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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY — VALIDATION OPINION

DNV Climate Change Services AS (DNV) has perforraedhlidation of the project activity

“Installation of Biogas Plants by INSEDA MembersR&artners” in India. The validation was
performed on the basis of Gold Standard criteniavfduntary offset project activities and as
well as criteria given to provide for consistentjpct operations, monitoring and reporting.

The review of the project design documentation thedsubsequent follow-up interviews have
provided DNV with sufficient evidence to determithe fulfilment of stated criteria.

The project correctly applies the Gold Standardseliae and monitoring methodology
“Indicative programme, baseline and monitoring rodtiiogy for Small Scale Biodigester”.

The project activity involves bundling of househdiddigesters installed in various districts
forming a part of the states of Kerala and Madhged®sh in India. As a result, the project
results in reductions of methane emissions thatreaé measurable and give long-term
benefits to the mitigation of climate change. Id&monstrated that the project is not a likely
baseline scenario. Emission reductions attributébléhe project are hence additional to any
that would occur in the absence of the projecwagti

The total emission reductions from the project esémated to be on the average 24 170
tCO.e per year over the selected 10 year fixed cregipariod. The emission reduction
forecast has been checked and it is deemed likahthe stated amount is achieved given that
the underlying assumptions do not change.

The monitoring plan provides for the monitoring tbé project’'s emission reductions. The
monitoring arrangements described in the monitogten are feasible within the project
design and it is DNV’s opinion that the project tgapants are able to implement the
monitoring plan.

In summary, it is DNV’s opinion that the projecttiaity “Installation of Biogas Plants by
INSEDA Members & Partners” in India, as describedhe PDD, version 02 dated 23 May
2011, meets all relevant requirements for Gold @&eah oluntary offset project activities and
correctly applies the Gold Standard baseline anditmidng methodology “Indicative
programme, baseline and monitoring methodologySiorall Scale Biodigester”. DNV thus
requests the registration of the project as a G&-Ykbject activity.

New Delhi and Oslo, 27 June 2011

s 0%
S fichaa!  (hss-

Nitin Kapoor Michael Lehmann
CDM validator Director of Services and Technologies
DNV New Delhi, India DNV Climate Change Servio&S
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2 INTRODUCTION

Integrated Sustainable Energy and Ecological Dgwaénmt Association (INSEDA) has
commissioned DNV Climate Change Services AS (DN¥)perform a validation of the
project activity Installation of Biogas Plants bNSEDA Members & Partners in India
(hereafter called “the project”). This report sunmis@s the findings of the validation of the
project, performed on the basis of GS-VER critéviathe GS-VER project activities, as well
as criteria given to provide for consistent pro@oerations, monitoring and reporting.

2.1 Objective

The purpose of a validation is to have an indepentierd party assess the project design. In
particular, the project's baseline, monitoring pland the project’s compliance with relevant
Gold Standard criteria for voluntary offset projexttivities, as well as criteria given to
provide for consistent project operations, monitgrand reporting are validated in order to
confirm that the project design, as documentedsasnd and reasonable and meets the
identified criteria. Validation is a requirement fall Gold Standard voluntary offset project
activities (GS VER) and is seen as necessary toigeoassurance to stakeholders of the
quality of the project and its intended generatd®S VERS.

2.2 Scope

The validation scope is defined as an independaahtobjective review of the project design
document (PDD). The PDD is reviewed against thed@tandard criteria stated for voluntary
offsets projects and the approved baseline andtororg methodology. The validation was
based on the recommendations in the UNFCCC Vatidatnd Verification Manual.

The validation is not meant to provide any consglttowards the project participants.
However, stated requests for clarifications andfrective actions may have provided input
for improvement of the project design.
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3 METHODOLOGY
The validation consisted of the following three pést

I a desk review of the project design documents
Il follow-up interviews with project stakeholders

I the resolution of outstanding issues and tiseiagmce of the final validation report and
opinion.

The following sections outline each step in mor&iile

3.1 Desk review of the project design documentation
The following tables list the documentation thaswaviewed during the validation.

3.1.1 Documentation provided by the project participants

11/ INSEDA: PDD for project activity “Installation oBiogas Plants by INSEDA Members &
Partner$in India, Version 01 dated 14 April 2010 and version 02d&3 May 2011

12/ INSEDA: ER sheets, version 1 dated 14 April@0dnd version 2 dated 23 May 2011.

13/ Undertaking dated nil by Secretary General cnef executive of INSEDA (PP) to
confirm that INSEDA has no registered CDM/VER pubjactivity.

14/ Undertaking given by 4265 plant owners (allf Madhya Pradesh and Kerala to
confirm that biodigesters are not included in attyeo voluntary programme or CDM
activity.

List with unique identification of all 4265 planivoers.
Agreement between local NGOs and INSEDA conformtrensfer of Voluntary
Carbon Credit rights.

5/ Web link: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Keralao confirm the climatic zone for the
state of Kerala which is equatorial tropic climate

16/ Web link: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Madhyardiesh, to confirm the climatic zone
for the state of Madhya Pradesh which is sub tedglmate

17/ Survey’s conducted to know the type and quamttfirewood used in the absence of
the project activity and confirm the average monthtome of households included in
the project activity
1. “Department of Bio-energy, Agricultural Enginggy College & Research Institute,
Tamil Nadu Agricultural University” dated 27 Ap&I010 for the state of Kerala.

2. “Environment and Energy Management Group, Bhdpalthe state of Madhya
Pradesh dated 10 June 2010.

Mail dated 6 April 2010 from Gold Standard confingi that “methodology is
applicable and survey to be completed as soonssipe if not conducted as yet”.

18/ Web link:http://www.indiaenvironmentportal.org.in/files/5Zihal.pdf , to confirm the
energy source for cooking in Indian Households

19/ Web link:
http://wgbis.ces.iisc.ernet.in/energy/paper/scop@#i%20solor%20energy%20device
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110/

111/

112/

113/

114/

115/

116/

117/

118/

119/

s/solar%20devices.htmshows the usage of kerosene required ranges@rom(hilly)
to 0.34 (coastal) kg/person/day

Web link: http://www.mp.gov.in/mpfood/Pra-Prativeden-2006-8dd.pdf to confirm
that the cost of kerosene in M.P. ranges betwe& 8186 — 9.97/litre

Documents of Kerala Government to confirm the t @dkerosene is INR 9.5/litre in
Kerala (not dated)

Purchase receipt of Kerosene stove dated 13 Au@ 200ws cost is Rs.480

ODA declaration in GS prescribed form dateldd¥ 2009 by PP confirming no usage
of any Official development assistance

Mail from Gold Standard dated 16 September 2016ptdirm that financial plan is not
required along with ODA

Web link: http://www.iei-asia.org/IEIBLR-LPG-IndianhomesReppdf (page#17)
shows 11.3 kg of LPG gas is required for cookingme month for an average Indian
family.

Purchase receipt dated 5 November 2009 of Indared¢bthe biggest gas supplier) to
confirm the cost of a gas cylinder as INR 325.

Web link: http://www.iocl.com/Products/LiquefiedPetroleumGASFaspx-, to confirm
the cost of a LPG Stove at INR 1 250.

Commissioning certificate dated 4 July 2006 by AKSK#®r the first bio digester
confirming the date of commissioning as 1 June 2086ch is after 1 January 2006.
Web link: http://www.ecology.kee.hu/pdf/0604 _015027.pdf, dat8 November 2006
shows the lower penetration of biogas plants imadonfirming that only 3.44 Million
have been installed against a potential of 12 bAi)li

Ration card copies provided by the Governmentonfirm the monthly income is
approximately INR 500 of the local persons in thates of Kerala and INR 850 in
Madhya Pradesh where biodigesters are installetl dated). These were verified
during the site visit.

Audit report of the NGO AKKPS ( Aadivasi kha#ivom krishi Pariskchan Sansthan),
M.P. 2006 confirming the estimated cost of bio diges at (2 INR 9 650, 3t
INR 11 600, 4m+-INR 13 850 and 6fINR 16 500)

Evaluation Study on National Project on Bio@evelopment, May 2002; (page#9 and
12) stating that “only 7% households in the samplieges were found to be using
biogas, often as a supplementary source of fuetl ery less funds available for
training and research and development.

“Renewable Energy Resources for Climate Changegktion” which confirms an
achievement of approximately 28% only of the taedepotential of Biogas plants
confirming lower dissemination in the host country

Letter dated 24 September 2010 from Dr. ViranHumar Vijay, IIT stating the
lifetime of biodigesters as 10-15 years.

Web link:
http://www.mospi.gov.in/nsso_4aug2008/web/nsso/éidadings%5C61R_1.0.pdf,
(Energy Sources of Indian Households for Cookuay)firming that lower monthly per
capita expenditure classes used more firewood gschi
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[20/  Letter from Dr. Virendra Kumar Vijay, Biogagwklopment & Training centre, IIT

121/

122/

123/

124/

125/

126/

127/

128/

129/

130/

Delhi stating physical methane leakage from thejegptotype biodigesters ie
Deenbandhu biodigestors is not more than 5% (nedjla

Confirmation by GS via e-mail dated 21 SeptembdiO2hat the letter can be used for
the purpose of calculation of project emissiongHerproject activity if required.

Web link: http://envfor.nic.in/legis/eia/s01533.pdb confirm that the project activity
does not require a prior environmental clearance.

Stakeholder meeting advertisement in Kerala, paelsn Sunday Express (English) as
well as in Malyalam Manorma (in Malyalam-vernacukmguage) on 11 October 2009
Stakeholder meeting advertisement in Madhya Praddsgartisement was published in
Dainik Bhaskar on 8 October 2009.

Details of the blind sustainable exercise conduptest distribution of the non technical
summary during the main stakeholder consultatidadia2 October 2009 and 11
October 2010 for the state of MP and 14 Octobe®20@ 19 October 2010 for the
state of Kerala.

» Resolution of AKKPS dated 26 December 2005 configrthe consideration of
carbon revenue for the project activity.

* Board resolution from Gramudyog Mandal dated 27dbdwer 2005 stating
Gramudyog Mandal along with AKKPS will install biag plants in the state of
Madya Pradesh and will consider carbon creditsels w

» Board Constitution document of Gramudyog Manda¢d&1 April 2004
confirming the members of the board to the Reswmistt Companies. This is
used to confirm that there are common membersetddard of AKKPS and
Gramudyog Mandal

* Resolution dated 2 February 2006 of Sustainablee@pment Agency (SDA)
stating installation of biogas plants in the st#t&erala and consideration of
carbon credits for the project activity.

» Board Resolution of INSEDA dated 28 September 20@fing that Carbon
credits have been considered for the project agtivVhe Board note also
confirms that INSEDA will henceforth be the managentity for the project
activity.

Discussion with GTZ, consultants and their subsetjappointment on 1 January 2008
for writing the PDD and other associated work.

Verified Emission Reductions Purchase AgreementRNE) between First Climate &
INSEDA on 2 May 2008.

Mail copies confirming the submission of PDD andggort to GS for pre feasibility
assessment on 16 February 2009.

GS passport submitted to GS and the pre feasilbdisessment report by GS as
confirmed from the email by GS dated 8 Septemb8&820

Appointment of DOE as confirmed from the signeddation contract dated 10 March
2010

Mail from Gold Standard dated 23 Septembe020bnfirming that documents related
to stakeholder feedback round can be made pubiiagdilable for one week subject to
a live meeting conducted for feedback round

Minutes of meeting of main as well as feedbemRksultation rounds with stakeholders
on 12 October 2009 and 11 October 2010 for the siiaP.
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/31/  Minutes of meeting of main as well as feedbaahksultation rounds with stakeholders
on 14 October 2009 and 19 October 2010 for the siakKerala.

132/ Copies of invitation e-mail sent to GS, GSmuper NGOs, local NGOs and DNA of
India inviting them for the main stakeholder comstibn as well as the feedback
consultation round

133/ NSS Report No 527: Household Consumer Experalin India, 2006-07, page # 28,
dependence on firewood and wood chips for cookingigh in Kerala, followed by
Chhattisgarh and Madhya Pradesh (MP)

134/  Forest Survey of India report, Kerala 2009 &rdst Survey of India report, M.P. for
confirming the total geographical Area (Kerala & Mdhd Forest land (Kerala & MP).

135/ Forestry For Sustainable Biomass Productiord Aarbon Sequestration In India
Ravindranath et al. 2001 for confirming (1) Susibie rate of fuel wood extraction
from Kerala & MP (2) Sustainable extraction ratanf plantations.

136/ Community Forest Management and Joint Foresinddement; An Ecological,
Economic and Institutional Assessment in Westermt§hindia- Sudha dated 1987-
confirming the mean annual increment 2.84%

137/  Department of Economics & Statistics report020 Kerala for confirming total
plantation area including misc tree crops and gsamged in the calculation of NRB

/38/  Census of India 2001
(http://www.censusindia.gov.in/Tables_Published/BaBata_Sheet.aspx for
confirming the population of Kerala and MP
Census of India-2001 (Kerala& MP)-Housing profibe confirming the percentage of
households reliant on biomass for cooking.

/39/  The Management, Operation and Training Mant@NSEDA outlining procedures for
maintenance, details of the bio digesters, momi¢gprequirements and the roles and
responsibilities, version 1 dated 31 July 2007

3.1.2 Methodologies, tools and other guidance by Gold Staard

/40/ | CDM : Validation & Verification Manual, versiol.2

/41/ | Latest version (2.1) of the Gold Standard kivatonfirming that project applying fq
retroactive registration by uploading the requicktumentation and paying the pre-
feasibility assessment fee before 1 August 200Pstill be able to use Version 2.0 pf
the GS toolkit

142/ | The Gold Standard: Indicative programme, lasebnd monitoring methodology for
Small Scale Biodigester Voluntary Gold Standardsiza 1

/43/ | CDM Executive Board: Tool for the demonstratiand assessment of additionali
version 5.2
UNFCCC Link to confirm India as a Listed Non-AnneX Party
http://unfccc.int/parties_and_observers/parties/momex_i/items/2833.php
CDM Executive Board: EB 49, Annex 22 - Revision tGuidelines for the
demonstration and assessment of prior consideratidtre CDM' (version 03)

144/ | General guidelines for sampling and surveysS®8C CDM project activities
Web link: http://cdm.unfccc.int/Panels/ssc_wag/meetings/020820_an14.pdf

145/ | IPCC Guidelines 2006 for National Greenhousas {Bventories
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3.2 Follow-up interviews with project stakeholders

During the period 6 to 7 May 2010 (Kerala) and @28 May 2010 (Madhya Pradesh), Nitin
Kapoor and Krishnan Namboodri of DNV conducted sitgts and visited a few households
where the project bio digesters have been installed households were selected at random
from the complete list where the bio digesters Hasen installed. During the site visit, DNV
also interacted with the project developer (INSECsRd local stakeholders, to discuss on
topics as stated below. DNV further had face te fexterviews with GS on 6 May 2011 to
confirm the appropriateness of the prior considendior the project activity as well as on the
calculation of project emissions.

Date Name Organization Topic
/46/ 6, 7 May 2010 in Mr. Raymond INSEDA Carbon revenue
Kerala Myles consideration;

Project starting date;

Stakeholder consideration
process;

System and procedures for
data recording.

1. V.P.Thomas Stakeholders Pre-project scenario;

2. from Kerala Quantity of firewood used
T.E.Muhaammad in the pre project scenario;
3. K.P.George Source of firewood and
4. Sr.Theyyamma time used in gathering the
Matha firewood,;

nethrakanthi Income as verified from
siddha the ration cards with the
vaidyasramam households visited;

5. John Verkey

6. T.S.Jayan

7. Sergy Mathew
8. Madusudanan
Nair

9. Reji Mathew

Any issues with the

operations of bio digesters

Confirmation on  the

transfer of rights of carbon
revenue to the local NGOs.
Benefits accruing to them
from the NGOs;

Capacity of bio digesters.

o 10. Lal Singh Confirmation that INSEDA

27, 28 May 201 11 Likhan lal Stakeholders and their members NGOs

?,t desh II\\/IAe;)dhya 12. Sher gon& h Madhya are carrying out the routine
ardesh (MP) Singh/Lakshman rades maintenance of bio
13.Esvant/Kalka digesters

14. Harakchand
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15. Garjan Singh
6 May 2011 1. Abhishek Goyal Gold  Standard Confirmation on  the
2. Ayushi Jain Foundation-New appropriateness of the prior

Delhi consideration;
Project emissions

3.3 Resolution of outstanding issues

The objective of this phase of the validation isésolve any outstanding issues which needed
be clarified prior to DNV’s positive conclusion dhe project design. In order to ensure
transparency a validation protocol was customisgdHte project. The protocol shows in a
transparent manner the criteria (requirements),nsed verification and the results from
validating the identified criteria. The validatipnotocol serves the following purposes:

» It organises, details and clarifies the requirem@nGS-VER project is expected to meet;
» It ensures a transparent validation process whaeevalidator will document how a
particular requirement has been validated andaseltr of the validation.

The validation protocol consists of four tables.eTtifferent columns in these tables are
described in the figure below. The completed vaiafa protocol for the project activity
“Installation of Biogas Plants by INSEDA Members & Partrieis enclosed in Appendix A to
this report.

A corrective action request (CAR) is raised if afi¢he following occurs:

(a) The project participants have made mistakes thétimfluence the ability of the
project activity to achieve real, measurable addél emission reductions;

(b) The GS-VER requirements have not been met;
(c) There is a risk that emission reductions cannahbsitored or calculated.

A clarification request (CL) is raised if informati is insufficient or not clear enough to
determine whether the applicable GS-VER requirembkate been met.

A forward action request (FAR) is raised duringidafion to highlight issues related to
project implementation that require review durihg first verification of the project activity.
FARSs shall not relate to the GS-VER requirementgdgistration.
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Validation Protocol Table 1: Mandatory Requirements for Gold Standard VER Project Activities

to the proposed
project activity under
validation.

Requirement Reference Conclusion
The requirements thepGives reference to the legislatigriThis is either acceptable based on evidepce
project must meet. or agreement where theprovided OK) or a corrective action request
requirement is found. (CAR) if a requirement is not met.
Validation Protocol Table 2: Requirement Checklist
Checklist question | Reference Means of | Assessment | Draft and/or Final Conclusion
verification (MoV) by DNV
The various Gives Means of verification| The OK is used if the information and
requirements in reference to | (MoV) aredocument | discussion | evidence provided is adequate to
Table 1 are linked | documents | review (DR), on how the | demonstrate compliance with GS-
to checklist where the interview (1) or any | conclusion | VER requirements. Aotrective
guestions the answer to other follow-up is arrived at | action request (CAR) is raised when
project should the checklist| actions (e.g., on site | and the project participants have made
meet. The checklist question or | visit and telephone of conclusion | mistakes, the GS-VER requiremenis
is organised in item is email interviews) and on the have not been met or there is a risk
different sections, | found. cross-checking (CC) | compliance | that emission reductions cannot bef
following the logic with available with the monitored or calculated. A
of the PDD information relating | checklist clarification request (CL) is raised
to projects or question so | if information is insufficient or not
technologies similar | far. clear enough to determine whether

the applicable GS-VER requiremerts

have been met. #orward action
request (FAR) during validation is
raised to highlight issues related to
project implementation that require
review during the first verification o
the project activity.

Validation Protocol Table 3: Resolution of Corrective Action and Clarification Requests

Corrective action and/
or clarification
requests

Ref. to checklist question
in table 2

Response by project
participants

Validation conclusion

TheCARs and/ orCLs
raised in Table 2 are
repeated here

Reference to the checklis
guestion number in Table
2 where the CAR or CL is|
explained.

The responses given by

the project participants
to address the CARs
and/or CLs.

The validation team’s
assessment and final
conclusions of the CARs
and/or CLs.

Validation Protocol Table 4: Forward Action Requests

Forward action request

Ref. to checklist question
in table 2

Response by project participants

The FARSs raised in
Table 2 are repeated
here

Reference to the checklis
question number in Table
2 where the FAR is
explained.

Response by project participants on how forwardoact
request will be addressed prior to first verificati

Figure 1: Validation protocol tables
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3.4 Internal quality control

The validation report underwent a technical reviparformed by a technical reviewer
qualified in accordance with DNV’s qualification heme for GS-VER validation and

verification.

3.5 Validation team

Type of involvement -
q
0 x D o3
HEINED:
s 212358
8 (@] S o 8.
2| E c| 2| E3
> = | | ©» T | =
ela| |32 85
~| >| ol @ E o5
[7] [} o o [&) O 9
Role Last Name | FirstName | Country | Q| © | X | @ | =) O=
CDM validator / | Kapoor Nitin India ViV |V |V 4
Technical team
leader
GHG auditor Namboodri| Krishnan India v | v v
Technical Lin Wu China v
reviewer

The curricula vitae of each individual validatieatn member are detailed in Appendix B to

this report.
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4 VALIDATION FINDINGS

The findings of the validation are stated in th#ofwing sections. The validation criteria
(requirements), the means of verification and #walts from validating the identified criteria
are documented in more detail in the validatiortquol in Appendix A.

