirm
the baseline scenario of the treatment
of husk.
The amount of husk is calculated by
multiplying 14% with the total weight of
the sunflower seed which is processed
in the plant. 14% is the experimental
and statistical percentage of husk in
sunflower seed. The sunflower seed
will be weighted by an electronic
weight hopper. The parameter will be
cross-checked by multiplying the husk
feed-in capacity and the working hours
of the husk boilers.
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BM 6

GWP C H 4

Low

GW P C H 4 shall be updated according to
any future COP/MOP decisions.

A monitoring team is organized to supervise the implementation and
operation of the project activity from the view of JI development. The
members are assigned with responsibilities, including but not limited to
the collection and record of monitoring data, date report, process
supervision, the development of monitoring report.
The monitoring plan clearly identifies the responsibilities and the authority
regarding the monitoring activities.
The monitoring parameters are recorded in the monitoring plan. The
record will be saved in electronic form and kept two years after the
crediting period. The JI monitoring manager will be in charge of and
accountable for the generation of emission reduction, computation,
internal audits. The deputy chief power engineer and the deputy technical
director and will assist the JI monitoring manager for the data record and
collection. The deputy chief power engineer will take responsibility to
monitor the parameters in the power sector. The deputy technical director
will take the responsibility for the other parameters.
On the whole, the monitoring report reflects good monitoring practices
appropriate to the project type.
The monitoring plan provides, in tabular form, a complete compilation of
the data that need to be collected for its application, including data that
are measured or sampled and data that are collected from other sources
(e.g. official statistics, expert judgment, proprietary data, IPCC,
commercial and scientific literature etc.) but not including data that are
calculated with equations
The monitoring plan indicates that the data monitored and required for
verification are to be kept for two years after the last transfer of ERUs for
the project.
The identified areas of concern as to Monitoring plan, project participants
response and BV Certification’s conclusion are described in Appendix A
(refer to CAR 16, CAR 17, CAR 23, CAR 27, CAR 30, CAR 31, CAR 32,
CAR 34, CAR 35, CAR 36, CL 09, CL 10, CAR 37, CAR 39, CAR 40, and
CAR 45).
Brief description of the clarifications and corrective actions requests are
stated below.
CAR 16. Please, provide the justification of the choice of data for NCV i , y
parameter applied. Please, clarify if the value 8000 kcal/nm3 (“Intersectoral values for heat boilers in Ukraine” approved by the State
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Committee on Energy Saving, Order #46 dated 07/05/2001) can be
applicable for the baseline period 2008-2010.
CAR 17. Two different symbols (Φ and ϕ ) are used to denote Model
correction factor to account for model uncertainties. Please, correct.
CAR 23. Two key parameters used to establish the baseline are not
included in the tabular form in the section B.1: E f - Baseline indicator of
the natural gas consumption of per tone of steam; FF B L , H G , y , f - Baseline
fossil fuel demand for process heat in year y. Please, make corresponding
corrections.
CAR 27. All formulae regarding monitoring and their description must be
included in the section D.2 of the PDD as per Guidelines for users of the
JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle, version 04. Please, make
corresponding corrections.
CAR 30. Table 4 of ACM0006 methodology is referred to in the Section
D.2 for CH4 emission factor for the combustion of biomass residues in the
project activity. Please, note that this source does not contain CH4
emission factor for husk. Please, correct and provide appropriate
justification for the value applied.
CAR 31. Please, provide the justification of the choice of data for the
parameters “conservativeness factor” in the section D.2. of the PDD.
CAR 32. The statement “Data will be archived in form of electronic/paper”
is irrelevant in the row “Justification of the choice of data or description of
measurement methods and procedures (to be applied)” for the parameter
quantity of fuel type i combusted in process j during the year y.
CAR 34. It was observed during site visit that the net caloric value of
biomass residue was monitored only ones. Please, provide documented
evidence to confirm that NCV is monitored every six months.
CAR 35. IPCC 2006 Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories
is referred to determine NCV in the section D.3. The source mentioned is
irrelevant as the document is not approved in Ukraine yet. Please, use the
data form IPCC 1996 Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas
Inventories.
CAR 36. Please, see quality control and quality assurance for NCV:
“Paralleled with 1.000 Eco-standard-service test done by Sevastopol
Laboratory, the value of this data will be compared with the historical
record and the IPCC default value (11.6 TJ/Gg)” Please, clarif y in the
PDD further algorithm for quality control and quality assurance procedure
(what measure will be undertaken if these values differs significantly).
CL 09. Please, clarify what is meant in the section D.3 for Q h i s , y
parameter: …accuracy rate is 1.1.
CL 10. It is stated in the section D.3. of the PDD that steam meters
installed in steam pipe of the husk boilers will be calibrated regularly
according to manufacture’s recommendation. However, no confirmatory
records were provided onsite. Please, submit documented evidence.
CAR 37. Please, add to the PDD section D a flowchart demonstrating data
flow from the meter to the data totals for each parameter to be monitored.
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CAR 39. Please, specif y in the monitoring plan the procedures to be
followed if expected monitored data are unavailable.
CAR 40. Please, explicitly and clearly distinguish in the section D of the
PDD which of the parameters to be monitored:
(i) are not monitored throughout the crediting period, but are determined
only once (and thus remain fixed throughout the crediting period), and
that are available already at the stage of determination?
(ii) are not monitored throughout the crediting period, but are determined
only once (and thus remain fixed throughout the crediting period), but that
are not already available at the stage of determination?
(iii) are monitored throughout the crediting period.
CAR 45. Please, submit any documented instruction which indicates that
the data monitored and required for verification are to be kept for two
years after the crediting period as per JI determination and verification
manual.
All the issues mentioned
participants response.

above

are

closed

based

on

the

project

4.8 Leakage (40-41)
The main potential source of leakage for the project activity is an increase
in emissions from fossil fuel combustion or other sources due to diversion
of the husks from other uses to the project activity as a result of the
project activity. The potential of leakage will not be considered either from
the project specification or from the common practise of the husk
utilization in Ukraine. In Ukraine, the oil extraction factory is the only
possible husk consumer. And these factories have no need to import any
husks from other factories. The proposed project activity will not compete
with other husk user in terms of the husk utilization. Therefore, the
estimated leakage of the project activity is Zero.

4.9 Estimation of emission reductions (42-47)
The PDD indicates assessment of emissions in the baseline scenario and
in the project scenario as the approach chosen to estimate the emission
reductions generated by the project.
The PDD provides the ex ante estimates of:
(a) Emissions for the project scenario (within the project boundary),
which are 14,370 tons of CO 2 eq;
(b) Leakage is Zero;
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(c) Emissions for the baseline scenario (within the project boundary),
which are 290,435 tons of CO 2 eq;
(d) Emission reductions adjusted by leakage (based on (a)-(c) above),
which are 276,065 tons of CO 2 eq.
The estimates referred to above are given:
(a) On a periodic basis;
(b) From 24/09/09 to 23/09/19, covering the whole crediting period;
(c) On a source-by-source basis;
(d) For each GHG gas
(e) In tonnes of CO 2 equivalent, using global warming potentials defined
by decision 2/CP.3 or as subsequently revised in accordance with Article
5 of the Kyoto Protocol;
The formula used for calculating the estimates referred above are
consistent throughout the PDD.
For calculating the estimates referred to above, key factors, e.g. fuel
prices and availability, expected market development, etc. influencing the
baseline emissions and the activity level of the project and the emissions
as well as risks associated with the project were taken into account, as
appropriate.
Data sources used for calculating the estimates referred to above, such
as actual historical monitored data, IPCC etc. are clearly identified,
reliable and transparent.
Emission factors, such as CO 2 emission factor of fuel, were selected by
carefully balancing accuracy and reasonableness, and appropriately
justified of the choice.
The estimation referred to above is based on conservative assumptions
and the most plausible scenarios in a transparent manner.
The estimates referred to above are consistent throughout the PDD.
The annual average of estimated emission reductions over the crediting
period is calculated by dividing the total estimated emission reductions
over the crediting period by the total months of the crediting period, and
multiplying by twelve.
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The identified areas of concern as to Estimation of emission reductions,
project participants response and BV Certification’s conclusion are
described in Appendix A (refer to CAR 05, CAR 15, CL 07, CAR 29,
CAR 33, CAR 42, and CAR 43).
Brief description of the clarifications and corrective actions requests are
stated below.
CAR 05. Please, supplement the section A.4.4.1 with the Table containing
estimates of total as well as annual emission reductions as specified in
the Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSCBundle, version 04. Please, pay attention to using of correct tabular
format to prepare this section.
CAR 15. IPCC 2006 Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories
was used to determine CO2 emission factor for fuel. The source
mentioned is irrelevant as the document is not approved in Ukraine yet.
Please, use the data form IPCC 1996 Guidelines for National Greenhouse
Gas Inventories and take it into consideration for ERUs calculations.
CL 07. Please, clarif y how CO 2 emissions from the transportation of
biomass residues are considered in the ERUs calculations.
CAR 29. To calculate emissions in the project NCV i , y (the same as in the
baseline) parameter is stated to be determined once and available already
at the stage of determination regarding the PDD. However, this parameter
can not be fixed ex-ante and must be monitored in the project activity.
Please, make corrections in the monitoring plan. Please, indicate which
value of data applied for ex-ante emissions calculation.
CAR 33. Ex-ante value of the quantity of electricity consumed by the
project relevant activity during the year y sated in the PDD (3.8 MW h/yr)
is not equal to the one used in the Excel calculations. Please, correct.
CAR 42. The estimated baseline emissions BE y (Table 10a) for 20092011, 2013-2018 are not equal to the sum of BE h e a t , y and BE B R , B 2 , y .
Please, correct.
CAR 43. Please, prepare the section E.6 of the PDD in accordance with
Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle,
version 04. Please, use correct tabular format.
All the issues mentioned
participants response.

above

are

closed

based

on

the

project

4.10 Environmental impacts (48)
The PDD lists and attaches documentation on the analysis of the
environmental impacts of the project, including transboundary impacts, in
accordance with procedures as determined by the host Party.
The environmental impact of the project is included in Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) of the general project “Plant for oil production
by oilseeds extraction”. EIA performed in accordance with following
regulations:
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•

DBN A.2.2.1-2003 “Composition and content of the environmental
impact assessment (EIA) documents for designing of the plants,
buildings and structures”

•

The Law of Ukraine “On the environmental protection”

•

The Law of Ukraine “Air protection”

•

DBN A.2.2-3-2004 “Construction design composition and rules for its
development, endorsement and approval”

•

OND-86 “Methodology of air pollutant concentration calculation
contained in emissions of enterprises”

•

DSP-201-97 “State sanitary rules of populated area air protection”
and others.

Transboundary impact
Ukraine has ratified three Protocols to the UN Convention on Long-range
Transboundary Air Pollution. Two of these Protocols are directly related to
the reduction and control over the hazardous substances emissions,
namely:
•
The 1985 Helsinki Protocol on the Reduction of Sulphur Emissions
or their Transboundary Fluxes by at least 30 per cent, entered into force
as of September 2nd, 1987.
•
The 1988 Sofia Protocol concerning the Control of Emissions of
Nitrogen Oxides or their Transboundary Fluxes, entered into force as of
February 14th, 1991.
The utilization of sunflower seed husk for steam leads to the emissions of
nitrogen dioxides of 15.59 t/year and emissions of sulphuric anhydride of
38.425 t/year. In comparison with using natural gas as fuel for oil
extraction plant the emissions of nitrogen dioxides decreases per
21.41 t/year. So project favours Ukraine to comply with the Sofia Protocol.
The PDD provides conclusion and all references to supporting
documentation of an environmental impact assessment undertaken in
accordance with the procedures as required by the host Party, if the
analysis referred to above indicates that the environmental impacts are
considered significant by the project participants or the host Party.
During the
influenced.

period

of

project

implementation

environment

will

be

Impact on the Air Quality
Implementation of this project will have a positive effect onto the air
quality, as it will lead to:
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1) Emission reduction of СО 2 , NO x , due to introduction of environmentally
friendly technologies, which provide the possibility to use biomass as a
fuel;
2) Reduction of natural gas consumption which will lead to greenhouse
gas emissions reduction into the atmosphere.
Impact on the Soils
There is no impact onto the soils.
The land code of Ukraine regulates the land use. The rules for land use
are also established in The National Technological Standard: DSTU
17.4.1.02.-83 “Nature Protection. Soils. Chemical Agents Classification
for Pollution Control”.
Impact on the Biodiversity
There is no impact on the biodiversity.
Waste Generation and Treatment
As a result of project implementation the amount of sunflower husk
wastes which are brought to the landfill will be reduced. Once the project
is implemented, all husk wastes generated during the sunflower husk
processing will be utilized by means of using it as a fuel for boilers.
Environmental authority will monitor types of emissions to the atmosphere
and industrial effluents, including the discharge density of CO, NO, S 2 ,
solid particles, the effluents of pH, t°, Fe, Cu, h ardness, solid residual,
sulphates, chlorides, etc. However, the project is required to meet the
respective environmental standard, but not obligate to monitor these types
of emissions and effluents.

4.11 Stakeholder consultation (49)
The project owner published article regarding husk boilers at local
newspaper ‘Vecherniaia gazeta’ #6 (1142) from the February 5, 2010
(‘Povidomlennia pro namir otrimaty dozvil na vikidi zabrudnuyuchikh
rechovin’). According to the Letter #755 14/ZMZH as of 07.10.2011 the
project has a positive impact through environmental and the city’s
social improvements.
The identified areas of concern as to Stakeholder consultation, project
participants response and BV Certification’s conclusion are described in
Appendix A (refer to CAR 44).
Brief description of the corrective action request is stated below.
CAR 44. Please, clarif y in the PDD if any comments on the project have
been received. Please, state the nature of comments and the description
on whether and how the comments have been addressed.
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The issue mentioned above is closed based on the project participants
response.

4.12 Determination regarding small scale projects (50-57)
The PDD appropriately specifies and justifies the SSC project types and
category that fall under:
(a) Type I (Renewable energy project) and thresholds (ii) of JI SSC
projects as defined in “Provisions for joint implementation small-scale
projects” developed by the JISC.
(b) Categories I.C. – Thermal energy for the user.
The SSC PDD confirms and shows that the proposed JI SSC project is not
a debundled component of a large project by explaining that there is no a
JI (SSC) project with a publicly available determination in accordance with
paragraph 34 of the JI guidelines:
(a) W hich has the same project participants; and
(b) W hich applies the same technology/measure and pertains to the same
project category; and
(c) W hose determination has been made publicly available in accordance
with paragraph 34 of the JI guidelines within the previous 2 years; and
(d) W hose project boundary is within 1 km of the project boundary of the
proposed JI SSC project at the closest point.
The identified areas of concern as to Determination regarding small scale
projects, project participants response and BV Certification’s conclusion
are described in Appendix A (refer to CL 08).
Brief description of the clarification request is stated below.
CL 08. Please, provide documented evidence to confirm that the proposed
project is eligible as a SSC project (that the total installed capacity of the
co-generator is less than 45 MWthermal.)
The issue mentioned above is closed based on the project participants
response.

5 SUMMARY AND REPORT OF HOW DUE ACCOUNT WAS
TAKEN
OF
COMMENTS
RECEIVED
PURSUANT
TO
PARAGRAPH 32 OF THE JI GUIDELINES
No comments, pursuant to paragraph 32 of the JI Guidelines, were
received.

