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Abbreviations

CAR Corrective Action Request

CDM Clean Development Mechanism

CER Certified Emission Reductions

CL Clarification Request

CO; Carbon Dioxide

CO2e Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

DOE Designated Operational Entity

EMRA Energy Market Regulatory Authority (EPDK — Enerji Piyasasi
Denetleme Kurulu)

FSR Feedback Stakeholder Round

GHG Green House Gas(es)

GS Gold Standard

GS-VER-PDD Project Design Document

I Interview

IETA International Emissions Trading Association

LSC Local Stakeholder Consultation

MoV Means of Verification

NGO Non Government Organization

PDD Project Design Document

PFA Pre-feasibility Assessment

SD Sustainable Development

TEIAS Turkish Electricity Transmission Company (Turkiye Elektrik lletim A.S.)

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention for Climate Change

VER Voluntary Emission Reductions

VVM Validation and Verification Manual

EPDK Republic Of Turkey Energy Market Regulatory Authority
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1 INTRODUCTION

Baktepe Enerji A.S. has commissioned Bureau Veritas Certification to
validate its GS-VER project “Kayaduzu 40MW Wind Power Plant, Turkey”
(hereafter called “the project”) at province Amasya, 8 km north-east to the
town of Merzifon in Turkey. .

This report summarizes the findings of the validation of the project,
performed on the basis of UNFCCC - CDM Methodology and Gold
Standard criteria, as well as criteria given to provide for consistent project
operations, monitoring and reporting.

1.1 Objective

The validation serves as project design verification and is a requirement
of all projects. The validation is an independent third party assessment of
the project design. In particular, the project's baseline, the monitoring
plan (MP), and the project’'s compliance with relevant UNFCCC, Gold
Standard Version 02.1 and host country criteria are validated in order to
confirm that the project design, as documented, is sound and reasonable,
and meets the stated requirements and identified criteria. Validation is a
requirement for all GS-VER projects and is seen as necessary to provide
assurance to stakeholders of the quality of the project and its intended
generation of voluntary emission reductions (VERS).

UNFCCC criteria refer to Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol, the CDM rules
and modalities and the subsequent decisions by the CDM Executive
Board, as well as the host country criteria.

1.2 Scope

The validation scope is defined as an independent and objective review of
the project design document, the project’s baseline study and monitoring
plan and other relevant documents. The information in these documents is
reviewed against Kyoto Protocol requirements, UNFCCC rules, Gold
Standard Version 02.1 and associated interpretations.

The validation is not meant to provide any consulting towards the Baktepe
Enerji A.S.. However, stated requests for clarifications and/or corrective
actions may provide input for improvement of the project design.

1.3 Validation team
The validation team consists of the following personnel:
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FUNCTION NAME CODE TASK
HOLDER* PERFORMED

Lead Verifier Mrs.Fikriye Seda

Yucel XlYes [ ] No | [XIDR XISV [XRI
Verifier Mr.Mehmet Kumru XlYes [ | No | XIDR [ ISV [XRI
Technical Mrs.Yildiz Arikan
Specialist XlYes [ ] No | [XDR [ ISV [ |RI
Financial Mr.Murat Gencer .
Specialist [ JYes X No | [XIDR [ ISV [ |RI
Internal Mrs. Ashok Mammen
Technical XIYes [ ] No |[ DR [ ISV [XRI
Reviewer (ITR)
Specialist Insert name of N.A.
supporting ITR [ JYes [ ] No |[ IDR [ ISV [ |RI

*DR = Document Review; SV = Site Visit; Rl = Report issuance

2 METHODOLOGY

The overall validation, from Contract Review to Validation Report &
Opinion, was conducted using Bureau Veritas Certification internal
procedures.

In order to ensure transparency, a validation protocol was customized for

the project, according to the version 01.2 of the Clean Development

Mechanism Validation and Verification Manual, issued by the Executive

Board at its 55" meeting on 30/07/2010. The protocol shows, in a

transparent manner, criteria (requirements), means of validation and the

results from validating the identified criteria. The validation protocol

serves the following purposes:

e |t organizes, details and clarifies the requirements a GS-VER project
is expected to meet;

e |t ensures a transparent validation process where the validator will
document how a particular requirement has been validated and the
result of the validation.

The completed validation protocol is enclosed in Appendix A to this
report.

2.1 Review of Documents

The Project Design Document (GS-VER-PDD) submitted by Baktepe Enerji
A.S. and additional background documents related to the project design
and baseline, i.e. country Law, Guidelines for Completing the Project
Design Document (GS-VER-PDD), Approved methodology, Gold Standard
Version 02.1 Kyoto Protocol, Clarifications on Validation Requirements to
be Checked by a Designated Operational Entity were reviewed.
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To address Bureau Veritas Certification corrective action and clarification
requests, Baktepe Enerji A.S. revised the GS-VER-PDD and resubmitted it
on 11/2011.

The validation findings presented in this report relate to the project as
described in the GS-VER-PDD version 10 dated 14.09.2012..

2.2 Follow-up Interviews

On 03/02/2011 Bureau Veritas Certification performed interviews with
project stakeholders to confirm selected information and to resolve issues
identified in the document review. Representatives of Baktepe Enerji A.S.
were interviewed (see References). The main topics of the interviews are
summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 Interview topics

Interviewed Interview topics
organization

Design of the project activity

The planning and the construction phase of the project
Investment analysis

Milestone of the project activity
Sustainable development in the region
Local stakeholder consultation meeting
The meters and monitoring system
Bird migration route

Training of the employees

Waste management

Noise during operation

Technology transfer

Expropriation

Health and safety precautions
Personal protective equipment
Working conditions

Baktepe Enerji A.S.
(project owner)

LOCAL Stakeholder Sustainable development in the region
Local stakeholder consultation meeting
Expropriation

Bird migration route

Agriculture and forestry

The condition of village roads

Project’s impact on local economy

FutureCamp Turkey
(Consultant)

Local stakeholder consultation meeting
Consideration of comments from the stakeholders
Sustainable development in the region
Additionality of the project activity
Investment analysis
Baseline determination
Emission reduction calculations
Bird migration route
Noise during operation
Training of the employees

VVYVVVVVVYVYVYVYIVVVVVVVYIVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYY
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2.3 Resolution of Clarification and Corrective Action

Requests

The objective of this phase of the validation is to raise the requests for
corrective actions and clarification and any other outstanding issues that
needed to be clarified for Bureau Veritas Certification positive conclusion
on the project design.

Corrective Action Requests (CAR) is issued, where:

(a) The project participants have made mistakes that will influence the
ability of the project activity to achieve real, measurable additional
emission reductions;

(b) The CDM methodology and Gold Standard requirements have not been
met;

(c) There is a risk that emission reductions cannot be monitored or
calculated.

The validation team may also use the term Clarification Request (CL), if
information is insufficient or not clear enough to determine whether the
applicable CDM methodology and Gold Standard requirements have been
met.

To guarantee the transparency of the verification process, the concerns
raised are documented in more detail in the verification protocol in
Appendix A.

2.4 Internal Technical Review
The validation report underwent a Internal Technical Review (ITR) before
requesting registration of the project activity.

The ITR is an independent process performed to examine thoroughly that
the process of validation has been carried out in conformance with the
requirements of the validation scheme as well as internal Bureau Veritas
Certification procedures.

The Lead Verifier provides a copy of the validation report to the reviewer,
including any necessary validation documentation. The reviewer reviews
the submitted documentation for conformance with the validation scheme.
This will be a comprehensive review of all documentation generated
during the validation process.

When performing an Internal Technical Review, the reviewer ensures that:

The validation activity has been performed by the team by
exercising utmost diligence and complete adherence to the CDM
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methodology and Gold Standard Version 02.1 rules and
requirements.