The final validation findings relate to the projetEsign as documented and described in the
PDD, version 02 dated 23 May 2011.

4.1 Project design

The project activity involves setting of bio digesst in households spread over various
districts in the states of Kerala and Madhya Phad&4) which form a part of India. The
coordinates of all the districts included in th@jpct activity have been detailed in section
A.4.1.3, Table 2 in the PDD /1/.

The project activity has involved the installatioinfixed-dome digesters which consist of one
lower segment (digester) and a hemisphere ovehighwfunctions as a gas holder. The “feed”
is fed into the digester via the inlet pipe and engdes digestion in the digestion chamber.
Anaerobic digestion takes place in the biodigestersvhich microorganisms break down
biodegradable material (primarily cow dung) in #iesence of oxygen. This process produces
methane (Ck) rich biogas, which serves as a substitute fuehfim-renewable biomass for
cooking applications. The project activity has beeplemented and involved installation and
operation of such biodigesters with capacities af°12 nt, 3 nt, 4 nfand 6 ni which has
been confirmed during the site visit /46/. Thus timplementation of the project activity
eliminates the usage of non renewable biomass whigshbeing used in the baseline. This is
also the pre project scenario as confirmed fromstirgey reports /7/ and site visit interviews
with the various project stakeholders /46/. Thgqmiodescription is complete and accurate.

Project activity is not a de bundled componentaofié project activity as this is the first GS
VER project activity by the project participant hast registered any other VER project
activity before this project. This has been vedffeom the undertaking by PP /3/ that there is
no other similar project activity by PP.

The project starting date is 1 June 2006 as corfirfrom the commissioning date of the first
bio digester /13/.

The lifetime of the project activity is stated te b5 years and was verified based on the letter
from Indian Institute of Technology (lIT) /18/. Tharoject proponent has chosen a fixed
crediting period of 10 years with 2 years of rettoge crediting from the date of registration
which is acceptable as per GS rules. The startafateediting period has been mentioned as
1 September 2009 which is appropriate.

DNV considers the project description of the promantained in the PDD to be complete and
accurate. The PDD complies with the relevant foamd guidance for completing the PDD.

4.1.1 Project eligibility criteria

DNV has evaluated the seven criterions to confliat the project is eligible:

(&) Scale of Project Activity: DNV has been aldeconfirm that it is a small scale VER

project as the project is a renewable energy proyéb a thermal capacity of 39.43 M\as
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confirmed from the Excel sheet /2/. This is equawlto 13.14 MW and hence less than the
threshold value of 15 MW.

(b) Host Country or state: India is the host coprand is eligible as confirmed from the
website provided in GS Toolkit, version 2 /41/.imds listed as a Non-Annex | Party on the
UNFCCC website /43/.

(c) Type of Project: The project activity is a rewable energy supply category generating
heat from non fossil fuel energy sources as it Ive® generation of biogas using animal
waste.

(d) Greenhouse Gases: The greenhouse gas is Caitedade which is eligible as per the GS
toolkit, version 2, Table 1.3 /41/.

(e) Official Development Assistance (ODA): The daliion has not revealed anything that
could confirm any ODA flow into the project. The R addition has provided an ODA
declaration confirming non usage of any ODA /11/.

(f) Project Timeframe:

1. Previous announcement check: DNV has been ablentfirim from the board note
124/ that the project requires revenue from cartrexlits.

2. Retroactive Registration: The project activity wagserational at the time of first
submission to GS and hence has undergone pre ifdgsIDNV has verified the
pre feasibility assessment by GS /27/.

3. Retroactive Crediting: The project activity applies GS-VERs under retroactive
registration and the VERs shall be claimed for @oglenot exceeding 2 years prior
to GS registration. This has been clearly mentiangtde PDD /1/.

4. Parallel Submission: The project is being submittety to GS-VER stream. An
undertaking that all 4265 biodigesters includedthe project activity are not
included in any other voluntary programme or CDNh\aiy /4/.

(g) Other Certification Schemes: The project is clatming any other certificates under any
other certification schemes. An undertaking thhda65 biodigesters included in the project
activity are not included in any other voluntarpgramme or CDM activity /4/.

4.1.2 Project Type Eligibility Screen

The project activity involves setting of bio digeist in households spread over various
districts in the states of Kerala and Madhya Prad&&P). According to the Gold Standard

Toolkit (version 2) /41/, the proposed project dailhto category A.1. - Renewable Energy
Supply project activity, involves generation of Epeservices (heat) from non fossil and non-
depletable resources.

This project adopts ecologically sound bio digesterd generates emission reductions due to
avoidance of non renewable biomass. Hence, thegir eligible under the Gold Standard.

4.1.3 Host country eligibility check

India as host country has no quantitative reductamget under the Kyoto Protocol. India is
also identified as a Non Annex | country as conéichirom the UNFCCC website /43/.
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4.2 Application of selected baseline and monitoring mébdology

The project correctly applies Gold Standard Methoglp “Indicative programme, baseline,
and monitoring methodology for Small Scale Biodiges/42/ as explained below:

* This methodology is applicable to the projectdlwing the implementation of biodigesters
in households within the project’s boundaries.

It has been confirmed while undertaking the sitt\vid6/ that the project activity involves
biodigesters in the households bound within theéestaf Madhya Pradesh and Kerala in
India.

* The project activity is implemented by a projedordinator who acts as the project
participant. The individual households will not & project participants.

INSEDA is the project coordinator and acts as thejegt participant. The individual
households are not the project participants asircoefl during the site visit through
interviews with the households /46/. It was furtbenfirmed that individual households have
signed agreements with the respective state NG@siwturn have signed an agreement with
INSEDA that is acting as a bundling agency /4/.

* The biodigesters program promotes the wide-seale of biogas as substitute for wood,
agricultural residues, animal dung and fossil fudiat are presently used for the cooking,
space heating and lighting needs of most rural bbotds.

The project activity since involves the installatiof bio digesters in 4 265 rural households
and thus promotes the wide scale use of biogassabstitute fuel for cooking in the rural
households. It has been confirmed from the sureaysed out by the project proponent /7/
and on-site interviews /46/ that firewood was prigeautilized for domestic needs before the
implementation of the project.

* The methodology applies to project with biodigestwith a maximum total biodigester
volume of 20 th

The project activity involves biodigesters with aximum volume of 6 rhas confirmed from
the list of bio digesters /4/ that form part ofstiproject activity.

* The biodigesters in the programme are not inctlide another CDM or voluntary market
project, (i.e. no double counting takes place).

DNV has verified the agreement of the farmers wiith respective state NGOs transferring
their rights for Carbon Credits to state NGOs &gréements with all individual farmers).
Similarly, the state NGOs have transferred thetsigti Carbon Credits to INSEDA /4/ which
is the project proponent and the bundling agencyttie project. INSEDA has given an
undertaking that this project activity will not liecluded in any other CDM or voluntary
market project to avoid double counting /3/. DN¥atonfirmed that there is no such project
that is under validation with the UNFCCC by crosweaking the title on the UNFCCC
website (http://cdm.unfccc.int/Projects/Validatiowlex.html).

* If more than one climate zone is included in {m®ject, the project should make a
distinction per climate zone.

It has been confirmed that Kerala has equatorigpidr climate also known as tropical
rainforest climate while Madhya Pradesh has supidab climate/5/. Since there are two
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climatic zones involved in the project activityetemission reduction calculations as well as
monitoring shall be done separately for each otweestates independently.

DNV thus concludes that the GS-VER methodologypisliaable to the project activity.

4.3 Baseline determination

The procedure for selection of baseline scenaijulsted by the methodology /42/ requires
the PP to select one of the following options:

1. The situation before the implementation of tleedigesters (i.e. pre-project situation).

2. The situation where fossil fuels are used totreaergy service needs (even if they are not
currently being used).

The pre-project scenario is use of firewood to mthet heat requirement, this has been
confirmed through site interviews /46/ and the syreonducted by the PP on the type and
quantity of usage of firewood /7/. The PP has thppropriately chosen option 1 “the

situation before the implementation of the bio diges (i.e. pre-project situation)” as the
baseline scenario.

Further it has been clarified by GS in their e-naiited 6 April 2010 /7/ that the PP needs to
complete the survey as soon as possible and hbaceohdition of “survey should be held

before the implementation of the biodigester ohimit3 months after the implementation of
the biodigester” has been relaxed with respedtelines while carrying out the validation.

The approved baseline methodology has been corrapglied to identify a complete list of
realistic and credible baseline scenarios, anddinetified baseline scenario most reasonably
represents what would occur in the absence ofriygoged GS project activity.

All the assumption and data used by the projectigiaants are listed in the PDD and/or

supporting documents. All documentation relevamtefstablishing the baseline scenario are
correctly quoted and interpreted in the PDD /1/.suxaptions and data used in the

identification of the baseline scenario are justifappropriately, supported by evidence and
can be deemed reasonable. Relevant national aselétoral policies and circumstances are
considered and listed in the PDD /1/.

Project boundary

As per the methodology the project boundary is pigsical, geographical site of the

renewable energy generation equipments and hengemjpately, the project boundary

encompasses the sum of all the 4 265 physical gpbgral sites of all individual biogas

plants (digester system, pipe leading to the stmathe stove itself). The project boundary
also includes the animal waste handling and storelgevever the baseline emissions from
this source have been excluded which is consepativ

The system boundaries have been presented in tdbutaat as below:

GHGs involved | Description

Baseline emissions GO Thermal energy need

Project emissions CH Emissions from physical leakage and
incomplete combustion of biogas
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Leakage N/A This is not required as per methodology

The identified boundary and selected sources ardsgare justified for the project activity.
The validation of the project activity did not redether greenhouse gas emissions occurring
within the proposed CDM project activity boundary aresult of the implementation of the
proposed project activity which is expected to dbote more than 1% of the overall
expected average annual emission reductions, whieh not addressed by the GS
methodology /42/.

4.4 Additionality

The methodology /42/ requires the additionalitydeenonstrated using the latest version of
the “Tool for the demonstration and assessmentddftianality” /43/ and in line with the
requirements

4.4.1 Evidence for prior consideration and continuous agbns to secure carbon
revenue for the project activity

The start date of the project activity has beentmoraed as 1 June 2006 which has been
confirmed from the date of commissioning of thstfinio digester /13/.

DNV has verified the board resolution dated 26 Datwer 2005 of AKKPS and 27 December
2005 of Gramudyog Mandal confirming the requiremehtcarbon revenue for project
implementation in the state of Madhya Pradesh dhdratates in India /24/. It has also been
verified that AKKPS and Gramudyog Mandal workedtbe common areas and have board
members common to both the organisations /24/. Di&6 confirmed from the board
resolution dated 2 February 2006 of SDA confirmthg need of carbon revenues for the
installation and maintenance of the bio digestethe state of Kerala /24/. Post this there is a
board resolution of INSEDA dated 28 September 2€87irming that carbon credits were
essential and would be considered for the projetivity, which has been verified /24/. The
PP has after this initiated discussions with caasi$ for the development of the PDD for
which e-mail confirmations dated 1 January 200&Hhaesen verified /24/. The PP also entered
into a discussion on the possibility of a VERPAnfioned from e-mails dated 22 February
2008 which was subsequently signed on 2 May 2088 &ibsequent to this the passport and
PDD were submitted to GS for a pre feasibility assgent on 16 February 2009 /26/ and
hence DNV is able to confirm that there was no jmewv public announcement of the project
without GS. The feedback on the pre feasibilityeasment was received on 8 September
2009 as confirmed from the e-mail /27/. This waofeed by stakeholder meetings in
Madhya Pradesh and Kerala on 12 and 14 October &¥p@ctively as confirmed from the
minutes /30//31/. The DOE was subsequently appoiote10 March 2010 as confirmed from
the agreement between the PP and DOE /28/.

Hence, it is ascertained that continued actiorettuge carbon revenue was taken parallel to
the implementation of projects since a gap of ntben 2 years between the documented
evidence to secure carbon credits for the projetttity does not exist. This is in line with the
latest guidelines given in CDM-EB 49, Annex 22 /48lich says thatwhere there is less
than 2 years of a gap between the documented edad@ontracts with consultants for
CDM/PDD/methodology services, Emission Reductiorrcifase Agreements or other
documentation related to the sale of the potenG&Rs (including correspondence with
multilateral financial institutions or carbon fungsevidence of agreements or negotiations
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with a DOE for validation services, submission afeav methodology to the CDM Executive
Board, publication in newspaper, interviews with ANarlier correspondence on the project
with the DNA or the UNFCCC secretariat), the DORlskonclude that continuing and real
actions were taken to secure CDM status for théeptactivity”.

4.4.2 ldentification of alternatives to the project activity consistent with current
laws and regulations

The following credible alternatives have been dedin
A. Use of firewood as fuel for cooking applications
B. Use of Kerosene oil for cooking applications
C. Use of Liquid Petroleum Gas (LPG) for cooking apations
D.

Implementation of project activity i.e., use of hiigesters without any carbon
revenue benefits

Alternative A is a plausible alternative and isoathe pre project scenario. It has been
confirmed that in rural India 75% of the househaldstinue to depend on firewood and chips
for cooking /33/. It has further been confirmedotigh surveys /7/ that this does not involve
any additional investment for cooking and has nenilng costs as firewood is cheap and
easily available.

Alternative B is not a realistic alternative asstresults in an minimum additional expenditure
of INR 468 per month based on a daily consumptibf.@8 liters for a family of four (4)
/9//10/. This is very high considering the averagmthly income is only INR 500 in-case of
Kerala /7/ and INR 850 for Madhya Pradesh /7/ aedck not a realistic alternative. Their
monthly incomes were also confirmed while condugtime site visit /46/ and scrutiny of the
ration card documents /15/.

Alternative C is not a realistic as it results madditional operating cost of INR 258.62 per
month (11.3 kg's consumption by a family of four2/lcomparing the energy level of
kerosene and LPG). This is very high considerirgdlierage monthly income is only INR
500 in-case of Kerala and INR 850 for Madhya Pradés

Alternative D is also not feasible with out carboredit revenues since it has higher
investment and maintenance costs with no runnirggscd his has been detailed in the next
section.

Hence the identified realistic scenarios are Aliéiie A and D.

Both the alternatives are consistent with the egsiaws and regulations of the host country
India.

4.4.3 Barrier analysis

As per the methodology /42/, the project partictplaas chosen investment barrier which is
“the programme cannot be implemented as the initdstment in the bio digesters is too
high for individual households”. Besides that, preject activity faces other barriers which
have also been discussed in this section.

It has been confirmed that the initial capital cesjuired for the family type biodigesters at
least is INR 9 650 for 2 fnDeenbandhu model and increases to INR 16 500 f@rna
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capacity. This has been confirmed from the audiore of Aadivasi khadi Avom krishi
Pariskchan Sansthan (AKKPS) for the year 2006 /M. cost of a 2 frhas been considered
as the number of these digesters is maximum whéeetare only a few 1 huligesters that
are installed as a part of this project activity

The initial capital cost for a kerosene stove iRIM80 confirmed from purchase receipt of
kerosene stove /12/ and that for a LPG stove is INR50 from Indian Oil Corporation
Limited (IOCL) official website /12/.

There is no cost associated with the use of firelwebich is the baseline scenario.

It has been verified from the ration cards durimg s$ite visit /46/ and survey results provided
by the PP /7/ that the average monthly income éurskholds in Madhya Pradesh and Kerala
is INR 850 and INR 500 respectively.

Thus it can be concluded that:
1. Investment cost of bio digesters is much higheramspared to other alternatives

2. The investment cost is approximately 160% of thewuah income of targeted
household in Kerala and almost same as annual imadrtargeted households in the
state of Madhya Pradesh.

This is considering the investment cost of only m*bio digester of INR 9 650. The cost of
bio digesters forming a part of the project acyiviange from INR 9 650 to INR 16 500 as
confirmed from the audit report /16/.

Further the project activity also faces technolablmarriers as it has been confirmed from the
study /14/ that only 45% of the biodigesters inidndre operational and 60% of these plants
turned non functional due to various structuralbpgms and other issues like choking of

inlet/outlet, corrosion/leakage in pipeline, scuwrniation in digester slurry and water

accumulation in gas pipe /14/. Thus maintenancthefbio digesters requires trained man
power as compared to no maintenance required fodvetoves. Hence sufficient knowledge

is not available locally about the technology tcalde autonomous uptake. The project
participant shall provide training and maintenafareall the biodigesters covered under the
project activity. It was also confirmed during tige visit interviews /46/ that the local people

depended on members of INSEDA for the upkeep obibeligesters

Further DNV has verified an independent study “Reafg@le Energy Resources for Climate
Change Mitigation” /14/ which confirms an achievernef approximately 28% only of the
targeted potential of Biogas plants confirming lowessemination in the host country.

Based on the guidance provided in the methodolégy sufficient evidences to show that the
project faces investment and technological barhiekse been provided and verified by DNV.

The alternative A, pre project scenario of usimgviiood as fuel for cooking applications does
not involve any investment, operational or techgaal barriers or any of the barriers
mentioned above and hence does not face any barrier

4.4.4 Common practice analysis

It has been confirmed that out of a total poterdfal2 million biodigestors, only 28% which
is 3.44 million have been installed in the couriig/. Further it has been confirmed only 45%
of the plants are working fully /17/. It has alseeh mentioned in the evaluation study on
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National Project on Biogas Development that only @%cthe households in the sample
villages were found to be actually using biogad tba often as a supplementary source of
fuel /17/. Moreover, rural households belongingthe lower MPCE (Monthly Per Capita
Expenditure) classes used more firewood and chi@s Hence it can be ascertained that it is
not a common practice to use bio digesters.

In summary, it is sufficiently demonstrated thag firoject is not a likely a baseline scenario
and that emission reductions occurring from théesaditional.

4.5 Monitoring

The project applies the approved monitoring methaglo “Indicative programme, baseline
and monitoring methodology for Small Scale Biodige¥/oluntary Gold Standard” /42/. The
monitoring plan is in accordance with the monitgrinethodology. The monitoring plan will
give opportunity for real measurements of achiesmission reductions.

The details of the monitoring parameters are detail section B.7.1 of the PDD /1/.
The project monitoring plan is in compliance witie tmonitoring methodology.
It is DNV’s opinion, that the project participarase able to implement the monitoring plan.

4.5.1 Parameters determined ex-ante
Following parameters have been determined ex ante:

1. Total amount of biomass substitutedyBTotal amount of biomass substituted in
Kerala is 7 831.8 tonnes per annum and that foriyadPradesh is 7 610.9 tonnes per
annum of firewood consumption. This figure is basedsurveys conducted in the
states of Kerala and Madhya Pradesh /7/.

2. Fraction on non renewable biomaddlRB,y) calculated as per guidance in the
methodology /42/ is 91% for Kerala and 86% for MgalPradesh /2/.

3. Net Calorific value of NRB (NCV is 0.0156 TJ/Ton based on IPCC 2006 /45/.

4. Emission factor of non renewable biomass d&k) taken as 112 tCOrJ as per
default value of IPCC 2006 /45/.Methane converdiactor (MCF) for the animal
waste handling system in the baseline situatiorclbgate zone k iSl00% based on
IPCC 2006/45/.

5. Efficiency of biodigesterrfiogastovd taken as98% based on GS approved methodology
142.

6. Daily volatile solid excreted for livestock categdivVSy) for Dairy cows for Indian
subcontinent taken as 2.6 kg dry matter/ animaj/tdesed on IPCC 2006 /45/

7. Maximum methane producing capacity for manure peceduby livestock category
(Bo) for Dairy cows for Indian subcontinent taken@13 mMiCH4 /kg of VS excreted
based on IPCC 2006 /45/

4.5.2 Parameters monitored ex-post
The following parameters as required by the metlamgoshall be monitored
1. Project Area (ID 1/Areashall be monitored based on official websites tredforest
survey reports.
Page 18




DET NORSKE VERITAS i g
Report No: 2010-0465, rev. 01

GS-VERGS-VERVALIDATION REPORT DNV

2. Number of households in the baseline sample grtid@/r,) shall be determined and
monitored by the PP considering 95% confidencel land 5% margin of error.

3. Number of households in the project sample grol3/,) shall be determined and
monitored by the PP considering 95% confidencel land 5% margin of error.

4. Total number of households participating in thegpam in year y (ID5/#,) shall be
monitored by the PP and included in the database.

5. Amount of fuel consumption in the baseline (ID&/f} shall be monitored based on
the survey conducted by the PP.

6. Amount of fuel consumption in the project (ID§4f) shall be monitored through
survey conducted by the PP.

7. Annual biomass increment on the project area (|D$tiall be monitored by the PP
based on field surveys.

8. Annual biomass harvest on the project area (ID1&h8Il be monitored by the PP
based on field surveys.

9. Fraction of livestock category manure treated emdahimal waste management system
(ID 11/ MS), in climate region k shall be monitoreyglthe PP based on field surveys.