34

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT

6 DETERMINATION OPINION
Bureau Veritas Certification has performed a determination of the
“Sunflower Husk Utilization for Steam and Electricity Generation at the
Oil-Extraction Factory CJSC Modified Fats Factory” Project in Ukraine.
The determination was performed on the basis of UNFCCC criteria and
host country criteria and also on the criteria given to provide for
consistent project operations, monitoring and reporting.
The determination consisted of the following three phases: i) a desk
review of the project design and the baseline and monitoring plan; ii)
follow-up interviews with project stakeholders; iii) the resolution of
outstanding issues and the issuance of the final determination report
and opinion.
Project participants used the latest tool for demonstration of the
additionality. In line with this tool, the PDD provides barrier analysis,
investment analysis, and common practice analysis, to determine that the
project activity itself is not the baseline scenario.
Emission reductions attributable to the project are hence additional to any
that would occur in the absence of the project activity. Given that the
project is implemented and maintained as designed, the project is likely to
achieve the estimated amount of emission reductions.
The determination revealed the pending issue related to the current
determination stage of the project (the issue of the written approval of the
project and the authorization of the project participant by the host Party).
If the written approval and the authorization by the host Party are
awarded, it is our opinion that the project as described in the Project
Design Document, Version 04.1 meets all the relevant UNFCCC
requirements for the determination stage and the relevant host Party
criteria.
The review of the project design documentation (04.1) and the subsequent
follow-up interviews have provided Bureau Veritas Certification with
sufficient evidence to determine the fulfillment of stated criteria. In our
opinion, the project correctly applies and meets the relevant UNFCCC
requirements for the JI and the relevant host country criteria.
The determination is based on the information made available to us and
the engagement conditions detailed in this report.
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7 REFERENCES
Categor y 1 Documents:
Documents provided by Modified Fats Factory that relate directly to the
GHG components of the project.
/1/

PDD “Sunflower Husk Utilization for Steam Generation at the OilExtraction Factory CJSC Modified Fats Factory” version 01 dated
15/11/2010.
/2/ PDD “Sunflower Husk Utilization for Steam Generation at the OilExtraction Factory CJSC Modified Fats Factory” version 02 dated
04/11/2011.
/3/ PDD “Sunflower Husk Utilization for Steam Generation at the OilExtraction Factory CJSC Modified Fats Factory” version 04 dated
25/11/2011.
/4/ PDD “Sunflower Husk Utilization for Steam Generation at the OilExtraction Factory CJSC Modified Fats Factory” version 04.1 dated
23/12/2011.
/5/ ER Creative_MCCF v5_XJ 10112010 version 01 dated 14/04/2011.
/6/ ER Creative_MCCF v2_XJ 20110725 version 02 dated 13/10/2011.
/7/ CREATIVE_INVESTMENT ANALYSIS 3NOV2010_XJ 20110723
version 01 dated 13/10/2011.
/8/ ER Creative_MCCF v2_20111104 version 03 dated 07/11/2011.
/9/ CREATIVE_INVESTMENT
ANALYSIS
3NOV2010_20111104
version 02 dated 03/11/2011.
/10/ ER Creative_MCCF v2_20111111_ob version 04 dated 25/11/2011.
/11/ CREATIVE_INVESTMENT ANALYSIS 3 NOV2010_20111104_ob
version 04 dated 23/11/2011.
/12/ Letter of Endorsement #757/23/7 of 03/07/2009 for the project
“Sunflower Husk Utilization for Steam and Electricity Generation at
the Oil-Extraction Factory CJSC Modified Fats Factory” issued by
National Environmental Investment Agency of Ukraine.
Category 2 Documents:
Background documents related to the design and/or
employed in the design or other reference documents.
/1/
/2/
/3/

/4/
/5/

methodologies

Glossary of JI terms, version 03, JISC.
Guidance on Criteria for Baseline Setting and Monitoring, version
03, JISC.
Oil Seeds Extraction Production. Environment Impact Assessment.
Project. CJSC Modified Fats Factory, Kirovohrad city. Volume 2.1.
2007
Photo – Power meter W 1 type ИП СА4У-И672М, manufacturing
#026417607 of 2007.
Photo – Power meter W 2 type ИП СА4У-И672М, manufacturing
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/6/
/7/
/8/
/9/
/10/
/11/
/12/
/13/

/14/
/15/
/16/
/17/
/18/

/19/

/20/

/21/

/22/
/23/
/24/
/25/
/26/

#026354607 of 2007.
Parameter chart dated 15/10/2009 on E-16-2,4-350ДВ steam boiler
operation, station #3, which works on sunflower husk
Parameter chart dated 16/10/2009 on E-16-2,4-350ДВ steam boiler
operation, station #3, that works on natural gas
Parameter chart dated 15/10/2009 on E-16-2,4-350ДВ steam boiler
operation, station #2, that works on sunflower husk
Parameter chart dated 16/10/2009 on E-16-2,4-350ДВ steam boiler
operation, station #2, that works on natural gas
Energy consumption logbook for March 2010
Boiler operation logbook. Data for November 2009 – February 2010
Energy resources, monthly data for 2010, OEP boiler house #3
Statement dated 28/02/2011 on natural gas acceptancetransmitting and providing of its transportation services (Kreatyv
CJSC)
Gas consumption, daily data (hours) for 20/03/2011 (report made
21/03/2011)
Photo - Sunflower seeds weighting machine, type SPC Alya
Indikator Manual. Argentina. 2008.
Logbook Ж.10.106.00.01 started 06/09/2010 on worked-out seeds,
OEP preparation shop, Kreatyv CJSC
Preparation shop operation report, data for March 2011
Logbook Ж51-29 started 19/02/2011 on sunflower seeds and
products of their work-out quality control during technological
process
Letter #2461 dated 02/09/09 concerning that Attestation certificate
#2421 dated 14/07/2009 issued to Ellada Private Enterprise
production laboratory is stated to be valid for Kreatyv CJSC
Production Laboratory #1, issued by Kirovohrad Regional Centre of
Standardization, Metrology and Certification State Enterprise.
Attestation certificate #2421 dated 14/07/2009, valid till
14/07/2012 issued to Ellada Private Enterprise production
laboratory by Kirovohrad Regional Centre of Standardization,
Metrology and Certification State Enterprise.
Note #995-21 dated 28/08/2009 on substitution of the name Ellada
Private Enterprise production laboratory onto Kreatyv CJSC
Production Laboratory #1
Passport on boiler, registration #1640 (fabrication #8043) (the date
of last calibration – 17/11/2009)
Order #61-0 dated 27/11/2009 on commissioning of steam boilers
type Е16-2,4-350ГДВ, registration ##1640, 1641.
Passport on boiler type Е16-2,4-350ДВ, fabrication #8043
(registration #1640)
Vechirnia (Evening) newspaper, #6 (1142), Friday, 05/02/2010 –
The last outpost let out on lease
Permit #3510136300-260 dated 31/03/2010, valid till 31/03/2015,
on air pollution emissions by stationary sources, issued to Ellada
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/27/

/28/
/29/

/30/
/31/
/32/
/33/
/34/

/35/
/36/
/37/
/38/

/39/
/40/
/41/
/42/
/43/

Private Enterprise (industrial site) by Kirovohrad Environment
Protection State Service
Documents comprehensive study and conclusion concerning
approval of air pollution emissions by stationary sources amount
reasoning, #366/03-1, dated 27/01/2010, issued by Kirovohrad Cit y
Sanitary and Epidemiological Station of the Ministry of Healthcare
State Institution
Contract #201 dated 25/12/2007 between Energomash CJSC and
CJSC Modified Fats Factory on equipment supply
Technical assignment on heat power miniplant for butter extraction
plant, Ukraine, Kirovohrad city, with two boilers type E16-24350ДВ for husk combustion, one gas boiler type ДЕ16-24-350ГМО
and one steam turbine
Additional agreement #10 dated 11/06/2009 to contract #201 dated
25.12.2007 on boiler house equipment delivery
Additional agreement #11 dated 11/06/2009 to contract #201 dated
25.12.2007 on boiler house equipment delivery
Protocol #841 dated 14/08/2009 on sunflower husk sample
investigation, issued by Sevastopol laboratory #1
Protocol #842 dated 14/08/2009 on sunflower husk sample
investigation, issued by Sevastopol laboratory #1
Mashroom Grovers’ Handbook 2, Shiitake Cultivation, Sunflower
Seed Hulls, Chapter 4. D. Figlas, R. Gonzalez Matute, S.
Delmastro, - 2005
Electricity consumption by the boiler room for the period November
2009 – February 2011
List of peripheral equipment related to Boiler Room
Order #130 dated 15/06/2011 on husk net calorific value
Announcement about intention to receive permit on pollutants
emissions into the air by Ellada Private Enterprise (published in
Vechirnia Hazeta newspaper, #6 (1142) dated 05/02/2010)
MFF letter #755-14/ЗМЖ dated 07/10/2011 on publishing the
article in Vechirnia Hazeta newspaper, #6 (1142) dated 05/02/2010
Order #248 dated 24/09/2009 on start of husk boilers type Е-162,4-350ДВ operation in testing mode
Installed capacity of heat generation
Operation chart dated 16/10/2009 of husk steam boiler type Е-162,4-350ДВ, station #2 (husk boiler)
Excerpt of United State Register of Legal Entities and Individual
entrepreneurs of Ukraine as of 02/06/2011.
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Persons interviewed:
List of persons interviewed during the determination or persons that
contributed with other information that are not included in the documents
listed above.
/1/
V. Khadzhyliy – technical director of Modified Fats Factory
/2/
S. Tymchenko – head of the development department
/3/
A. Ishchenko – head of steam and power department
/4/
Y. Savchenko – deputy chief engineer
/5/
O. Bugayov – project manager of GreenStream Network
1. o0o

-
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APPENDIX A: DETERMINATION PROTOCOL
Check list for determination, according JOINT IMPLEMENTATION DETERMINATIO N AND VERIFI C ATION M ANU AL
(Version 01)
DVM
Che c k It em
P ar ag r a
ph
G en e ra l d e sc r ipt ion of t h e pr oj ec t
T it le of t he p ro je ct

-

Is the ti tle of the proj ect p resen ted?

-

Is the sec to ral scope to which the
project pertains p res ented?

-

Is the current versio n number of the
document presen ted?
Is the date when th e document was
completed presen ted ?
Description of the project
Is the pu rpose of the project included
with
a
concise ,
summarizing
explanation (max. 1-2 pages) of the:
a) Situation existin g prior to the
starting da te of the p roject;
b) Baseline scena rio; and
c)
Project
scena rio
(expected

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

The project title is “Sunflower Husk Utiliza tion
for Steam and Electri city Gene ration a t th e OilExtrac tion
Facto ry
CJSC
Modified
Fats
Factory”.
The sectoral scope s to which the project
pertains (sec toral sc ope 1: Ene rg y indu stries
(renewable /non-rene wable
sources ; s ectoral
scope 13: W aste handling and disposal) are
presented .
The curren t ve rsion number of the documented
is presen ted in the P DD (section A .1)
The date when the d ocument was completed is
presented in the PDD section A.1 .

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

CAR 01

OK

The purpose of the project wi th a co ncise,
summarizing explanation of the situation
existing prior to the starting date of the project
and project scenario is included in the PDD
section A .2.
C AR

01.

The

description

of

the

baseline
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DVM
P ar ag r a
ph

Che c k It em

outcome,
including
description)?

-

Init ia l f in ding

a

technical

Is the his tory of the project (incl . its
JI component) b riefly summarized?

Project partic ipants
Are
project
participants
and
Party(ies ) in vol ved in the projec t
listed?
Is the data of the project participants
presented in tabular format?
Is contac t information provided in
Annex 1 of the PDD?

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

CL 01. Some inconsistenc y was re vealed in the
PDD. It is sta ted in the section A .2 tha t “PrJSC
Modified Fats Plant (MFP) was commissioned in
2005”. Howe ve r, this statement contradicts the
information below: ‘Two existing natu ral gas
boilers are the type of THS-50 wo rk ing since
Dec 2001…”. Please, pro vide correspo nding
clarification.
The history of the pro ject is briefly summarized .

OK

OK

CL 02. Please, pro vide any e vidence tha t the
carbon re venue has been pre-considered as an
additional profit to mak e the project a cti vity
attrac tive in finance p erspecti ve .

CL 02

OK

Yes. The information is included in the PDD
section A .3.

OK

OK

The data concerned the project participants is
presented in the tabu lar format.
C AR 02. Please, prepare the Annex 1 of the
PDD in accordance with Joint i mple men tation
project design docu men t form fo r s mall -scale
projects , version 01 .1 (all obligatory ro ws must
be presen ted in the table).

OK

OK

CAR 02

OK

scenario must be ad ded to the sec tion A.2. of
the PDD as per Guidelines for users of the JI
SSC PDD form a nd the F-J I-SSC-Bundle,
ve rsion 04 .
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DVM
P ar ag r a
ph

-

Che c k It em

Is it indicated , if it is the case, if the
Party invol ved is a ho st Pa rty?
Technical descriptio n of the pro ject
Location of the project
Host Party(ies )
Region/State /Pro vinc e etc .
City/Town /Community etc .
Detail of the ph ysical loca tion,
including information allowing the
unique identification of the p roject.
(This section should not exceed one
page)

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

C AR 47. Please , provide con tact da ta of Mr.
Davydo v.
Uk raine is a host Party. See sec tion A.3 o f the
PDD.

CAR 47

OK

OK

OK

Uk raine is a host Party.
Kirovoh rad Oblast.
Kirovoh rad.
The project ac ti vity is located a t PrJSC
Modified Fats Factory which is situated at 14
Promyslovyy a venue in the western pa rt of
Kirovoh rad City. The project is located in the
industrial pa rt of Kiro voh rad.

OK
OK
OK
OK

OK
OK
OK
OK

Coordinates: 48 31’0 2” N, 32 11’40” E .
Technologies to be emplo yed , o r measu res, operations or a ctions to be imp lemented b y the pro ject
Are
the
technolo gy(ies)
to
be C AR 03. The inf ormation concernin g the
CAR 03
OK
employed, or measu res, ope rations implementation sched ule for the measures to be
or actions to be implemented by the implemented is missing in the section A.4.3 .
project,
including
all
relevant Please, add the appropriate information as per
technical
data
and
the Guidelines for users of the J I SSC PDD for m
and the F-J I-SSC-Bu ndle, ve rsion 04 .
implementation sched ule described?
Brief explana tion of how the anthropogenic emiss ions of greenhouse gases by sources are to be reduced by the
proposed JI project, including w hy the e mission reductions would not occur in the absence of the proposed project,
taking into account national and/or sectoral po lic ies and circumstances
Is it sta ted how an thropogenic GHG In the PDD section A.4.4 the re is brief
emission
reductions
are
to
be explanation of how th e anth ropogenic emissions
achieved? (This sec tion should not of greenhouse gases by sources are to be
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DVM
P ar ag r a
ph

Che c k It em

exceed one page )

-

-

-

Is it pro vided the estimation of
emission
reductions
ove r
the
crediting pe riod?
Is it pro vided the estimated annual
reduction fo r the chosen c redit
period in tCO 2 e?

Are the data from questions abo ve
presented in tabular format?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

CAR 04

OK

OK

OK

CAR 05

OK

See CAR
05

OK

CAR 26

OK

reduced b y the pro posed small-scale project,
including why the e mission reductions would
not occur in the abse nce of the proposed smallscale project, tak ing into account national and /
sectoral policies and circumstances.
C AR 04. The refere nce to the Sec tion C is
indicated in the sec ti on A.4.4 of the PDD: “More
details are indicated in Section C”. Howeve r,
the respec tive information is absent in the
Section C. Please, clarify or pro vide more
accurate refe rence.
The estimation of emission reductions o ve r the
crediting period is presented in the s ection
A.4.4 .1 of the PDD.
C AR 05. Please, supplement the section
A.4.4 .1 wi th the Tab le containing estimates of
total a s well as annu al emission reductio ns as
specified in the Guid elines for u sers o f the JI
SSC PDD form a nd the F-J I-SSC-Bundle,
ve rsion 04. Please, pay atten tion to using of
correc t tabular format to prepa re this sec tion.
The data on the estimation of emission
reduction are presen ted in tabular format.
See CAR 05.