The review encompasses all aspects related to the project which
includes project design, baseline, additionality, monitoring plans and
emission reduction calculations, internal quality assurance systems
of the project participant as well as the project activity, review of the
stakeholder comments and responses, closure of CARs, CLs and
FARs during the validation exercise, review of sample documents.

The reviewer compiles clarification questions for the Lead Verifier and
Validation Team and discusses these matters with Lead Verifier.

After the agreement of the responses on the ‘Clarification Request’ from
the Lead Verifier as well as the PP(s) the finalized validation report is
accepted for further processing such as uploading The final report in PDF
format has been sent to project proponents.

3 VALIDATION CONCLUSIONS

In the following sections, the conclusions of the validation are stated.

The findings from the desk review of the original project design
documents and the findings from interviews during the follow up visit are
described in the Validation Protocol in Appendix A.

The Clarification and Corrective Action Requests are stated, where
applicable, in the following sections and are further documented in the
Validation Protocol in Appendix A. The validation of the Project resulted in
32 Corrective Action Requests (CARs) and 29 Clarification Requests
(CLs). 3 Forward Action Requests (FARS).

The CARs and CLs were closed based on adequate responses from the
Project Participant(s) which meet the applicable requirements. They have
been reassessed before their formal acceptance and closure.

The number between brackets at the end of each section correspond to
the VVM paragraph

3.1 Project design document (57)
The validation team hereby confirms that the GS-VER-PDD complies with the latest
forms of the guidance documents for completion of GS-VER-PDD.
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3.2 Project description (64)

The process undertaken to validate the accuracy and completeness of the project
description has been done through document review and the site visit. The proposed
project activity does not involve the alteration of an existing installation or process. The
project activity is a new built wind power project as validated through the site visit.

The project activity is a wind power plant located in Turkey, within the boundaries of
Merzifon District of Amasya Province. The annual energy generation is estimated as
111,670 MWh Generated electricity is being fed to the national grid. The annual
average of emission reduction is estimated as 66,777 tCO.e. The implementation of the
project consists of 16 wind turbines with total capacity of 40MW. The project activity
includes of wind turbines with 2500kW installed capacity. The generated electricity will
be feed to the national grid via a transmission line of 8km at the 33kVA Kayaduzu
Transformer Substation.

The DOE hereby confirms that the project description in GS-VER-PDD (Section A.2) is
accurate and complete in all respects.

3.3 Baseline and monitoring methodology

3.3.1 General requirement (76-77)
The steps taken to assess the relevant information contained in the PDD against each
applicability condition are described below.

Applicability condition (a): Kayaduzu WPP is a grid connected renewable electricity
generation project information is confirmed through the generation licence of the project
and with the site visit.

Applicability condition (b): During site visit, it was confirmed that the project does not
involve switching from fossil fuel use to renewable energy at the site of the project
activity.

Applicability condition (c): The geographic and system boundaries for the relevant
electricity grid can be clearly identified and information on the characteristics of the grid
is available from TEIAS. All used information has been checked through the official web

page.

The DOE hereby confirms that the selected baseline and monitoring methodology
(ACMO0002 Version 12), “tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality”
(Version 05.2) and *“tool to calculate the emission factor for an electricity system’
(Version 02) “tool to calculate project or leakage CO. emissions from fossil fuel
combustion” (Version02).”combined tool to identify the baseline scenario and
demonstrate additionality. (Version02.2) is previously approved by the CDM Executive
Board, and is applicable to the project activity, which, complies with all the applicability
conditions therein.
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The DOE hereby confirms that, as a result of the implementation of the proposed GS-
VER project activity, there are no greenhouse gas emissions occurring within the
proposed GS-VER project activity boundary, which are expected to contribute more
than 1% of the overall expected average annual emissions reductions, which are not
addressed by the applied methodology.

The DOE hereby confirms that used ex-ante parameters (baseline emission factors)
conservative and appropriate.

3.3.2 Project boundary (80)

The DOE validated the project boundary by:

a) Site visit and the reference documentation, including FSR, generation license,
equipment agreement. b) The locations of the turbines have been observed and the
coordinated have been checked with the GPS device during the site visit.

For the baseline, CO, emissions are included in baseline calculation since fossil fuess
fired for electricity generation. CH4 and N>O emissions are neglected regarding to the
methodology. For the project activity, project emissions are neglected regarding to the
methodology since the project activity is a wind power plant.

Based on the above assessment, the DOE hereby confirms that the identified boundary
and the selected sources and gases are justified for the project activity.

3.3.3 Baseline identification (87-88)
The steps taken to assess the requirement given in paragraph 81 and 82 of the VVM
are described below:

The baseline scenario has been identified in the with the selected baseline methodology
ACMO0002 Version 12. Regarding to the methodology the baseline has been identified
as “The electricity delivered to the grid by the project activity that otherwise would have
been generated by the operation of grid-connected power plants and by the addition of
new generation sources”.

Project participant has used the official published data, TEIAS statistics, on operating
and build margin emission factors. The years considered for OM are 2006 and 2008
and the OM emission factor has calculated as 0.6534 tCO,/MWh. The BM emission
factor has calculated as 0.4469 tCO,/MWh between 2004 and 2008. The project
participant has applied weight average of the OM and BM as specified in the tool to
arrive at the emission factor for the combined margin. Accordingly, the combined margin
emission factor has calculated as 0.6018 tCO,/MWh that was confirmed by the
validation team with reviewing all the baseline calculation sheet equations and
confirming the used parameters for the calculations.

Based on the above assessment, the DOE hereby confirms that:

10
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(a) All the assumptions and data used by the project participants are listed in the GS-
VER-PDD, including their references and sources;

(b) All documentation used is relevant for establishing the baseline scenario and
correctly quoted and interpreted in the GS-VER-PDD;

(c) Assumptions and data used in the identification of the baseline scenario are justified
appropriately, supported by evidence and can be deemed reasonable;

(d) Relevant national and/or sectoral policies and circumstances are considered and
listed in the GS-VER-PDD;

(e) The approved baseline methodology has been correctly applied to identify the most
reasonable baseline scenario and the identified baseline scenario reasonably
represents what would occur in the absence of the proposed GS-VER project activity.

3.3.4 Algorithms and/or formulae used to determine emission

reductions (92-93)
The steps taken to assess the requirement outlined in paragraph 89 the VVM are
described below:

The baseline calculation has been demonstrated through the baseline calculation excel
sheet. The calculations and the parameters used have been checked by the validation
team. The parameters are in line with the references.

Anthropogenic emission reduction is a function of the expected net amount of electricity
produced, for the given project, which amounts to 111,670 MWh per annum. The annual
emission reduction is 66,777tCO.e. Over the crediting period of seven years, the total
amount of emission reduction will reach 467,439 tCO.e. For all calculations, the
combined emission factor is 0.5980 tCO,/MWh.

The baseline emissions BE, has been calculated as following:

BEy = EGeyy X EFgrid, cmy

Where:
BE, = Baseline emissions in yeary (tCO.e/year)

EGpr,yy = Quantity of net electricity generation that is produced and fed into the grid as a
result of the implementation of the CDM project activity in year y (MWh/yr)

EFgria, cvy =Combined margin CO, emission factor for grid connected power generation
in yeary

The project activity is a greenfield wind power plant where no renewable power plant
was operated prior to the implementation of the project activity. Therefore:

EG pyy = EG taciity,y

11
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The expected baseline emission for the full year production of the project is:

BE, = 0.5980 x 111,670 = 66,777tCOze.
Annual estimation of emissions reductions has been calculated as follows in line with
the ACM0002/Version 12.