10.Physical Leakage (ID 12/ PLy) to be monitored by d?Pa sampling basis through
surveys

11.Number of life stock of category K (ID 13/ LC) te Imonitored through surveys

12.Global Warming Potential (GWP) of methane (ID 16WE:n,) to be monitored
annually based on most recent IPCC guidelines.

4.5.3 Monitoring of sustainable development parameters

According to the requirement of Gold Standard,cheice of indicators is based on the issues
contributing critically to the sustainable develapm

Initial stakeholder consultations were conductedrajetting pre-feasibility results in both the
states of Madhya Pradesh and Kerala on 12 Octd@¥ and 14 October 2009 respectively.
This was done to intimate the local community akibet project activity and the benefits on
its implementation and to get their feedback abth# proposed project. INSEDA
representatives explained about their project égtits benefits and the resultant emission
reductions. As per the requirements of GS, a bdimstainable exercise /23/ was conducted
after circulating a non-technical summary to thekseholders. The impact on the sustainable
development indicators was also discussed duriagsthkeholder consultation and the blind
exercise undertaken.

The stakeholders were invited through an advergésgrm the local newspaper of the Seoni
district and Kerala as well as personal invitatiorgse sent to the local people /22/. GS along
with all the local and international Gold Stand@M&O supporters, DNA of India were
invited through mails along with local NGOs, Panatanembers and local residents /32/.

In line with the GS version 2.0, the following sgifiarding principles were assessed as a part
of Do No Harm Assesment:
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» The project respects internationally proclaimed &aaonrights including dignity,
cultural property and unigueness of indigenous [godfhe project is not complicity
in Human Rights abuses: the project is dedicate@dacing deforestation and lethal
acute respiratory infections and enhancing thditiveds of rural poor. The project
endeavours to empower rural people through thesesumes. There is no mitigation
measure which is required.

* The project does not involve and is not compliaitimvoluntary resettlement: this
principle is not relevant for the project sincasiimplemented inside the households
of local people;

» The project does not involve and is not compliaily the alteration, damage or
removal of any critical cultural heritage: thisrmiple is not relevant for the project
since it is implemented inside the households cdllpeople;

* The project respects the employees’ freedom of ciéestbon and their right to
collective bargaining and is not complicit in résions of these freedoms and rights:
the project does not involve any employment of peaphich can be classified as
labour. The project involves appointment of teclams for bio digesters and
employees to handle data along with service recofd®refore, no mitigation
measures are needed,;

» The project does not involve and is not compliciiny form of forced or compulsory
labour: the project does not involve any employnadreople which can be classified
as labour. The project involves appointment of méghns for bio digesters and
employees to handle data along with service recofderefore, no mitigation
measures are needed,;

* The project does not employ and is not compliciaimy form of child labour: the
project does not involve any employment of peoptectv can be classified as labour.
The project involves appointment of technicians hay digesters and employees to
handle data along with service records. Therefuvanitigation measures are needed;

* The project does not involve and is not complicitatny form of discrimination based
on gender, race, religion, sexual orientation oy ather basis: the project employs
both male and female. Female will keep record ofitooing of the biogas plants and
Male will contribute towards field activity, the gject represents a low risk on this
since there is no discrimination involved in theojpct. Therefore, no mitigation
measures are needed,;

* The project provides workers with a safe and hgaltork environment and is not
complicit in exposing workers to unsafe or unhealtfork environments: the project
does not involve and is not complicit in exposimgpéoyees to unsafe or unhealthy
environment. Therefore, no mitigation measureasded;

» The project takes a precautionary approach in degaenvironmental challenges and
is not complicity in practices contrary to the @etonary principle. This principle
can be defined as: "When an activity raises threatsarm to human health or the
environment, precautionary measures should be taken if some cause and effect
relationships are not fully established scientifica although this principle is
relevant for the project, the project represenimaarisk on this since project activity
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involves installation of the anaerobic biodiestlns generating thermal energy used
for household purposes and trained persons wilhtaei the systems. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are needed;

* The project does not involve and is not complidity significant conversion or
degradation of critical natural habitats, includithgse that are (a) legally protected,
(b) officially proposed for protection, (c) iden¢ifl by authoritative sources for their
high conservation value or (d) recognized as ptetecby traditional local
communities: this principle is not relevant for tpeoject since it is implemented
inside the households of local people;

* The project does not involve and is not compligicorruption: The project does not
involve and is not complicit in corruption. Therefp no mitigation measures are
needed,;

* Any relevant critical issue for my project: Houskhbiogas plants will be installed in
the households: although this principle is relevémt the project, the project
represents a low risk on this since project agctivitvolves a large amount of small,
distributed heating, cooking or electricity genenatdevices. Howevetrained persons will
maintain the systems. Therefore, no mitigation messare needed;

As a conclusion, no mitigation measures were neddedhe “do not harm” assessment
principles. DNV considers the “do not harm” assemstmesults reasonable and adequate.

The indicators described under Sustainable Devetopidatrix of the GS Toolkit, version 2,
Annexure | /41/ have been evaluated correctly &1 85 passport /27/. It is confirmed that
there are no negative impacts on any of the 12catdis listed under Sustainable
Development Matrix of the GS Toolkit, version 2, maxure | /41/. The following three
indicators have a positive impact and shall be tooed as mentioned in the GS passport /27/
and PDD /1/.

The indicators that shall be monitored are
1. Air Quality by monitoring the functionality of bidigester at least once in a month

2. Livelihood of poor by monitoring the reduction isage of firewood on an annual
basis through a survey.

3. Access to clean and affordable energy by monitotimg functionality of bio
digesters at least once a month.

4.5.4 Management system and quality assurance

The management, operation and training manual ¢89krs the completely operational
structure and mechanism including responsibiliaes authorities for project management,
procedures for monitoring, reporting, QA/QC proced and training, which were verified to
be appropriate.

The local NGOs involved in the project activity Bhiae responsible for collection and
compilation of the monitoring data including the\sys required as a part of the monitoring
plan /1/. INSEDA shall ensure that the data moeddnas been accurately recorded, properly
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archived, and that QA/QC procedure for the entiomitoring process has been implemented
in line with the GS-VER requirements.

All the relevant documents will be kept for at ledso years after the end of the crediting
period. It has been confirmed during the site Vié@/ that adequate procedures are in place
for subsequent verification of emission reductions.

The application of the monitoring methodology @nigparent and DNV considers the project
participants able to implement the monitoring plan.

4.6 Estimation of GHG emissions

Baseline Emissions:

The PP has chosen option 1 which is the pre-prejécation as the baseline scenario, hence
in line with Table 1 of the methodology has usea ghestionnaires among households. It has
been confirmed that no fossil fuel was used inpiteeproject scenario and hence there are no

baseline emissions due to fossil fuel consumptiuh the adjusted baseline emissions for the
share of non renewable biomass (NRB) have beennieid.

The PP has further determined the total quantitpiofmass used through questionnaires
among households in a sample of the total populgtption b) of the methodology /42/. The
third party survey concluded on 10 June 2010 in Bh& 27 April 2010 in Kerala to quantify
the NRB (fire wood) used by the families in thejpob area /7/.

It has been clarified by GS vide their e-mail daédpril 2010 /7/ that the PP needs to
complete the survey as soon as possible and hbaaceondition of “survey should be held
before the implementation of the bio digester ahimi 3 months after the implementation of
the bio digester” has been relaxed with respetittelines while carrying out the validation.

The baseline emissions are given by
BE 1 optiont = 2((}“:i.b1.h )' NCV, - EFcgy, J

BEinn, option1iS the baseline emissions used to meet the thesnemby need of one household
Fi.oin is the total amount of fuel i in the baseline &iton (mass or volume) of one household
NCVi is the net calorific value (energy content) pessnar volume unit of a fuel i

EFco2,iis the CQemission factor per unit of energy of the fuel.

The sample survey has been conducted in the prejeet and data obtained for all the
installed capacities of the biodigesters.

The following approach has been used for estimatireg baseline emissions for a £m
capacity biodigester
1. The total quantity of fuel (fire wood) used hastbeetermined as 4 870 kg/month for
39 biodigesters
2. The average quantity thus works out to be 124.8m&gth/plant

3. Since this is for the state of Kerala, where NRB baen calculated as 91%, the
average non renewable biomass is 91% times 124h&hvis 113.85 kg/month/plant
equivalent to 1.37 Tonnes. The NRB has been caédilaorrectly following the
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guidance of Annex 1 of the methodology /42/ andifieel to be correct /2/. The
calculation is based on independent reports and lighubavailable data
1341135/136/1371/38].

4. Using the IPCC default values /46/ for NCV of firemd at 0.0156 TJ/Tonnes and EF
for firewood at 112 tC@ITJ, the yearly baseline emissions work out to .B&@Qe.

Similarly the yearly emission reductions per howsghhave been determined for all the
capacities separately for the state of Kerala aadhya Pradesh as detailed in the excel file
12].

The mean of each State (Kerala and Madhya Pradssti)en calculated as the yearly
emission reductions for each type €1.@n?, 3nT, 4nt and 6m) multiplied by the number of
respective household samples divided by the tataiber of household samples taken during
the survey for that particular state. This works twube 6.62 and 5.245 tG@or Kerala and
Madhya Pradesh, respectively /7/.

The standard deviation has then been calculatethéostate of Kerala and Madhya Pradesh
as required by the methodology /42/ as 0.458 a22) respectively.

Equation 5 of the methodology /42/ has been furtlsexd correctly to determine the baseline
emissions in the pre project situation.

The calculations have been detailed in the extedd f2/ and verified to be correct.

The baseline emissions have been calculated a96L.401)» and 11 096 tC&for the states of
Kerala and Madhya Pradesh respectively.

Project Emissions:

As per the methodology /42/ project emissions frbousehold fuel consumptions after
installation of biodigesters and emissions frondigesters which include physical leakage of
biodigester and incomplete combustion of bioga®tiawe considered.

The project emissions due to fuels used to meethtienal energy need per household has
been considered and the quantity of fuel consumebe households shall be monitored. For
the purpose of ex ante estimations the emissiortalttes is taken as nil which is appropriate

as it has been confirmed through site visit inema /46/ that no fossil fuel was being used.

The project emissions from the bio digesters haenkcalculated as 1 022 tg@s detailed

in the Excel worksheet /2/. The PP has assumem® per household for the calculation of
project emissions. However, the type and numbeliveStock per household needs to be
established through a survey before undertakinditsieverification. This has been raised as
FAR 1.

The physical leakage has been considered as 5%.H8si been verified from letter by Dr.
Virendra Kumar Vijay, Biogas development & Trainimgntre, IIT Delhi stating physical
methane leakage from the project type biodigesee@eenbandhu biodigestors is not more
than 5% /20/ and the same has been accepted byu@iBer the combustion efficiency of
biodigestor has been taken as 98% from the metbggold2/. Default and conservative
values have been taken from IPCC 2006 tables &5thie estimation of project emissions
and have been detailed in the Excel worksheetlgl&ar

The calculation of project emissions is detailethim Excel files /2/.
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The total project emissions have been calculated @22 tCQwhich are considered to be as
conservatively estimated.

This is appropriate and in line with the methodglégR/.
Leakage:

No significance sources of leakage are identifiEldis is appropriate and in line with the
methodology /42/.

Based on the calculations and results presentdteirsections above the implementation of
the project activity will result in an averagex-ante estimation of emission reduction

conservatively calculated to be 24 170 #€@er year for the fixed crediting period of 10
years /2/.

All assumptions and data used by the project ppaints are listed in the PDD and/or
supporting documents, including their references sources. All documentation used by the
project participants as the basis for assumptions source of data is correctly quoted and
interpreted in the PDD /1/ and the excel files All.values used in the PDD are considered
reasonable in the context of the proposed CDM ptaetivity. The baseline methodology
has been applied correctly to calculate projectseions, baseline emissions, leakage and
emission reductions. All estimates of the baselpmject and leakage emissions can be
replicated using the data and parameter valuesdaown the PDD.

4.7 Environmental impacts

Social and environmental impacts of the projectehbgen sufficiently addressed. A detailed
environmental impact assessment is not necesshry.was verified from the Environment
Impact Assessment Notification S.O. 1533 dated dgtSnber 2006 issued by the Ministry
of Environment and Forests /21/.

A Do No Harm assessment as well as a SD Matrixbeas carried and detailed in the GS
passport /27].

4.8 Public Consultation Procedures

4.8.1 Initial and main stakeholder consultation

Since the project activity has been implementedstiadeholder consultation at the design
stage of the project activity has not been carded However, a local stakeholder meeting
has been conducted on 12 October 2009 at Madhyeshand on 14 October 2009 at Kerala
after publishing stakeholders’ meeting advertisesanthe local newspaper.

In Kerala, advertisement was published in Sundgyess (English) as well as in Malyalam
Manorma (in Malyalam) on 11 October 2009 /22/. ImdWya Pradesh advertisement was
published in Dainik Bhaskar on 8 October 2009 /22/addition, official e-mail invitations
were sent by PP to GS, GS supporter NGOs, local @@ DNA on 4 and Gctober 2009
132/ which have been verified by DNV. The copieneispaper and personal invitation have
been verified along with the attendance sheet andtes of meeting /30//31/. DNV confirms
that adequate media have been used and that etakghelder had the possibility to get
informed about the project activity.
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In the filled questionnaires and main stakeholdeetimg /30//31/ there were no negative
comments on the proposed project. A blind develapiregercise was conducted to make the
stakeholders aware of the environmental and satiphcts of the project activity. All the
participants gave a positive assessment on theoemental, social and sustainable impacts
of the proposed project and supported the projeptamentation.

No negative comments were received from any ofstlaeholders during the stakeholder
meeting as confirmed from the minutes of the meetiB0//31/. Hence, the stakeholder
consultation of the representatives can be coreidter be sufficient and adequate and in line
with the GS requirements.

4.8.2 Stakeholder feedback round

The stakeholder feedback round has been conduatdd ®@ctober 2010 in MP /30/ and on
19 October 2010 in the state of Kerala /31/ aftebmosting the revised project documents for
a period of one week starting 23 September 2010then website of the INSEDA
(http://www.inseda.org) and communicating to all the relevant stakehmsldevited for the
main stakeholder consultation. The e-mail copiesg 82GS, DNA of India as well as the GS
supported NGOs which includes the local NGOs, ek lbeen verified to confirm the same
/32/. All the stakeholders who attended were apdrebout the project status. There were no
negative comments received during the feedbackdré®®v/31/.

The procedure is considered appropriate by DNV 8svia its mail /29/ confirmed that a
stakeholder feedback round can be conducted a#@bhesting the revised project documents
for a period of one week.

- 00o -
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Table 1 Screens for Voluntary Offset Project Activiies

Requirement Reference Conclusion

Project Type Eligibility Screen GS Toolkit

1. Project type check OK

2. Host country eligibility check OK

3. Project Size Check OK

Additionality Screen GS Toolkit

4. Previous public announcement check GS Toolkit OK

5. Conservative approach screen of the baseline scenario oaISt T OK

6. Additionality Tool Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5¢, ©CGAR3
CDM Modalities and Procedures 843 OK

Sustainable Development Screen GS Toolkit

7. Sustainable development assessment GS Toolkit OK

8. Environmental Impact Assessment GS Toolkit OK

9. Public consultation procedures GS Toolkit G315

OK
About forecast emission reductions
10. The emission reductions shall be real, measurable andogigeerm benefits Kyoto Protocol Art. 12.5b OK
related to the mitigation of climate change.
Other
11.The baseline and monitoring methodology shall be preli@pproved by the OK
GS-VER Executive Board.
12. A baseline shall be established on a project-specifis pasa transparent manner OK
GS Validation Protocol — Report No. 2010-0465, 6. A-1
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Requirement

Reference

Conclusion

and taking into account relevant national and/or sectotaligs and
circumstances.

13.The baseline methodology shall exclude to earn VERSs foedses in activity
levels outside the project activity or due to force majeure

OK

14.The project design document shall be in conformance witG8&ER-PDD
format.

OK

GS Validation Protocol — Report No. 2010-0465, (V.
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Table 2 Requirements checklist

Checklist Question

Assessment by DNV

" Draft

. Final

A General description of project activity

' Concl. | Concl.

A.1 Title of the project activity

A.1.1 Does section A.1 of the PDD include a clearly identifiable /1/ DR  [X Clearly identifiable title of the project activity OK
project title, version number of the PDD and date of the X] Version number of the PDD is included
PDD? [X] Date of the PDD is included.
A.1.2 Isthe PDD is in accordance with the applicable requingsne /1/ DR [X Yes OK
for completing PDDs? If no, list where the PDD is not in accordance:
A.2  Description of the project activity
A.2.1 How was the design of the project assessed? 11/ DRhat type is the project? OK
] Project in existing facility or utilizing existing
equipment(s)
[ ] Large scale project
[] bundled small scale projects, each with
emission reductions not exceeding 15 000
tCO,e per year
[] individual small scale project activity
with emission reductions not exceeding
15 000 tCQe per year
X Greenfield project
How was the design of the project assessed?
X Physical site inspection
[] Reviewing available designs and feasibility
studies
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
A-3
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Checklist Question Ref MoV Assessment by DNV

A physical site inspection was undertaken on 6, 7
May 2010 for the state of Kerala and 27, 28 May
2010 for the state of Madya Pradesh.

A.2.2 If a greenfield project, describe the physical implentgoma  /1/ DR The biodigesters wunder the project were OK
of the project when the validation was commenced. commissioned between January 2006 and
December 2008.

All the bio igestors that were visited during the
site visit were confirmed to be commissioned

after January 2006.
A.2.3 If physical site visits were performed based on sampling . /1/ DR | Not applicable OK
(only applicable for bundled small scale projects, eath w
emission reductions not exceeding 15 000&C@er year),
justify the sampling through a statistical analysis:
A.2.4 Is the description of the proposed CDM project activity a:  /1/ DR | The project activity is installation of amalkic OK
contained in the PDD sufficiently covers all relevant bio digesters in 4345 rural house holds of Kerala
elements, is accurate and that it provides the readeiawit and Madhya Paradesh States to replace non —
clear understanding of the nature of the proposed GS VER renewable biomass for domestic cooking.
project activity? (@)The number of digesters included in the

project activity need to be confirmed by PP along
with the names, identification no, capacity as well
as the date of installation of the bio digestors.
It was confirmed during site visit that some of the
bio digesters were being used for commercial
operations like hospitals and canteens.
The PP is requested to revisit the complete: list
and consider only those which are applicable to
households only as per the requirements of the
methodology.
A.2.5 Does the project activity involve alteration of existing 11/ DR | No OK

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking

GS Validation Protocol — Report No. 2010-0465, 6. A-4



DET NORSKE VERITAS

Checklist Question

Assessment by DNV

 Draft

Final

Concl.  Concl.

installations? If so, have the differences between preqroj
and post-project activity been clearly described in bhBP
A.2.6  Does the project design engineering reflect current good  /1/ DR Yes. Fixed dome type bio digesters of capeit OK
practices? ranging from 1 to 20 frare used
A.2.7 Would the technology result in a significantly better 11/ DR  No technology transfer from Annex 1 counBy OK
performance than any commonly used technologies in the involved as this technology is available in India,
host country? Is any transfer of technology from any Aanex which can be confirmed by DNV.
| Party involved?
A.2.8 Does the project qualify as a small scale CDM project 11/ DR As per GS toolkit, version 2, the PP needs t6L-2 OK
activity as defined in paragraph 6(c) of decision 17/CR.7 o provide the detailed calculations for confirming
the modalities and procedures for the CDM? that it falls under small scale category.
A.2.9 s the small scale project activity a debundled component of1/ DR The PP is requested to provide and undergaki S£-3 OK
a larger project activity? confirming that the project activity is not a
debundled component of a larger project activity.
A.3  Participation requirements
A.3.1 Do all participating Parties fulfil the participation 11 DR | Integrated Sustainable Energy and Ecological OK
requirements as follows: Development Association (INSEDA) from India
and First Climate AG from Germany are the
project participants.
(host) County X Country Y
a) Party has ratified the Kyoto Protocd<] Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [ ] No
b) Party has designated a Designated National Authopty Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [] No [ ] Yes [] No
c) The assigned amount has been determiriell Yes [ ] No [] Yes [ ] No [] Yes [ ] No
A.3.2 Do the letters of approval meet the following requirersient . DR There is no such requirement for a voluntary OK
. project.
(host) County X Country Y
a) LoA confirms that Party has ratified the Kyoto Protacpl] Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [ ] No
b) LoA confirms that participation is voluntaryl | Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [ ] No
c) The LoA confirms that the project contributes to the] Yes [ ] No NA NA
sustainable development of the host couniry?
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
GS Validation Protocol — Report No. 2010-0465, 6. A-5
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Checklist Question

Ref MoV

Assessment by DNV

 Draft

Concl

d) The LoA refers to the precise project activity titlshe [ ] Yes [ ] No [] Yes [ ] No [] Yes [ ] No
PDD
e) The LoA is unconditional with respect to (a) to (d)wabo[ | Yes [ ] No [] Yes [] No (] Yes [] No
f) The LoA is issued by the respective Party's DNA] Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [ ] No [ ] Yes [ ] No
g) The LoA was received directly by the DNA or the FP] DNA [ | PP [ ]DNA [ ] PP [ IDNA [ ] PP
h) In case of doubt regarding the authenticity of thedett
approval, describe how it was verified that the letter of
approval is authentic
A.3.3 Have all private/public project participants been autteati 11/ DR : Not applicable since the project activity is a GS- OK
by an involved Party? VER projects.
A.4  Technical description of the project activity
A.4.1 s the project’s location clearly defined? 11/ DR Tpreject is located in 12 districts of Kerala OK
state, between 100’ N to 7625 E, on the
south-western part of India and 5 districts of
Madhya Pradesh state, betweefl 23@'N to 80
00’ E, in north western part of India
A.5 Public funding of the project activity
A.5.1 In case public funding from Parties included in Annex lis.  /1/ DR | The ODA declaration in GS prescribed formche&€AR-1 OK
used for the project activity, have these Parties prdviaie to be provided. In addition the PP needs to
affirmation that such funding does not result in a dicersf provide the financial plan approved by a
official development assistance and is separate fromsand i chartered accountant.
not counted towards the financial obligations of these
Parties?
B Application of a baseline and monitoring methodology
B.1 Methodology applied
B.1.1  Does the project apply an approved methodology and the /1/ DR The project appliesindicative programme, €k-15 OK
correct version thereof? baseline, and monitoringhethodology for Small
Scale Bio digestdny Voluntary Gold Standard.