Estimated amount o f emiss ion reductions ove r the c rediting period
Is the length of the crediting period C AR 26. Please, state the length of the
Indicated?
crediting pe riod in years and months a s per J I
SSC PDD form a nd the F-J I-SSC-Bundle,

43

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT
DVM
P ar ag r a
ph

Che c k It em

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

OK

OK

CAR 06

CAR 06
remains
open.
OK

ve rsion 04 .
See section C.3 of th e PDD.
Are estimates of to tal as well as Estimates of total as well as annual and
annual and average annual emission ave rage
annual
e mission
reductions
are
reductions
in
ton nes
of
CO 2 pro vided in tonnes of CO 2 equi valen t.
equivalent pro vided?
Project approva ls by Pa rties
19
Have the DFPs of all Parties listed C AR 06. The projec t has no appro val of the
as “Parties in vol ve d” in the PDD host Party and the sponsor Parties. P lease
pro vided written proje ct app ro vals?
pro vide Le tte rs of Appro val.
19
Does the PDD identify at least the Yes. See section A.3 of the PDD.
host Pa rty as a “Party in volved ”?
19
Has the DFP of the h ost Party issued See CAR 06 of this ta ble.
a written p roject approval?
20
Are all the written p roject app ro vals All the written proj ect appro vals b y Parties
by Parties in vol ved u nconditional?
invol ved a re u nconditional.
Au thoriza tion of pro ject partic ipants b y Parties invo lved
21
Is each of the legal entities listed a s Each of legal entities listed as p roject
project pa rticipan ts in the PDD participants in the P DD will be authori ze d b y a
authori zed b y a Party invol ved, which Party in vol ved th rough a written p roject
is also listed in the PDD, through :
appro val b y a P arty in vol ved , exp licitly
− A written projec t appro val b y a indicating the name o f the legal enti ty.
Party in vol ved, expl icitly indica ting
the name of the legal enti ty? o r
See CAR 06.
−
Any
othe r
form
of
project
participant autho ri za tion in wri ting, C AR 24. Please, in dicate if the person/entity
explicitly indica ting the name of the mentioned in the section B.4. of the PDD is also
legal entity?
a project participan t listed in annex 1 as per
Guidelines for users of the J I SSC PDD for m
-

OK
See CAR
06
OK

Pending

See CAR
06

Pending

CAR 24

OK

OK
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

C AR 07. The use of the most re cent valid
ve rsion of appro ved CDM baseline and
monitoring methodology is encouraged a s per
the Guidelines for u sers of the J I SSC PDD
form and the F-J I-S SC-Bundle, version 04 (in
the case if elements o r combination s of
appro ved
CDM
baseline
and
monitoring
methodologies are applied). Please, pro v ide in
the PDD an accurate reference to the CDM
methodology used .

CAR 07

OK

CL 04. Two different CDM methodologies were
mentioned in the se ction B.1 . to identif y the
baseline: ACM0006 and ACM0012. P lease,
clarify.

CL 04

OK

CAR 41

OK

CAR 46

OK

and the F-J I-SSC-Bu ndle, ve rsion 04 .
Baseline se tting
22
Does the PDD explicitly indicate
which of the followin g approaches is
used for identifying the baseline?
− JI specific app roac h
− Appro ved CDM methodolog y
approach

JI spec ific approach only
23
Does the PDD provide a detailed
theore tical descrip tio n in a complete
and transparen t manner?

23

Does the PDD provide justification
that the baseline is e stablished:

The PDD explicitly indicates that J I sp ecific
approach (based on elements of ACM0006) is
used for identifying the baseline.

The PDD provides a theoretical description in a
complete and transpa rent manner.
C AR 41. Annex B is referred to in the PDD
(page 42). Howe ve r, there is no such Annex in
the PDD. Please , co rrect.
C AR 46. Please pro vide a detailed theo retical
description of the b aseline in a complete and
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

(a)
By
listing
a nd
describing
plausible future scenarios on the
basis of conserva ti ve assumptions
and selecting the most plausible
one?
(b) Tak ing into a ccount relevan t
national and/o r sec to ral policies and
circumstance?
−
Are k ey fac tors tha t affect a
baseline tak en into a ccount?
(c)
In a transpare nt manner wi th
regard to the choice of approaches,
assumptions,
methodologies,
parameters , date so urces and k ey
factors?
(d)
Tak ing
into
account
of
uncertain ties and usi ng conservati ve
assumptions?
(e) In such a wa y th at ERUs cannot
be earned for decreases in activity
levels outside the project or due to
force majeure?
(f) By dra wing on the list of standard
va riables contained i n appendix B to
“Guidance on c rite ria for baseline
setting
and
monitoring”,
as
appropriate?

transpa rent manner. This is the requirement of
Guidelines for Users of JI PDD Form for SSC
projects .
C AR 12. The expla nation of the pa ra meter
EF F F , y , y indicated in formula (2) of the PDD is
missing.
Please,
provide
appropriate
description in the sec tion B.

CAR 12

OK

C AR 13. Please, provide the inte rpre ta ti on of
the abb re viation “SW DS” in the PDD.

CAR 13

OK

C AR
14.
Two
different
parameters
(“Conserva ti veness factor” and “Frac tio n of
methane captured a t the SW DS and flared,
combusted or used in another manner”) a re
denoted with the same symbol “f” in the PDD
and Excel file. Please , co rrec t.

CAR 14

OK

CL 05. A number of alterna tive s were
considered to establi sh baseline. Howeve r, H3
alterna tive (“The con tinuation of hea t sup plied
from existing natural gas boilers. The existing
boilers would operate at the same conditions as
those observed in the most recent peri od.”)
apparentl y is no t rea listic and credible one, as
the capacity of the existing boilers is not
enough to supply the needed amount of h eat to
MFP and OEP. Pleas e, cla rify.

CL 05

OK
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

C AR 15. IPCC 2006 Guidelines for National
Greenhouse Gas Inventories was us ed to
determine CO 2 emission factor for fuel. The
source mentioned is irrele vant as the docu ment
is not app ro ved in U k raine yet. Please , u se the
data form IPCC 1996 Guidelines for Na tional
Greenhouse Gas Inv entories and tak e it into
consideration fo r ERUs calculations.

CAR 15

OK

C AR 17. Two different symbols (Φ and ϕ) are
used to deno te “Model correc tion factor to
account for model uncertainties ”. Please,
correc t.

CAR 17

OK

C AR 18. Please, pro vide the justification of the
choice of data for the pa rameters “Model
correc tion
facto r
to
accoun t
for
model
uncertain ties” and “Fraction of degra dable
organic carbon tha t c an decompose” or p rovide
clear and accura te re ference.

CAR 18

OK

C AR 19. It is sta ted in section B of the PDD
that the value of Methane corre ction factor
equals to 1 can be applied because the solid
waste
disposal
sites
identified
as
the
“anaerobic managed solid waste disposal sites”.
At the same time, landfill site “is rank ed as
“unmanaged solid waste disposal si te” (see
Annex 2). Please, co rrect.

CAR 19

OK
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

C AR 20. The default value 20 for h usk is
applied for fraction of degradable organic
carbon in the waste type j . Please, pro vide
clear and accurate re ference and indicate if this
value was used for wet o r d ry was te .

CAR 20

OK

C AR 21. The justification of the default value
0.2 for deca y ra te for the was te type j is a bsent
in the Annex 2 (referred to in the PDD, section
B.1). Please, p ro vid e appropria te jus tification
and traceable referen ce.

CAR 21

OK

C AR 22. PDD states that ex-an te
used for the parameter “Frac tion of
the SW DS gas”. Howeve r, the value
in the Excel file. Please, pro vide
clarification.

value =0 is
methane in
0.5 is used
app ro priate

CAR 22

OK

C AR 23 . T wo k ey pa rameters used to es tablish
the baseline are not included in the ta bular
form in the section B .1: E f - Baseline indicator
of the natural gas consumption of per tone of
steam; FF B L , H G , y , f - Baseline fossil fuel demand
for process hea t i n yea r y . Please, mak e
corresponding corrections.

CAR 23

OK

CL 06. Please, clarify how CO 2 emissions from
surplus biomass can potentiall y lead to changes
of carbon pools in th e LULUCF sector (please,
see sec tion B.3 . of th e PDD).

CL 06

OK
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24

25

Che c k It em

If selected elements or combinations
of appro ved CDM methodologies or
methodological tools for baseline
setting a re used, a re the selec ted
elements or combinations toge ther
with the elements supplementary
developed b y the pro ject participants
in line wi th 23 abo ve ?

If a multi-projec t emission factor is
used,
does
the
PDD
provide
appropriate jus tification?
Appro ved CDM methodolog y approach o nly
26 (a )
Does the PDD pro vide the ti tle,
reference number and ve rsion of the
appro ved CDM metho dology used?
26 (a )
Is the appro ved CDM methodology

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

C AR 16. Please, pro vide the justification of the
choice of data for NCVi,y paramete r a pplied.
Please, clarify if the value 8000 k cal/nm3
(“Inte r-sec toral valu es for heat boilers in
Uk raine” approved b y the Sta te Committee on
Energy Saving , Ord er #46 da ted 07 /05 /2001)
can be applicable for the baseline period
2008-2010.
See section B.1 of th e PDD.

CAR 16

OK

See CAR
07

OK

See CL 04

OK

C AR 30 . Table 4 of ACM0006 methodology is
referred to in the Section D.2 for CH 4 emission
factor for the combustion of biomass residues
in the project ac ti vity. Please, note tha t this
source does no t contain CH 4 emission factor for
husk . Please, correct and provide appro priate
justification for the va lue applied.
See the PDD section B.1.

CAR 30

OK

OK

OK

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

See CAR 07 of this ta ble.
See CL 04 of this tabl e.
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the most recent valid ve rsion when
the PDD is submitted for publication?
If not, is the method ology s till within
the
g race
pe riod
(wa s
the
methodology re vise d to a newer
ve rsion in the pas t two months)?
26 (b )
Does the PDD provide a description
of
why
the
a ppro ved
CDM
methodology is ap plicable to the
project?
26 (c )
Are all explanations, descrip tions
and analyses pertaining to the
baseline in the PDD made in
accordance with the referenced
appro ved CDM metho dology?
26 (d )
Is
the
baseli ne
identified
appropriatel y as a re sult?
Add itionality
JI spec ific approach only
28
Does the PDD indicate which of the
following
approaches
for
demonstrating additio nality is u sed?
(a)
Pro vision of traceable and
transpa rent informati on showing the
baseline was identified on the basis
of conservati ve assu mptions, tha t the
project scenario is not part of the
identified baseline scenario and tha t
the projec t will lead to emission
reductions
or
en hancements
of

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

C AR 08. Please , note that the s tep 3a (s ection
B2) contains the wro ng reference to the method
of financial analysis used in the present
project. Please, no te that simple cost an alysis
is not applicable for the presen t p roject d ue to
the p resence of ec onomic benefits from the
reduction of the fuel costs . Actuall y the method
used in the present project is comparison
analysis bu t referred incorrectl y b y the
developer as the simple costs analysis. Please,
correc t.

CAR 08

OK
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

removals;
(b) Pro vision
of
traceable
and
transpa rent information that an AIE
has alread y posi ti vely de termined
that a comparable project (to be )
implemented
under
comparable
circumstances has ad ditionality;
(c) Application of the most recent
ve rsion
of
the
“Tool
for
the
demonstration and assessment of
additionality. (allowi ng for a twomonth grace period ) or an y othe r
method
for
provin g
additionality
appro ved b y the CDM Executive
Board”.

C AR 09 . Please, note tha t the Guidance for the
Assess men t o f Inve stmen t analysis req uires
“Inpu t values used i n all inves tment an alysis
should be valid and applicable at the time of
the inves tment decision tak en by the project
participant. Therefore application of the 2010
bonds yields in the present projec t is not
acceptable bearing in mind that inves tment
decision has been made in 2008 .
Please, note tha t while there were n o new
issues of Eurobonds by Uk rainian government
between 2007 and 2010 the earlier issues were
traded on the mark ets during tha t pe riod s o the
Eurobonds yields for spring 2008 are available
and would serve the bette r basis for derivi ng of
the discount ra te .
For example as of
14/04/2008 the YTM for 2013 Uk rainian
Sovereign Eurobond s has been 5,85 %. Source:
http ://www.k ommersant.ua /doc .html?DocID=882
263&IssueId =46900
This yield may be mo dified as suggested b y the
Developer in order to derive the prope r discount
rate for the projec t. But pa y atten tion that
Uk rainian Eurobonds are denominated in USD,
thereb y US inflation rates should be used for
adjustment instead o f those of Euro zone . For
example the average US inflation index for the
period of 1993-2007 has been 1,0265. Source:
http ://www.bls .go v/cp i/home.htm.

CAR 09

OK
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29 (a )

Che c k It em

Does the PDD provid e a justification
of the applicability of the approach
with
a
clear
an d
transpa rent
description?
29 (b )
Are additionality proo fs pro vided?
29 (c )
Is the additionality demonstrated
appropriatel y as a re sult?
30
If the approach 28 (c ) is chosen, are
all explanations, descriptions and
analyses made in a ccordance with
the selec ted tool or method?
Appro ved CDM methodolog y approach o nly
31 (a )
Does the PDD pro vide the ti tle,
reference number and ve rsion of the
appro ved CDM metho dology used?
31 (b )
Does the PDD provide a description
of why and how the referenced
appro ved
CDM
methodology
is
applicable to the proj ect?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

C AR 10. Among oth er inputs the Develo per is
applying the p roperty tax at the ra te of 2,2%.
Please, clarify the source of this input and
pro vide the refe renc e to the rele van t la w of
Uk raine in the PDD.

CAR 10

OK

C AR 11 . Please, no te tha t on the shee t cash
flow baseline in the file related to In ves tment
analysis, the cells e4, e6, e9 contain wrong
formulas. The values shall be divided b y 6 not 4
as now presen t.
See section D.1 of th e PDD.

CAR 11

OK

OK

OK

Necessary additionali ty p roofs a re p ro vide d.
The additionality is d emonstrated approp ri atel y
as a result.
See CAR 09.

OK
OK

OK
OK

See CAR
09

OK

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

52

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT
DVM
P ar ag r a
ph

31 (c )

31 (d )
31 (e )

Che c k It em

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

Are all explanations, descrip tions
and
analyses
with
regard
to
additionality made in accordance
with the selected methodology?
Are additionality proo fs pro vided?
Is the additionality demonstrated
appropriatel y as a re sult?

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

Project boundary (a pplicable except fo r JI LULUCF projects
JI spec ific approach only
32 (a )
Does the projec t bou ndary defined in Yes, the project bou ndary defined in the PDD
the
PDD
encompass
all encompasses all anthropogenic emissions by
anthropogenic emissions
sources. See the PDD section B .3.
by sources of GHGs that a re:
(i) Under the con tro l of the projec t
participants?
(ii) Reasonably attributable to the
project?
(iii) Significant?
32 (b )
Is the projec t boun dary defined on See section B.3 of th e PDD.
the
basis
of
a
case-b y-case
assessment with regard to the
criteria referred to in 32 (a ) abo ve?
32 (c )
Are the delineation of the project The delineation of the project boundary a nd the
boundary and the gases and sources gases and sources i ncluded appropriatel y a re
included appropriatel y desc ribed and described and justifi ed in the PDD by using
justified in the PDD by using a figure Figure 3 of the PDD section B .3.
or flow chart as app ropriate?
32 (d )
Are all gases and s ources included See Table 6 “Summary of gases and so urces
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explicitly sta ted , and the exclusions
of any sou rces related to the
baseline
or
the
project
a re
appropriatel y justified ?
Appro ved CDM methodolog y approach o nly
33
Is the p roject boun dary defined in
accordance wi th the approved CDM
methodology?
Crediting period
34 (a )
Does the PDD state the starting da te
of the project as the date on which
the implementation or construction or
real action of the proj ect will begin or
began?
34 (a )
34 (b )

34 (c )

34 (c )

Is the s tarting d ate afte r the
beginning of 2000?
Does the PDD state the expected
operational lifetime of the project in
yea rs and months?
Does the PDD sta te the length of the
crediting
period
in
yea rs
and
months?
Is the s tarting date of the crediting
period on or after the date of the first
emission
reductions
or
enhancements
of
net
removals
generated b y the proj ect?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

CL 03

OK

OK

OK

CAR 25

OK

See CAR
26

OK

OK

OK

included in the p roj ect bounda ry” of the PDD
section B .3.