Where:

ER, = Emission reductions in year y (tCOze/yr)
BE, = Baseline emissions in year y (tCO.e/yr)
PE, = Project emissions in year y (t CO2/yr)
LEy = Leakage emissions in year y (tCO./yr)

Project emissions have been assumed to be zero in line with the methodology since the
project activity is a wind power plant. No leakage emissions have been considered
since energy generating equipment is not transferred from or to another activity.

Therefore, the annual emission reduction is estimated as:
ER, = 66,777 -0—-0=66,777 tCOze.

Based on the above assessment, the DOE hereby confirms that:

(a) All assumptions and data used by the project participants are listed in the GS-VER-
PDD, including their references and sources;

(b) All documentation used by project participants as the basis for assumptions and
source of data is correctly quoted and interpreted in the GS-VER-PDD;

(c) All values used in the GS-VER-PDD are considered reasonable in the context of the
proposed GS-VER project activity;

(d) The baseline methodology has been applied correctly to calculate project emissions,
baseline emissions, leakage and emission reductions;

(e) All estimates of the baseline emissions can be replicated using the data and
parameter values provided in the GS-VER-PDD.

The formulas and factors used in the calculation of GHG emissions are found to be
transparent and correct by the validation team. The emission factors of fuels that are
used in the calculations are taken from the IPCC default values at the lower limit of
uncertainty at a 95% confidence interval as provided in table 1.4 of Chapter 1 of Vol.2
(Energy) of the 2006 IPCC Guidelines on National GHG Inventories , as suggested by
the methodology. The efficiency factors of power plants are taken from Annex 1 of the
“Tool to calculate the emission factor for an electricity system”. The efficiency factors
used are on the conservative side. All data presented in the baseline calculations are
provided from official sources. Therefore, uncertainties of data sets were not estimated.
There are no uncertainties in the calculations.

12
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3.4 Additionality of a project activity (97)

The steps taken and sources of information used, to cross-check the information
contained in the GS-VER-PDD on this matter are described below:

“Tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality” Version 05.2 has been
used to demonstrate additionality. Under demonstration of additionality first of all
alternative projects has been identified and consistency with mandatory laws and
regulations have been applied for the project activity. The input values were confirmed
through the feasibility of the project activity and other sectoral data’s were confirmed by
the financial specialist through the sectoral knowledge. Common Practice analysis
data’s were checked from TEIAS Statistics.

3.4.1 Prior consideration of the clean development mechanism (104)

The DOE validated the project activity start date provided in the GS-VER-PDD by
signature with Electromechanical Agreement which is date 06/10/2010. Baktepe Enerji
decided to start the carbon certification process. The evidence for prior consideration of
the GS-VER that board decision which is date 01/06/2009. The board decision shows
that carbon reduction revenue was seriously considered in the decision proceed with
the project activity. According to the above information the DOE confirms that prior
consideration is met to EB 49 Annex 22 “Guidelines on the demonstration and
assessment of prior consideration of the CDM”

3.4.2 Identification of alternatives (107)

The approved methodology, ACMO0002 that is selected by the proposed
project activity identifies the baseline scenario for the greenfield
renewable power plants. Hence, no further analysis is required.

Complying with paragraph 107/VVM, the DOE was able to verify that the
alternatives identified to the Project are credible and complete, and found
that Step 1 of “Tool for the Demonstration and Assessment of
Additionality” was applied appropriately.

3.4.3 Investment analysis (114)

The assessment and demonstration of additionality of the project has been done by
using UNFCCC methodological tool, “Tool for the Demonstration and Assessment of
Additionality”, Version 05.2. In applying this tool under sub-step 2a, Benchmark Analysis
(Option Ill) has been chosen and the other options have been eliminated because, the
proposed Project generates financial and economic benefits through the sales of
electricity other than Voluntary Emissions Reduction (VER) related income.

13



BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT

Step 1: Identification of alternatives to the project activity consistent with current
laws and regulations

Sub-step 1a, the following three alternatives are identified as the alternative scenrarios
that are likely to happen in the absence of the project activity:

Alternative 1: The proposed project activity undertaken without being registered
as a GS VER project activity.

Alternative 2: Other realistic and credible alternative scenario(s) to the proposed
GS VER project activity scenario that deliver electricity with comparable quality,
properties and application areas, taking into account, where relevant, examples of
scenarios identified in the underlying methodology;

Alternative 3: Continuation of the current situation, i.e. Kayadizi WPP is not
built.

From the alternatives listed above Alternative 1 and Alternative 3 are assessed to be
realistic and credible alternatives. Alternative 2 is eliminated since the project owner has
not a license in the other energy sector.

Analyzing the alternatives that are defined as realistic, it is seen that all scenarios are
consistent with the baseline definition of ACMO0002, Version 12.1.0. All of the
alternatives comply with legal requirements, as they are pratices currently present in the
host country.

Step 2: Investment analysis

The project proponent used Step 2 ‘Investment Analysis’ for the demonstration of the
additionality of the project activity. Under Step 2- Investment Analysis there are four
sub-steps.

Under sub-step 2a, Benchmark Analysis (Option Ill) is chosen. This chosen is also
assessed to be appropriate by the validation team. The simple cost analysis (Option 1)
cannot be taken since the proposed project generates financial and economic benefits
through the sales of electricity other than Voluntary Emissions Reduction related
income. (Option 1l) is only applicable to projects where alternatives should be similar
investment projects.

Under sub-step 2b, Project IRR is selected as a financial indicator. The selected
benchmark is assessed to be applicable to the type of IRR calculated as per the
guidelines given in ‘The tool for the demonstration and assessment of additionality’.
The benchmark value is 15% and derived from the World bank loan appraisal document
as a banker view.

Under sub-step 2c, Project IRR is calculated. Project proponents have also submitted
an excel sheet showing the details of the calculations. Some revisions have been made

14
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to these calculations until the latest version, which was submitted to the validation team
together with the final PDD.

The reference documents for the IRR input were submitted to the validation team. The
Project IRR is calculated as 9.67% that is lower than benchmark, 15%. The documents

used to validate all the assumptions in IRR calculation are given below.

Parameters Validated Means of Validation
Value

Annual 111,670,000 | Energy Assessment Report by Lahmayer dated

electricity kWh 20.10.2010. Estimated emission reduction calculation

generation is based on Lahmayer Energy Assessment Report.
Third party assessment based on on-site
measurements. Corresponding capacity factor was
found reasonable

Electricity 0.055 €/kWh | http://www.tbmm.gov.tr/develop/owa/kanunlar_sd.durumu?

sales price kanun _no=6094 The maximum purchase guarantee of
the State in accordance with the Renewable Energy
Law

Depreciation periods

Turbines 10 years National Regulations

Electrical 20 years http://www.gib.gov.tr/fileadmin/user _upload/Yararli Bilgile

Equipments r/amortisman_oranlari2011.html

Investment Costs

Turbine Cost | 33,600,000 € | Electro Mechanical Purhase Agreement with Nordex.
Electro mechanical cost of project based on agreement
with Nordex.

Electrical 4,399,160 € | Proposal of Gungér Elektrik for Electrical works dated

Equipment 27.09.2010

Costs Electrical works expenses is in line with general
practice, found appropriate by the expert

Construction 421,114 € | Half of budget from Proposal of Sena ingaat dated

Works 18.10.2010.
Construction works expenses is in line with general
practice, found appropriate by the expert

Others 1,921,014 € | Calculation, For licencing, Development and Operation
Cost During Construction , in line with general practice,
found appropriate by the expert.