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Assessment by DNV

 Draft

Ref MoV

The PP along with the methodology is using

Toolkit, version 2 while version 2.1 is available.

The PP needs to justify the use of older versio
toolkit for the project activity.

_Concl
GS

n of

B.2  Applicability of methodology (and tools)
B.2.1  How was it validated that project complies with the 11/ DR The project activity, involves installatiori bio OK
following applicability criteria: digesters in rural areas, of Kerala and Madhya
This methodology is applicable to programmes of activitieolving Pradesh to supply thermal energy for household
the implementation of biodigesters in households withénproject’s cooking purposes, thus replacing non-renewable
boundaries. The project activity is implemented by a ptoje biomass.
coordinator who acts as the project participant. Theviidaial INSEDA (project participant) will act as bundling
households will not act as project participants. The woipsion of agency which will bundle all the household
biogas from the biodigesters replaces the consumptitossil fuel biogas plants. Individual households have signed
and/or biomass. an agreement with the respective state NGOs
(ASAD in Kerala and AKKPS and GM in MP)
and will not act as project participant.
(a) PP needs to provide copies of the agreemeai_3
between NGOs with PP and NGOs with
households.
B.2.2 How was it validated that project complies with the 11/ DR | The biogas generated from the bio digestélls €Lk-3 @ OK
following applicability criteria: be used for domestic application and will replace
The biodigester programme promotes the wide-scale usegddas non-renewable biomass which would have been
substitute for wood,agricultural residues, animal duntfassil fuels utilized in the absence of the project activity.
that are presently used for the cooking, space heating dticdjg b) Details of baseline survey need to be provided
needs of most rural households. to establish the fuel used in pre-project activity.
B.2.3 How was it validated that project complies with the 11/ DR Size of the biodigesters installed under theegtoj OK
following applicability criteria: are 1 M, 2 n?, 3 nt, 4 n?, 6 nt, 8 nt, 10 nt,12
The methodology applies to project with biodigesters witnaximum m®, 15 n? and 20 m cL1
total biodigester volume of 20 m3. The complete list of participants and respective
bio digester capacity need to be provided.
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
GS Validation Protocol — Report No. 2010-0465, 6. A-7
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Checklist Question

Ref MoV

Assessment by DNV

 Draft

Final

Refer A.2.4 above

Concl. Concl.

B.2.4 How was it validated that project complies with the 11/ DR The biodigesters installed in the projedivity | SL-3 OK
following applicability criteria: are not included in another CDM or voluntary

The biodigesters in the programme are not included ithen€DM market project, as per the undertaking by farmers.

or voluntary market project,(i.e. no double counting takesepla (c) Copies of undertakings by farmers to the

effect that the bio digesters anot included in
another CDM or voluntary market project
need to be given.

B.2.5 How was it validated that project complies with the Kerala has equatorial tropic climate also known OK
following applicability criteria: as tropical rainforest climate while Madhya

Pradesh has sub tropical climate. Appropriately

If more than one climate zone is included in the projeetptiject the' F.)P has qon3|dered the_ qalculaﬂons of

should make a distinction per climate zone. emission reductlon_s and monitoring separaely
depending on the climatic zone.

B.2.6 Is the selected baseline on of the baseline(s) descriibd i:  /1/ DR | The baseline selected is “the situation kefo OK
methodology and this hence confirms the applicability ef th implementation of the bio digestors ie the pre
methodology? project situation”. This is appropriate

B.3  Project boundary

B.3.1 What are the project’'s system boundaries (components and1/ DR | The project boundary includes the physical OK
facilities used to mitigate GHGs)? Are they clearly wiedi geographical sites of all the 4 345 individual
and in accordance with the methodology? biogas plants with associated digester system, the

gas stove and pipe leading to the stove, included
in the project activity

B.3.2 Which GHG sources are identified for the project? Does th /1/ DR | In the baseline GOemissions from thermal OK
identified boundary cover all possible sources linked o tk energy source is considered.
project activity? Give reference to documents constlere Emissions from the handling of animal waste in
arrive at this conclusion. households in the baseline situation are not

included.

B.3.3  Does the project involve other emissions sources not /DR/1 - No. OK

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Ref MoV

Assessment by DNV

 Draft

foreseen by the methodologies that may question the
applicability of the methodology? Do these sources
contribute with more than 1% of the estimated emission
reductions of the project?

Concl.

B.4 Baseline scenario determination
B.4.1  Which baseline scenarios have been identified? Is theflist /1/ DR The baseline alternatives considered are (i)
baseline scenarios complete? firewood as fuel for cooking applications (ji)
kerosene as fuel for cooking applications (iii)
liquid petroleum gas (LPG) as fuel for cooking
applications.
B.4.2 How have the other baseline scenarios been eliminated in /1/ DR | Alternatives (ii) andiii) are eliminated as thes OK
order to determine the baseline? involves higher fuel cost compared to fuel wood
which is partly available as free and rest bought
from local market. Also for the house hold with
monthly income of INR 500, use of kerosene or
LPG, even though subsidised is found
unaffordable.
The PP needs to provide a copy of documents fa=-4
support of monthly fuel cost, fuel requirement
and monthly income to justify the exclusion :of
the alternatives.
B.4.3  What is the baseline scenario? 11/ R The baselimasio is he situation before OK
implementation of the biodigesters (i.e. pre-
project situation which is continuation of
firewood for cooking applications.
B.4.4 Is the determination of the baseline scenario in accoedan /1/ DR Yes OK
with the guidance in the methodology?
B.4.5 Has the baseline scenario been determined using 11/ DR Refer B.4.2 above —c4  OK
conservative assumptions where possible?
B.4.6  Does the baseline scenario sufficiently take into agicou 11/ DR Refer B.4.2 above —c4  OK
relevant national and/or sectoral policies, macro-ecanom
trends and political aspirations?
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
GS Validation Protocol — Report No. 2010-0465, 6. A-9
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Checklist Question Assessment by DNV | il | Al

: Concl.  Concl.
B.4.7 Is the baseline scenario determination compatible with the /1/ DR | Refer B.4.2 above. —c4 OK
available data and are all literature and sourceslglear
referenced?
B.4.8 Is the baseline determination adequately documentee in th /1/ DR Refer B.4.2 above. ct4 OK
PDD?

e All assumptions and data used by the project participants
are listed in the PDD and related document to be
submitted for registration. The data are properly
referenced.

e All documentation is relevant as well as correctly gdote
and interpreted.

e Assumptions and data can be deemed reasonable

* Relevant national and/or sectoral policies and
circumstances are considered and listed in the PDD.

e The methodology has been correctly applied to identify
what would occurred in the absence of the proposed
CDM project activity
B.5  Additionality determination .
B.5.1 What approach/tool does the project use to assess 11 DR | Additionality is demonstrated using the “Téaor OK
additionality? Is this in line with the methodology? the demonstration and assessment : of

additionality”, EB 39, version 5.2 and available
in UNFCCC web site.

B.5.2 Have the regulatory requirements correctly been taken in  /1/ DR | Yes. OK
account to evaluate the project activity and the alteesR

B.5.3 Is sufficient evidence provided to support the relevafice ¢ /1/ DR | Refer below. OK
the arguments made?

B.5.4 What is the project additionality mainly based on 11/ DR Barrier analysis is used to demonstiate OK
(Investment analysis or barrier analysis)? additionality.

Prior consideration of CDM
B.5.5 What is the evidence for serious consideration of CDM priovr1/ DR The PP needs to demonstrate and clearlyridbes -GAR2 OK

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question Assessment by DNV

to the time of decision to proceed with the project agtivi in the PDD the requirements related to retrgacti
registration. The project was first submitted to
Gold Standard on 16 February 2009 and covers
only bio digesters installed till December 2008,
the PP needs to go through a pre feasibility

assessment.
The pre feasibility assessment needs to: be
provided.

B.5.6 If the starting date is after 2 August 2008 and before the : /1/ DR The PP also needs to provide documentsectlaBAR-4 OK
global stakeholder consultation, has the DNA and UNFCCC to pre-announcement check, ODA declaration
confirmed that the project participants have informed in form, DNA notification, mechanisms in place to
writing of the project’s intention to seek CDM status? prevent risk of double counting (projects related

to other schemes), clarify on the districts not
forming a part of the project boundary and give a
detailed project description.

In addition the PP needs to respond to all the
comments received from GS as a part: of
prefeasibility assessment.

Continuous efforts to secure CDM statugonly to be
completed if starting date is before 2 August 2008)
B.5.7 What initiatives where taken by the project participaraenf  /1/ DR Refer B.5.5. —CAR2 OK
the starting date of the project activity to the start of
validation in parallel with the physical implementatiof the
project activity?
B.5.8  When did the construction of the project activity start? 11/ DR  The first bio digestor was installed on 1 June €2 OK
2006.
The PP needs to provide the detailed list of bic
digestors with commissioning dates and the
location

B.5.9 When was the project commissioned? 11/ DR  The bio thigesere commissioned between |1 OK

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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~ Draft | Final
. Concl. | Concl.

Checklist Question Assessment by DNV

| June 2006 and 28 December 2008.

B.5.10 Does the timeline of the project confirm that continuous : /1/ DR | Refer B.3.5. —CARR OK
actions in parallel with the implementation were tat@n
secure CDM status?

Investment analysis

B.5.11 Does the project activity or any of the remaining altévea : /1/ DR : No, revenue generation from the project or its OK
generate revenues apart from CDM? Is this reflected in the alternatives.

PDD?

B.5.12 Do any of the alternatives to the project activity involve 11/ DR | Yes. OK
investment? Is this reflected in the PDD?

B.5.13 Is the choice of benchmark analysis, investment compariso/1/ DR | NA. OK
or simple cost analysis correct?

B.5.14 Is the benchmark/discount rate the latest availablesdirtte |  /1/ DR  NA. OK
of decision?

B.5.15 What is the financial indicator? Is it on equity/projecsiba : /1/ DR | NA. OK
Before/after tax? Is the financial indicator in corresgence
with the benchmark?

B.5.16 Are the underlying assumptions appropriate, e.g. whatis: /1/ DR | NA. OK
considered as waste in the baseline is considered to &@ve z
value?

B.5.17 Does the income tax calculation take depreciation into 11/ DR | NA. OK
account? Is the depreciation year in accordance with thorma
accounting practice in the host country?

B.5.18 Is the time period of the investment analysis and operating /1/ DR | NA. OK
time of the project realistic? Has salvage value been taken
into account? Is working capital returned in the last péa
operation?

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Assessment by DNV

B.5.19 When a feasibility study report or similar approved by the 11/

T NA.

DR OK
government is used as the basis for the investment analysis:
Can it be confirmed that the values used in the PDD are fully
consistent with the FSR and is the period of time between
finalization of the FSR and the investment decision
adequate?
B.5.20 How was the amount of output (e.g. sales of electricity) 11/ DR | [] The plant load factor provided to banks and/or OK
assessed? Remember to include all the data sources used and equity financiers while applying the project
list all the projects that have been used for crosskihg in activity for project financing, or to the
accordance with VVM version 1 paragraph 95. government while applying the project activity
for implementation approval
[] The plant load factor determined by a third
party contracted by the project participants (e.g.
an engineering company)
[] Other approach.
Provide details on how the load factor was
validated::
Not applicable since there is no sale of biogas
generated.
B.5.21 How was the output price (e.g. electricity price) assessed? /1/ DR | [] Cross-check against third-party or publicly OK
Were the data available and valid at the time of decision? available sources (e.g. invoices or price indices)
Remember to include all the data sources used and lieeall [] Review of feasibility reports, public
projects that have been used for cross-checking in announcements and annual financial reports
accordance with VVM version 1 paragraph 95. related to the project and the project participants
Provide details on how the output price was
validated:
NA.
B.5.22 How were the investment costs assessed? Were the data /1/ DR  [] Cross-check against third-party or publicly OK
available and valid at the time of decision? Remember to available sources (e.g. invoices or price indices)
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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: . : Draft  Final
Checklist Question Assessment by DNV ' Concl. | Concl.
include all the data sources used and list all the prdjeats [ ] Review of feasibility reports, public
have been used for cross-checking in accordance with VVM announcements and annual financial reports
version 1 paragraph 95. related to the project and the project participants
Provide details on how the investment costs were
validated: CARS3

(a) PP need to provide support document  for
investment cost for all the identified alternatives

in the PDD.
B.5.23 How were the O&M costs assessed? Were the data availabl¥/ DR [] Cross-check against third-party or publichlGBAR3 OK
and valid at the time of decision? Remember to include all available sources (e.g. invoices or price indices)
the data sources used and list all the projects that theen [] Review of feasibility reports, public
used for cross-checking in accordance with VVM version 1 announcements and annual financial reports
paragraph 95. related to the project and the project participants
Provide details on how the O&M costs were
validated:

(b)PP needs to provide supporting documents for
fuel costs and the quantum of usage for all
alternatives considered while evaluating financial
barrier.

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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~ Draft | Final
: . Concl. | Concl.
B.5.24 Describe the assessment of the other input paraméters. :  /1/ DR | [] Cross-check against third-party or publichBAR3 OK

Checklist Question Assessment by DNV

the data available and valid at the time of decision? available sources (e.g. invoices or price indices)
Remember to include all the data sources used and liseall [] Review of feasibility reports, public
projects that have been used for cross-checking in announcements and annual financial reports
accordance with VVM version 1 paragraph 95. related to the project and the project participants

Provide details on how other input parameters
were validated:

(c) It was confirmed while carrying out the site
visit from the ration cards issued by the
government authority that most of the people
were having a monthly income of up to INR 1
000 only.

The PP also needs to provide evidence in support
of limited monthly incomes for all the districts of
both the Indian States that are covered under the
project activity and thus their inability to meet the

energy costs of other alternatives described iri the
PDD.

B.5.25 Was the financial calculation spreadsheet verifiedfandd 11/ DR (d) The PP needs to provide the financi@AR-3 OK

to be correct? comparison calculation

B.5.26 Sensitivity analysis: Have the key parameters contrigutn: /1/ DR | As the PP has demonstrated additionalitypgisi OK
more than 20% of the revenue/costs during operating or investment barrier, this is not required.
implementation been identified? Has possible correlatio
between the parameters been considered?

B.5.27 Sensitivity analysis: Is the range of variations is reabte 11/ DR | NA OK
in the project context?

B.5.28 Have the key parameters been varied to reach the benchmatk DR | NA OK
and the likelihood of this to happen been justified to be
small?

Barrier analysis

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Assessment by DNV DI

Final

Ref MoV

Concl.

Concl.

B.5.29 Are the barriers identified complimentary to a potential 11 DR | Investment barrier has been chosen by the PP. DK
investment analysis? Does the barrier have a clear impact o
the financial returns so that it can be assessed in an
investment analysis? Each barrier is discussed selyarate

B.5.30 How were the investment barrieassessed to be real? Are  /1/ DR Refer B.5.23 to B.5.25 above. GCAR3 OK
the investment barriers substantiated by a source indepe
of the project participants?

B.5.31 How does CDM alleviate the investment barriers? 1/ DR)The PP needs to discuss in the PDD ho@AR3 OK

carbon revenue alleviates the investment barrier

B.5.32 Is the project activity prevented by the investment barrie . /1/ DR  (f)The PP needs to discuss in the PDD whetf@AR3 OK
and at least one of the possible alternatives to thegiroj and how at least one of the possible alternatives
activity is feasible under the same circumstances? to the project is feasible under similar

circumstances.

B.5.33 How were the technological barrieassessed to be real? Are /1/ DR | Technological barrier is argued on account ofthe OK
the technological barriers substantiated by a source following problems associated with anaerobic
independent of the project participants? biodigesters for thermal application

1. Operational Problems

2. Chocking of the inlet/outlet

3. Corrosion/Leakage in the gas outlet pipes

4. Scum Formation in the digester slurry

5. Water Accumulation

Considering that the local people have no prior
experience to operate and maintain the anaetobic
biodigesters this involves a huge risk in the
successfuloperation of the anaerobic digeste
Hence training is an integral part of the
successful operation of the anaerobic bio
digesters. The issues were also confirmed through
interviews with the villagers

(a)However, the PP needs to demonstrate that g4
these échnological barriers/issues are
substantiated by a source independent of the

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Ref MoV

Assessment by DNV

project participants.

B.5.34 How does CDM alleviate the technological barriers? 1/ Dib)The PP needs to discuss in the PDD ho@kt-4 @ OK
revenue fron carbon credit alleviates the
technological barrier which have been listed
above.

B.5.35 s the project activity prevented by the technologicatibesr  /1/ DR (c)PP to discuss in the PDD whether th€k-4 OK

and at least one of the possible alternatives to thegtroj alternatives to the projects is prevented by the
activity is feasible under the same circumstances? technological barrier

B.5.36 How were the barriers due to prevailing pracissessed to. /1/ DR  In Kerala and Madhya Pradesh, around 84% a@-5 OK

be real? Are the barriers due to prevailing practise 75.9% firewood is used for cooking purpose

substantiated by a source independent of the project respectively as per Census 2001. Firewood is

participants? available free from the nearby forest/own land or
bought from the nearby area. Being cost
effective, firewood remains the most common
cooking fuel in the rural areas.
(a) PP to support the prevailing practices by data
/documents and provide copies of the same and
also the references 17 to 19 of the PDD.

B.5.37 How does CDM alleviate the barriers due to prevailing 11/ DR | (b) PP to discuss in the PDD how carbonmaee €k-5 @ OK

practise? alleviates the barrier due to prevailing practise
B.5.38 Is the project activity prevented by the barriers due to 11/ DR (c) PP to discuss in the PDD whether th€L-5 OK
prevailing practise and at least one of the possible alternatives to the projects are prevented: by
alternatives to the project activity is feasible undersame prevailing practise.
circumstances?

B.5.39 How were the other barrieessessed to be real? Are the 11/ DR @ (a) Discussion under institutional barriered to €6 @ OK
other barriers substantiated by a source independeme of t be supported with data from independent source.
project participants?

B.5.40 How does CDM alleviate the other barriers? 11/ DR (b)xdHiscuss in the PDD how revenue fromck-6 @ OK
carbon credit alleviates the technological barrier

B.5.41 s the project activity prevented by the other barriecsain ~ /1/ DR (c) PP to discuss in the PDD whether th&€L-6 OK

least one of the possible alternatives to the projestitsas alternatives to the projects is prevented by the

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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- Draft |
. Concl.