N/A

The starting date of the project is indicated in
the sec tion C.1 of the PDD.
CL 03. Please, provid e documented evidence to
confirm the project starting da te (Jun e 20,
2008) and the starting date of the crediting
period (Sep tember 26 , 2009 ).
The project sta rting date is afte r the begi nning
of 2000.
C AR 25. Please, state the expected opera tional
lifetime of the project in years and months as
per JI SSC PDD form and the F-J I-SSC-Bundle,
ve rsion 04 .
See CAR 26 of this ta ble.

The starting date of the credi ting period i s the
date of the firs t emission reductions gene rated
by the p roject.
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Che c k It em

Does the PDD state that the credi ting
period for issuance of ERUs starts
only afte r the beginn ing of 2008 and
does
not
ex tend
beyond
the
operational lifetime of the projec t?
34 (d )
If the crediting period extends
beyond 2012 , does the PDD state
that the e xtension is subject to the
host Pa rty appro val?
Are
the
es timates
of
emission
reductions or enhan cements of net
removals presen ted separatel y for
those until 2012 a nd those after
2012?
Monitoring plan
35
Does the PDD explicitly indicate
which of the followin g approaches is
used?
− JI specific app roac h
−
Appro ved CDM methodology
approach
JI spec ific approach only
36 (a )
Does the monitoring plan describe:
− All relevan t fa ctors and k ey
characte ristics
th at
will
be
monitored?
− The period in which the y will be
monitored?
− All decisive facto rs for the con trol
and
reporting
of
project

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

The PDD states tha t the c rediting pe riod for
issuance of ERUs starts afte r the beginning of
2008 and does not extend be yon d the
operational lifetime of the projec t.

OK

OK

The crediting period extends be yond 2012 , and
the PDD states tha t the extension is subject to
the hos t Party app ro val.
The estimates of emission reductions are
presented separa tel y for those until 201 2 and
those af ter 2012.
See section A.4 .4.1 o f the PDD.

OK

OK

The PDD indicates that JI specific approach is
used.
See section D.1 of th e PDD.

OK

OK

CAR 28

OK

The monitoring plan describes rele van t factors
that will be monitore d, period in which th ey will
be monitored, and factors for the con tro l and
reporting of p roject p erformance.
C AR 28 . T wo k ey pa rameters used to es tablish
the baseline are missing in the section D.2: Ef Baseline
indicator
of
the
natural
gas
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performance?

36 (b )

36 (b )

Does the monitoring plan specify the
indicators, cons tants and variables
used tha t are reliable, valid and
pro vide transpa rent picture of the
emission
reductions
or
enhancements of net removals to be
monitored?

If default values a re used:
− Are accurac y and reasonableness
carefully balanced in their selection?
− Do the default values originate
from recognized sou rces?
− Are the default values supported
by s tatis tical analyses pro viding
reasonable confidenc e le vels?
− Are the default val ues presen ted in
a transparen t manner?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

CL 09

OK

See CAR
12

OK

See CAR
16

OK

See CAR
17

OK

See CAR
16

OK

See CAR
30

OK

CAR 35

OK

consumption of per tone of steam; FF B L , H G , y , f Baseline fossil fuel demand for process h eat in
yea r
y.
Please,
mak e
corresponding
correc tions.
CL 09. Please, clarify what is meant i n the
section D.3 for Q h i s , y parameter: …ac curac y rate
is 1.1 .
The monitoring plan describes indic ators ,
constants and variabl es used.
See CAR 12 of this ta ble.
See CAR 16 of this ta ble.
See CAR 17 of this ta ble.

The default values
transpa rent manner.

are

p resented

in

a

See CAR 16 of this ta ble.
See section D of the PDD.
See CAR 30 of this ta ble.
C AR 35. IPCC 2006 Guidelines for National
Greenhouse Gas In ventories is referre d to
determine NCV in th e section D .3. The s ource
mentioned is irreleva nt as the do cument is not
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36 (b ) (i)

36
(ii)

(b)

36
(iii)

(b)

36
(iv)

(b)

Che c k It em

For those values that are to be
pro vided by the proj ect participants ,
does the monitoring plan clearly
indicate how the va lues are to be
selected and justified ?

For o ther values,
− Does the monitoring plan clearly
indicate the precise references from
which these values are tak en?
− Is the conse rva tiveness of the
values pro vided justif ied?

For all data sources, does the
monitoring
plan
specify
the
procedures to be followed if expected
data a re una vailable?
Are In terna tional Sys tem Unit (SI
units) used?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

CAR 38

OK

CAR 31

OK

C AR 32. The sta tement “Data will be arc hived
in form of electronic/paper” is irrele van t i n the
row “Ju stification of the choice of data or
description of measurement methods and
procedures (to be a pplied)” for the pa ra meter
quantity of fuel type i combusted in p ro cess j
during the yea r y .
C AR 39. Please, specify in the monitoring plan
the procedures to be followed if expected
monitored data a re u navailable.

CAR 32

OK

CAR 39

OK

Inte rnational S ys tem Units (SI units ) are partl y
used.

OK

OK

appro ved in Uk raine ye t. Please, use the data
form IPCC 1996 Guidelines for National
Greenhouse Gas Inve ntories .
For those values th at are to be pro vid ed by
project
pa rticipan ts ,
the
monitoring
plan
indicates ho w the values are to be selecte d.
C AR 38. Please, in dicate if the person/entity
mentioned in the section D.5. of the PDD is
also a projec t partici pant listed in annex 1 as
per Guidelines fo r u sers of the J I SSC PDD
form and the F-J I-SS C-Bundle, version 04.
C AR 31. Please, pro vide the justification of the
choice
of
data
for
the
para meters
“conserva ti veness factor” in the sec tion D.2. of
the PDD.
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36
(v)

(b)

36
(v)

(b)

36 (c )

36 (d )

Che c k It em

Does the monitoring plan note any
parameters , coefficients, variables,
etc. tha t are use d to calculate
baseline emissions or net remo vals
but a re ob tained th ro ugh monitoring?
Is
the
use
of
parameters ,
coefficients,
vari ables,
etc .
consistent be tween the baseline and
monitoring plan?
Does the monitoring plan draw on the
list of standard vari ables contained
in appendix B of “Guidance on
criteria for baseline setting and
monitoring”?
Does the monitoring plan explicitl y
and clearl y dis tinguis h:
(i) Data and parameters tha t are not
monitored throughou t the credi ting
period, bu t a re de termined only once
(and thus remain fixed th roughout
the credi ting period ), and that are
available alread y a t the s tage of
determination?
(ii) Data and parameters that a re no t
monitored throughou t the credi ting
period, bu t a re de termined only once
(and thus remain fixed th roughout
the crediting period), but that are not
already a vailable at the s tage of
determination?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

See section D of the PDD.

OK

OK

The use of parameters, coefficients , and
va riables is consistent between the ba seline
and monitoring plan .

OK

OK

Yes. See section D.1 of the PDD.

OK

OK

C AR 29 . To calculate emissions in the p roject
NCV i , y (the same as in the baseline) para meter
is stated to be dete rmined once and available
already a t the s tage of determination regarding
the PDD. Howe ver, this parameter can n ot be
fixed ex-ante and must be monitored in the
project a cti vity. Please, mak e correc tions i n the
monitoring plan. Please, indicate which val ue of
data applied fo r ex -a nte emissions calcula tion.

CAR 29

OK

C AR
40.
Please,
explicitly
and
clearly
distinguish in the sec tion D of the PDD whi ch of
the pa rameters to be monitored:
(i) are no t monitore d throughou t the cre diting
period, but a re dete rmined only once (and thus
remain fixed through out the credi ting period),

CAR 40

OK
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36 (e )

36 (f)

36 (f) (i )

Che c k It em

Init ia l f in ding

(iii) Data and para meters tha t are
monitored throughou t the credi ting
period?

and that are a vailable already at the sta ge of
determination?
(ii) are not monitore d throug hout the cre diting
period, but a re dete rmined only once (and thus
remain fixed through out the credi ting period),
but tha t are not alre ady a vailable at the stage
of determination?
(iii) are monitored th roughout the crediting
period.
C AR 34 . It was obs erved during site vis it tha t
the net caloric valu e of biomass residue was
monitored
only
ones.
Please,
provide
documented evidenc e to confirm that NCV is
monitored e very six months.

Does the monitoring plan describe
the methods employed fo r da ta
monitoring (including its frequency)
and reco rding?

Does the monitoring plan elaborate
all algorithms and formulae used for
the estimation/calcul ation of baseline
emissions/removals
and
projec t
emissions/removals
or
direc t
monitoring of emission reductions
from
the
project,
leak age,
as
appropriate?
Is the underl ying rationale for the
algorithms/formulae explained?

C AR 37. Please , a dd to the se ction D a
flowchart demonstra ting data flow fro m the
meter to the da ta to tals for each parameter to
be monitored.
C AR 27. All formulae regarding monitoring and
their desc ription must be included in the se ction
D.2 of the PDD as p er Guidelines for us ers o f
the JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle,
ve rsion
04.
Please,
mak e
corresponding
correc tions.

Yes. See section D of the PDD.

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

CAR 34

OK

CAR 37

OK

CAR 27

OK

OK

OK
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36 (f) (ii)

Are consistent vari ables, equation
formats, sub scrip ts e tc. used?

36
(iii)

(f)

36
(iv)

(f)

36 (f) (v)
36 (f) (v)

36
(vi)

(f)

36

(f)

Are all equa tions numbered?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

See CAR 17 of this ta ble.

See CAR
17

OK

See CAR 28 of this ta ble.

See CAR
28

OK

See CAR
29

OK

See CAR
12

OK

See CAR
31
CAR 36

OK

CAR 42

OK

Yes, all equa tions a re numbered.
See response to CAR 29 of the nex t table.

Are all va riables, with units indicated
defined?

All variables are pro vided with units indicated.
See CAR 12 of this ta ble.

Is the conse rva ti veness of the
algorithms/procedu re s justified?
To the exten t possible, are methods
to
quan tita ti vely
account
fo r
uncertain ty
in
key
paramete rs
included?

See CAR 31 of this ta ble.

Is
consis tenc y
elaboration of the
and the procedure
emissions or net
baseline ensured?
Are any pa rts of

between
the
b aseline scenario
for calculating the
removals of the

C AR 36. Please, see quality control and quality
assurance for NCV: “Paralleled with 1.000 Ecostandard -service te st done by Se va stopol
Laborato ry, the val ue of this data will be
compared with the historical reco rd and the
IPCC default value (1 1.6 TJ/Gg )” Please, c larify
in the PDD further algorithm for quality c ontrol
and quality assuranc e procedure (wha t measure
will be undertak en if these values differs
significantly).
C AR 42. The es timated baseline emissions BEy
(Table 10a) for 2009-2011, 2013-2018 are not
equal to the sum of BE h e a t , y and BE B R , B 2 , y .
Please, correc t.

th e algorithms or

There

are

explana tions

for

the

OK

formulas
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(vii)

formulae that
explained?

36
(vii)

(f)

36
(vii)
36
(vii)

(f)

36
(vii)

(f)

36
(vii)

(f)

36 (g )

Che c k It em

(f)

are

not

Init ia l f in ding

self-eviden t

Is it justified tha t the procedure is
consistent wi th s ta ndard te chnical
procedures in the rel evan t se cto r?
Are
references
provided
as
necessary?
Are
implicit
and
explicit
k ey
assumptions
explained
in
a
transpa rent manner?
Is it clearl y s tated wh ich assumptions
and procedures h ave significant
uncertain ty associated with them,
and how such unce rtain ty is to be
addressed?
Is the uncertainty of k ey parameters
described and, whe re possible, is an
uncertain ty range at 95% confidence
level for k ey para meters for the
calculation of emission reductions or
enhancements
of
net
removals
pro vided?
Does the monitoring plan identify a
national or in terna ti onal monitoring
standard if such s ta ndard has to be

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

See CAR 12 of this ta ble.

See CAR
12

OK

See CAR 27 of this ta ble.

OK

See section D of the PDD.

See CAR
27
OK

OK

See CAR 18 of this ta ble.

CAR 18

OK

a

OK

OK

The assumed uncertainty of the default CH 4
emission factor of husk (30) is 300%. According
to the Table 5 of ACM0006, when the a ss umed
uncertain ty
is
greater
than
100 ,
the
conservati veness factor should be 1 .37 .
See section D.3 of th e PDD.

OK

OK

See CAR 36 of this ta ble.

See CAR
36

OK

See section D of the PDD.

OK

OK

pro vided in the PDD.

Yes. Ke y assumpti ons
transpa rent manner.

are

explained

in
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36 (h )

36 (i)

36 (j)

36 (k )

Che c k It em

and/or is applied to certain aspec ts
of the projec t?
Does the monitoring plan pro vide a
reference as to wh ere a detailed
description of the s tandard can be
found?
Does the monitoring plan document
statis tical techniques, if used for
monitoring, and that they are used in
a conserva ti ve manner?
Does the monitoring plan present the
quality
assu rance
and
control
procedures
fo r
the
monitoring
process, including, as appropria te ,
information on calibration and on
how reco rds on da ta and/or method
validity and a ccurac y a re k ept and
made available upon request?
Does the monitorin g plan clearly
identify the responsi bilities and the
authori ty rega rding the monitoring
acti vities?
Does the monitoring plan, on the
whole,
reflect
go od
monitoring
practices approp riate to the project
type?
If it is a J I LULUCF project, is the
good practice guidan ce developed b y
IPCC applied?

Init ia l f in ding

The monitoring plan
conservati ve manner.

is

developed

in

a

See CAR 36 of this ta ble.
CL 10. It is s tated i n the section D.3. o f the
PDD that steam meters installed in s tea m pipe
of the husk boilers will be calibrated re gularly
according to manufacture’s recommendation.
Howeve r,
no
con firmatory
reco rds
were
pro vided onsite . Pl ease, submit docu mented
evidence .
See section D.3 of th e PDD.

The monitoring plan is based on the good
monitoring prac tices.

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

OK

OK

See CAR
36
CL 10

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK

OK
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Che c k It em

Does the monitoring plan pro vide, in
tabular form, a complete compilation
of the data tha t need to be collected
for its application, including data that
are measured or sampled and data
that are collec ted from other sources
but not including data tha t a re
calculated with equati ons?
36 (m)
Does the monitoring plan indicate
that the data monito red and required
for verification are to be k ept for two
yea rs after the last transfer of ERUs
for the p roject?
37
If selected elements or combinations
of appro ved CDM methodologies or
methodological tools are used for
establishing the monitoring plan, are
the
selec ted
elements
or
combination, togethe r with elements
supplementary de ve loped by the
project participants in line with 36
above?
Appro ved CDM methodolog y approach o nly
38 (a )
Does the PDD pro vide the ti tle,
reference number and ve rsion of the
appro ved CDM metho dology used?
38 (a )
Is the appro ved CDM methodology
the most recent valid ve rsion when
the PDD is submitted for publication?
If not, is the method ology s till within

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

OK

OK

CAR 45

OK

See CL 04

OK

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

See section D.2 of th e PDD.