TOTAL 40,341,288 €

Operating Expenses

General & 177,778 € | Salaries for 5 staff and security service. Assumption

Administrative based on market norms for comparable qualifications

Repair & | 720.000 € Offer from Nordex, projected to 16 turbines

Maintenance

Other Costs 543,195 € | System usage fee and fee to Forestry Directorate
http://www.epdk.org.tr/mevzuat/yonetmelik/elekirik/den
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geleme/yeni/duyilk.doc
http://www.epdk.org.tr/mevzuat/yonetmelik/elektrik/den
geleme/dengelemeson.doc

CAR17, CAR18 and CL29 have been raised in the process questioning the validity of
the financial analysis inputs. Necessary explanations and documented evidence was
supplied to the validation team and items that could not be validated were removed from
the investment analysis input items, for conservativeness, hence CAR17,CAR18 and
CL29 was closed. CAR 30 and CAR31 has been raised further validation of the debt
and depreciation rates and this resulted in the revision of the IRR calculation hence the
corrective actions were closed.

Under sub-step 2b: sensitivity analysis has been applied to the electricity price,
investment cost, energy yield, operating cost for a decrease of 10% and for an increase
of 10%.

Parameter | Electricity Price Investment Cost | Energy Yield Operating
Cost
Variance | -10% | 0% +10% | -10% [ 0% | +10% |-10% | 0% | +10% |[-10 |[0% | +10
% %
IRRs |581 |967% | 13.46% |12.88 |9.67 |7.01% |581 |9.67 | 13.46% | 10.5 | 9.67 | 8.75
% % % % % % | % | %

Sensitivity analysis has been applied to the investment cost operating cost for a
decrease of 10%, and for an increase of 10%,. Sensitivity analysis has been applied to
the electricity tariff, operating cost and generation for a decrease of 10%, 10% and for
an increase of 10%, Within the project context, the range of variations regarding the
energy yield has been widened to -10% as per EB 62 Annex 5. It came out that the IRR
increased to 13.46%, which is still a lower figure than the benchmark, which is 15%*

* http://www-
wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/ WDSP/IB/2009/05/11/000333037_20090511030724/Rendered/PDF

/468080PADOP1121010fficial0Use0Only1.pdf
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Wind power based generation is unable to benefit specifically from peak hour prices as
a reservoir type hydro powered plant may do and the average wholesale price for
electricity in 2011 has been determined as 14.07 Kr/ kWh (6.01 €cents/ kWh) while
buying energy from generation companies that generate electricity from renewable
energy sources . Assumed price set by law, 5.5 €c is conservative when compared and
the 20% variation provides sufficient coverage.

Wind assessment reports have been based on site-specific, long term data and hence it
can be assumed that the annual generation expectations are reliable, especially based
on the more conservative P75 scenario.

In order to reach benchmark IRR, investment costs shall be decreased more than
15.77And as it is fixed by the relevant contract, no mentionable fluctuation should be
expected.

In order to reach benchmark IRR, annual operation decrease 59.1%.0f annual operating
costs consist of the turbine repair, maintenance and spare parts costs. This cost is set
by the contract made with the turbine supplier (as validated through the relevant
contract) and would not fluctuate considerably.

The above benchmark and accompanying sensitivity analyses reveal the fact that no
alternative scenario can make the project pass the benchmark IRR expectation.
Therefore, the project is not financially attractive

According to this sensitivity analysis, the IRR of the project activity rises up to 13.46%
when the electricity price increase 10%. The IRR value decreases with the rise of the
5.81% when the electricity price decrease 10%.The DOE, based on the assessment
result by the financial expert engaged, hereby confirms that the underlying assumptions
are appropriate and the financial calculations are correct.

3.4.4 Barrier analysis (118)
Barrier Analysis is not carried out for the project activity.

3.4.5 Common practice analysis (121)

Under the common practice analysis section, an analysis of wind power plants in Turkey
is provided.

First, an analysis of installed wind energy capacity in Turkey is provided. The analysis
includes the location, owner company, installed capacity, business model of the project
and VER status of wind power plants. There are 30 wind projects in operation as April
2011. The number of WPPs in the analysis is 30 and only five of them are not applied
as VER projects. These projects (5 projects) which does not benefit from VER revenues
is in a range of 0.85 to 10.2MW installed capacity or operated as a BOT (Build Own
Operate). These projects are differs from the proposed project and installed capacity,
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'size and per unit. The defined geographical area and existence of similar projects
have been checked trough the official web page EPDK.**T

The Investment Analysis and Common Practice Analysis have been applied for the
project activity. The input values were confirmed through proposals and other sectoral
data’s were confirmed by the financial specialist through the sectoral knowledge.
Common Practice Analysis data’s were checked from TEIAS Statistics. The statements
given under the common practice was validated based on the statistics of Turkish
Electricity The DOE hereby confirms that the proposed GS VER project activity is not
common practice.

3.5 Monitoring plan (124)
The DOE hereby confirms that the monitoring plan complies with the requirements of
the methodology.

The steps taken to assess whether the monitoring arrangements described in the
monitoring plan are feasible within the project design are described below.

The monitoring plan has been defined in line with the monitoring methodology. The net

electricity generation fed to gird by the project activity will be measured during

monitoring.
EGiacility,y: 1he only data that should be monitored is the amount of electricity that
is annually fed into the grid by the plant. The electricity generation will be
monitored continuously and recorded monthly by two meters. The measurement
devices give the total gross electricity generated and the total electricity
consumed by the wind farm. The difference of these two data is the net electricity
generated. The data will be crosschecked with PMUM records.

The calibration and maintenance of the meters will be the responsibility of TEIAS
and the project owner has no control over this calibration process.. the collected
data will be kept during the crediting period and stored at least two years after
the last issuance of VER credits for the project activity in the concerning crediting
period.

e Air Quality:

“CO and NMVOC” : The reductions of CO and NMVOC emissions are
monitored every monitoring period by calculation. The ratio between net
electricity generation of the Project activity and grid has been calculated frist, and
host country emissions have been multiplied by this ratio in order to find emission
reductions.

** http://www.emra.org.tr/
;
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“Dust Emission” Level of dust emissions during construction of the project
activity is monitored only once during the first verification by photos and
confirmation letter from Muhtar.

e Water Quality
“Cesspool discharge”: Wastewater produced by workers during construction
and operation phases will not be released to the environment but will be
collected in an impermeable septic tank. Statement of wastewater treatment
plant confirming that tanks are emptied there can as well be provided during the
first verification.

e Soil Condition
Excavation Waste: Excavation waste which will be used as landscaping of the
Project area.

e Land Usage
Lands that are used for grazing purposes shall be taken only for short period of
time during construction. Usage of remaining lands for grazing activities by
previous owners will be allowed.

e Other Pollutants
Solid Waste Disposal : Solid waste produced per person will be 1.34kg/day.
The solid waste will firstly be separated for recycling if possible, if not it will be
collected in rubbish bins and will be collected by Merzifon municipality. Amount of
solid waste is monitored with a letter from Mayor of Kayadizi Municipality.
Noise: The closest village of the project area is more than 2 km. regarding
distance related noise graphic for industrial plants according to Regulation of
Assessment and Management of Environmental Noise. This will be monitored
with a letter from Mayor of Kayadizi Municipality.
Road Conditions: Roads can be damaged during construction stage. As long as
the construction stage is over, the roads shall be repaired.

¢ Quality of employment
Health and Safety Trainings: All staff will have trainings on Occupational Health
and Safety issue.

¢ Quantitative employment
Number of local employment: For number of local employment: social
insurance registries and receipts of employees.

e Balance of Payment
Money earned by locals: Private lands to be utilizes for the project activity will
be compensated properly. Purhase agreements and payment receipts to the land
owners.
Amount of avoided natural gas to be imported: Amount of avoided natural
gas to be imported. The project helps to decreaser the dependency of imported
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natural gas. This parameter is monitored every year through electricity
generation.

The DOE hereby confirms that the project participants are able to implement the
monitoring plan.