Checklist Question Ref MoV Assessment by DNV

feasible under the same circumstances? Institutiarakeb
Common practice analysis

B.5.42 What is the geographical scope of the common practice = /1/ DR The geographical scope considered for commda—+ OK
analysis? Is this justified? practise has been taken as India. It has been
mentioned that in India 7% using bio digesters
partly and is supported by data.
Bio digestors being used all across the country |,
the scope is justified
(a) The PP however needs to justify a higher
achievement of 4.12 Million as against a stated
potential of 12 Million.
(b) The common practise in states like Kerala and
MP are not sufficiently discussed and supported
by publically available data. This also needs ta be

discussed.
B.5.43 What is the scope of technology and size (e.g. capacity of /1/ DR  This is not warranted as the bio digest@asdun OK
power plant) for the common practice analysis and h@wv ha households are of a specific size and the
this been justified? technology used is indigenous.
B.5.44 What is the data source(s) used for the common practice /1/ DR | Refer B.5.42 above. —ct OK
analysis?
B.5.45 How many similar non-CDM-projects exist in the region : /1/ DR  In India nearly 7% are using bio digesters partl cL-7 OK
within the scope? Refer B.5.42 above.
B.5.46 How were possible essential distinctions between thegroj /1/ DR  (c) The essential distinctions between the proje@L-7z OK
activity and similar activities assessed? and similar activities occurring in Kerala,& MP
states or in the geographical scope chosen rieeds
to be established with the help of supporting ¢
and information.
B.5.47 What is the conclusion of the common practice analysis? /1/ DR Refer B.5.43 & B.46.above —GE OK

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question . Ref MoV Assessment by DNV DI Flrel
. Concl.  Concl.
Conclusion
B.5.48 What is the conclusion with regard to the additionalityhef : /1/ DR | The barrier analysis should also include th&kL-8 OK
project activity? possible barriers along with related evidences
given in Page (4) of the GS methodology.
B.6  Calculations of GHG emission reductions
Data and parameters that are available at validation
and that are not monitored
B.6.1 How was the paramet&stal amount of biomass substituted /1/ DR | Value used is 16 229.11 tonnes per year based @9 @ OK
(By ) available at validation verified? survey in both states.
a) The reference documents for inputs for the
calculation of biomass availability & requirement
need to be provided.
The details of the survey including details like the
party carrying the survey, the date, the summary
and results (derived) need to be provided and in
line with the methodology requirements of being
carried out before the implementation of the
biodigester or within 3 months after the
implementation of the bio digestor.
B.6.2 How was the parametéraction of Non Renewable Biomass /1/ DR | The values calculated based on sample survey are OK
(fNRB, y ) available at validation verified? 97% for Kerala & 89% for Madhya Pradesh.
cL-9
(b) The copy of baseline sample survey reports in
MP & Kerala along with the detailed calculation
sheets for deriving the NRB needs to be provided.
The assumptions and references used need to be
clearly mentioned.
B.6.3 How was the parametdlet Calorific Value of non- 11/ DR | Value used is 0.0156 TJ/Tonne, as per 2006 DK
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Assessment by DNV

Draft

renewable biomag¢klCVi) available at validation verified? |

Concl
IPCC Guidals for National Greenhouse G
Inventories, Table 1.2

B.6.4

How was the insert parametemission factor of non-
renewable biomas&EFco,; )available at validation verified?

Value used is 112 tG0J, as per 2006 IPC
Guidelines for National Greenhouse G
Inventories, Table 1.4.

OK

Baseline emissions

B.6.5

Are the calculations documented according to the approved1/
methodology and in a complete and transparent manner?

DR

Yes ,the calculations are in accordamath the
applied voluntary GS methodology - Basel
Option 1: baseline emission from thermal ene
demand in the pre-project situation”

The baseline emissions from thermal ene

ine
rgy

rgy

demand will be based on the determination

baseline emissions from fuel consumption
adjusting the baseline emissions for the shar
non-renewable biomass.

Non renewable biomass use is determi
through surveys conducted in both the state
sample group of districts, where anaerobic
digesters are installed. Environment and Ene
Management Group, Bhopal conducted surve
fire wood use in 3 districts of MP and t
Department of  Bio-energy,  Agricultur
Engineering College & Research Institu
Tamilnadu  Agricultural  University Bhopé
conducted survey of fire wood use in 3 distri
of Kerala. As per the calculations based on tt
surveys the percentage of Non renewe
biomass use in Kerala is 97% and in Mad
Pradesh it is 89%.

(c) The PP needs to provide the deta

calculation sheets for calculation of baseli

and
e of

OK

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Assessment by DNV

 Draft
. Concl.

Final

.~ Concl.

documents for the same.

emissions indicating all assumptions and supp@t-9

B.6.6  Have conservative assumptions been used when calculatingl/ DR ReferB.6.2 &B.6.5 —c9  OK
the baseline emissions?
B.6.7  Are uncertainties in the baseline emission estimatgsepso : /1/ DR | As above cL9 OK
addressed
Project emissions
B.6.8  Are the calculations documented according to the approved1/ DR | Project emissions from fuels used to meet tieL-20  OK
methodology and in a complete and transparent manner? thermal energy need per household h in year
Y(PEnpn,) is considered.
However, since methane emissions associated
with feed is not considered in the project activity
Project emission due to physical leakage and
incomplete combustion of biogas from the
biodigester (PFogigester,nyjS ignoredin the project
emission calculations.
The exclusion of project emission due to physical
leakage and incomplete combustion of biogas
from the biodigester need to be reviewed
B.6.9 Have conservative assumptions been used when calculatingl/ DR | The exclusion of project emission due to physic&t-10 @ OK
the project emissions? leakage and incomplete combustion of biogas
from the biodigester need to be reviewed
B.6.10 Are uncertainties in the project emission estimatesqutpp :  /1/ DR | Refer B.6.9 above. —c19 OK
addressed?
Leakage
B.6.11 Are the leakage calculations documented according to the /1/ DR  No significant leakage identified in the OK
approved methodology and in a complete and transparent methodology.
manner?
B.6.12 Have conservative assumptions been used when calculatlngL/ DR i NA OK
the leakage emissions? =
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
A-21
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Checklist Question  Ref MoV Assessment by DNV DI Flrel
. Concl.  Concl.
B.6.13 Are uncertainties in the leakage emission estimatgsegso : /1/ DR | NA OK
addressed?
Emission Reductions
B.6.14 Algorithms and/or formulae used to determine emission /1/ DR/l A The emission reduction should be reviewed €9 OK
reductions: make it in conformance with requirements undegt-10
« All assumptions and data used by the project ppatits clause 7 Emission reductions of the methodology
are listed in the PDD and related document subchiibe with regard to implementation plan, selection &
registration. The data are properly referenced size of sample group, baseline questionnaire.&

* All documentation is correctly quoted and interpreted. calculation of emission reductions

 All values used can be deemed reasonable in thextoof
the project activity

* The methodology has been correctly applied toutaie
the emission reductions and this can be replichtethe
data provided in the PDD and supporting files to; be
submitted for registration.

B.7  Monitoring plan
Data and parameters monitored

B.7.1 Do the means of monitoring described in the plan comply /1/ DR A sampling plan will be evolved to analyzest OK
with the requirements of the methodology? sample of anaerobic biodigesters installed in rural

areas of Kerala and Madhya Pradesh on a yearly

basis during the entire crediting period.

The PP needs to confirm that the monitoring plan

is sufficient for emission reduction determination

in conformance with requirements under clause 7

on Emission reduction of the methodology witFAR-5

regard to implementation plan, selection & size

of sample group, baseline questionnaire and

calculation of emission reductions etc.

B.7.2  Does the monitoring plan contains all necessary paraspeter/1/ DR  The monitoring plan consider monitoring of 11 OK
and are they clearly described? following parameters-

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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~ Draft | Final
. Concl. | Concl.

Checklist Question Ref MoV Assessment by DNV

* Projectarea(lD 1/ Area)
¢ Number of households in project sampie
group(ID 3/ ny)
¢ Total number of households participating
in the programme in year y (ID 5 nf )
*  Amount of non-renewable biomass
consumption in the baseline(ID 64
¢ Annual biomass increment on the project
areal (ID9/1)

¢ Annual biomass harvest on the project
area i(lD 10/ H)

(a)The PP needs to also monitor in addition to all
stated parameters in the PDD ,the fossil fuel
consumption (if any) for calculation of project

emissions.
B.7.3 In case parameters are measured, is the measurement @ /1/ DR i NA OK
equipment described? Describe each relevant parameter.
B.7.4 In case parameters are measured, is the measurement @ /1/ DR i NA OK

accuracy addressed and deemed appropriate? Describe each
relevant parameter.
B.7.5 In case parameters are measured, are the requirements for/1/ DR i NA OK
maintenance and calibration of measurement equipment
described and deemed appropriate? Describe each relevant

parameter.

B.7.6 Is the monitoring frequency adequate for all monitoring 11/ DR | NA OK
parameters? Describe each parameter.

B.7.7 Is the recording frequency adequate for all monitoring 11/ DR | NA OK

parameters? Describe each parameter.

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Ref MoV

Assessment by DNV

Ability of project participants to implement
monitoring plan

B.7.8 How has it been assessed that the monitoring arrangementél/ DR The monitoring will be done by the local NGO OK
described in the monitoring plan are feasible within the present in the villages and the NGO members
project design? will be trained by INSEDA to maintain the

biogas plants.

Sample of bio digesters will be selected in both
Kerala and Madhya Pradesh at 90% confidence
level and 10 % margin of error. The selected bio
digesters will be continuously monitored by the
NGO members and the compiled reports will be
sent to INSEDA office once in two months (or
annually).

(b)The PP needs to align this in line with thes 12
requirements of the methodology with respect to
the determination of sample size group :as
detailed in Step 3 of emission reductions.

(¢) In addition, the reporting frequency of
monitoring details by NGOs to INSEDA needs to
be clarified.

B.7.9  Are procedures identified for day-to-day records hawgdli (d) PP to indicate the procedure for data handlig-31 OK
(including what records to keep, storage area of recomdis a
how to process performance documentation)?

B.7.10 Are the data management and quality assurance and qualit{l/ DR  (e) Procedure to ensure quality assurance @Gh-11 OK
control procedures sufficient to ensure that the eonissi sampling survey as per the methodology need to
reductions achieved by/resulting from the project can be be indicated
reported ex post and verified?

B.7.11 Will all monitored data required for verification andusnce: /1/ DR | Yes, all monitored data required for verification OK
be kept for two years after the end of the crediting period or and issuance will be kept for two years after the
the last issuance of CERs, for this project activity, whiehe end of the crediting period or the last issuance of
occurs later? carbon revenudr this project activity,

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Ref MoV

Assessment by DNV

 Draft

Final

whichever occurs later.

Concl. Concl.

Monitoring of sustainable development indicators/
environmental impacts

B.7.12 Is the monitoring of sustainable development indicators @ /1/ DR | No. OK
environmental impacts warranted by legislation inhbst
country?
B.7.13 Does the monitoring plan provide for the collection and 11/ DR Yes, this has been done as per the GS OK
archiving of relevant data concerning environmental aoc requirement. The monitoring plan is mentioned
and economic impacts? clearly in GS passport and PDD.
B.7.14 Are the sustainable development indicators in line with 11/ DR | Yes. OK
stated national priorities in the host country?
C Duration of the project activity / crediting period
C.1.1  Start date of project activity
C.1.2 How has the starting date of the project activity been 11/ DR The indicated starting date of project activitylis OK
determined? What are the dates of the first contracttdor June 2006 which is considered OK as it has been
project activity? When was the first construction\at? confirmed that Gold Standard Rules and
Procedure dated 17 December 2007 the earliest
start date for retroactive crediting is 1 January
2006.
This has been taken as the earliest part considered
as a part of this bundled project was
commissioned on 1 June 2006.
C.1.3 Is the stated expected operational lifetime of the projec 11/ DR The operational lifetime stated is 15 yedige Ck-12 OK
activity reasonable? PP needs to justify the operational lifetime of the
project.
C.1.4 Isthe start date, the type (renewable/fixed) and theHesfgt, /1/ DR | The PP has chosen 10 years fixed crediting 13 OK
the crediting period clearly defined and reasonable? period starting from 1 June 2006.
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Checklist Question

Assessment by DNV

 Draft

Final

Ref MoV

Since for Gold Standard VERs under
retroactive project cycle, it is potentially eliggb
for receiving credits for
reductions prior to Gold Standard registration
a maximum period of two years only the

needs to be correct this based on the expe
time of registration.

he

realized emission

for
PP
cted

Concl. Concl.

D Environmental Impacts

D.1.1  Are there any host country requirements for an 11/ DR  No, this is not required as confirmed from EIA OK
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), and if yes, is an notification of MoEF, Government of India, 2006
EIA approved? Does the approval contain any conditions where this activity does not fall under the projects
that need monitoring? that require an EIA.
D.1.2 Does the project comply with environmental legislationi  /1/ DR | Yes OK
the host country?
D.1.3  Will the project create any adverse environmental effect  /1/ DR No, rather it is expected to create beneficial OK
environment impact.
D.1.4 Have identified environmental impacts been addresstuki: /1/ DR | NA OK
project design?
D.1.5 Has an analysis of the environmental impacts of the project/1/ DR | NA OK
activity been sufficiently described?
D.1.6 Are transboundary environmental impacts considerelein t NA OK
analysis?
E Stakeholder Comments
E.1.1 Have relevant stakeholders been consulted? i DR , tNestakeholder were consulted in a meetings OK
conducted in both the states Madhya Pradesh and
Kerala on 12 October 2009 and 14 October 2009
MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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~ Draft | Final
. Concl. | Concl.

Checklist Question Ref MoV Assessment by DNV

respectively to intimate the local community
about the project activity and the benefits on it
implementation and to get their feedback abou
the proposed project.

E.1.2 Have appropriate media been used to invite comments by /1/ DR | The stakeholders were invited through @ a8L-14 OK
local stakeholders? advertisement in the local news paper and alsp by
personal invitations to the local people.

(a)The PP needs to provide the copies: of
newspaper and personal invitation.

E.1.3 If a stakeholder consultation process is required by 11/ DR | No, this is not mandated by host country OK
regulations/laws in the host country, has the stakeholder regulations.
consultation process been carried out in accordance with
such regulations/laws?

U7

—

E.1.4 Is a summary of the stakeholder comments received 11/ DR | (b)The PP needs to provide the stake holdeke-14 OK
provided? consultation report.

E.1.5 Has due account been taken of any stakeholder comments/1/ DR Refer E.1.4 above. —ci4 OK
received?

MoV = Means of Verification, DR= Document Review, Interview, CC= Cross-Checking
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Table 3

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Resolution of corrective action requests ahclarification requests

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests to Table 2
CAR 1 Ab5.1 ODA declaration in GS prescribed form dated ®DA declaration in GS prescribed
The ODA declaration in GS prescribed form need Nov 2009 by Mr. Raymond Myles, Secretarform dated 9 Nov 2009 by PP
to be provided. In addition the PP needs| to General-cum-chief executive, INSEDA (hereaft@onfirming no usage of any Officia
provide the financial plan approved by a chartgred referred as “PP”) confirming no usage of amyevelopment assistance has been
accountant. Official development assistance has beeerified /11/.
submitted to DoE and same is given as a referepceonfirmation mail dated 16
#1 along with the DVR. As per confirmation fronseptember 2010 from GS official
GS official Neha Rao, Regional Manager - Indi&ating that financial plan is not
and Central Asia, financial plan is not required. | required has been verified /11/.
CAR is closed.
CAR 2 B.5.5, B.5.7,

The PP needs to demonstrate and clearly describeB.5.10
in the PDD the requirements related to retroactive

registration. The project was first submitted
Gold Standard on 16 February 2009 and co
only biodigestors installed till December 2008,
PP needs to go through a pre feasibi
assessment.

The pre feasibility assessment
provided

needs to

to

vers
the

lity

be

In the project activity bio digesters install
between June 2006 and Dec 2008 are consid

o\ pre feasibility assessment
ereduired for the project dated 8

Hence, project activity falls under retroactiv€eptember 2009 done by Gold

category.
As per Gold Standard toolkit version 02, Sec
retroactive projects are required to have
feasibility assessment from GS registry.

A draft PDD and passport as a requirement of
feasibility on 16February 2009 and received g
feasibility assessment from Neha Rao, GS o
September 2009 were submitted.

It is evident from the pre feasibility assessment
project is eligible under GS VER.

The pre feasibility assessment has been subm
and same is given as reference #2 along with D

Standard has been verified. It has
» Iseen verified from the pre-
pieasibility assessment that the
project falls under retroactive
F5‘1%tegory as per the GS requireme
2611271,

n 8
that

itted
VR.

Nts
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification Reference Response by project participants Validation conclusion

requests to Table 2

In addition the PP needs to demonstrate prior Serious consideration of carbon credits | s The board resolution dated 28

consideration and continuous action to segure explained in revised PDD through chronology|of September 2007 confirming that

carbon revenues as per Demonstration |and events with supported documents. Carbon Credits are essential ahd

assessment of prior consideration of CDOM, will be considered for the

version 3 (EB 49, annex 22). project activity has been verifigd
124].

* The PP has after this initiated
discussions with consultants far
the development of PDD; e-mail
confirmations dated 1 January
2008 have been verified /24/.

* The PP also entered into a
discussion on the possibility of|a
VERPA, confirmed from emails
dated 22 February 2008 which
was subsequently signed on 2
May 2008 /25/.

* Subsequent to this the passpor
and PDD were submitted to G$
for a pre feasibility assessment
on 16 February 2009 /26/. And
feedback on the pre feasibility
assessment was received on 8
September 2009 as confirmed
from the e-mail /27/.

* This was followed by
stakeholder meetings in Madhya
Pradesh and Kerala on 12 and
14 October 2009 respectively as
confirmed from the minutes
130//31/.

» The DOE was subsequently

—
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

requests

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

Hence, it is ascertained that
continued action to secure Carbon
revenue was taken parallel to the
implementation of project.

Same in form of chronology has
been added in the revised PDD
dated 23 May 2011 and has been
verified.

CAR is closed.

appointed on 10 March 2010 a
confirmed from the agreement
between the PP and DNV /28/,

CAR 3

a)PP need to provide support document
investment cost for all the identified alternativ

in the PDD

B.5.22-5.25;

foB.30-5.32

es

a) All the identified alternatives are given in @&

below:
S.No | Identified Cost Reference
alternative
1 LPG stove| Rs, 1250 | As per IOCL
report
2 Kerosene | Rs. 480 Purchase recei
Stove from Kamal
furniture  dated
13 August 06
3 Wood 0 Wood stove is
stove made up of three
bricks which are
easily available
at homes.
All the references stated above has been subn

itted

Cost of LPG stove taken as IN
1 250 has been verified from
IOCL report /12/.

Cost of Kerosene stove taken ¢
INR 480 has been verified fron
Purchase receipt dated 13 Aug
2006 /10/.

It has been verified from the sit
visit /46/ as it involves putting
up a few bricks which are
readily available. Hence wood
stove does not involve any
capital cost.

nS
N
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification
requests

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

b) PP need to provide supporting documents
fuel costs and the quantum of usage for
alternatives considered while evaluating finan
barrier.

for
all
cial

to DoE and also submitted as Ref 3 along

DVR.

b) Fuel cost and quantum of usage of all
identified alternatives are given in table below:

S.N | Identified | Cost(Rs/ | Reference ( a) Fuel cost
o] alternative | month) b) fuel requirement
&
quantum
1 LPG stove | 258.62 & | a) Purchase receipt
11.3 from Jyothi Gas dated 5
kg/mont | November 09.
h b) As per Report on the|
use of LPG as a
domestic cooking fuel
option in India by
Antonette D’'Sa and
K.V.Narasimha Murthy,
June 2004,p#17
2 Kerosene | 220& a) Value is calculated
Stove 0.78l/day | based on Kerosene cost

in Kerala & in M.P.

In Kerala, cost is INR
9.5/litre(as per Kerala
govt report)

In M.P., it is 8.86 —
9.97/1 (M.P.govt).As
per govt rule only two
litres of kerosene is
provided to one family
per month at subsidizeq
rate.

Therefore,
220INR/month is
required to suffice the
need of kerosene.

vith

thiel cost and consumption has be
verified from following sources:

Purchase receipt from Jyothi
Gas dated 5 November 09 for
LPG cost /10/. Kerosene
consumption of 11.3 kg/month
has been verified from “Report
on the use of LPG as a domes
cooking fuel option in India”;
Antonette D’ Sa and K.V.
Narasimha Murthy dated June
2004 published by Internationg
Energy Initiative /12/.

Cost of kerosene has been
verified from Kerala
government and M.P
government reports giving the
average cost of kerosene in bg
the states /10/. Kerosene
consumption has been verified
from study -Scope for Solar
Energy Devices in Karnataka
State, India by T.V.
Ramachandra, 1996 /10/.

It has been verified from site
visits /46/ that firewood does
not involve any cost since it is
easily available in the project
areas.

tic

th
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification
requests

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

(oIt was confirmed while carrying out the s
visit from the ration cards issued by t
government authority that most of the people W

te
he
ere

having a monthly income of upto INR 1 000 onl

b) The monthly
consumption of
kerosene is as per study
-Scope for Solar Energy
Devices in Karnataka
State, India by T.V.

Ramachandra,1996

As per the report
Kerosene consumption
for cooking, in
kg/person/ day, ranges
from 0.05 (hilly) to 0.34
(coast). However in
Kerala few regions are
hilly and most of them
are coastally. In M.P.
none of the areas are
hilly or coastal
therefore average is
taken of hilly and
coastal. Considering
average family has 4

person daily
requirement is
0.78I/month.
3 Wood 0 As per survey report in
stove both the states|,
Firewood is easily

available and collected
from nearby areas fre

)

of cost

All the references stated above has been subn
to DoE and also submitted as Ref 4 along Vv
DVR.