C AR 45. Please, submit any documented
instruc tion which indicates tha t the data
monitored and required for ve rification are to be
k ept for two years after the c rediting peri od as
per J I dete rmination and verification manual.
Selected elements of approved ACM0006 CDM
methodology of the last ve rsion are used . The
selected elements, toge ther wi th el ements
supplementary
de veloped
by
the
p roject
participants a re in line wi th 36 abo ve .
See CL 04 of this tabl e.
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Init ia l f in ding

the
g race
pe riod
(wa s
the
methodology re vise d to a newer
ve rsion in the pas t two months)?
38 (b )
Does the PDD provide a description
N/A
of
why
the
a ppro ved
CDM
methodology is ap plicable to the
project?
38 (c )
Are all explanations, descrip tions
N/A
and
analyses
pertaining
to
monitoring in the PDD made in
accordance
with
the
referenced
appro ved CDM metho dology?
38 (d )
Is the monitoring plan established
N/A
appropriatel y as a re sult?
App licab le to both J I spec ific approach and approved CDM methodolog y approach
39
If the monitoring plan indicates The
monitoring
plan
does
not
ind icate
ove rlapping
monitoring
periods ove rlapping monitoring periods du ring the
during the c rediting p eriod:
crediting pe riod.
(a)
Is the und erlying projec t
composed of clearly iden tifiable
components
for
which
emission
reductions
or
en hancements
of
removals
can
be
calculated
independently?
(b) Can monitoring be performed
independently for each of these
components (i.e . the data/pa rameters
monitored for one co mponent are not
dependent on/effect data/pa rameters
to
be
monitored
for
anothe r

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

OK

OK
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

component)?
(c) Does the monitoring plan ensure
that monitoring is p erformed for all
components and that in these cases
all the requirements of the JI
guidelines and further guidance b y
the J ISC regarding monitoring are
met?
(d)
Does
the
monitoring
plan
explicitly p ro vide f or o verlapping
monitoring periods of clearly defined
project components, justify its need
and
state
how
the
conditions
mentioned in (a )-(c) a re met?
Leakage
JI spec ific approach only
40 (a )
Does the PDD appropriatel y desc ribe
an assessment of the po tential
leak age
of
the
project
and
appropriatel y explain which sources
of leak age are to be calculated and
which can be neglec ted?

The main potential source of leak age for the
project ac ti vity is an i ncrease in emissions from
fossil fuel combustion or other sources due to
diversion of the hus k s from other uses to the
project acti vi ty as a result of the project
acti vity. The po ten tial of leak age will not be
considered either fro m the project specification
or from the common practice of the husk
utiliza tion in Uk raine. In Uk raine, the oil
extrac tion facto ry is the onl y possible husk
consumer. And these factories ha ve no ne ed to
import any husk s from other facto ries. The
proposed projec t ac ti vi ty will no t compete with
other husk user in te rms of the husk utilization.
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

See CL 06
OK

OK
OK

N/A

N/A

OK

OK

CL 07

OK

Therefore, the estimated leak age of the project
acti vity is Ze ro.
See CL 06 of this tabl e.
Does the PDD provide a procedure See section D.1 of the PDD (para graph
for an e x an te e stimate of leak age?
“Leak age emissions”).
Appro ved CDM methodolog y approach o nly
41
Are the leak age and the procedure
N/A
for
its
estimation
defined
in
accordance wi th the approved CDM
methodology?
Estimation o f emiss ion reductions or en hancements of net remova ls
42
Does the PDD indicate which of the The PDD indicates that the chosen app roa ch is
following approaches it chooses?
assessment of emissions in the bas eline
(a) Assessment of e missions or net scenario and in the p roject scenario .
removals in the ba seline scenario
and in the p roject sce nario
(b) Direc t assessment of emission
reductions
43
If the approach (a) i n 42 is chosen, The PDD provides ex an te es timates of
does the PDD provide ex an te emissions for the project scenario and for the
estimates of:
baseline scenario (wi thin the p roject boun dary).
(a) Emissions or net removals for the The estimated leak age of the p roject ac ti vity is
project s cenario (wi thin the p roject Zero; the refore , emission reductions adjusted
boundary)?
by leak age are equal to the difference between
(b) Leak age, as applicable?
the baseline and p roject emissions.
(c) Emissions or net removals for the
baseline scenario (wi thin the p roject CL 07. Please, clarify how CO 2 emissions from
the transportation of biomass residues are
boundary)?
(d)
Emission
reductions
or considered in the ERUs calculations.
40 (b )
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44

45

Che c k It em

enhancements
of
net
removals
adjusted b y leak age?
If the approach (b) i n 42 is chosen,
does the PDD provide ex an te
estimates of:
(a)
Emission
reductions
or
enhancements
of
net
removals
(within the p roject bo undary)?
(b) Leak age, as applicable?
(c)
Emission
reductions
or
enhancements
of
net
removals
adjusted b y leak age?
For bo th app roaches in 42
(a) Are the es timates in 43 or 44
given :
(i) On a periodic ba sis?
(ii) At least from the beginning until
the end of the credi ting period?
(iii) On a source-b y-source/sink -b ysink basis?
(iv) Fo r each GHG?
(v)
In tones of CO 2 equi valent,
using global warming potentials
defined by decision 2/CP.3 or as
subsequentl y re vised in accordance
with Article 5 of the K yo to P rotocol?
(b) Are
the
formula
used
for
calculating the estimates in 43 or 44
consistent throughou t the PDD?
(c) For calculating estimates in 43

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

See CAR
27

OK

The estimates mentioned in 43 are given on a
periodic basis, on a s ource-b y-source basi s.

The estimates are given in tones o f CO 2
equivalent, using global warming potentials
defined by decision 2/CP.3 or as subseq uentl y
re vised in accordan ce with Article 5 of the
Kyoto Pro tocol.

The formulas are used for calculatin g the
estimates are consis tent throughou t the project
design document.
See CAR 27 of this ta ble.
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or 44, are k e y factors influencing the
baseline emissions or removals and
the acti vity le vel of the project and
the emissions or n et remo vals as
well as risk s asso ciated wi th the
project
tak en
into
account,
as
appropriate?
(d)
A re data so urces used for
calculating the estimates in 43 or 44
clearly
identified,
reliable
and
transpa rent?
(e) Are emission factors (including
default emission factors) if used for
calculating the estimates in 43 or 44
selected
by
caref ully
balancing
accurac y and reaso nableness, and
appropriatel y justified of the choice?
(f)
Is the es timation in 43 or 44
based on conserva tive assumptions
and the most plausible scenarios in a
transpa rent manner?
(g) Are the es timates in 43 or 44
consistent throughou t the PDD?
(h)
Is the annu al average of
estimated emission reductions or
enhancements
of
net
removals
calculated by di vi ding the total
estimated emission reductions or
enhancements of net removals ove r
the credi ting perio d by the total

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

See CAR 28 of this ta ble.

See CAR
28

OK

See CAR 35 of this ta ble.

See CAR
35
See CAR
15

OK

The estimation mentioned in 43 is based on
conservati ve assumptions.
See CAR 30 of this ta ble.

See CAR
30

OK

C AR 43. Please, pre pare the section E.6 of the
PDD in accordance with Guidelines fo r use rs of
the JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle,
ve rsion 04 . Please , u se correc t tabular format.

See CAR
43

OK

C AR 42. The es timated baseline emissions BEy
(Table 10a) for 2009-2011, 2013-2018 are not
equal to the sum of BE h e a t , y and BE B R , B 2 , y .
Please, correc t.

See CAR
42

OK

See CAR 15 of this ta ble.

OK

The annual ave rag e of estimated emission
reductions is calcul ated b y di viding the total
estimated
emission
reductions
o ver
the
crediting pe riod b y the to tal months of the
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months of the credi ting period and
multiplying b y twelve ?
46
If the calculation of the baseline
emissions or net re movals is to be
performed ex post, does the PDD
include
an
illustrati ve
ex
ante
emissions
or
net
removals
calculation?
Appro ved CDM methodolog y approach o nly
47 (a )
Is
the
es timation
of
emission
reductions or enhan cements of net
removals made in accordance wi th
the app ro ved CDM methodolog y?
47 (b )
Is
the
es timation
of
emission
reductions or enhan cements of net
removals p resen ted i n the PDD:
− On a periodic basis?
− At leas t from the beginning until
the end of the credi ting period?
− On a sou rce-b y-sou rce/sink -b y-sink
basis?
− For each GHG?
− In tones of CO2 equivalent, using
global warming poten tials defined b y
decision 2/CP.3 or as subsequently
re vised in accordanc e with Article 5
of the Kyo to Proto col?
−
Are
the
formula
used
for
calculating the es timates consis tent
throughou t the PDD?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

C AR 33 . Ex-an te value of the quan tity of
electricity consumed by the projec t rel evan t
acti vity du ring the ye ar y sa ted in the PDD (3.8
MW h/yr) is not equa l to the one used i n the
Excel calculations. Please, co rre ct.

CAR 33

OK

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

crediting pe riod and multiplying b y twelve .
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− Are the es timates consis tent
throughou t the
PDD?
− Is the annual a ve ra ge of estimated
emission
reductions
or
enhancements
of
net
removals
calculated by di vi ding the total
estimated emission reductions or
enhancements of net removals ove r
the credi ting perio d by the total
months of the credi ting period and
multiplying b y twelve ?
Environmental impacts
48 (a )
Does the PDD list and attach
documentation on the analysis of the
environmental impacts of the project,
including transbound ary impacts , in
accordance
with
procedures
as
determined b y the ho st Pa rty?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

The envi ronmental impact of the proje ct is
included in Environ mental Impact Asse ssment
(EIA) of the gene ral project “Plant for oil
production
by
oilseeds
extrac tion”.
EIA
performed
in
accordance
wi th
following
regulations:
•
DBN A.2.2.1-2003 “Composition and
content
of
the
environmental
impact
assessment (EIA) do cuments for designing of
the plan ts, buildings and struc tures ”
•
The
Law
of
U k raine
“On
the
environmental pro tection”
•
The Law of Uk raine “Air pro tection ”
•
DBN A.2.2-3-2004 “Construction design
composition and rules for its develop ment,
endorsement and app ro val”
•
OND-86 “Methodolo gy of air pollutan t

OK

OK
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Init ia l f in ding

concentra tion
calc ulation
contained
emissions of enterp rises”
•
DSP-201-97 “Sta te sanitary rules
populated a rea air p rotection ” and o thers .

48 (b )

If the anal ysis in 48 (a) indicates tha t
the
envi ronmental
impacts
are
considered significant b y the projec t
participants o r the h ost Party, does
the PDD pro vide co nclusion and all
references
to
supporting
documentation of an environmental
impact assessment undertak en in
accordance with the procedures as
required b y the hos t Party?

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

OK

OK

in
of

Uk raine has ratified three Proto cols to th e UN
Convention on Long -range Transbounda ry Air
Pollution. Two of these Protocols are di rectl y
related to the reduc tion and con trol o ve r the
haza rdous subs tance s emissions, namely:
•
The 1985 Helsink i Protocol on the
Reduction of Sulphur Emissions or their
Transboundary Fluxes by a t least 30 per cent,
entered into force as of September 2nd , 19 87.
•
The 1988 Sofia Protocol concerning the
Control of Emissions of Nitrogen Oxides or their
Transboundary Fluxe s, en tered in to force as of
February 14 th , 1991 .
During the pe riod of project implementation
environment will be i nfluenced.
Impac t on the Air Qu ality
Implementation of this project will have a
positive effect on to the air quality, as it will
lead to :
1) Emission reductio n of СО 2 , NOx ,
d ue to
introduc tion
of
environmentall y
fri endly
technologies, which pro vide the possibility to
use biomass as a fuel;
2) Reduction of natural gas consumption which
will lead to greenhouse gas emissions reduction
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

CAR 44

OK

into the a tmosphere.
Impac t on the Soils
There is no impact on to the soils.
The land code of Uk raine regulates the land
use. The rules for land use are also established
in The National Technological Standard: DSTU
17.4.1 .02 .-83
“Nature
Protec tion.
Soils.
Chemical Agents Classification for Pollution
Control”.
Impac t on the Biodive rsity
There is no impact on the biodi versi ty.
W aste Genera tion an d Trea tment
As a result of project implementation the
amount of sunflower husk wastes which are
brought to the landfill will be reduced. Onc e the
project is implemented, all husk wastes
generated during the sunflower husk proce ssing
will be utilized b y means of using it as a fu el for
boilers.
Environmental au tho rity will monitor typ es of
emissions to the atmosphere and industrial
effluents, including the discharge densi ty of
CO, NO, S 2 , solid particles, the effluents of pH,
t°, Fe, Cu , hardness , solid residual, sulph ates,
chlorides, etc . Howe ve r, the projec t is re quired
to meet the respec ti ve envi ronmental stan dard,
but not obligate to monitor these typ es of
emissions and effluents.
Environmental impacts
49
If
stak eholder

consultation

wa s

C AR 44. Please, clarify in the PDD if any
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Init ia l f in ding

undertak en in
comments on the project have been rec eived .
accordance with th e procedure as Please, sta te the na ture of comments an d the
required b y the hos t Party, does the description on wheth er and how the comments
PDD provide:
have been add ressed .
(a) A list of stak eholders from whom
comments on the projects have been
received , if an y?
(b) The natu re of the comments?
(c)
A descrip tion on whethe r and
how
the
comments
ha ve
been
addressed?
Determination regarding small-scale pro jects (additional e le ments for assessme nt)
50
Does the PDD appropriatel y specify The PDD appropriatel y specifies the SSC
and justify the SSC project type(s ) project type and cate gory:
and catego ry(ies ) tha t fall unde r:
Type I J I SSC – Rene wable energ y p roject.
(a) One of the type s and thresholds Sectoral
scope
1:
Energ y
industries
of JI SSC projects as defined in (renewable /non-rene wable).
Provisions fo r joint implementation
small-scale projects? If the project
contains more than one JI SSC
project type component, does each
component
meet
the
rele van t
threshold cri terion?
(b)
One
of
the
SSC
project
categories defined in the most recent
ve rsion of appendix B of annex II to
decision 4/CMP.1, o r an addi tional
project ca tegory ap pro ved b y the
JISC in accordance with the rele vant
pro vision in “Provi sions for joint

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

OK

OK
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implementation
small-scale
projects ”?
51
Does the SSC PDD confirms and
shows that the pro posed JI SSC
project
is
not
a
debundled
component of a large project b y
explaining that the re does not exist a
JI (SSC) project with a publicly
available
determination
in
accordance wi th para graph 34 of the
JI guidelines:
(a) W hich has the same project
participants ; and
(b)
W hich
applies
the
same
technolog y/measure and pertains to
the same p roject ca te gory; and
(c) W hose determination has been
made
publicly
available
in
accordance wi th para graph 34 of the
JI guidelines wi thin the p re vious 2
yea rs; and
(d) W hose project bo undary is within
1 km of the project boundary of the
proposed JI SSC project a t the
closest poin t?
App licab le to bundled JI SSC projects o nly
52 (a )
Do all projects in the bundle:
(i) Ha ve the same crediting period?
(ii) Comply with the pro visions for JI
SSC projects defined in “Provisions

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

CL 08. Please, provid e documented evidence to
confirm that the p rop osed project is eligible as
a SSC project (tha t the to tal installed cap acity
of the co-gene rato r is less than 45 MW t h e r m a l ).

CL 08

OK

N/A

N/A

N/A
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53

Che c k It em

for joint implementation small-scale
projects ”, in particula r the thresholds
referred to in 50 (a) a bove?
(iii)
Retain
the ir
distinc tive
characte ristics
(i .e.
loca tion,
technolog y/measure etc.)?
Does the compositio n of the bundle
not change o ve r time?
Has the AIE recei ved (from the
project participants ):
(i) Information on the bundle using
the form developed by the J ISC (FJI-SSCBUNDLE)?
(ii) A written sta tement signed by all
project participants indicating that
the y agree that their individual
projects a re part of the bundle and
nominating one project participan t to
represen t all project participan ts in
communicating with the JISC?
(iii) Indication b y the Parties invol ved
that the y a re awa re of the bundle in
their projec t appro va ls referred to in
19 abo ve?
If the projec t participants prepa red a
single SSC PDD for the bundled J I
SSC
projects,
do (are)
all
the
projects :
(a)
Pertain to the same JI SSC
project catego ry?