3.6 Sustainable development (127)

The sustainable development has been discussed under sustainable development
matrix of GS Passport of the project activity. It is confirmed that project does not cause
any negative impact on the sustainable development.

Amount of CO and NMVOC emissions will be reduced since the project activity does not
combust fossil fuels. The reductions of CO and NMVOC emissions are monitored every
monitoring period by calculation. The project will create new employments on the
project region. The project will have positive impact balance of payment with avoided
natural gas imported.

3.7 Local stakeholder consultation (130)
The steps taken to assess the adequacy of the local stakeholder consultation are
described below.

The project is a regular project since LSC meeting is realized. Stakeholder Consultation
Meeting conducted 21 September 2010. The starting and finishing date of the
stakeholder feedback round was verified through interviews with the stakeholders
during the site visit.

There were no negative comments there is no design change due to the stakeholder
comments. During site visit, the meeting with the stakeholders has been done and it is
also confirmed that the locals has no negative opinion about the project.

On 03/02/2011, Bureau Veritas Certification performed interviews on the project site
with project stakeholders. The villagers were interviewed about the effects caused by
the project acitivty and no negative comment has been received. The villagers have
also mentioned that the region is not at the bird migration route.

The DOE hereby confirms that the process of local stakeholder consultation is observed
to be adequate.

3.8 Environmental impacts (133)
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The project activity is environmentally licensed by the competent authority. The “EIA not
required certificate” dated 23/07/2009 was submitted to the validation team. During the
site visit it was seen that the project provides job opportunities to local workers. The
stakeholders were also present during the site visit. They were interviewed by the
validator. All of the stakeholders that were interviewed were content with the project
activity and the general opinion was that the project was beneficial for the surrounding
villages.

4 VALIDATION OPINION

Bureau Veritas Certification has performed a validation of the Kayadizi
40MW Wind Power Plant, Turkey Project inTurkey . The validation was
performed on the basis of UNFCCC criteria and host country criteria and
also on the criteria given to provide for consistent project operations,
monitoring and reporting.

The validation consisted of the following three phases: i) a desk review of
the project design and the baseline and monitoring plan; ii) follow-up
interviews with project stakeholders; iii) the resolution of outstanding
issues and the issuance of the final validation report and opinion.

Project participant/s used the latest tool for demonstration of the
additionality. In line with this tool, the GS-VER-PDD provides analysis of
investment, to determine that the project activity itself is not the baseline
scenario.

By the wind power plant, the project is likely to result in reductions of
GHG emissions partially. An analysis of the investment. , demonstrates
that the proposed project activity is not a likely baseline scenario.
Emission reductions attributable to the project are hence additional to any
that would occur in the absence of the project activity. Given that the
project is implemented and maintained as designed, the project is likely to
achieve the estimated amount of emission reductions. The expected
annual emission reduction is 66,777 tonnes of COze.

The review of the project design documentation (version 10) and the
subsequent follow-up interviews have provided Bureau Veritas
Certification with sufficient evidence to determine the fulfillment of stated
criteria. In our opinion, the project correctly applies and meets the
relevant UNFCCC requirements for the GS-VER and the relevant host
country criteria. Bureau Veritas Certification thus requests registration of
‘Kayadlizi 40MW Wind Power Plant, Turkey’ as GS-VER project activity.
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VERITAS

5 REFERENCES

Category 1 Documents:
Documents provided by Type the Baktepe Enerji A.$. that relate directly
to the GHG components of the project.

11/
12/
13/
14/
/5/
/6/
17/
18/
19/
/10/
11/
12/
/13/
114/
/15/
/16/
17/
/18/
/19/
120/
21/
122/

123/
124/
125/
126/
127/
128/
129/
130/
131/

132/
133/
134/
135/
136/

GS-VER-PDD Version 01 dated 05/10/2010

Gold Standard Passport, version 01 dated 14/01/2011

Gold Standard Local Stakeholder Consultation Report dated 21/01/2011
Baseline Excel sheet CM Calculation dated 14/01/2011

GS-VER-PDD Version 02 dated 21/03/2011

Gold Standard Passport, version 02 dated 21/03/2011

GS-VER-PDD Version 03 dated 09/06/2011

Gold Standard Passport, version 03 dated 09/06/2011

Baseline Excel sheet CM Calculation dated 28/06/2011

Baseline Excel sheet CM Calculation dated 13/10/2011

GS-VER-PDD Version 04 dated 13/10/2011

Gold Standard Passport, version 05 dated 24/11/2011

GS-VER-PDD Version 05 dated 24/11/2011

Baseline Excel sheet CM Calculation dated 24/11/2011

GS-VER-PDD Version 06 dated 25/04/2012

Baseline Excel sheet CM Calculation dated 25/04/2012

GS-VER-PDD Version 07 dated 07/05/2012

GS-VER-PDD Version 08 dated 17/05/2012

GS-VER-PDD Version 09 dated 25/06/2012

GS-VER-PDD Version 10 dated 14/09/2012

Gold Standard Passport, version 06 dated 25/04/2012

EIA not required decision given by Amasya Governorship Environment and
Forestry Directorate on 23/07/2009

Preliminary EIA Report dated May 2009 prepared by Mimko Muhendislik A.$.
Baktepe Master Plan dated 14.06.2011

Rental Contract dated 31/10/2010

Bird Routes Decision Kayaduzu WPP dated 03/03/2010

Carbon consultancy dated 22/07/2010 FutureCamp

Construction proposal dated 21/06/2011

Contract for Turbine supply and installation dated 06/10/2010

Electrical Works Porposal with Glingdr Elektrik 27/09/2010

Wind Data Analysis and Energy Generation Report dated 20/10/2010 prepared
by Lahmeyer International

ODA Declaration dated 08/11/2010

Ornithological Report of Kayaduzu dated 22/02/2010

Loan Proposal Dated 20/08/2010 with Yapi Kredi Bank

Board Decision of Baktepe Enerji dated 01/06/2009

World Bank Benchmark Document “TURKEY Private Sector Renewable
Energy and Energy Efficiency Project”
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Category 2 Documents:
Background documents related to the design and/or methodologies
employed in the design or other reference documents.

11/
12/
13/
14/
/5/

16/

Project Desing Document Form (GS-VER-PDD)

Validation and Verification Manual, version 01.2

Guidelines for Completing the Project Desing Document (CDM-PDD) and the
Proposed New Baseline and Monitoring Methodologies (CDM-NM), version 07
Approved consolidated baseline and monitoring metholdology ACMO0002
version 12

UNFCCC’s Methodological Tool: “Tool for the demonstration and assessment
of additionality”, version 05.2

UNFCCC’s Methodological Tool: “ Tool to calculate the emission factor for an
electricity system” , version 02.
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Persons interviewed:
List persons interviewed during the validation or persons that contributed with other
information that are not included in the documents listed above.

11/
12/
13/
14/
/5/
/6/

Bahtiyar Gil — Mayor of Kayadiizi Municipality
Mr. Nihat Demirci — Villager

Mr. Hasan Kog — Villager

Mr. Salih Demirci — Worker

Mr. Serdar Akan — Villager

Mr. Mustafa Demirci — Villager

1. o0o -
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7 CURRICULA VITAE OF THE DOE’S VALIDATION TEAM
MEMBERS

Lead Verifier: Ms. Seda Yiicel — Chemical Engineer, M.Sc Energy
Bureau Veritas Certification — Auditor/Trainer

Seda Yucel has over 2 years of experience in management systems and 4 years of
experience in energy management in industry. She is a verifier for GHG Emission
Reduction Projects. She has participated in various trainings on Gold Standard.