¢) Survey was conducted in Kerala by Departn]
of Bio-energy, Agricultural Engineering College
Research Institute, Tamilnadu  Agricultu
University in September 2009 and in Madh

itted
vith

ehie monthly income is INR 500 of
gouseholds in Kerala and INR 850
z0f households in M.P. This has be

12

yeerified from survey reports dated
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

The PP also needs to provide evidence in sug
of limited monthly incomes for all the districts

both the Indian States that are covered unde
project activity and thus their inability to mebef]
energy costs of other alternatives described in
PDD.

d) The PP needs to provide the financ

comparison calculation

to Table 2
port

of

the

the

ial

Pradesh by Environment and Energy Managem&sptember 2009 for both the state

Group, Bhopal in September 2009 to know
monthly income of the households participatec
project activity.

As per survey results the average income in Keg
is 500 INR and in Madhya Pradesh is 850 INR

d) Financial comparison table is given below:

Cost Reference

(Rs/month)
Firewood 0

Alternative

As per survey
report in both the
states, Firewood is
easily available
and collected from
nearby areas free of
cost

Calculated

Purchase receipt from
Jyothi Gas dated %
Nov 09

All the above alternatives are compared with
cost of biogas plants of different capacities.

Comparing the cost of all alternative with biog

220
258.62

Kerosene
LPG

tHé/ and also cross checking with

ration cards of the households
visited while carrying out the site
ryiait /15/.

Financial comparison has been
provided in the revised PDD dated
23 May 2011 /1/ and has been
verified.

the

as

plant, it can be concluded that installation biogas

plants is most expensive and as per survey re
the average income in Kerala is 500 INR ang
Madhya Pradesh is 850 INR. Therefore, it can
concluded that the cost of family type biogas p
is comparatively higher than the availal
alternatives and the same is not affordable to

sults
in
be
ant
nle
the
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

(e)The PP needs to discuss in the PDD

carbon revenue alleviates the investment barrier.

n

nY

ow

=

target population.
Same is explained in the revised PDD in Sec B.

e) Beside initial investment to make pld
functional proper operation and maintenance
required. As per Evaluation study on Natio
Project on Biogas Development by Program
Evaluation Organisation Planning Commission
Government of India, May 2002, the main reas
for plants becoming non-functional are structu
and operational problems, non-availability
cattle/dung, easy availability of other conveni
fuels, chocking of inlet/outlet, corrosion/leakage

pipeline, scum formation in digester slurry ang.

water accumulation in gas pipe.

Considering low income of the farmers as stg
above regular operation & maintenance of plan
difficult. Therefore, carbon revenue will act
support and catalyst for sustained operation of
plant and increasing penetration of the technol
in the rural India. INSEDA will conduct variod
training programmes for masons, local techn
staff in state NGOs and will be engaged in set
up of service centre at state level to provide fre
cost service to the end users of biogas p
throughout the crediting period.

Role of carbon revenue in alleviating investm

barrier is also explained in Sec B.5 of the revi
PDD.

Nt

IFaccordance with methodology
@2/ the PP has correctly chosen
N§vestment barrier which is “the

programme cannot be implemented
0as the initial investment in the bio
rdlgesters is too high for individual
diouseholds”.

Eithas been confirmed that the initia
Eapital cost required for the family
pe bio digesters at the least is INR
9 650 for 2m Deenbandhu model
tadld goes upto INR 16 500 for a &m
tdapacity. This has been confirmed
afFom the audit report of Aadivasi
tkieadi Avom krishi Pariskchan
o8wnsthan (AKKPS) for the year
2006 /16/.
_Cﬁhe initial capital cost for a
lIRErosene stove is INR 480
E@nfirmed from purchase receipt of
ladrosene stove /10/ and that for a
LPG stove is INR 1 250 from Indian
edil Corporation Limited (IOCL)
sefficial website /12/.

It has further been verified from the
ration cards /15/ verified while

carrying out the site visit and surve
results provided by the PP that the
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Reference Validation conclusion

to Table 2

Response by project participants

Corrective action and/ or clarification

requests

(HThe PP needs to discuss in the PDD whether
and how at least one of the possible alternatives to
the project is feasible under similar circumstan¢

es.

f) Continuation of the usage of firewood is the o
alternative which doesn’t face any barrier.
addition firewood stove doesn't involve a
Operation and maintenance cost. Same is explad
in detailed in PDD under Section B.5

average monthly income for
households in Madhya Pradesh and
Kerala is INR 850 and INR 500
respectively /7/.

Thus it can be concluded that the
1. Investment Cost of bio digesters
is much higher as compared tg
other alternatives

2. The investment cost is
approximately 160% of the
annual income of targeted
household in Kerala and almost
same as annual income of
targeted households in the state
of Madhya Pradesh.

This is considering the investment

cost of only a 2rtbio digester (INR

9 650). The cost of bio digesters

range from INR 9 650 to INR 16

N[00 /16/.

In

"Wt has been further confirmed that

lifesl usage of wood stove does not

involve any investment.

The CAR is closed.

CAR 4

The PP also needs to provide documents relat
pre-announcement check, ODA declaration fo
DNA notification, mechanisms in place to prevs

B.5.6
ed to
rm,
Nt

As per the undertaking given by Mr. Raymda
Myles, Secretary General-cum-chief executi
INSEDA neither INSEDA nor its membe

rdDA declaration in GS prescribed
végrm dated 9 Nov 2009 by PP
2rconfirming no usage of any Official

organizations have announced the project act

vitgvelopment assistance has been
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants Validation conclusion

requests

risk of double counting (projects related to ot
schemes), clarify on the districts not forming
part of the project boundary and give a deta
project description.

In addition the PP needs to respond to all
comments received from GS as a part
prefeasibility assessment.

ner

led

the
of

officially without considering carbon revenue. | verified /11/.

Board resolution dated 28 September 2007

between INSEDA, AKKPS and SDA was fifsBoard Resolution Stating that
official declaration to consider carbon revenue |f@rarbon credits will be considered
project development. Board resolution is given & the project activity dated 28

ref #5 along with DVR. September 2007 has been verified
ODA declaration in GS prescribed form dated /24/.

Nov. 2009 by Mr. Raymond Myles, Secretary

General-cum-chief executive, INSEDA (hereaft@ssicial e-mail invitation dated 4

referred as “PP") confirming no usage of anycioper 2009 to Ministry of

Official development assistance has  beghironment and Forests by PP

submitted inviting for stakeholder meeting hal

Official e-mail Invitation was sent on 04 Octoheaseen verified /32/.

2009 to CDM Authority, Designated National

Authority, Ministry of Environment and Forest DY) : : .
ndertaking given by Project

Mr. Raymond Myles, Secretary General-cums_ .. . ,

Chief Executive-INSEDA for stakeholder meeti r%’artlmpant to confirm that INSEDA

) A as no registered CDM/VER proje
in Keral_a and M.P. and same is given as Re activity halgs been verified /3/. proj
along with DVR.

Undertaking has been submitted by all the 4R65

biogas plant owners confirming the plant is not

included in any other CDM/VER activity. Same

has been given as ref#7 along with DVR.

Districts involved in project activity in states pf
Kerala & Madhya Pradesh have been correctedTiRe revised PDD now has districts
the revised PDD. forming a part of Kerala and MP.

All the comments received from GS |in

prefeasibility assessment have been addresse®dised PDD dated 23 May 2011
the PDD as well as explained in separate tableagh passport is in accordance with

the end of DVR. GS comments in pre feasibility
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

assessment has been verified.

CAR is closed.

CAR 5

As per GS methodology, point 7, the proj

petll the steps for emission reduction

The PP needs to confirm that the monitoring plan implementation and determination of emissjatetermination as per the
is sufficient for emission reduction determination reductions involves the following steps: requirements under clause 7 of G$
in conformance with requirements under clause 7 Step 1: Determination of the project area(s) i | methodology have been verified tq
on Emission reduction of the methodology wjth Step 2:Establishment of a project activithe included in revised PDD dated
regard to implementation plan, selection & size of implementation plan May 2011.
sample group, baseline questionnaire Step 3: Determination of the size of the project
calculation of emission reductions etc. sample group CAR is closed.

Step 4: Selection of the households to be inclyded

in the project sample group

Step 5: Establishment of a project database

Step 6: Perform baseline questionnaire

Step 7: Perform project questionnaire

Step 8: Calculation of the mean and standard

deviation of project and baseline emissions

Step 9: Calculation of emission reductions

All these steps are included in revised PDD |for

calculation of emissions reductions
CL1 A.2.4, Project activity includes plants installed in betweddetailed list of 4 265 plants
(a)The number of digesters included in the projed?-2.1,B.5.8 | June 2006-Dec 2008. Detailed list of 4 265 plartluded in the project activity has
activity need to be confirmed by PP along with is available with Plant owner's name, addredsgen verified /4/.
the names, identification no, capacity as well as capacity and biogas plant ID. Same is giver] as
the date of installation of the bio digesters. Ref#8 along with DVR. It has been verified that only plants
It was confirmed during site visit that some of the Formerly plants were 4 369 with plant size vary|n@stalled in households are included
biodigesters were being used for commergial from 1n? to 20nf but after removal of all thein project activity now as per the
operations like hospitals and canteens. plants established in commercial institutign@ethodology. Further all higher
The PP is requested to revisit the complete list/and revised list has 4265 plants. In addition all thgpacity plants have been removeg
consider only those which are applicable | to plants having capacity more than irave been from the revised list.

removed even if it was utilized for domes

fic
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests
households only as per the requirements of
methodology.

the

purpose.

The clarification is closed.

CL2

As per GS tool kit, version 2, the PP needd
provide the detailed calculations for confirmi
that it falls under small scale category.

A2.8

As per detailed calculation in the Emissi
reduction sheet project activity falls under sm
scale category as thermal energy productiof
39.43 MW, which is less than 45 MW

Therefore it can be concluded that project acti
falls under small scale.

oDetailed calculation sheet has bee
alerified to ascertain that project fal
n uisder small scale activity.

Vifthe clarification is closed.

Is

CL3

The PP is requested to provide and underta
confirming that the project activity is not
debundled component of a larger project activit

b) Details of baseline survey need to be provi

to establish the fuel used in pre-project activity.

(c) Copies of undertakings by farmers to the eff
that the bio digesters are not included in ano
CDM or voluntary market project need to
given.

A.2.9,
ird2.1,82.2,
a B.2.4

Y.

ded

fect
ther
be

An Undertaking has been given by Mr. Raymg
Myles (PP) confirming that the project activity
not a debundled component of a larger pro
activity. Same is given as Ref # 9 with DVR

b) In Kerala survey by Department of Bio-ener
Agricultural Engineering College & Resear
Institute, Tamilnadu Agricultural University i
September 2009 and in Madhya Pradesh su
was conducted by Environment and Ene
Management Group, Bhopal in September 2004

As per survey, firewood was used bef
implementation of bio gas plants by the villagers
suffice their thermal energy needs. Survey re
of both the states has been submitted and give
Ref# 10 with the DVR

¢) Undertakings were taken from 4 265 pl
owners in Kerala and M.P. whereby plant own
have declared that 4 265 bio digesters include
the project activity arenot included in anothe

rdndertaking given by PP
isonfirming that project is not a
etbundled component of a larger
project activity has been verified /3

gRurvey report dated September 20
cfor Kerala and M.P confirming use
nof firewood in baseline scenario hg
naen verified /7/.

rgy

bre

5 to
port
!N as

andertaking from all plant owners
dikat bio-digesters are not included
dainy other project activity has been
pverified /4/.

CDM or voluntary market projectSame is

09

1S

in
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Corrective action and/ or clarification Reference Response by project participants Validation conclusion
requests to Table 2

given as Ref# 11 along with the DVR. The clarification is closed.
CL4 B.5.33- As per Evaluation study on National Project |dDNV has verified an independent
(@) The PP needs to demonstrate that |theB.5.35 Biogas Development by Programme Evaluatigudy “Renewable Energy
technological barriers/issues are substantiated by Organisation Planning Commission Government Reésources for Climate Change

India, May 2002, the main reasons for plankgitigation” which confirms an
becoming non-functional are structural anachievement of approximately 28%
operational problems, chocking of inlet/outletnly of the targeted potential of
corrosion/leakage in pipeline, and scum formati®iogas plants confirming lower
in digester slurry with water accumulation in gafissemination in the host country
pipe. 117].

Further the project activity also
Therefore, to maintain and operate the plagices technological barriers as it has
successfully training is an integral part. Sincealdqyeen confirmed from the study that

people have no prior experience to operate |aggly 459% are operational and 60%
maintain the anaerobic biodigesters this involvesgthe plants turned non functional

huge risk in the successful operation of the plant.qye to various structural problems

o _ and other issues like choking of
Considering low income of the farmers’ regulapiet/outlet, corrosion/leakage in
operation and maintenance of plant is difficllhipeline, scum formation in digeste
Therefore, carbon revenue will act as support @&trry and water accumulation in gas
catalyst for sustained operation of the plant apghe Thus maintenance of the bio
increasing penetration of the technology in thggesters requires trained man
rural India. power as compared to no

. _ . maintenance required for wood
INSEDA and its partner agencies will take care gfoyve’s /17/.

training programmes for masons, local techn Oﬁhe re proiect scenatrio of usin
staff in state NGOs and will be engaged in set i%wzodpasjfuel for cooking g

°Z)

a source independent of the project participants

=

up of service centre at state level to provide fre plications does not involve any
cost service to the end users of biogas pl estment or operational barriers
throughout the crediting period. Biogas pl Urd hence does not face any barrier.
owners will also get additional sharing from the
(b)The PP needs to discuss in the PDD how sale of carbon credits.

revenue from carbon credit alleviates the

CDM Validation Protocol — Report No. 2010-0465,.ré% A-39



DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

ed

technological barrier which have been lis Technological barrier has been revised in the PDDechnology barrier in PDD has been

above. under sec B.5. revised and same has been verified

(c) PP to discuss in the PDD whether the from revised PDD dated 23 May

alternatives to the projects is prevented by |the No other alternative to the project is prevented y?011-

technological barrier the technological barrier except project operationlt has also been verified that proje¢
activity faces technological barriers
and no other alternative faces the
technological barriers.
The clarification is closed.

CL5 B.5.36-B.538| Barriers due to prevailing practices have be@&arriers due to prevailing practices

(a) The PP is requested to support the prevajling removed from the revised PDD as main barr|dnave been removed and same has

practices by data /documents and provide copies explained the version 2 of the PDD is Investmebéen verified from revised PDD.

of the same and also the references 17 to 19 df the and Technological barriers. This is acceptable and is in line with

PDD. methodology.

(b) The PP is requested to discuss in the PDD how

carbon revenue alleviates the barrier due| to The clarification is closed.

prevailing practise.

(c) The PP is requested to discuss in the RDD

whether the alternatives to the projects| is

prevented by prevailing practise

CL6 B.5.39-B.41 | Institutional barrier has been removednfrthe| Institutional barrier has been

(a) Discussion under institutional barrier need to revised PDD as main barriers explained the versimmoved and same has been verifled

be supported with data from independent source 2 of the PDD is Investment and Technologicéiom revised PDD. This is

(b) The PP is requested to discuss in the PDD how barriers. acceptable and is in line with

revenue from carbon credit alleviates the methodology.

technological barrier

(c) The PP is requested to discuss in the RDD The clarification is closed.

whether the alternatives to the projects]| is

prevented by the Institutional barrier.

CL7 B.5.42- (@) & (b) As per Evaluation Study on Nationdtl has been confirmed that out of a
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests
(a)The PP needs to justify a higher achievemel
4.12 Million as against a stated potential of
Million biodigesters.

(b)The common practise in states like Kerala
MP are not sufficiently discussed and suppo
by publically available data. This also needs tg
discussed.

c)The essential distinctions between the prg
and similar activities occurring in Kerala,& M
states or in the geographical scope chosen n
to be established with the help of supporting (¢
and information

nt of B.5.47
12

and
ted
be

ject
P
eeds

Project on Biogas Developmeility Programme
Evaluation Organisation Planning Commiss
Government of India, May 2002, India has

potential of 12 million biogas plants but the to
number of family size biogas plants installed
3.44 million, though only half of these are in use
7% are operational. This indicates that penetra
of such type of projects is very less and g
because of operation and maintenance
associated with the biodigesters almost 50% of
plants are not working.

Same has been elaborated in details in the re
PDD.

(c) The distinctions specific to the similar adiyv
in MP & Kerala can be assumed to the exclusi
of the installed bio-digesters in the projg
locations and there non participation in ot
projects / programs. The same is proved

submission of exclusivity agreements between ]

farmers and respective state NGOs.

total potential of 12 Million bio
agigesters, only 28% which is 3.44
yddillion has been achieved from
tédvaluation Study on National
Rroject on Biogas Development, b
@rogramme Evaluation Organisati
tiBlanning Commission Governmen
led India dated May 2002. It has alg
cbsen mentioned in the study that
thiely 7% of the households in the
sample villages were found to be
igetpally using bio gas that too ofte
as a supplementary source of fuel
/17/. Hence it can be ascertained t
it is not a common practice to use
bio digesters.

/.F has been verified from the

| gxclusivity agreements between

" farmers and respective state NGO
t installed biodigesters covered
der the project activity are not
included in any other programme

141.

—

The clarification is closed.

<

bn
[

hat

CL8

The barrier analysis should include the poss
barriers along with related evidences given
Page (4) of the GS methodology. The bar
analysis should also include the possible bart
along with related evidences given in Page (4

B.5.48
ible
in
rier
iers
of

The barrier analysis is demonstrated in th® §
with the help of following illustrations:

a) High initial investment in biodigesters
compared to monthly income of farmers.

b) Problems in maintenance of biodigesters

PDhe barrier analysis is now in line
with GS methodology requirement

aghis has been verified from revise(
PDD dated 23 May 2011 and
considered appropriate.

c¢) Lack of end user training

Uy
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests
the GS methodology

d) As per the Planning commission repd

household biogas based systems; contint
operation in India shows low penetration.
All these parameters are in line with t

methodology respect to additionality assessmer

brThe clarification is closed.
lous

—

CL9
a) The reference documents for inputs for thHe.6.1, B.6.2,
calculation of biomass availabilty and B.6.5-6.7

requirement need to be provided.

The details of the survey including the party

carrying the survey, the date, the summary
results (derived) need to be provided and in
with the methodology requirements of beli
carried out before the implementation of {
biodigester or within 3 months after t
implementation of the bio digestor.

b) The copy of baseline sample survey reports
MP & Kerala along with the detailed calculation
sheets for deriving the NRB needs to be provid
The assumptions and references used need to
clearly mentioned.

and
ine
ng
he
he

in

ed.
be

a)All reference documents related to N
renewable biomass calculation has been subm
to DoOE as ref#12

As per Gold standard methodology point 4.1
“The surveys should be held before {
implementation of the biodigester or within
months after the implementation of t
biodigester”.

Since, project activity is retroactive therefc
survey couldn't be done at the time
implementation of biogas plant. PP asked
personnel for the clarification and received o#ig
email confirmation regarding the applicability
the methodology from Neha Rao,

dated 6 April 2010 stating PP can use sg
methodology and survey should be done at ear
Confirmation email from GS is given as Ref#13

b) Survey reports of Kerala and Madhya Prad
with detailed calculation sheet is given as Ref#
with the DVR.

Regiowg
manager-India and Central Asia, Gold standar

oAl reference documents for

ittadculating NRB have been verified
and have been considered correct
134//35//36//371.

-

nghas been clarified by GS vide thei
-mail dated 6 April 2010 /7/ that

hﬂ'ne PP needs to complete the survey
as soon as possible and hence the
condition of “survey should be held
"Fefore the implementation of the b
igestor or within 3 months after th
9|$gplementation of the bio digestor’
'has been relaxed with respect to

o ig’velines while carrying out the
I

r

e

idation.

Ame
iest.

esh

Baseline survey reports have beer
verified /7/.
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

(c)The PP needs to provide the detailed

calculation sheets for calculation of baseline
emissions indicating all assumptions and suppt
documents for the same.

to Table 2

c) Detailed emissions reduction sheet has |
submitted as Ref # 15 to the DoE

deetailed calculations have been
provided in excel sheet and same
has been verified /2/.

The clarification is closed.

CL 10

The exclusion of project emission due to phys
leakage and incomplete combustion of bio
from the biodigester needs to be reviewed.

B.6.8-B.6.10

cal
gas

Project Emissions from Biodigsters (REgester,n)
have been calculated as given in ER sheet.

During monitoring period amount of fossil fu
usage will be monitored and accordingly proj
emissions will be adjusted. For
estimations, project emissions due to fossil
usage are taken as nil.

Hence, total emissions are 1 (

tCO,Jannum.

project

ex-anteakage of bio digester and

As per the methodology project
emissions from household fuel
consumptions after installation of
bio digesters and emissions from K
digesters which include physical

uelcomplete combustion of biogas
have to be considered.