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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56

Che c k It em

(b) Appl y the same technolog y o r
measure?
(c) Located in the territory of the
same host Pa rty?
If the projec t pa rtici pants p repared
separate SSC PDDs for the bundled
JI SSC projects, do(are) all the
projects :
(a) Ha ve SSC PDDs been prepared
for all J I
SSC projects in the b undle?
(b) Does each SSC PDD contain a
single JI SCC project in the bundle?
If the p rojects in the bundle use the
same baseline, does the F-J I-SSCBUNDLE provide an appropriate
justification for the u se of the same
baseline considering the particular
situation of each project in the
bundle?
Does the PDD indicate which of the
following approaches is used for
establishing a monito ring plan?
(a)
By
preparing
a
separate
monitoring plan for each of the
constituen t projec ts;
(b)
By
p reparing
an
o verall
monitoring plan including a proposal
of monitoring of performance of the
constituen t projec ts on a sample

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

basis, as approp riate .
If the app roach 57 (b) abo ve is used ,
N/A
N/A
N/A
(i)
Are all the JI SSC projects
located in the te rri to ry of the same
host Pa rty?
(ii) Do all the JI SSC projects pe rtain
to the same projec t c ategory?
(iii) Do all the JI SSC projects apply
the same technolog y or measure?
(iv) Does the overall monitoring plan
reflect good monitoring pra ctice
appropriate to the bundled JI SSC
projects and pro vid e for collection
and archiving of the data needed to
calculate the emission reductions
achieved b y the bund led projects?
App licab le to a ll J I SSC projects
57
Is the leak age only within the See section B.3 of th e PDD.
OK
OK
boundaries of non-Annex I Parties
considered?
Determination regarding land use, land-use change and fore stry p rojec ts (additional/a lterna tive e le ments for
assessment)
58
Does the PDD appropriatel y specify
N/A
N/A
N/A
how the LULUCF proj ect confo rms to :
(a) The definition s of LULUCF
acti vities included in paragraph 1 of
the annex to decision 16/CMP.1,
applying good prac ti ce guidance for
LULUCF as decided by the CMP, as
appropriate?
56 (b )
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(b) In the ca se o f afforestation,
reforesta tion
and/or
fores t
management projects, the definition
of “forest” selec ted b y the hos t Pa rty,
which specifies:
(i)
A single minimum tree cro wn
cove r value (betwee n 10 and 30 per
cent)? and
(ii)
A single minimum land area
value (be tween 0.05 and 1 hectare )?
and
(iii) A single minimum tree height
value (be tween 2 and 5 metres)?
JI spec ific approach only
59
Baseline setting - in addition to 2226 above Does the PDD provide an
explanation
how
the
baseline
chosen:
− Tak es into account the good
practice
guidance
for
LULUCF,
developed b y the IPCC?
− Ensures
conformity with
the
definitions,
acco unting
rules,
modalities and guidelines under
Article 3, pa ragraphs 3 and 4, of the
Kyoto Pro tocol?
60
Project boundary - alterna ti ve to 3233
(a)
Does the p roject boundary
geographically
delineate
the
JI

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

LULUCF project under the con trol of
the p roject participan ts?
(a)
If the JI L ULUCF project
contains more than o ne discre te a rea
of land,
(i) Does each disc re te area of land
have
a
unique
geographical
identification?
(ii) Is the boundary defined for each
discrete area?
(ii) Does the bound ary not include
the areas in betwee n these discrete
areas of land?
(b) Does the project boundary
encompass
all
anth ropogenic
emissions by source s and removals
by sink s of GHGs whi ch are :
(i) Under the con tro l of the projec t
participants ;
(ii)
Reasonably attributable to the
project; and
(iii) Significant?
(c)
Does the p roject boundary
account for all changes in the
following carbon pool s:
− Abo ve-g round biomass;
− Below-ground biomass;
− Li tte r;
− Dead wood; and
− Soil organic ca rbon ?

79

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT
DVM
P ar ag r a
ph

61 (a )

61 (b )

62
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(c) Does the PDD pro vide :
(i) The information of which carbon
pools are selected?
(ii) If one or more c arbon pools are
not
selected,
tra nsparent
and
ve rifiable information that indicates ,
based on conserva ti ve assumptions,
that the pool is no t a source?
(d) Is the projec t boundary defined
on the basis of a case-b y-case
assessment with regard to the
criteria in (b) abo ve?
Project boundary - alterna ti ve to 3233 (con t.)
Are the delineation of the project
boundary
and
th e
gases
and
sources/sink s included appropriatel y
described and justified in the PDD?
Project boundary - alterna ti ve to 3233 (con t.)
Are all gases and sources /sink s
included explicitly s tated , and the
exclusions of
any sources /sink s
related to the ba seline or the
LULUCF
project
appropriatel y
justified?
Monitoring plan - in a ddition to 35 -39
Does the PDD provid e an appropria te
description of the sampling design
that will be used for the calculation

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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of the ne t an thropoge nic removals b y
sink s occurring wi thin the p roject
boundary in the proje ct scenario and,
in case the baseline is monitored, in
the baseline scen ario, including,
inter
alia,
stra tification ,
determination of number of plots and
plot dis tribution e tc.?
63
Does the PDD tak e into account onl y
the
increased
anth ropogenic
emissions by sources and/or reduced
anthropogenic removals by sink s of
GHGs ou tside the pro ject bounda ry?
Appro ved CDM methodolog y approach o nly
64 (a )
Does the PDD pro vide the ti tle,
reference number and ve rsion of the
appro ved CDM metho dology used?
64 (a )
Is the appro ved CDM methodology
the most recent valid ve rsion when
the PDD is submitted for publication?
If not, is the method ology s till within
the
g race
pe riod
(wa s
the
methodology re vise d to a newer
ve rsion in the pas t two months)?
64 (b )
Does the PDD provide a description
of
why
the
a ppro ved
CDM
methodology is ap plicable to the
project?
64 (c )
Are all explanations, descrip tions
and analyses made in accordance

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

with the referenced appro ved CDM
methodology?
64 (d )
Are
the
baseline,
additionality,
N/A
N/A
project bounda ry, monitoring plan,
estimation of enhancements of net
removals and leak age established
appropriatel y as a re sult?
Determination regarding programmes of activities (addition al/a lte rnative e leme nts fo r assessmen t)
66
Does the PDD include:
N/A
N/A
(a) A description of the policy or goal
that the J I PoA seek s to promote?
(b) A geographical boundary for the
JI PoA (e.g . municipality, region
within a country, co untry o r se veral
countries ) within which all JPAs
included in the JI PoA will be
implemented?
(c) A descrip tion of the opera tional
and
management
arrangements
established b y the co ordinating en tity
for the implementation of the J I PoA,
including:
− The maintenance of records for
each JPA?
− A sys tem/proce dure to a void
double counting (e.g. to a void
including a new JPA that has alread y
been dete rmined)?
− Pro visions to ensu re tha t pe rsons
operating JPAs are aware and ha ve

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A
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68

69

70

Che c k It em

agreed to their ac ti vity being added
to the JI PoA?
(d) A descrip tion o f each type of
JPAs that will be included in the JI
PoA, including the technolog y or
measures to be u sed ?
(e)
The
eligibility
crite ria
for
inclusion of JPAs to the JI PoA for
each type of JPA in the JI PoA?
Project approvals by Parties involved
- addi tional to 19 -20
Are all Parties pa rtl y o r en tirel y
within the geographi cal boundary for
the JI PoA listed as “Parties
invol ved” and indi cated as host
Parties in the PDD?
Authori zation of proj ect participan ts
by Parties involved - additional to 21
Is the coo rdinating entity pre sented
in the PDD authorized by all host
Parties to coo rdinate and manage
the J I PoA?
Baseline setting - ad ditional to 22-26
Is the ba seline esta blished for each
type of JPA?
Additionality - additio nal to 27-31
Does the PDD indicate at which of
the following le vels that additionality
is demonstra ted?
(a) For the J I PoA

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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(b) For each type of J PA
Crediting period - ad ditional to 34
Is the sta rting date of the JI PoA
after the beginning of 2006 (instead
of 2000)?
Monitoring plan - add itional to 35-39
Is the monitoring plan established for
each technology a nd/or measure
under each type of JPA included in
the J I PoA?
Does the PDD include a table listing
at least one real JPA for each type of
JPA?
For each real JPA listed, does the
PDD provide the information of:
(a) Name and brief summary of the
JPA?
(b) The type of JPA?
(c) A geographical re ference or other
means of identification?
(d) The name and contact de tails of
the entity/indi vidual responsible for
the ope ration of the J PA?
(e) The hos t Pa rty(ie s)?
(f) The sta rting da te of the JPA?
(g) The length of the crediting period
of the JPA?
(h) Confirmation that the JPA meets
all the eligibility req uirements for i ts
type, including a de scription of how

Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Init ia l f in ding

Dr af t
Con clu s io
n

Fin al
Con clu s io
n

these requirements a re met?
(i) Confirmation tha t the JPA has no t
been determined as a single JI
project
or
de termined
under
a
different J I PoA?

Table 2 Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests
Draft
report
clarifica tions
corrective
action
requests
determina tion team

and
by

Ref.
to
checklis t
question in
table 1

Summary of projec t partic ipant response

Determinatio
n
team
conclusion

C AR 01. The des crip tion of the baseline
scenario must be added to the se ction
A.2. of the PDD as per Guidelines fo r
users of the JI SSC PDD form and the FJI-SSC-Bundle, ve rsi on 04.

-

Brief description of the baseline scenario has been
added to the Sec tion A.2. of the PDD.

Based on the
information
added to the
PDD,
the
issue
is
closed.

CL 01. Some inconsistenc y wa s re vealed
in the PDD. It is s tated in the section A.2
that “PrJSC Modified Fats Plant (MFP)
was commissioned in 2005”. Howe ve r,
this sta tement con tra dicts the information
below: ‘Two e xisting natural gas boilers
are the type of THS-5 0 work ing since Dec
2001…”. Please , provide co rresponding
clarification.

-

The statement "T wo existing natural gas b oilers are
the type of THS-50 work ing since Dec 2 001…” has
been deleted from th e Section A.2. of the PDD.

The issue is
closed due to
the
correc tions
made.
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CL 02. Please, provide any evidence that
the ca rbon re venu e has been p reconsidered as an additional profit to
mak e the project a cti vity a ttrac ti ve in
finance perspecti ve .

-

Response #1.

The letter of Endorsement (LoE) of th e project
acti vity (No. 757/23 /7) wa s issued b y th e NEIA of
Uk raine evidencing that the ca rbon re ve nue has
been pre -considered .

Response #2.
The carbon re venue from JI has been c onsidered
well before the project acti vity s tart. On 5 July
2007, the projec t d eveloper had a ma nagement
meeting on mak ing decision regarding the JI projec t
implementation and carbon re venue from JI. The
copy of the signed protocol #12a on th e meeting
conclusion as of 05/07/2007 has been submitted to
the de termination tea m.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
LoE can not
evidence that
the
carbon
re venue has
been
preconsidered.
Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed based
on
the
documentatio
n pro vided .

86

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT
CL 03. Please, pro vide documented
evidence to confirm the projec t s tarting
date (June 20, 200 8) and the s tarting
date of the crediting period (September
26, 2009 ).

34 (a )

Response #1.

The project sta rting date should be December 25,
2007 in accordance to the Contract #201 for
installation of the two husk boilers which is as of
December 25, 2007. The Contra ct #20 1 as of
25/12/2007 wa s submitted for the revie w during
determination on-site visit. PDD has been correc ted
accordingly.
The Order #248 “On the s tart of Husk Boilers
Testing Operation ” has been provided to AIE
confirming starting date of the testing op eration of
the two husk boilers which is defined to be the
starting da te of credi ting period.

Response #2.
The starting date o f the project is revised as
September 24, 2009 as same as the starti ng date of
the credi ting period (please refer to the Order
#248).

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Please,
(in
the
PDD
section C.1)
confirm
documentarily
the
project
starting date
(please, refer
to
the
Contract
#201
for
installation of
the two husk
boilers).
Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed due to
the
modification
made in the
PDD.
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C AR 02. Please, pre pare the Annex 1 of
the PDD in accordance wi th Joint
i mple men tation proje ct design docu ment
form fo r s mall-scal e projects , ve rsion
01.1 (all obligatory rows must be
presented in the tabl e).
C AR 03. The information concerning the
implementation
schedule
for
the
measures to be implemented is missing in
the section A.4 .3 . Please, add the
appropriate informati on as per Guidelines
for users of the J I SSC PDD form and the
F-JI-SSC-Bundle, version 04.

-

Table "Contact Information On Project Pa rticipants "
in the Annex 1 of the PDD has been correc ted
accordingly.

Based on the
correc tions
made,
CAR
02
is
resolved .

-

Response #1.

Conclusion
on response
#1.

The information concerning the implementation
schedule of the two h usk boilers has been added to
the Sec tion A4 .3 of th e PDD.

Response #2.
The name of the table is changed as Project
History from the Im plementation schedule of the
project.
The LoE is considered to be an essen tial milestone
of the project acti vity. Thus, it is k ept in the Table
of Project History.

Please,
delete
the
second
item
in
the
implementatio
n
schedule
because the
LoE issuance
is not a real
action related
to the project
implementatio
n.
Conclusion
on response
#2.
Based on the
correc tions
made,
the
issue
is
closed.

88

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT
C AR 04. The referen ce to the Sec tion C
is indicated in the s ection A.4 .4 of the
PDD: “More details are indicated in
Section C”. However, the respecti ve
information is absent in the Sec tion C.
Please, clarify or provide more accu ra te
reference.
C AR 05. Please, sup plement the section
A.4.4 .1
with
the
Table
containing
estimates of total as well as annual
emission reductions as specified in the
Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD
form and the F-J I-S SC-Bundle, version
04. Please, pay attention to using of
correc t tabula r format to p repare this
section.

-

The Section E shoul d be refe rred . The PDD has
been corrected co rre spondingly.

CAR
04
is
closed due to
the
correc tions
made.

-

Response #1.

Conclusion
on response
#1.

The Table containing estimates of total as well as
annual emission reductions in the Sec tion A.4.4 .1.
of the PDD has been correc ted a ccordingl y.

Response #2.
The figures in the table in Section A.4.4.1 ha ve
been corrected .

Please,
calculate
accuratel y
the value of
total
estimated
emission
reductions
ove r
the
yea rs
20132019, and all
the
subsequent
calculations.
Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed.
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C AR 06. The project has no approval of
the host Party and the sponsor Parties.
Please pro vide Le tte rs of Appro val .

19

The Letters of appro val of the host Party and the
sponsor will be pro vided af ter the Dete rmination
Report is issued b y A IE.

CAR
remains
open.

06
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C AR 07. The use of the most recent valid
ve rsion of approved CDM baseline and
monitoring methodology is encou raged as
per the Guidelines for users of the JI
SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSC-Bundle,
version 04 (in the case if elements or
combinations of approved CDM baseline
and
monitoring
methodologies
are
applied). Please, pro vide in the PDD an
accurate
reference
to
the
CDM
methodology used .

22

Response #1.

The proposed J I project dete rmines its baseline
and exercises its mo nitoring wi th the elements of
ACM0006, rathe r
than
the
to tality of
this
methodology. It is allowed by the pa ragra ph 21 of
the “Guidance on c riteria for baseline setting and
monitoring, ve r.2 ”, n amely as JI specific approach
for baseline setting and monitoring. The most
recent valid version of ACM0006 is version 11. It
has been added into the PDD.

Response #2.
The mentioned methodology and guidance have
been updated. The u pdates in ACM0006 ver.11 .2.0
won’t mak e any impact on the proposed project
acti vity. The Guidance on criteria for baseline
setting and monito ring ver.3

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Please, tak e
into account
that the most
recent
valid
ve rsion of the
methodology
ACM006
is
ve rsion
11.2.0 . Also,
please, tak e
into
consideration
that
the
recent
valid
of “Guidance
on criteria for
baseline
setting
and
monitoring” is
ve rsion 3 .
Conclusion
on response
#2.
Based on the
correc tions
made,
the
issue is

91

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT
has been refe rred to in the PDD. Section D.1. has
been revised acco rd ing to the reques t from the
determination team.
CL 04. Two different CDM methodologies
were mentioned in the section B.1. to
identify the baseli ne: ACM0006 and
ACM0012. Please, clarify.

22

Response #1.
The referred methodology is ACM0006, version 11.
The methodology ti tle of ACM0012 h as been
correc ted.