Verifier: Mehmet Kumru — Environmental Engineer
Bureau Veritas Certification — Auditor/Carbon Verifier

Mehmet Kumru is an has over 5 years experience in environmental and energy sectors.
He is worked about renewable energy projects. He is a verifier for GHG Emission
Reduction Projects. He is an auditor for ISO 14064 standard.Baseline Specialist: Mrs.
Yildiz Arikan - Assoc. Professor Dr

Sabanci University, Faculty of Management

Yildiz Arikan is an Electrical engineer and she is working at Sabanci University. She has
supported thesis related with energy. In addition, she has been conducting research
studies on energy including "CO2 Emission Research” Studies. Academically, Yildiz
Arikan is working also on GHG project since 2005.

Investment Analysis Specialists: Mr. Murat Gencer — Master of Economics
RiskTulrk Software Development and Consultancy — Head of Financial Analysis Team

Murat Gencer, consultant and a trainer, has over 11 years of experience in FMCG,
software development and banking sectors. He is specialized in project finance,
financial modelling, risk management and MS Excel applications.

Internal Technical Review:

Dr. Ashok Mammen — PhD Oils and Lubricants
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Bureau Veritas Certification Internal Technical Reviewer Over 20 years of experience in
chemical and petrochemical field. Dr. Mammen is a lead auditor for environment, safety
and quality management systems. He is also a lead verifier and tutor for GHG projects
and has been involved in the validation and verification processes of more than 100
CDM/JI/VCS and other GHG projects.

2. o0o -
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APPENDIX A: COMPANY GS VER PROJECT VALIDATION PROTOCOL
Table 1 Validation requirements based on the Clean Development Mechanism Validation and Verification Manual (Version 01.2)

and methodology ACM0002 (Version 11 — “Consolidated baseline methodology for grid-connected electricity generation from
renewable sources”
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. §  COMMENTS 82,?{2. (Fjl(r;r?(lzl
| COUNTRY A "COUNTRY B | |
. Approval (insert the country
a. Have all Parties involved approved the project
activity? VVM - 44 N/A oK oK

b. Has the DNA of each Party indicated as being
involved in the proposed CDM project activity in
section A.3 of the PDD provided a written letter of
approval? (If yes, provide the reference of the VVM 45 N/A OK OK
letter of approval, any supporting documentation,
and specify if the letter was received from the
project participation or directly from the DNA)

c. Does the letter of approval from DNA of each
Party involved: VVM | 45 N/A OK OK

i. confirm that the Party is a Party of the Kyoto VVM

Protocol? 45.a N/A OK OK
ii. confirm that participation is voluntary? VVM 45b N/A OK OK
iii. confirm that, in the case of the host Party, the
proposed CDM project activity contributes to VVM 45.c N/A OK OK
the sustainable development of the country?
iv. Refers to the precise proposed CDM project
activity title in the PDD being submitted for VVM 45d N/A OK OK
registration?
d. Is(are) the letter(s) of approval unconditional with VWM | 46 N/A OK OK

respect to (i) to (iv) above?

e. Has(ve) the letter(s) of approval been issued by
the respective Party’s designated national
authority (DNA) and is valid for the CDM project VVM 47 N/A OK OK
activity under validation?
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. ' § COMMENTS Concl Concl

f. Is there doubt with respect to the authenticity of

the letter of approval? VVM 48 N/A OK OK
g. If yes, was verified with the DNA that the letter of

approval is authentic? VVM _ 48 _ N/A _ OK OK
2. Participation ; PP1 (insert PP1 name) = PP2 (insert PP2name) = |
a. Have all project participants been listed in a

consistent manner in the project documentation? VVM | 51 N/A OK OK
b. Has the participation of the project participants in

the project activity been approved by a Party to VVM | 51 N/A OK OK

the Kyoto Protocol?
c. Are the project participants listed in tabular form

in section A.3 of the PDD? VVM 152 N/A oK oK
d. Is the information in section A.3 consistent with

the contact details provided in annex 1 of the VVM 52 N/A OK OK

PDD?
e. Has the participation of each of the project

participants been approved by at least one Party

involved, either in a letter of approval or in a

separate letter specifically to approve VVM 1 52 N/A OK OK

participation? (Provide reference of the approval

document for each of the project participants)
f.  Are any entities other than those approved as

project participants included in these sections of VVM 52 N/A OK OK

the PDD?
g. Has the approval of participation issued from the

relevant DNA? VVM 53 N/A OK OK
h. Is there doubt with respect to (g) above? VVM 53 N/A OK OK
i. If yes, was verified with the DNA that the

approval of participation is valid for the proposed VVM 53 N/A OK OK
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. § COMMENTS Draft WSl
Concl Concl
CDM project participant?
3. Project design document ]
. I Yes, the PDD used for validation has version
a. Isthe PDD used as a basis for validation ’ . .
prepared in accordance with the latest template VVM _numberé)?, (in ef.f iCthaSIOf 28 July |2006) which is
and guidance from the CDM Executive Board 55 In accordance with the latest template and OK OK
available on the UNFCGC CDM website? guidance from the CDM Executive Board on the
) UNFCCC website.
Yes, PDD is in accordance with the applicable
CDM requirements for completing the PDD.
Is the PDD in accordance with the applicable VWM | 56 According to the comparison of the PDD with the OK OK
CDM requirements for completing the PDD? PDD format (version number 03-in effect as of 28
July 2006), all titles have been included in the
PDD.
b. In CDM-PDD section A.1 are the following EB Ann OK OK
provided? 41 12
- , EB Ann  Title of the project is given as “Kayadizi 40 MW
I Title of project 41 12 Wind Power Plant, Turkey”. OK OK
ii. Current version number and date of document EF’ ?;m Version number is 04 and is dated to 13/10/2011. OK OK
c. In CDM-PDD section A.2 are following provided EB Ann OK OK
(max. one page)? 41 12
i. A brief description of the project activity ?Iﬁfsgsggfljd%.ed activit
covering purpose which includes the scenario EB Ann purpose ot proj ctivity h . CAR OK
existing prior to the start or project, present 41 12 i Ecen?rlo existing prior to the start or project 1
: . . - baseline scenario
scenario and baseline scenario In section A.2.
N , . Electricity generated will replace the grid
I Eaﬁpdigszgr;?ene}}?g:’:ttg GHG emission EF’ '16‘2 n electricity, which is constituted of different fuel OK OK
sources, mainly fossil fuels.
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BUREAU
VERITAS

CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl

Final
Concl

ii. The PP’s vies on the contribution of project
activity to sustainable development

EB
41

Ann
12

The contribution of the project to sustainable
development is clearly defined in section A.2. of
the PDD.

Objective evidences have been provided for the
ways to contribute to sustainable development:

-there are local employees in the plant

-there are local purchases and related bills
-trainings are given to employees

-company has donated the mosque, the village
head office and Kayaduzu village.

OK

OK

Please show objective evidence to DOE that
roads damaged during construction will be
repaired when the construction is over.

CL-1

OK

Please clarify the DOE about the current situation
of the application about land usage. If the fees
have been paid please provide objective evidence
about the payments.

CL-1

iv. Are there any changes/modifications compared
to the webhosted PDD?

EB
41

Ann
12

There are differences between the v1 and latest
version of the PDD: baseline and IRR calculations
have been corrected for some errors.

OK

OK

d. In CDM-PDD section A.3 are following provided
in the tabular format?

EB
41

Ann
12

The information has been provided in tabular
format.

OK

OK

i. List of project participants and parties

EB
41

Ann
12

The project participant company is Baktepe Eneriji.

OK

OK

ii. ldentification of Host Party

Turkey is a host country and has ratified the Kyoto
Protocol but as she has not signed it yet she is
only present in voluntary markets.