2Phe project emissions due to fuels
used to meet the thermal energy
need per household has been
considered and the quantity of fue
consumed in the households shall
monitored. For the purpose of ex
ante estimations the emission due
this is taken as nil which is
appropriate as it has been confirm
through site visit interviews that ng
fossil fuel was being used.
The project emissions from the big
digesters have now been consider
The project emissions have been
correctly calculated as 1 022
tCO,Jannum

io

ed.
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification Reference Response by project participants Validation conclusion

requests to Table 2

The clarification is closed.

CL11 B.7.2-B.7.8-| (a) Amount of fossil fuel consumption afteirhe revised PDD incorporates the
(a)The PP needs to monitor in addition to |all B.7.10 installation of biodigester will be considered |amonitoring plan for fossil fuel

stated parameters in the PDD, the fossil fuel project emissions and same will be verified as|pnsumption through third party
consumption (if any) for calculation of project third party survey results during monitoring. Sap®irvey. Same has been verified frgm
emissions. has been included in the revised PDD. the revised PDD.

(b)The PP needs to align the sample size in |line b) Sample size will be calculated considering 9586total of 100 samples will be

with the requirements of the methodology with confidence level as stated in Step 3 of pointnfonitored in Kerala and 86 in M.P
respect to the determination of sample size group emission reductions of the methodology. As pat 95% confidence level. This is in
as detailed in Step 3 of emission reductions. 95% confidence level 100 samples will pkne with the methodology.

monitored in Kerala and 86 samples will be
monitored in M.P.

(c) In addition, the reporting frequency pof c) State NGOs will monitor the sample ofhe reporting frequency has been

monitoring details by NGOs to INSEDA needs|to households. Sample size will be determined a3 Bgfed in revised PDD dated 23 May
be clarified methodology considering 95% confidence 11 and same has been verified to
20% margin error. 100 will be monitored in Keralgg appropriate.

and 86 will be in M.P therefore total 186 plants
will be monitored. State NGOs will monitor these
186 plants and submit the report to INSEDA once
in 6 months. Same has been revised in the PDD
under monitoring section.

(d) The PP is requested to indicate the proceflure d) Service record will be prepared by state NG®socedure for data handling has
for data handling to monitor the operation of bio-digesters. This dat@en added in revised PDD and is
will be maintained by the State NGOs and NG@®@dso mentioned in the operating
will submit the data to INSEDA manual. The same has been verified
to be appropriate.

e) Survey will be carried out every year in boté th
states by third party in the sample populatiomhe local NGOs involved in the
Sampled household will be interviewed througbroject activity shall be responsible

(e)Procedure to ensure quality assurance in
sampling survey as per the methodology need to
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification
requests
be indicated

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

guestionnaires having information like amount
type of fuel used for each household, biodige
working condition, improvement in the i
standard etc. Survey report and questionnaires
be provided to DOE at the time of verification.

affidr collection and compilation of th

flesurveys required as a part of the

Validation conclusion

D

stapnitoring data including the

wilbnitoring plan. INSEDA shall
ensure that the data monitored has
been accurately recorded, properly
archived, and that QA/QC procedure
for the entire monitoring process has
been implemented in line with the
GS-VER requirements.

=

All the relevant documents will be
kept for at least two years after the
end of the crediting period. It has
been confirmed during the site visit
that adequate procedures are in
place for subsequent verification of
emission reductions.

The clarification is closed.

=

Since for Gold Standard VERs under the
retroactive project cycle, it is potentially eligible

for receiving credits for realised emission

CL 12 C.13 As per letter from IIT, lifetime of Deenbandhuetter from IIT dated 24 Septembe
The operational lifetime stated is 15 years. The PP plants is 10-15 years. Thus a lifetime of 15 yea2810 /18/ stating lifetime of the
needs to justify the operational lifetime of the has been taken conservatively. deenbandhu plants as 10-15 years
project. has been verified. PP has taken
lifetime as 15 years which is
conservative and appropriate.
The clarification is closed.
CL 13 C.l4 The project is expected to be registered byoéndrhe deemed date of registration is

31 August 2011, therefore crediting period of

project activity starts from 1 September 2009. Tiséatus of validation.

same has been revised in the PDD.

tireasonable looking at the current

The CL is closed.
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

reductions prior to Gold Standard registration fq
a maximum period of two years only the PP ne
to be correct this based on the expected time g
registration.

DI
eds

CL 14

(@a)The PP needs to provide the copies
newspaper and personal invitation

(b)The PP needs to provide the stakeho
consultation report.

Stakeholders’ meeting advertisements ween
in the local newspaper of Kerala and M.P in o
language.

In Kerala, advertisement was Published in Sun
express(English) as well as in Malyalam Manor
(in Malyalam) on 11 October 2009

In Madhya Pradesh advertisement was PubligH¥4

in Dainik Bhaskar on 8 October 2009

In addition, official e-mail invitations were seny
PP to GS, GS supporter NGOs and DNA on 4
5October 2009.

Copies of newspaper and personal invitation h
been submitted as ref#16 along with Lo
stakeholder consultation report.

giThe minutes for the stakeholder
caleetings /30//31/ held has been
verified and appropriate. The
dgsynmary of the comments has be
nfovided and the comments have
been addressed. The copies of the
ices and invitation letters has
been verified and found to be OK.

D
ahBe clarification is closed.

ave
cal

CL 15
The PP along with the methodology is using

Tool kit, version 2 while version 2.1 is available.

The PP needs to justify the use of older versio
tool kit for the project activity.

E.12, E.14
of
der
B.1.1
GS
n of

PP has submitted pre feasibility assessmenttr
with fees to GS foundation in February 2009.
per GS tool kit version 2.1 (page# 15) apply
retroactive registration by uploading the requi
documentation and paying the pre-feasibi
assessment fee before 1 August 2009 will still
able to use Version 2.0.

e®S toolkit version 2.1 mentions thg
Astroactive projects which have
faubmitted pre feasibility assessme
redport before 1 August 2009 can s
ityse toolkit version 2.0. Use of olde
Bersion is thus acceptable and in li
with GS requirements.

The clarification is closed.

At

nt
il
r
ne

GS Review results and conclusions based on the prefeasthiassessment on the retroactive registration request

ODA

ODA declaration in GS prescribed form datec

| @DA declaration in GS prescribed

November 2009 by Mr. Raymond Myles, Secret

afgrm dated 9 November 2009 /11/
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

General-cum-chief executive, INSEDA (hereaf
referred as “PP”) confirming no usage of 3
Official development assistance has b
submitted to DoE and same is given as a refer
#1 along with the DVR

dry PP confirming no usage of any
n@fficial development assistance ha
ceen verified.

eIMT¢fe clarification is closed.

Please provide a pre-announcement stateme
section C.3 of the GS Passport attesting tha]
such previous announcement has been made

the project going forward without mention

carbon revenues

nt in
t no
about
of

As per the undertaking given by Mr. Raymag
Myles, Secretary General-cum-chief execulti
INSEDA neither INSEDA nor its membg
organizations have announced the project act
officially without considering carbon revenue.
Board resolution dated 28 September 2
between INSEDA, AKKPS and SDA was fir
official declaration to consider carbon revenue
project development.

Same has been mentioned in section C.3 of thé
Passport

ndin undertaking given by INSEDA
vihat neither INSEDA nor its memb:
2rorganizations have announced the
viixoject activity officially without
considering carbon revenue has
hbren verified.
sThe board resolution dated 28
f@eptember 2007 confirming that
Carbon Credits are essential and V

has also been verified /24/.

The clarification is closed.

DNA notification

Official e-mail Invitation was sent on 4 Octob
2009 to CDM Authority, Designated Nation
Authority, Ministry of Environment and Forest |
Mr. Raymond Mpyles, Secretary General-cu
Chief Executive-INSEDA for stakeholder meetir
in Kerala and M.P

eDfficial e-mail invitation sent on 4
aDctober 2009 to Ministry of
MENvironment and Forests (DNA) P
nfier stakeholder meetings in Kerala
gand M.P has been verified /32/.

The clarification is closed.

» lpesconsidered for the project activity

1S

vill

Please describe the mechanisms to be putin p
to prevent any risk of double-counting due
other similar project activities that cou
potentially claim the same emission reductions

lace

to
Id

Undertaking has been submitted by all the 4
biogas plant owners confirming the plant is

included in any other CDM/VER activity. San
has been submitted along with DVR.

BB undertaking submitted by all 4
N@65 bio digesters owners confirmirn
néhat plant is not and will not be par
of any other CDM/VER activity has
been verified /4/.

g
t
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification Reference Response by project participants Validation conclusion

requests to Table 2
The clarification is closed.

Some of the districts mentioned under the head Project activity includes following districts inThe typographical mistake has been
Kerala in the table on p8 of the PDD come under Kerala & Madhya Pradesh: corrected and project area is now
a different state i.e. Karnataka. For e.g. Dharwar, ST correctly mentioned in the two
Mysore districts are in Karnataka state and |not Kerala Districts in Madhya states.
Kerala. Please clarify. Pradesh
Alappuzha Balaghat The clarification is closed.
Ernakulum Betul
Idukki Chhindwara
Kannur Seoni
Kasargodu Narsinhpur
Kottayam
Kozhikod
Malapuram
Palakkadu
Pathanamthitta
Thrissur
Wayanad

As per Madhya Pradesh govt website it can| be
confirmed that these districts form part of M|P.
Similarly all the districts given above in Kergla
district section form a part of Kerala,

Mistakenly few districts of Karnataka were given

in the PDD at the time of pre feasibility assessmen
which is now been removed.

Please give a more detailed description of |the The project activity is located in rural areas lné | A detailed description of project
project in Section A of the PDD, including the states of Kerala and Madhya Pradesh. [Thrng with the breakdown of sizes
number of bio-digesters included in the project consumption of non renewable biomass firewod@s been added in Section A of
activity along with an approximate breakdown| of for household purposes in the rural areas is| tfa&ised PDD and same has been
their sizes. This information on the breakdown main cause of deforestation in the surroundingrified.

should also be included in the emission reduction areas of Kerala and Madhya Pradesh. The project
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests
calculations.

includes bundling of 4265 households in vari
districts of Kerala and Madhya Pradesh insta
between June 2006 and December 2008.

The size of the biodigesters varies, depending

the number of people and number of cattles

available per household. A detailed breakdowr

the plants with the respective installed capadgty i

given below in Table 1.

Table 1. Breakdown of the plants with the
respective installed capacity

Sr.No | Capacity (n?) | Number of plants

1 154

1829

1842

338

G WN|F

2
3
4
6 102

Total: 4265

Same has been revised in the section A of
PDD

bOhe clarification is closed.

led

on

of

the

Please discuss in detail in the PDD how e
consideration of carbon revenues has Q

arly
een

decisive in the decision for the project to go ahead S.No Event Date Reference revised PDD dated 23 May 2011. |
and evidences shall be provided to support [this 1 Board Resolution| 28 Copy of Board| | can be confirmed from the
claim _ _ _| Sep,2007 | resolution chronology that carbon revenues
2 Discussion  with| 1 Jan,| Email copy were seriously considered in
gtz consultant for 2008 N .
writing the PDD decision to go ahead for project.
3 Verified Emission| 22" Feb, | Email copy
reductions 2008 The clarification is closed.
Purchase
Agreement
(VERPA)

Chronology of events has now been update
revised PDD and same is given in the table belg

i Tihe chronology of events has bee
wipdated and has been verified fron

—~ 3 =)
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

to Table 2

discussion  with
First Climate(FC)

4 VERPA signing| 2™ VERPA copy
between FC and May,2008
INSEDA

5 Submission  of 16™ Pre feasibility

PDD and passport Feb,2009
to GS for pre

report

feasibility
assessment
6 Feedback fron] 08" Pre feasibility
GS on pre| Sep,2009 | report
feasibility
assessment
7 Stakeholder 12" Local
meeting in| Oct,2009 | stakeholder
Madhya Pradesh consultation
report
8 Stakeholder 14" Local
meeting in Kerala| Oct,2009 | stakeholder
consultation
report
9 DoE 10" Signed
Appointment Mar,2010 | Validation
Contract

All the documents given in table above have b
submitted to DoE and same has been subm
along with the DVR.

een
itted

In general, the additionality discussion is not

line with the requirements of the Addtionality

Tool, version 5.2. More detail is needed 3
supporting documentary evidence is required
the main barrier(s). Barriers that are not suppo
with documents shall be removed.

n

ind
for
rted

Sec. B.5 has been revised in the PDD. All
alternatives and cost are
supporting documents.

tAdne additionality has been

justified with thappropriately justified and has bee

verified from the revised PDD date
23 May 2011. All the evidences to
show that project is additional havg
been verified.

The clarification is closed.

o S

D

v
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests
Identification of alternatives. Please provi
sources/references for the following:

» Price of biomass for the existing stoves (
1/Kg to Rs. 3/Kg), and figures

for the amount of biomass used per household

* Price of kerosene in the project area (Rs. 1
Rs. 12/litre with ration and

in open markets for around Rs. 25 to Rs. 30/lif]
and figures for the

amount of kerosene that would be used
household

e Price of LPG in the region at Rs. 350
cylinder, which is about half of

daily wage of an agriculture labourer, and figu
for the amount of LPG

that would be used per household

» Daily wage of an agriculture labourer in t
region

Furthermore, please clarify in more detail W

to Table 2

re),
per
her

res

he

hy

firewood is the likely baseline scenario for the

households included in the project activity.

The alternatives have been identified
accordance with GS methodology.

The price and quantity of fuel have alres
been justified as part of CAR3 above.

Daily wages of labour in region has also b¢
justified as part of CAR3.

The baseline has been identified as use
fuelwood (firewood) in accordance wi
methodology as “the situation befo

implementation of the biodigesters (pre projechplementation of the bio

situation).

idy
>daseline scenario stipulated by

» rgguires the PP to select one of
tiihe following options

ihhe comment has been addres
as part of CAR 3.

The procedure for selection of

the methodology, paragraph 2

ré. The situation before the

digesters (i.e. pre-project
situation).

2. The situation where fossil
fuels are used to meet energy
service needs (even if they are
not currently being used).

The pre-project scenario is use
firewood to meet the heat
requirement, this has been
confirmed through site interview
and the survey conducted by th
PP on the quantum of usage of
firewood. The PP has thus
appropriately chosen option 1,
“the situation before the
implementation of the bio
digesters (i.e. pre-project
situation)” as the baseline

of

4%

scenario.
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Corrective action and/ or clarification Reference Response by project participants Validation conclusion

requests to Table 2

The clarification is closed.

Please, in accordance with the 5S The baseline has been identified as use| Tdie procedure for selection of
conservativeness principle, discuss in the PDD fuelwood (firewood) in accordance withhaseline scenario stipulated by the
whether the baseline identified is indeed the mpst methodology as  “the  situation  befgrenethodology, paragraph 2 requires
conservative among the equally convincing implementation of the biodigesters (pre projetite PP to select one of the following
baseline options situation). options

1. The situation before the
implementation of the bio digesters
(i.e. pre-project situation).

2. The situation where fossil fuels
are used to meet energy service
needs (even if they are not currently
being used).

The pre-project scenario is use of
firewood to meet the heat
requirement, this has been
confirmed through site interviews
and the survey conducted by the RP
on the quantum of usage of
firewood. The PP has thus
appropriately chosen option 1; “the
situation before the implementation
of the bio digesters (i.e. pre-project
situation)” as the baseline scenarig.

The clarification is closed.

Please clarify in the PDD whether Sub-step 3a on LPG and Kerosene are the two alternatives for thiee project faces investment barrier
pl6 is an ‘investment barrier. The proposed baseline fuel. Cost and requirement of each fuelaisd is viable with carbon revenues

project activity is said to have high additional given separately in tables below along with thedieing available to the project. It has
cost. Please provide documentary evidence for the references. been verified from the revised PDD
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification Reference Response by project participants Validation conclusion
requests to Table 2
highlighting the cost of bio-digesters. In addition, For fud cost: been justified through CAR 3 above.
please clarify how the carbon revenues proyide S.No | Alternative | Cost( | Reference
the necessary additional revenues to the project to Rs) The clarification is closed.
make it a viable business model. 1 LPG 258/11| Purchase receipt df
.3kg Indane gas
2 Kerosene(Kel 9.5/1 http://www.kerala.gov.in
rala) /dept_civilsupplies/detai
s.htm
3 Kerosene(M.| 8.86 —| http://www.mp.gov.in/m
P.) 9.97/1 | pfood/Pra-Prativeden-
2006-07_add.pdf

For Fuel requirement:

S.No | Alternative | Require | Reference

ment
1 LPG 14.2kg/ | http://www.iei-
month asia.org/IEIBLR-
LPG-
IndianhomesReport.pd
f
2 Kerosene 23.4 http://wgbisces.iisc.er

I/month | net.infenergy/paper/sq
ope%20for%20solorYy
20energy%20devices
solar%?20devices.htm

In Kerala survey by Department of Bio-energy,
Agricultural Engineering College & Research
Institute, Tamilnadu Agricultural University was
started in June, 2009 till March 2010 and|in
Madhya Pradesh survey was conducted | by
Environment and Energy Management Group,
Bhopal from Sep 2009 to June 2010.

As per survey results the average monthly income
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

to Table 2

in Kerala is 500 INR and in Madhya Pradesh
850 INR.

All the above alternatives are compared with
cost of biogas plants of different capacities.

Si Estimated cost Reference
1ze K
(m3) of bio
digester
2 Rs. 9,650 As per Audit report of
AKKPS,2006
3 Rs. 11,600 As per Audit report of
AKKPS,2006
4 Rs. 13,850 As per Audit report of
AKKPS,2006
6 Rs. 16,500 As per Audit report of
AKKPS,2006

Comparing the cost of all alternative with biog
plant, it can be concluded that installation bio
plants is most expensive and as per survey re
the average income in Kerala is 500 INR ang
Madhya Pradesh is 850 INR. Therefore, it can
concluded that the cost of family type biogas p
is comparatively higher than the availal
alternatives and the same is not affordable to
target population.

Same is explained in the revised PDD in Sec B.

the

as
jas
sults
in
be
ant
Dle
the

5

Please provide more discussion on the techng
barrier, including an analysis on the various [
digester technologies present in the market a
comparative analysis on their cost ¢
performance to show that the technology propg

logy
DiO-
nd a
nd
sed

In the baseline, households are handling nor
“chulahs” or wood stove chulahsn which no
maintenance is required. However for the sub
project activity, trained persons are required fer

nTale technological barriers have
been discussed and closed in CL 4.
ject

tlRindly refer to CL 4 for this
obic

proper operation and maintenance of the anaet
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DET NORSKE VERITAS

Corrective action and/ or clarification Reference Response by project participants Validation conclusion
requests to Table 2

in this project activity requires additional revenuies biodigesters.

to overcome the barriers. As per Evaluation study on National Project |on

Biogas Development by Programme Evaluation
Organisation Planning Commission Government of
India, May 2002, the main reasons for plants
becoming non-functional are structural gnd
operational  problems, non-availability  pf
cattle/dung, easy availability of other convenient
fuels, chocking of inlet/outlet, corrosion/leakage in
pipeline, scum formation in digester slurry and

themselves, provided they are trained properly
about preventive maintenance.

Considering all above points it can be conclugded
that training is an integral part of the successful
operation of the anaerobic biodigesters. Sincel Ipca
people have no prior experience to operate |and
maintain the anaerobic biodigesters this involves a
huge risk in the successful operation of the plant.
Carbon revenue will act as support and catalyst for
sustained operation of the plant and increasing
penetration of the technology in the rural Inc
INSEDA  will conduct various training
programmes for masons, local technical staff in
state NGOs and will be engaged in setting up of
service centre at state level to provide freeast
service to the end users of biogas plant throughout
the crediting period. Biogas plant owners will aJso
get additional sharing from the sale of carbon
credits.

Same has been mentioned in the revised PDD of 23
May 2011
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

As per the Addtionality Tool Step 4, please Common practice analysis has been revised in Bevised PDD with common practige
provide a common practice analysis in line with PDD and Step 5 has been removed. incorporated and Step 5 removed
the requirements of the Tool. Please remove Step has been verified.
5 from the PDD accordingly.
The clarification is closed.
As required by the applied methodology, please GS methodology- Indicative programme, basel|néhas been verified from the survey
provide the survey results to demonstrate |the and monitoring methodology for Small Scaleesults /7/ that:
following: Biodigester Voluntary Gold Standard is being usad NRB has been used since B1
« that NRB has been used since Tlecember in place of AMS | E ver 01 December 1989 and before that
1989 Survey was conducted in Kerala by Department®f The average annual
« the average annual consumption of biomass per Bio-energy, Agricultural Engineering College &  consumption of biomass per
appliance (tonnes/year) Research Institute, Tamilnadu Agricultural appliance in Kerala is 3.7
« fraction of NRB University and in Madhya Pradesh by Environment  tonnes/year and in M.P. is 3.6
In general, please provide more information in the and Energy Management Qroup, Bhopal and |t is tonnes/year
PDD on the differentiation between Non- evident from the survey that: 3. Non renewable biomass
renewable and Renewable biomass in the basgline percentage in Kerala is 91% apd
scenario as required by paragraph 7, p2 of| the 1. NRB has been used since 31 December 1989 in M.P. it is 86%.
approved methodology AMS LE, Version Q1. 2. the average annual consumption of bioma$ke calculation of the NRB has
Specifically, the fraction of NRB (ks,) needs per appliance in Kerala is 3.7 tonnes/year phden detailed in the excel file /2/ apd
further discussion. in M.P. is 3.6 tonnes/year all references have been mentiongd.
3. As per detailed calculation non renewaple
percentage in Kerala is 91% and in M.P. it fhis is in line with requirements of
86%. GS methodology.
The clarification is closed.