Response #2.
The PDD has been re vised in line with ACM0006
ve r.11 .2 .0.

closed.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Some
correc tions
have
been
made;
howe ver,
please,
see
also
conclusion on
response #1
to CAR 07.
Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed.
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C AR 08. Please, note that the step 3a
(section B2) con tains the wrong referen ce
to the method of financial analysis used
in the presen t p rojec t. Please , no te tha t
simple cost analysis is not applicable for
the presen t projec t due to the p resence
of economic benefits from the reduction
of the fuel costs. Actually the method
used in the presen t p roject is comparison
analysis but referre d incorrec tly b y the
developer as the simple costs analysis.
Please, correc t.

28

The incorrectl y referred simple cost analysis has
been replaced by in vestment comparison analysis.
The PDD has been re vised .

OK.
issue
closed.

The
is
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C AR 09. Please, no te that the Guidance
for
the
Assess me nt
of
Inve stmen t
analysis requires “Inp ut values used in all
inves tment analysis should be valid and
applicable at th e time of the in ves tment
decision tak en by the project participan t.”
Therefore application of the 2010 bonds
yields in the p res ent p roject is not
acceptable
bearing
in
mind
that
inves tment decision has been made in
2008.
Please, note that while there were no
new issues of Eurobonds by Uk rainian
gove rnment between 2007 and 2010 the
earlier issues were traded on the mark ets
during that period so the Eurobonds
yields for spring 2008 are available and
would serve the be tter basis for deri ving
of the discount rate . For example as of
14/04/2008 the YTM for 2013 Uk rainian
Sovereign Eurobond s has been 5,85%.
Source:
http ://www.k ommersant.ua /doc .html?DocI
D=882263&IssueId =4 6900
This yield may be modified as suggested
by the De veloper in order to deri ve the
proper discoun t ra te for the projec t. Bu t
pay a ttention that Uk rainian Eurobonds
are denominated in USD, thereby US
inflation rates should be used for
adjustment instead of those of Eurozone.
For example the a ve rage US inflation

36 (a )

Response #1.
The calculation of the discount ra te has been
re vised wi th be tte r data sou rces wh ich are
available at the time of the investment decision
tak en at the beginnin g of 2008 .
The benchmark rate can be calculated as the sum
of two factors , the required rate of retu rn on risk free inves tments plu s a project-specific risk factor
adjustment. A minimum rate of re turn no t including
project specific risk s is given b y the yield on 2013
Uk rainian Sovereign Eurobonds, which was 5.85%
at April 2008. The Uk rainian Sovereign Eurobonds
are dominated b y US dollar. Uk raine had to
withdra w ano ther Eu robond issue due to the high
yield. In o rder to co rrect for inflation, the ave rage
US inflation index for the period during 1993-2007
was applied, which was 1.0265%. Due to the lack of
data for similar projects in Uk raine the ri sk factor
adjustment can be identified only on the basis of
expert opinion. Base d on a conservati ve approach
we can estimate the risk factor adjustment to be
8%. The benchmark figure is the refore (1.0585 *
1.08 / 1.0275 ) - 1 = 1 3.16%.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Please, note
that (1.0585 *
1.08
/
1.0265) – 1 =
11.36%.
Please,
recheck
your
calculations.
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index for the period of 1993-2007 has
been
1,0265.
Source:
http ://www.bls .go v/cp i/home.htm

Response #2.
The calculation of the discount ra te has been
re vised based on the investment conditi on of the
beginning of 2009.
The Eurobonds b y Ukrainian gove rnment a t Autumn
2009, i.e . 19 Sep 2008, is 7,73%. The selected
period which is referred to calculate the average
US inflation index is 1993-2008. During th is period,
the US inflation index is 102.42% in a verage. The
risk factor adjustment is es timated to be
8%. The benchmark figure is therefore (1.0773 *
1.08 / 1.0242 ) - 1 = 1 3.60%.

Conclusion
on response
#2.
OK,
but
I
highly
suggest
to
eliminate the
following
sentence
in
sub-step
3b
due
to
its
confusing
content:
“5.85%
is
conservati ve
since at the
time
the
inves tment
decision was
tak en in early
2008
when
the Eurobond
mark et
was
effectivel y
closed
for
Uk raine.

Response #3.
The sentence "5 .85 % is conserva ti ve si nce at the
time the inves tment decision was tak en in early
2008..." has been e liminated from the PDD substep 3b .

Conclusion
on response
#3.
The issue is
closed.
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C AR 10 . Among othe r inputs th e
Developer is applyin g the property tax at
the ra te of 2 ,2%. Please, clarify the
source of this input and pro vide the
reference to the rele van t law of Uk raine
in the PDD.

28

Response #1.
It has been confirmed tha t there is no t p roperty tax
in Uk raine. Thus, the prope rty tax h as been
removed f rom the financial model.

Response #2.
The property tax in the financial model has been
given the value as 0%. PDD has been revised to
present the ne w ca lculation result of Net Cash
Flow.

Response #3.
The reference to the property tax h as been
eliminated from the tables 3 and 4 of the PDD.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Please, note
that this item
is
still
present
in
you r
calculations.
Please,
remove.
Conclusion
on response
#2.
Please
note
that tables 3
and
4
(page22) are
referring
to
property
tax
2,2%. Please
eliminate.
Conclusion
on response
#3.
CAR
10
closed.

is
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C AR 11 . Please, note tha t on the sheet
cash flow baseline in the file related to
In vestment anal ysis, the cells e4 , e6 , e9
contain wrong formulas. The values shall
be di vided b y 6 no t 4 as now presen t.
C AR
12.
The
e xplanation
of
the
parameter EF F F , y , y i ndicated in formula
(2) of the PDD is missing. Please,
pro vide approp riate description in the
section B .

28

The mistak es in the financial analysis have been
correc ted.

OK.
issue
closed.

The
is

23

The step 1.1 Determine total baseline process heat
generation (section D.1 of PDD) has been re vised
according to the real ized prac tices on site. EF F F , y , f
is indicated in formula 1 and explained in section
B.1 and section D.2 .

Based on the
explanation
received , the
issue
is
closed.

C AR
13.
Pleas e,
pro vide
the
interpre ta tion of the abbre viation “SW DS”
in the PDD.

23

SW DS is the abbreviation of solid waste disposal
site. The full item of solid waste disposal site has
been addressed in the PDD when SW DS appears
first time.

CAR
13
is
closed due to
the
amendments
made in the
PDD.

C AR
14. Two
different parameters
(“Conserva ti veness factor” and “Fra ction
of methane captured at the SW DS and
flared, combusted o r used in ano ther
manner”) are denoted with the same
symbol “f” in the P DD and Excel file.
Please, correc t.

23

The conserva ti venes s factor to EF C H 4 , B F has been
re vised as f C H 4 in PDD and Excel file.

The issue is
closed based
on
the
correc tions
made in the
PDD
and
Excel file.
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CL 05. A number of alterna tives we re
considered
to
e stablish
baseline.
Howeve r,
H3
alterna tive
(“The
continuation
of
h eat supplied
from
existing natu ral gas boilers. The existing
boilers would operate at the same
conditions as those o bserved in the most
recent pe riod.”) appa rentl y is not realistic
and credible one, as the capacity of the
existing boilers is not enough to suppl y
the needed amount of heat to MFP and
OEP. Please, clarif y.

23

Alternati ve H3 ha s been remo ved from the
alterna tives of heat g eneration . Table 1 of PDD has
been re vised corresp ondingly.

Required
correc tions
have
been
made. CL 05
is resol ved .
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C AR 15. IPCC 2006 Guidelines for
National Greenhous e Gas Inven tories
was used to dete rmine CO 2 emission
factor for fuel. The source mentioned is
irrele vant as the document is no t
appro ved in Uk raine ye t. Please, use the
data form IPCC 1996 Guidelines fo r
National Greenhouse Gas Inven tories and
tak e it into consi deration for ERUs
calculations.

23

Response #1.
IPCC 1996 address the carbon emission factors for
natural gas as 15.3 ton C/TJ. (Source : Table 1-4 of
Volume Energy, IPCC 1996). It can be switched to
56100 k g CO 2 /TJ whi ch is addressed in IPCC 2006.
Therefore, the emission factor for na tural gas in the
PDD k eeps same.
IPCC 1996 has re placed IPCC 2006 as the
reference to dete rmine the emission factor of fossil
fuels.

Response #2.
The IPCC 1996 does not give a clea r value of DOC f
parameter. The justifi cation of the choice of data of
DOC f parameter is re vised .

Conclusion
on response
#1.
As IPCC 2006
Guidelines
for
National
Greenhouse
Gas
Invento ries is
not appro ved
ye t,
please,
also
revise
the reference
to IPCC 2006
in the table
on
DOC f
parameter
(fraction
of
degradable
organic
carbon
that
can
decompose).
Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed based
on
the
amendments
made.
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C AR 16. Please, pro vide the jus tification
of the choice of data for NCV i , y paramete r
applied. Please, clarify if the value 8000
k cal/nm 3 (“In ter-sectoral values for heat
boilers in Uk raine” appro ved by the State
Committee on Energy Saving , Orde r #46
dated 07/05 /2001) c an be applicable for
the baseline period 2 008-2010.

23

C AR 17. Two different symbols (Φ and ϕ)
are used to deno te “Model co rrec tion
factor
to
acco unt
for
model
uncertain ties”. Pleas e, co rrec t.

23

The value 8000 k cal/nm 3 of NCV i , y is applicable for
the period during 2006-2008. The NCV of the
natural gas consumed by the project va ries
between 8,108–8 ,377 k cal/m 3 . In orde r to obtain a
conservati ve baseline emission, 8000 k cal/nm 3 was
applied in the financial analysis of the project
acti vity.

Based on the
amendments
made,
CAR
16 is closed .

After the re vision of section D.1 of PDD, the NCV
of natural gas is not useful to dete rmine the
baseline emission anymore.
The symbol ϕ should be used. Sections B.1 and
D.2. of the PDD ha ve been co rrec ted accordingly.

The issue is
closed due to
the
correc tions
made.
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C AR 18. Please, pro vide the jus tification
of the choice of da ta for the paramete rs
“Model correc tion factor to accoun t for
model uncertainties” and “Frac tion of
degradable organic carbon tha t can
decompose”
or
p ro vide
clear
and
accurate refe rence.

23

Response #1.
The justifications of the choice of ϕ and DOC f ha ve
supplemented in the section B .1 of the PDD.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Some
amendments
have
been
made;
howe ver,
please,
see
response #1
to CAR 15.

Response #2.
The justification of the choice of data of DOCf
parameter is re vised .

Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed.

C AR 19 . It is s ta ted in sec tion B of the
PDD that the value of Methane correction
factor equals to 1 can be applied because
the solid waste disp osal sites iden tified
as the “anaerobic managed solid waste
disposal sites”. A t th e same time, landfill
site “is rank ed as “unmanaged solid
waste disposal site ” (see Annex 2).
Please, correc t.
C AR 20 . The default value 20 for husk is
applied for fraction of degradable organic
carbon in the was te type j. Please,
pro vide clear and accurate reference and
indicate if this value was used for we t or
dry waste .

23

The landfill site belongs to the ca tegory of
anaerobic managed solid waste disposal site. The
relevan t descrip tion i n Annex 2 has been revised .

Based on the
explanation
received and
amendments
made in the
PDD,
the
issue
is
closed.

23

Considering DOC f of husk is not gi ven b y Table 2.4
and 2.5 , Volume 5 of IPCC 2006, a more
appropriate referenc e is cited to dete rmine the of
DOC f husk . The applied value is corre cte d as 39.
The justifications of the choice of DOC f have
supplemented in the section B .1 of the PDD.

The issue is
resolved due
to
amendments
made in the
PDD.
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C AR 21. The justification of the default
value 0 .2 for deca y rate for the was te
type j is absent in th e Annex 2 (referred
to in the PDD, se ction B.1 ). Please,
pro vide
appropria te
justification
and
traceable reference .

23

The justifications of the choice of k j have been
supplemented in sec tion B.1 of the PDD.

CAR
21
is
closed due to
the
information
added to the
PDD.

C AR 22 . PDD state s that ex-an te value =0
is used for the pa rameter “Frac tion of
methane in the SW DS gas”. Howe ver, the
value 0 .5 is used in the Excel file.
Please, pro vide appropriate clarification.

23

The fraction of methane in the landfill gas is
abbre viated as F, which has the default value of
0.5. The re is anothe r parameter missed in the PDD,
which is the fraction of methane capture d at the
SW DS and flared, combusted or used in another
manner (abbre viated as f). It will be monitored
annually and has a d efault value of 0.

Based on the
amendments
made,
the
issue
is
closed.

PDD has been correc ted.
C AR 23. Two k ey parameters used to
establish the baselin e are not included in
the tabular form in the section B.1: E f Baseline indicator of the na tural ga s
consumption of per tone of steam;
FF B L , H G , y , f - Baseline fossil fuel demand
for process heat in year y . Please, mak e
corresponding corrections.

23

The step 1.1 dete rmine total baseline pro cess heat
generation (section D.1 of PDD) has been re vised
according to the realized prac tices on site .
Relevant paramete rs have been inserted in section
B.1 and section D.2 .

The issue is
closed.
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CL 06. Please, clarify how CO 2 emissions
from surplus biomass can potentiall y lead
to changes of ca rbon pools in the
LULUCF sector (please, see sec tion B.3 .
of the PDD).

23

As described in Figure 3 in PDD, the project
acti vity will consume the husk generated from the
oil production exclu sivel y. The projec t will not
import any biomass or biomass residuals out from
the p roject bounda ry. The consumed hus k will be
disposed in the landfill site in absence of the
project. W ith respect to the General guidance on
leakage in bio mass project ac tivities , the re is not
any Shifts of pre-project acti vities , or emissions
related to the produc tion of biomass, or competing
uses for the biomass in the projec t. Therefore, the
project will not lead any changes of carbon pools in
the LULUCF secto r.

CL
06
is
resolved
based on the
explanation
received .

CL 07. Please, clarify how CO 2 emissions
from the transportation of biomass
residues are consid ered in the ERUs
calculations.

43

According to the ACM0006, in case where the
biomass residues are not gene rated direc tly a t the
project si te, projec t p articipant shall dete rmine CO 2
emissions resulting from transporta tion of the
biomass residues to the project plant. In the
proposed project ac tivi ty, all the consumed husk is
generated a t the project site . Theref ore, CO 2
emissions from the transporta tion is no t c onsidered
in this projec t.

The issue is
closed due to
the
explanation
pro vided.

C AR
24 .
Please,
indicate
if
the
person/en tity mentio ned in the section
B.4. of the PDD is also a project
participant listed in annex 1 as per
Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD
form and the F-J I-S SC-Bundle, version
04.

21

The PDD developer, Greens tream Netwo rk is not a
project pa rticipan t li sted in Annex 1 of the PDD.
This information as well as Greens tream Network
contact information has been added to th e Section
B.4. of the PDD.

The issue is
close
based
on
the
information
added.
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C AR 25 . Please, state the expec ted
operational lifetime of the project in years
and months as per JI SSC PDD form and
the F -JI-SSC-Bundle, version 04.

34 (a )

Section C.2. of th e PDD has been correc ted
accordingly. The exp ected opera tional lifetime is 20
yea rs (240 months ).

The issue is
closed due to
the
amendments
made.

C AR 26. Please, s ta te the leng th of the
crediting period in years and months as
per JI SSC PDD form and the F-JI-SSCBundle, version 04.

-

Section C.3. of th e PDD has been correc ted
accordingly. The length of the crediting period of 10
yea rs (120 months) has been sta ted , in cluding 3
yea rs and 3 months (39 months) of the Kyoto
period and 6 years an d 9 months (81 months) of the
post-K yo to pe riod.

CAR
26
is
closed based
on
the
amendments
made in the
PDD section
C.3.

51

According to the Ope ration Chart of the hu sk boiler,
the steam flow rate is 16t/h and the satura ted
steam pressure is 24 k gf/cm 2 when boiler work s
with full-load. Applyi ng the calcula tor de veloper b y
SpiraxSarco, the hea t rating of the husk boiler is
8.20 MW when it work s with full-load. Therefore,
the to tal heat rating of the project is 1 6.40 MW ,
less than 45 MW t h e r m a l . The Operation Chart of the
husk boiler and the calculation process have be
submitted to the auditor.