OK

OK
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CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. ' § COMMENTS Concl Concl
iii. Indication whethre the Party wishes to be EB Ann .
considered as project participant 441 12 Party does not wish to be a PP. OK OK
e. In CDM-PDD section A.4.1 are following EB Ann OK OK
provided? 41 12
Physical description and location have been given
as:
i. Technical description, location, host party(ies) EB Ann OK OK
and address as required 41 12 Project area is 37 km north-west to the province
Amasya, in the Black Sea region of Turkey, 8 km
north-east to the town of Merzifon.
ii. Detailed physical location with unique . . .
, e , . EB Ann | Coordinates have been provided in the PDD and
identification of the project activity (eg. . L OK OK
Longitude/latitude) — not to exceed one page 41 12 also checked during site visit.
e There are differences between the v1 and latest
- gr?htagba;]rg;fer:jag%esémod|f|cat|ons compared AEf:B ?;m version of the PDD: baseline and IRR calculations OK OK
' have been corrected for some errors.
Using the list of categories of project activities and
of registered CDM project activities by category
f. In CDM-PDD section A.4.2 is the list of EB A 2valable o7 fhe JIMLOC COMweb sited, ok | oK
categoreis of project activities provided? 41 12 y . '
Scope number: 1
Sectoral scope: Energy industries, renewable
sources.
g. In CDM-PDD section A.4.3 are following EB Ann OK OK
provided? 41 12
i. A description of how environmentally safe and . .
) ) EB Ann | Please explain in details how technology and i
tS:?r?ed ;%i?n;;?’g}(li,eir)]d know-hoe, is transferred 41 12 know how is transferred. CAR-2 OK
ii. Explanation of purpose of project activity with EB Ann | Please include: CAR-3 OK
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BUREAU
VERITAS

CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl

Final
Concl

scenario existing prior to the start of project,
scope or present activities and the baseline
scenario

41

12

-purpose of project activity

- scenario existing prior to the start or project
- baseline scenario

In section A.4.3

iii. List and arrangement of the main
manufacturing/production technologies,
systems and equipments involved

EB
41

Ann
12

Specification of the turbines is provided.

Supply agreement dated 6 October 2010 is for 16
turbines of 2,5 MW capacity. In section A.4.3, 18
turbines are mentioned.

Also in section A.2. it is indicated that 15 X 2,5
MW and 1 X 1,5 MW will be installed.

Also the license is for 39 MW but installed
capacity is 40 MW.

On pg:12, 20 turbines are mentioned.

Installed capacity in the project site, PDD and
license should be in line with each other.

Production license is for 26 turbines. During site
visit it was mentioned that an application for the
renewal of the license was made. Please provide
the application to DOE.

Please clarify.

CAR-4

OK

iv. The emissions sources and GHGs involved

EB
41

Ann
12

The project activity will achieve emission
reductions by avoiding CO2 emissions from the
business-as-usual

scenario electricity generation produced by mainly
fossil fuel-fired power plants within the Turkish
national grid.