As per AMS L.E. version 01, it is required to usg a GS methodology- Indicative programme, basel|n@S methodology for biogas projects
“proxy” fossil fuel instead of the emission factor and monitoring methodology for Small Scales being used by the PP instead of

for firewood, which is not allowed under this

methodology. Hence, please either use the

ost

likely fossil fuel to be used by similar consumers

(and  demonstrate this  accordingly)

r1

Biodigester Voluntary Gold Standard is being u
in place of AMS-1.E ver 01.

GS methodology allows the usage of firewd
emission factor i.e. 112tGQJ for the calculation

5&dMS-I.E, version 01. PDD and
calculations have been revised to
deflect the change in methodology,
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests
alternatively, revise the PDD by using the @
VER methodology for biogas projects, which d¢
not have the same requirement.

5S-
Des

of emission reductions.

PP has now correctly used a
emission factor of 112 tCG{XJ for
the calculation of emission
reductions.

The clarification is closed.

ER calculations. Please upload the
calculations as an Excel spreadsheet a
with the final set of documents.

ER
ong

The ER calculations in excel sheet have beEnme ER excel sheet /2/ has been

submitted for validation

submitted and has been verified

Please revise the PDD to include a detajled

discussion on the 5 potential sources of leak
identified in the applied methodology.

age

The methodology has been revised from AMS
ver 01 to GS methodology- Indicative programr
baseline, and monitoring methodology for Sn
Scale Biodigester Voluntary Gold Standard.
Hence, discussion on 5 potential sources of lea
is not required.

As per GS methodology point 6 page #13e
significant sources of leakage are identified.

IMethodology has been correctly
neevised from AMS-I.E, version 01 to
aBS VER methodology for biogas

projects.

dgeper GS VER methodology, no
significant sources of leakage are
identified.

Thus there are no leakage emissig
from the project.

The clarification is closed.

The level of risk involved for the Safeguarding

Principles (SP) must be easily reproducible by

the

Detailed Do no harm assessment has been pro
in the passport with proper justification of ea

idledktailed Do no harm assessment
dhas been provided in the passport

DOE and reviewers. Please therefore support the Safeguarding principle and risk level. and same has been verified to be
justification paragraph with reference sources (for correct.

reference sources which are not easily accessible,

please attach them to the Passport as an annex). The clarification is closed.

Also, justify on what basis the other safeguarding

principles have not been considered and |are

excluded from the assessment.

Please justify why certain  sustainable Based on consolidated sustainable developmg&he installation of biodigesters is

development indicators have been mentioned as

matrix neutral sustainable indicators are:

not expected to have any influence
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

not applicable to the project activity. How it h
been ensured that there are no effects of
project activity on those indicators? Please en
that an appropriate reference source is cite
order to justify all scores, even neutral scores.

to Table 2
as

the
sure
d in

* Water quality and quantity
* Other pollutants
» Balance of payments and investment

* Technology transfer and technological s¢
reliance

In household biogas plant, cow dung is mixed v

water and feed into the bio digester. Gas prodt

from the biodigester is utilized for cooking purpd

on the water quality nor result in al
other pollutant.

The project technology being
indigenous does not involve any
EIféchnology transfer nor any balang
of payments or any investment fro

ViButside.
iced

fﬁence these are considered to be

and slurry which comes out of the plant is used as

organic manure. Therefore, it can be considé
that project activity doesn’t affect water qual

jagutral.
'Jhe clarification is thus closed.

and quantity and doesn’t emit any other pollutant

in the atmosphere.

It is evident from the financial plan that INSED
(PP) and its member state NGOs will invest
install biogas plant and this will be reimbursed
small instalments acc to the monthly income of
biogas plant owners without any interest.

A
to
in

the
In

addition biogas plant owners will get free operation

and maintenance cost throughout the credi
period along with this there will be sharing
carbon revenue. There is no balance payn
therefore it is considered as neutral.

There is no technology transfer in the proj
activity. Biodigesters have been built by lo
technician working with state NGOs. Therefore
these points have been considered as neutral.

ting
in
nent

ect
cal
all

ny

Please provide any information on previg
stakeholder consultation meetings conducted
upload this information to the GS registry.

us
and

As per point Vlll.b.4 of GS requirement versi
02, "Project Proponents submitting a proje
activity for retroactive registration shall NO
conduct a Local Stakeholder Consultation

pithere was no stakeholder
ciconsultation meeting organized
Tpreviously since it is a retroactive
Dproject. This is in line with GS

instead must apply for a

Pre-feasibilityequirements, version 02.
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

to Table 2

Assessment”

Since project activity is retroactive so no prewd
meetings were organized.

However a stakeholder consultatio
vinas been conducted in both the
states

The clarification is closed.

5

Please organize a second round of stakeh
consultation with a live meeting and ensure 1
GS NGO supporters (local ones and internatig
onesl), local NGOs, local officials and log
residents are invited. GS requirements call fol
active invitation process via various media (¢
emails, ad in newspaper, sms, rag
announcements in religious buildings, door
door Vvisits, etc.). Please make sure therg
sufficient diversity (skills, gender, ethnic, etc.)
the stakeholder representation. Please espe
try to include the views of women, as this proj
seems to highly impact them in terms of I

indoor air pollution and less collection time for

firewood.

nlder
hat
pnal
al
an
2.0.
1io,
to-
is
n
cially
ect
bSS

Stakeholders’ meeting was conducted on 12
2009 in M.P. and in Kerala on 14 Oct 2009.

Stakeholders’ meeting advertisements were ¢
in the local newspaper of Kerala and M.P in |o
language.

In Kerala, advertisement was Published in Sun
express(English) as well as in Malyalam Manor
(in Malyalam) on 11 October 2009

In Madhya Pradesh advertisement was Publig
in Dainik Bhaskar on 8 October 2009

In addition, official e-mail invitations were seny

PP to GS, GS supporter NGOs and DNA on 4

5 October 2009.

Copies of newspaper and personal invitations 1
been submitted

Adtis has been done and explained
section 4.8 of this report.

ven
cf@the clarification is closed.

day
ma

hed

D
and

ave

n

The project proponent should submit a report g
the second round of stakeholder consultation
occurred in order to facilitate a more efficig
DOE validation. This second round of stakehol
feedback should be reported upon in section
of the Passport (and Section E of the PDD sh
at least refer to the relevant section in

Passport). In this section, please include
summary of stakeholder comments and act
taken to resolve the issues presented in a wr
and interpretable manner so as to provide a p
trail that underpins a decision by the validat

fter
has
nt
der
E.2
buld
the
a
ons
itten
aper
or.

Local stakeholder consultation report has b
prepared and submitted to DoE.

Stakeholders’ meeting was conducted on

October 2009 in M.P. and in Kerala on 14 Octo
2009.

Stakeholders’ meeting advertisements were g
in the local newspaper of Kerala and M.P in |o
language.

In Kerala, advertisement was Published in Sun
express(English) as well as in Malyalam Manor
(in Malyalam) on 11 October 2009

e€he minutes for the stakeholder
meetings /30//31/ held has been
yerified and appropriate. The
bg¢gmmary of the comments has be
provided and the comments have
vBgen addressed. The copies of the
captices and invitation letters /32/ h
been verified and found to be OK.

day
mde clarification is closed.
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Reference Validation conclusion
to Table 2

ken

Corrective action and/ or clarification
requests

Please ensure that the following points are t3
into account and fully documented:

Response by project participants

In Madhya Pradesh advertisement was Published

in Dainik Bhaskar on 8 October 2009

« A list of all stakeholders invited far In addition, official e-mail invitations were seng b
comments, including local NGOs and GS PP to GS, GS supporter NGOs and DNA on 4 jand
NGO Supporters (please see attached 5 October 2009.
spreadsheet for complete list of GS NGO During meeting copies of Non-technical summary
Supporters active in India). was submitted to the stakeholders and stakeholders

were asked to filled evaluation forms and
guestionnaire at the end of the meeting. Hard

» A copy of posters/flyers, newspaper articles,
e-mails or other advertisements that were U

to invite participants to the meetings.

* Aclear list of all meeting attendees, with thei

signatures and clear contact details.

* A copy of the non-technical summary of the

project handed out at that meeting.

* A summary of the resulting stakeholder

comments and responses provided.

* Original filled-in copies of any questionnair
(use highly recommended) that may

distributed at the second-round consultation.

be

copies of the forms have been submitted to DoE.

Copies of newspaper and personal invitations 1
been submitted

ave

All non-neutral indicators must be monitored.

Please keep in mind that the scoring of

indicators will depend partly on the original

the

During stakeholder feedback round Bl

ndhe indicators described

development exercise was conducted and firBlistainable Development matrix

consolidated Sustainable matrix was prepared.

under

of

Abe GS Toolkit, version 2, annexure

scored matrix, but also on the blind scoring of the to consolidated sustainable matrix all the mdnhave been evaluated correctly |in
matrix that is done by the stakeholders at the |live neutral indicators are given below: the GS passport. It is confirmed that
meeting (please refer to Toolkit for magre . Air quality there are no negative impacts on any

guidance). The final scoring will thus depend o

N a

» Livelihood of the poor

of the 12 indicators listed und

er

combination of the project proponent’s scoring | Sustainable Development matrix |of
and the blind scoring. Once the scores are settled, * Access to affordable and clean energy servic@se GS Toolkit, version 2, annexure
it will become clear which indicators to includelin Survey will be carried out every year in both the The following three indicators

the monitoring plan. states by third party in the sample populatiohave a positive impact and shall pe

Sampled household will be interviewed throu
guestionnaires having information of all the ab

byfassport and PDD.

ghonitored as mentioned in the GS
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests

SD indicators.

The indicators that shall b

monitored are

1. Air quality by monitoring the
functionality of bio digester 4
least once in a month

2. Livelihood of poor by
monitoring the reduction in
usage of firewood on an annu
basis through a survey.

3. Access to clean and affordah

The clarification is closed.

energy by monitoring th
functionality of biodigesters 4
least once a month.

mitigation measures from the Do no Ha
Assessment that were implemented in orde
neutralize an indicator, or that were implemen
in general.

The monitoring plan must also include any

rm
[ tO
ted

As per the Do no Harm Assessment, given in
Sec.F.1 of the passport any of the safeguar
principle doesn’t involves huge risk.

Those indicators which involve Low risk will b
dealt properly to avoid or mitigate any risk

thbe project activity has been
dingplemented and it was confirmed
through site visit that the risks
gassociated with the project activity
are low and the PP has the capabi
to implement this.

Specific monitoring related to
sustainable development indicator
has been mentioned in the PDD a$
well as in the passport which is
considered appropriate.

This clarification is closed.

The final SD monitoring plan should be includ
in Section G of the GS Passport.

ed

SD monitoring plan is included in Section G of {
GS Passport.

h8D monitoring plan has been adde
in Section G of passport which has
been verified.

—

al

le

1%

18

lity

[*2)

D

d

Based on the revised leakage discussion in
PDD, please also make sure to add any mis

the
sing

monitoring parameters that are required by

the

The methodology has been revised from AMS
ver 01 to GS methodology- Indicative programr

baseline, and monitoring methodology for Sn

| Methodology has been correctly
negvised from AMS-I.E, version 01
aBS VER methodology for biogas
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference
to Table 2

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests
applied methodology to monitor leakage.

Scale Biodigé&tkuntary Gold Standard.
Hence, discussion on 5 potential sources of lea
is not required.

As per GS methodology point 6 page #13e
significant sources of leakage are identified.

projects.

dgeper GS VER methodology, no
significant sources of leakage are
identified.

Thus there are no leakage emissig
from the project.

The clarification is closed.

Please include more detailed information in
PDD regarding the number of units that will
checked annually to ensure that they are
operating or are replaced by an equivalent
service appliance, and how this figure is
representative sample

the
be

still
in
a

State  NGOs will monitor the sample
households. Sample size will be determined as
methodology considering 95% confidence. 1
will be monitored in Kerala and 86 will be in M
therefore total 186 plants will be monitored. St
NGOs will monitor these 186 plants regularly g
submit the report to INSEDA once in 6 mont
Same has been revised in the PDD un
monitoring section.

oA total of 100 samples will be
pawnitored in Kerala and 86 in M.P
L@ 95% confidence level. This is in
Rine with methodology.

atSetails of sampling procedure hav
nskeen added in monitoring section
N$evised PDD which has been
dedrified.

The clarification is closed.

1)

Df

Please include a monitoring parameter to confi

the displacement or substitution of the n
renewable biomass at each location. In the cas
appliances switching to renewable biomass
qguantity of renewable biomass used shall
monitored. Since the PDD mentions that animg
other organic wastes will be used in the proj
activity, renewable biomass will be used.

DN-
s5e of
the
be
| or
ect

Survey will be carried out every year in both
states by third party in the sample populati
Sampled household will be interviewed throu

HeEhe monitoring plan has now
oimcorporated detailed sampling
gbrocedure for monitoring amount

guestionnaires having information like amount
type of fuel used for each household, biodige
working condition, improvement in the i
standard along with other non neutral
indicators. Survey report and questionnaires wil
provided to DoE at the time of verification.

Falhd type of fuel used for each

tavusehold, biodigester working

econdition, improvement in the life
SBtandard. The same was verified
frwm the revised PDD dated 23 M3
2011.

The clarification is closed.

34

Please provide link or source to the MoEF E

notification dated 14 September 2006. Please

also

The project activity does not fall under the punwi

eSocial and environmental impacts

of the Environmental Impact Assessment (E

Ahe project have been sufficiently
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Corrective action and/ or clarification

Reference

Response by project participants

Validation conclusion

requests
provide a discussion on this in section D of
PDD.

to Table 2
the

notification of the Ministry of Environment an
Forest, Government of India, 20
(http://envfor.nic.in/legis/eia/s01533.pdf

The use of biogas from residential bio digesters
positive effects on the socio-economic and he
conditions of the participating households as
as on local environment. There are no additic
adverse environmental impacts identified from
project activity.

There is no significant impact identified due te
project activity. Furthermore, per Gold Stand
norms an EIA is not required for the proje
activity since none of the Sustainable Developm]
Indicator scores negative.

daddressed. A detailed environmen
Démpact assessment is not necessa

This was verified from the
Havironment Impact Assessment
aNtotification S.O. 1533 dated 14
v&@eptember 2006 issued by the
rdInistry of Environment and
theorests /21/.

MThe clarification is closed.
ard

pCt
ent

al

Please ensure that the information in the regi
matches that of the PDD and Passport.

stry
For

Information in the registry will match th
information given in the PDD and passport.

eThe total number of VERSs is 23 22
as detailed in excel sheet and PDI

example, the registry lists an annual amount of Total number of VERs is 23 223 tonnes of £Q This shall be uploaded.
emissions reductions at 12 000 whereas the PDD per annum. The same shall be updated in|the

lists 34 089. Please ensure that the registry is registry post the completion of validation. The clarification is closed.
updated accordingly.

As per GSV2 rules, please note that project Project is expected to be registered by end Tie project is expected to register
activities proceeding under the retroactive project August 2011 therefore crediting period of thiey end of August 2011. The start
cycle, may be eligible for retroactive crediting for project activity starts from September 2009. Sardate of crediting period has thus
realised emission reductions prior to Gold has been revised in the PDD. been appropriately taken as 1

Standard registration of a maximum period of two

years. Hence, please
accordingly.

revise crediting pe

riod

September 2009 in line with GS
requirements.

The clarification is closed.
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Table 4 Forward action requests
Forward action request Reference Response by project participants

to Table 2

FAR 1
The PP needs to carry out the survey beforg the
verification to establish the following tw
parameters for the calculation of project emissions
accurately
1. The type of livestock in the states of MP and
Kerala.
2. The number of livestock in the househdlds
selected for the project.

(@)
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CURRICULA VITAE OF THE VALIDATION TEAM MEMBERS




Nitin Kapoor holds a Bachelor in Chemical Engineering and $® a qualified Chartered
Financial Analyst (CFA) He has an overall experent 15 years and 6 months as on date.
Prior to joining DNV he had experience of 10 yeansl 5 months in Oil & Gas as well as
manufacturing sector (food) with leading MNC's lik&C, Coca Cola and Enron Oil and Gas.
During his stint in industry his responsibilitiesciuded carrying out energy audits and to
identify potential areas of improvement. His expece includes analysis of specific
consumptions (primarily on energy, raw materials artities) of processes based on
historical data, carrying out material balances t(haad mass), analysis of equipment
performance and identification and measuremennefgy saving opportunities. He has also
been responsible for the operations of the completele Distillation Unit in the refinery,
complete platform operations in Oil and Gas seasowell as for the utilities like steam, AHU
while in Maintenance at ITC. He also has been inphaf the ETP operations in Coca Cola
and ITC as well as Water and Sewage treatmentslanite working offshore. He has been
responsible for EMS and QMS at ITC and Coca Cola.

He has experience of 3.5 years in validation andfieaion of numerous CDM projects
within DNV. He has received extensive training ire t&tDM validation and verification
process. He is an appointed validator for the CDNdation and verification program of
DNV and has performed validation of several CDMjgcts. He is also a Lead Auditor for
QMS, auditor for EMS and Safety. His qualificationdustrial experience and project
experience in CDM demonstrate his sufficient sedt@ompetence in Energy Generation
from renewable energy sources, energy efficiencyt &wead energy demand and waste/waste
water treatment. His direct work experience in &itl Gas and food sector demonstrates his
sectoral competence in these industries.

Krishnan Namboodiri, Project Manager, DNV Kochi, India. Holds graduate rdegin
chemical engineering and has done a short tepherda course in Management. Prior to
joining DNV in 2008, has had 24 years of direct wakperience in the fertilizer and
chemicals industry. Work experience covers 5 yaéarprocess design & engineering for
chemical industry; 7 years in technical servicesicluding environment management
activities, 7 years in project management and Fsygatraining & corporate planning in
fertilizer & petrochemical manufacturing units. Hasen actively involved in Management
System Audits as per ISO 14001 for more than 8 years.

The above work experience includes-(a) experiencgdam system optimization & trouble
shooting , development of improvement schemes meléertilizer & caprolactam complex
(b) Design and engineering, efficiency studies aedetbpment of efficiency improvement
schemes for fossil fuel fired steam & power generaplants (c) Implementation of energy
saving measures in Ammonia plants , sulfuric acahpétc (d)Monitoring, trouble shooting
and development & implementation of of improvemenhemes for of pollution control
facilities (chemical, aerobic & anaerobic treatmsygtems ) in Fertilizer and pertochemical
complex. Development & implementation of landfiltfities for solid and hazardous wastes
from fertilizer & caprolactam manufacturing complex.

He has received extensive training in the CDM \alih and verification process. He is an
appointed GHG auditor for the CDM validation andifigation program of DNV and has
performed validation & verification of several CDptojects. His qualification, industrial
experience and experience in CDM demonstrate Higcismt sectoral competence in (1)
Thermal energy generation from fossil fuels as \aslthermal electricity from solar and (2)
waste handling and disposal.

Wu Lin: holds a Master Degree in Chemical Engineering &cBss, a Bachelor Degree in
Chemical Engineering & Process and a Bachelor Beigr€omputer Science & Technology,
having an overall experience of around seven y®arar to joining DNV, he has around four
years experience in chemical industry coveringgitesf chemical process and system, piping




design, commissioning and project management enisis experience also covers the fields
of desulfurization of flue gas in power plant industry.

He has experience of around 3 years in validatiwh \gerification of CDM/JI projects and
other 3rd party validation/verification services.

His qualification, industrial experience and expecie in CDM demonstrate his sufficient
sectoral competence in “Energy Generation from Rebé Energy Sources” and “Chemical
Processes Industries”.

Felipe Antunes holds a Master's Degree in Prodactimgineering (Quality) and a Post
Graduate Diploma in Environmental Management argldtrial Waste Management and
Treatment. Possesses an International experienoeraf than 10 years in the field of quality
and environmental auditing, working two years as tégponsible of the QMS of Rede
Metrolégica RS and since 1999 as a QMS and EMS auditor in DNV.

He has experience of more than 3 years in validagiod verification of humerous CDM
projects in DNV, both in South America & abroad. Heshalso been actively involved in
Management System Audits such as ISO 9001, ISO 14800 OHSAS 18001 standards in
various industrial sectors for more than 10 years in DNV.

His qualification and experience in CDM demonstrate hirfigent sectoral competence in

energy generation from renewable energy sources, wastérfgpand disposal, and animal
waste management.