The materials
pro vided are
found
satisfactory
and sufficient
to resol ve the
issue.

36 (f)

All formulae regarding monitoring and their
description ha ve bee n tran sferred from Section B.1
to Sec tion D.1 .

The issue is
closed.

CL 08.
evidence
project is
the to tal
generato r

Please, pro vide documented
to confirm that the proposed
eligible as a SSC project (tha t
installed capacity of the cois less than 45 MW thermal.)

C AR
27.
All
formulae
regarding
monitoring and thei r description must be
included in the section D.2 of the PDD as
per Guidelines fo r u sers of the J I SSC
PDD form and th e F-JI-SSC-Bundle,
version 04. Please, mak e corresponding
correc tions.
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C AR 28. Two k ey parameters used to
establish the baseline are missing in the
section D.2 : Ef - Bas eline indicator of the
natural gas con sumption of per tone of
steam; FF B L , H G , y , f - Baseline fossil fuel
demand for process heat in year y.
Please, mak e corresp onding corre ctions .

36 (a )

The step 1.1 Determine total baseline process heat
generation (section D.1 of PDD) has been re vised
according to the realized prac tices on site .
Relevant paramete rs have been inserted in section
B.1 and section D.2 .

Based on the
amendments
made,
the
issue
is
closed.
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C AR 29 . To calcula te emissions in the
project NCV i , y (the same as in the
baseline) parameter is sta ted to be
determined once and available already at
the s tage of de termination rega rding the
PDD. However, this p arameter can not be
fixed ex-ante and must be monitored in
the
projec t
acti vity.
Please,
mak e
correc tions in the monitoring plan.
Please, indicate wh ich value of data
applied for ex -ante e missions calculation.

36 (d )

Response #1.
After the re vision of section D.1 of PDD, the NCV
of natural gas is not useful to dete rmine the
baseline emission anymore. The NCV of husk
(NCV B R , n , e ) will be applied to calculate H h u s k
(formula 3) and PE F F , y (formula 8). The NVC of
husk will be monitored though the monitoring
period.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Please,
re vise
the
response #1
to CAR 29
because
there
is
inconsistenc y
concerned
with
information
pro vided
on
NCV
(NCV h u s k , y ,
NCV i , y ,
NCV B R , n , y ,
and
NCV B R , n , e ) in
formulas,
in
the table of
parameters ,
and in your
response #1.
Please,
pay
special
atten tion
to
the name of
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the
parameters
and
to
the
numbering of
the formulas
which
are
referenced.
Response #2.
The NCV of husk in PDD has been renamed as
NCV h u s k , y . The referred Net caloric value of
biomass residue (NCV B R , n , y ) has been given the
same symbol as NCV h u s k , y because the c onsumed
biomass residue in th e projec t ac ti vity is h usk .

Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed based
on
the
amendments
made.

NCV i , y is the Net Caloric value of the fossil fuel
type i and is no t rele vant with husk .
C AR
30.
Table
4
of
ACM0006
methodology is referred to in the Sec tion
D.2 for CH 4 emission factor for the
combustion of biomass residues in the
project acti vi ty. Please, note tha t this
source does not co ntain CH 4 emission
factor for husk . Please, correct and
pro vide appropria te justification for the
value applied.

24

The appropria te jus tification has been ad ded into
the PDD, which is the Table 2.2, Volume 2 of IPCC
2006.
According to Table 2.2, 30 is default CH 4 emission
factor of va rious solid waste , including municipal
waste (non-biomass fraction and biomass fraction),
industrial was tes, wood/wood waste . It i s reliable
that 30 is applied as default CH 4 emission factor of
husk .

The issue is
closed based
on
the
explanation
received .

107

BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION
Report No: UKRAINE-det/0192/2010
DETERMINATION REPORT
C AR 31. Please, pro vide the jus tification
of the choice of da ta for the paramete rs
“conserva ti veness factor” in the section
D.2. of the PDD.

36 (b )(ii)

The appropria te jus tification has been ad ded into
the PDD. The assumed uncertainty of the default
CH4 emission factor of husk (30) is 300%.
According the Table 5 of ACM0006, when the
assumed uncertainty is greate r than 100, the
conservati veness factor should be 1 .37 .

Based on the
justification
pro vided,
CAR
31
is
closed.
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C AR 32. The sta te ment “Data will be
archived in form of electronic/pape r” is
irrele vant in the row “Jus tification of the
choice
of
data
or
description
of
measurement methods and procedures
(to be applied)” for the parameter
quantity of fuel type i combusted in
process j during the year y .

36 (b )(ii)

Response #1.
The statement of “Data will be archived i n form of
electronic/pap er” ha s been moved to th e cell of
“an y comment”. The PDD has been re vise d.

Conclusion on respon se #2.
More jus tification has been supplemented D.2. (iii).

Conclusion
on response
#1.
The irrele vant
information is
deleted from
the
row
“Justification
of the choice
of
data
or
description of
measurement
methods and
procedures
(to
be
applied)”; but
instead of the
deleted
information,
necessary
information is
not pro vided.
Please,
fill
out
the
abovemention
ed row with
required
justification.
Conclusion
on response
#2.
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CAR
32
is
closed based
on
the
information
pro vided.
C AR 33. Ex-an te value of the quantity of
electricity con sumed by the projec t
relevan t ac ti vity du ring the year y sa ted
in the PDD (3.8 MW h/yr) is no t equal to
the one used in the Excel calculations.
Please, correc t.

46

The ex-ante value of EC p , y has been corrected as
1,084 MW h/a. The determination proc edures of
EC p , y is described in Spreadsheet Determination of
ex-ante EC, which h as been submitted to auditor.
The equipments list installed in the boiler room has
been submitted as we ll.

The issue is
closed.

Regarding the monitoring of EC p , y , a calc ulation is
applied. There is only one meter installed to record
the electrici ty consu mption of all the equipments in
the boiler room wi th total ins talled ca pacity of
707.54 kW . Among it, the ins talled capacity of the
electroequipments re lated to the projec t acti vity is
420.1
kW . Therefore,
the
actual
electricity
consumption by the project during the crediting
period can be calcula ted as :

EC p , y = ECboiler _ roon , y *

420.1
707.54

PDD and ER calculation ha ve been re vised.
C AR 34. It was obse rved during si te visit
that the net caloric value of biomass
residue was monitore d only ones. Please,
pro vide documented evidence to confirm
that NCV is monitore d e very six months.

36 (e )

Husk NCV (parameter NCV B R , n , e ) will be check ed
at least once per 6 months by an independent
certified laboratory (Sevas topol laborato ry #1 or
other). The e vidence has been submitted to AIE as
per Order #130 .

CAR
34
is
closed due to
the
documentatio
n pro vided .
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C AR 35. IPCC 2006 Guidelines for
National Greenhouse Gas Inven tories is
referred to de termine NCV in the section
D.3. The source mentioned is irrele vant
as the document is not appro ved in
Uk raine yet. Please , use the da ta form
IPCC 1996 Guidelines for National
Greenhouse Gas Inve ntories .

36 (b )

C AR 36. Please , see quality control and
quality assuran ce f or NCV: “Pa ralleled
with 1 .000 Eco -standard-se rvice te st
done by Sevas topol Laborato ry, the value
of this data will be compared with the
historical reco rd an d the IPCC default
value (11.6 TJ/Gg)” Please, clarify in the
PDD further algorith m for quality control
and quality assu ran ce procedu re (wha t
measure will be undertak en if these
values differs significantl y).

36 (f)(v)

After the re vision of section D.1 of PDD, the NCV
of natural gas is not useful to dete rmine the
baseline emission anymore. The NCV of husk
(NCV B R , n , y ) will be applied to calculate H h u s k
(formula 3) and PE F F , y (formula 8). Thus , the NCV
of natural gas has be en deleted from sec tion D.3.

The issue is
closed.

IPCC 1996 has re placed IPCC 2006 as the
reference to dete rmine the NCV and CO 2 emission
factor of fossil fuels.
To k eep the resul t c onservati ve , the high est value
between a ce rtain te st result, the a verag e value of
the histo rical record and the IPCC default value will
be applied in the calculation of the project
emission. The releva nt descrip tion has been added
to Sec tion D.3 of the PDD.

The issue is
closed based
on
the
amendments
made.
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CL 09. Please, clari fy wha t is meant in
the sec tion D.3 fo r Q h i s , y paramete r:
…accurac y rate is 1.1 .

36 (a )

Response #1.

The accurac y of Q h i s , y is ±0 .5%. PDD has been
re vised.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Please,
correc t
the
name of the
parameter.
There is no
parameter
Q h i s , y in the
PDD, only Qhusk ,y.
Also
the
determination
team has not
found
the
accurac y
of
this
parameter.
Please,
clarify/
correc t.

Response #2.
The parameter of Q h i s , y is not applicable for the
PDD any more because of the re visio n of the
calculation method of emission reduction. Q h i s , y has
been removed from s ection D.3 .

Conclusion
on response
#2.
Due to the
correc tions
made,
the
issue
is
closed.
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CL 10. It is sta ted in the section D .3. of
the PDD that steam meters installed in
steam pipe of the husk boilers will be
calibrated
regula rly
acco rding
to
manufacture’s recommendation. Howe ver,
no confirmatory rec ords we re pro vided
onsite.
Please,
s ubmit
documented
evidence .
C AR 37. Please, add to the PDD section
D a flowchart demonstra ting data flow
from the meter to the data totals for each
parameter to be monitored .

36 (i)

The steam generation of the project acti vi ty will be
calculated as per formula 2 in the PDD. Thus, the
monitoring of the steam generation d oes not
require a steam meters . Section D.3 has been
re vised.

The issue is
closed.

36 (e )

Response #1.

Conclusion
on response
#1.

A monitoring flow chart has been inserted into
section D.4 of PDD.

Monitoring
flow
chart
(Figure
4)
has
been
inserted into
the
PDD
section
D.3,
not D.4 . Onl y
Monitoring
struc ture
(Figure
5)
has
been
inserted into
the
PDD
section D.4 .
Response #2.
A monitoring flow chart (Figure 4) h as been
inserted into sec tion D.3, ra ther than sec ti on D.4.

Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed.
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C AR
38 .
Please,
indicate
if
the
person/en tity mentio ned in the section
D.5. of the PDD is also a project
participant listed in annex 1 as per
Guidelines for users of the JI SSC PDD
form and the F-J I-S SC-Bundle, version
04.

36 (b )(i)

The PDD developer, Greens tream Netwo rk is not a
project pa rticipan t li sted in Annex 1 of the PDD.
This information as well as Greens tream Network
contact information has been added to th e Section
D.5. of the PDD.

The issue is
closed based
on
the
amendments
made.
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C AR 39. Please, spe cify in the monitoring
plan the procedu res to be followed if
expected monito red d ata a re una vailable.

36 (b )(iii)

Response #1.
The description of the procedures to be followed
have been added to the PDD Section D.3 .

Conclusion
on response
#1.
In the sec tion
D.3
(as
indicated
in
project
developer’s
response)
there is no
clear
description of
the procedure
to
be
followed
if
expected
monitored
data
are
unavailable.
Please,
clarify
/
correc t.

Response #2.
As a part of QC and QA measure ment, the
possibility of the s ystemic error and op erational
error of the monitoring plan has been analyzed
carefully. The cross -check and the back -up plan of
the monitoring pa rameters ha ve been supp lemented
in the PDD in case some parameters are not
available for the monitoring .

Conclusion
on response
#2.
Due to the
amendments
made in the
PDD section
D.3, the issue
is closed.
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C AR 40. Please, e xplicitly and clea rl y
distinguish in the se ction D of the PDD
which of the parameters to be monitored :
(i) are no t monitored throughou t the
crediting period, bu t are determined only
once (and thus remain fixed throughou t
the credi ting perio d), and tha t are
available alread y at the stage
of
determination?
(ii) are no t monito red throughou t the
crediting period, bu t are determined only
once (and thus remain fixed throughou t
the crediting period ), but that are no t
already a vailable at the stage
of
determination?
(iii)
are
monitore d
throughou t
the
crediting pe riod.

36 (d )

The tables of para meters as to monito ring ha ve
been
distinguished
in
the
Secti on
D.2
correspondingl y.

CAR
40
is
closed due to
the
modification
made in the
PDD section
D.2.
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C AR 45. Please, submit any documented
instruc tion which indicates that the data
monitored and required for ve rification
are to be k ept for two yea rs after the
crediting period as per JI de te rmination
and veri fication manu al.

Response #1.
The project de veloper has submitted Orde r #131 to
auditors du ring the on-site dete rmination. Order
#131 has s tated tha t the monitoring da ta will be
saved for two years a fter the credi ting pe riod.

Response #2.
The electronic ve rsion of Order #131 has been
submitted to the dete rmination team.

C AR 41. Annex B is referred to in the
PDD (page 42). Howe ver, there is no
such Annex in the PDD. Please, correct

36 (m)

This is a misprint. Annex 2 should be referred. PDD
has been co rre cted c orrespondingl y.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
Please,
pro vide
the
copy of Order
#131 to the
determination
team.
Also,
please,
mention
(in
the
PDD
section D.1)
the
availability of
Order #131 or
refer to the
Order.
Conclusion
on response
#2.
Based on the
documentatio
n
pro vided,
CAR
45
is
closed.
The issue is
closed.
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C AR
42.
The
estimated
baseline
emissions BEy (Ta ble 10a) for 20092011, 2013-2018 are not equal to the sum
of BE h e a t , y and BE B R , B 2 , y . Please, co rrec t.

36 (f) (vi ),
45

Response #1.
The minor differences between the BE y and the
sum of BE h e a t , y and BE B R , B 2 , y are becaus e of the
rounded calculation result. The minor differences
sta y a t the le vel of ±1, which can be deemed
acceptable.

Response #2.
The inconsistence was caused by the rounding
issues. The figures in the Table 10a ha ve been
re vised.

C AR 43. Please, p re pare the section E .6
of the PDD in accordance with Guidelines
for users of the J I SSC PDD form and the
F-JI-SSC-Bundle, ve rsion 04. Please, use
correc t tabular format.

45

The tables in the Section E.6 . of the PDD have
been corrected acco rdingly.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
The
differences
between the
BE y and the
sum
of
BE h e a t , y
and
BE B R , B 2 , y .
Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed due to
the
correc tions
made.
The issue is
closed.
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C AR 44. Please, clarify in the PDD if any
comments on the project ha ve been
received . Please, s tate the na ture of
comments and the de scription on whe ther
and how the comments have been
addressed.

49

Response #1.
The information as to comments on the p roject has
been added in the PDD. Also, in the supporting
documentation, please find the documentary
evidence on the information as to the comments on
the p roject.

Conclusion
on response
#1.
PDD section
G.1 pro vides
the following
sentence
“Since
the
project has a
positive
impact
through
environmenta
l
and
the
city’s
social
improvement,
the
project
got
onl y
a
positive
feedback ”.
Please,
clarify
how
you
can
confirm
this
statement.
Also, please,
tak e
into
consideration
that you may
refer to the
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Lette r #75514/
ZMZH
dated
07/10/2011
pro vided
to
the
ve rification
team.
Response #2.
The sta tement is c onfirmed by the Le tte r #755
ZMZH dated 07/10 /2 011 which wa s pro vi ded to the
ve rification
team
where
the
information
on
stak eholder's comments is given . The Le tte r #755
ZMZH dated 07/10/2011 has been referred in the
PDD Section G.1 .

Conclusion
on response
#2.
The issue is
closed based
on
the
information
added to the
PDD.

C AR 46. Please pro vide a detailed
theore tical descriptio n of the baseline in
a complete and trans parent manner. This
is the requirement of Guidelines for
Users of J I PDD Form for SSC projec ts

23

The detailed description of the baseline is added to
the Sec tion B of the PDD.

The issue is
closed based
on
the
information
added to the
PDD.

C AR 47 . Please, pro vide con tac t da ta of
Mr. Da vydo v.

-

Contact details of PrJSC Modified Fats Factory
were added to the An nex 1 of the PDD.

The issue is
closed due to
the
correc tions
made in the
PDD
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