OK

OK

v. Are there any changes/modifications compared

EB

Ann

There are differences between the v1 and latest

OK

OK
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to the webhosted PDD? 41 12 version of the PDD: baseline and IRR calculations
have been corrected for some errors.
Annual estimations of emission reductions, total
. : o emission reductions and number of crediting years
h. In CDM-PDD section A.4.4 is the estimation of . . : .
emission reductions provided as requested in a 518 ?;m :2 %ﬁg&?ﬁ?g;ﬁ;‘f"m' of the PDD. Information OK OK
tabular format? '
Calculations will be checked by experts.
i. In CDM-PDD section A.4.5 is Information EB Ann  ltis indicated that project does not obtain any OK OK
regarding Public funding provided? 41 12 public funding.
j. In CDM-PDD section B.1 are following provided? EF’ ?;m OK OK
For the determination of the baseline, the official
. . methodology ACM0002 version 12, EB 56,
I The approved methodology and version EB Ann “Consolidated baseline methodology for grid- OK OK
number 41 12 e )
connected electricity generation from renewable
sources”, is applied.
For baseline calculation the “Tool to calculate the
emission factor for an electricity system” and for
additionality assessment the “Tool for the
ii. Any methodologies or tools which the above EB Ann demonstration and assessment of additionality” is
approved methodology draws upon and their 41 19 used. CAR-5 OK
version noumber
Please indicate version numbers of the tools
throughout all the documents where the tools are
mentioned.
. . . EB Ann
k. In CDM-PDD section B.2 are following provided? 41 19 OK OK
i. Justification ot the choice of methodology that EB Ann | Please discuss all elements of the applicability CAR-6 OK
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the project activity meets each of the 41 12 conditions of the methodology.
applicability conditions
i. Documentations with references that had been @ EB Ann
used. This can be provided in Annex 3 instead 41 12 There are no references. OK OK
. In CDM-PDD section B.3 are following provided? &> A7 OK = OK
. . . , CO2 is considered as an emission source in the
. aisc:gpggpbﬁu?:gzc;uEﬁiﬁ:?:b?:ses included in 518 '?2 " baseline scenario. This is a wind project and has OK OK
pro] y no project emissions.
ii. A flow diagram of the project boundary EB Ann . . .
physically delineating the project activity 41 12 Operation diagram is included. OK OK
ii. The flow diagram with all equipments, systems | EB Ann . . .
and flows of mass and energy etc 41 12 Operation diagram is included. OK OK
m. In CDM-PDD section B.4 are following provided? E? ﬁgn OK OK
The reason to choose the baseline scenario as
“electricity delivered to the grid by the project
. , . . activity which would have otherwise been
- Eggﬂ;gﬂg niggr\:'\[liftit;?j mO:gC%?(;J:r']téls v?/ﬁﬁetw:ae EB Ann | generated by the operation of grid connected OK OK
selected baseline methodology 41 12 power p_Iants and b}’/ _the addlthn of_ new _
generation sources” is that project is installation of
new grid connected renewable power plant, as
indicated in ACMO002.
Justification of the baseline selection is given in
section b.4:
ii. Justification of key assumptions and rationales EB Ann OK OK
’ y P 41 12 -Energy demand in Turkey has been increasing
with significant rates since ten years, and it is
expected to continue at least for next ten years.
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- Even all operational plants, construction phase
plants and licensed ones are taken into account
lack of supply is projected after the year of 2014.
So, there is significant need for electricity
generation investments to satisfy demand, which
means electricity to be generated by the project
activity would otherwise be generated by new
power plants to avoid power shortage
in coming years.
1 Fossil fuels will hold the dominance in
generation mix for at least midterm period (till the
end of 2018) with 75% share. Hydro included
renewables will remain low with 24.5% share and
non-hydro energy contribution will stay negligible
with only 1.5% of total share by the end of that
period. This also shows that most of new capacity
additions will be fossil fuel fired
power plants.
iii. Transparent illustration of all data used to . .
determine the baseline scenario (variables, EF’ '16‘2 : Eleef ae;incj:rﬁ Opefegrjnfen% v(;/rc:rklr!?é CAR-7 OK
parameters, data sources, etc.) y P-
V- %éﬁir;ise%agznsteigcej ggéﬂfr?ofj?ns(jﬂg?nogn:f the Bageline scenario_is clearly ide_ntified:_e_lectric_ity
description of the technology that would be EB Ann \(/jv(ca)lmzrﬁgvt: (J[)Tr?e?\::/(ijsgyb?eenpgzgjr?::a?ggvkl)tg ,[Vr\:g'Ch OK OK
gggéo% e%gfggé,ﬂi 3??%2';?;23;&081(;]2? 41 12 operatiqr_l of grid connected_ power plants and by
activity the addition of new generation sources
v. Are there any changes/modifications compared @ EB Ann | There are differences between the v1 and latest OK OK
to the webhosted PDD? 41 12 version of the PDD: baseline and IRR calculations
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have been corrected for some errors.
- . . ST
n. In CDM-PDD section B.5 are following provided* 518 ?;m OK OK
i. Explanation of how and why this project activity
is additional and therefore not the baseline EB Ann " o . .
scenario in accordance with the selected 41 19 Additionality is discussed in section B.5. OK OK
baseline methodology
. o : . EB Ann  Assumptions have been checked and approved
ii. Justification of key assumptions and rationales 41 12 by experts. OK OK
iii. Transparent illustration of all data used to :
determine the baseline scenario (variables, EF’ '16‘2 : gatfoig?j \k/)an:flzftgave been checked and OK OK
parameters, data sources etc) PP y experts.
iv. Evidence that the incentive from the CDM was The project activity begins in 0610/2010, the date
seriously considered in the decision to proceed EB Ann of electromechanical agreement. Prior
with the project activity, if the starting date of 41 12 consideration is proved with VER consultant OK OK
the project activity is before the date of contract which is dated to July 2010.
validation
o. In CDM-PDD section B.6.1 are following EB Ann OK OK
provided? 441 12
i. Explanation as to how the procedures, in the Determination of the emission reductions are
approved methodology to calculate project EB A explained in this section.
e , o nn
emissions, baseline emissions, leakage 41 12 OK OK
emissions and emission reductions are applied Project emissions and leakage emissions are
to the proposed project activity mentioned in section B.6.3.
ii. Equations used in calculating emission EB Ann . ,
reductions 41 12 Equations are provided. OK OK
iii. Explanation and justification for all relevant EB Ann
methodological choices, including different 41 12 Methodological choices are explained OK OK
scenarios or cases, options and default values
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p. In CDM-PDD section B.6.2 are following EB Ann OK OK
provided? 41 12
i. A compilation of information on the data and
parameters that are not monitored throughout
the crediting period but that are determined EB Ann . .
only once and thus remains fixed throughout 41 12 Fixed parameters are provided OK OK
the crediting period AND that are available
when validation is undertaken
ii. The actual value period 518 ?;m Data sources are checked and approved by OK OK
experts.
iil. Eéplse:)nue;ggn;ggtgjstlflcatlon for the choice of 5:3 ?;m Sources of data are provided. OK OK
V- géiiﬁ;ﬂ;{%msﬁ]afnng;jfg rences or additional EF’ '?2 N Annex 3 is used for extra information. OK OK
v. Where values have been measured, a
description of the measurement methods and
procedures (e.g. which standards have been EB Ann
used), indicated the responsible person/entity 41 19 Values are not measured. OK OK
having undertaken the measurement, the date
of measurement(s) and the measurement
results
g. In CDM-PDD section B.6.3 are following EB Ann OK OK
provided? 41 12
i. Atransparent ex ante calculation of project The proposed project activity involves the
emissions, baseline emissions (or, where generation of electricity by development of a wind
applicable, direct calculation of emission EB Ann  farm. The OK OK
reductions) and leakage emissions expected 41 12 generation of electricity does not result in
during the crediting period, applying all relevant greenhouse gas emissions and therefore is taken
equations provided in the approved as 0 tCO2/year.
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methodology
LEy is O, as it is not considered according to
ACMO0002
Baseline emissions include only CO2 emissions
from electricity generation in fossil fuel fired power
plants
that are displaced due to the project activity.
Annual emission reductions are 67,203 in the
excel sheet and PDD table 4 but different in PDD CL-18 OK
pg 34. Please clarify.
i. Documentation how each equation is applied, EB Ann
in @ manner that enables the reader to 41 12 Calculations are reproducible OK OK
reproduce the calculation
iii. Additional background information and or data EB Ann
in Annex 3, including relevant electronic files 41 12 Additional data is checked for consistency. OK OK
(i.e. spreadsheets)
r. In CDM-PDD section B.6.4 are the results of the
ex ante estimation of emission reductions for all EB Ann .
years of the crediting period, provided in a tabular 41 12 Table is in tabular format, OK OK
format?
s. In CDM-PDD section B.7.1 are following EB Ann
provided? 41 12 OK OK
i. Specific information on how the data and
parameters that need to be monitored would EB Ann | Monitoring of electricity delivered to the grid is OK OK
actually be collected during monitoring for the 41 12 explained in details.
project activity
ii. For each parameter the following below EB Ann OK OK
information, using the table provided: 41 12
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a. The source(s) of data that will be actually
used for the proposed project activity (e.g.
which exact national statistics). Where EB Ann Source of data is on site measurement OK OK
several sources may be used, explain and = 41 12 ement.
justify which data sources should be
preferred.
b.  Where data or parameters are supposed
to be measured, specify the measurement
methods and procedures, including a . )
specification which accepted industry Measurement method is that:
standards or national or international - .
standards will be applied, which -Two e_Ie_ctnc_lty meters will be placed _
measurement equipment,is used. how the -Electricity will be measured hourly and readings
measurement is undertaken, whi<,:h monthly: O'F every _month’s last day, the .
calibration procedures are applied, what is | EB Ann svrg?:gt;ﬁg |rré<ii>r<vv(\anlrlnt§etraken from the main as OK OK
the accuracy of the measurement method, = 41 12 _A protocol. which shows the measured data
who is the responsible person/entity that A protocol, s SU
should undertake the measurements and (mcludlng electricity amount s_upplle_d by the plant
what is the measurement interval; (i) A and received from the grid) will be signed from the
description of the QA/QC procedures (if Kayadtiz WPP Manager anq a responsible
any) that should be applied; (ii) Where person from the State Authorities (TEIAS —
relevant: any further commént. Provide Turkish Electricity Transmission Company).
any relevant further background
documentation in Annex 4.
In CDM-PDD section B.7.2 are following EB Ann
provided? 41 12 OK OK
i. A detailed description of the monitoring plan 518 ﬁgn Monitoring plan is detailed. OK OK
i. The operational and management structure that | EB Ann | For the operation of Kayadiizi WPP hierarchy is OK OK
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the project operator will implement in order to 41 12 planned and is included in the PDD.
monitor emission reductions and any leakage
effects generated by the project activity
iii. The responsibilities for and institutional EB Ann  Please state who is responsible for data collection ~ o o ¢
arrangements for data collection and archiving 41 12 and storage.
iv. Indication that the monitoring plan reflect good , . o . .
monitoring practice appropriate to the type of EF’ '16‘2 : gg{aw(;ﬂ? pﬁé?]?;[gl,’ilr: 'S ?gr?rigprfgg t()rargﬁgé’[or EG OK OK
project activity Y. 9p 9 P '
v. Relevant further background information in EB Ann  No additional information is used other than given
, OK OK
Annex 4 41 12 in B.7
: , . EB Ann
u. In CDM-PDD section B.8 are following provided? 41 12 OK OK
i. Date of completion of the application of the EB Ann Date of completion of the application of the
methodology to the project activity study in 41 12 methodology to the project activity study in OK OK
DD/MM/YYYY 05/11/2010.
ii. Contact information of the person(s)/entity(ies) N . .
. o . ame of the company is Baktepe Enerji A.S
responsible for the application of the baseline EB Ann . ! . )
and monitoring methodology to the project 41 12 ?:ﬁerdmg to the license. Please revise company CAR-9 OK
activity '
Pleas_e provide name of responsible person for the CAR-9 OK
baseline.
iii. Indication if the person/entity is also a project EB Ann . , -
participant listed in Annex 1 41 12 FutureCamp TUrkiye is not a project participant. OK OK
v. In CDM-PDD section C.1.1 are following EB Ann
orovided? 41 12 OK | OK
i. The starting date of a CDM project activity, . .. o
which is the earliest of the date(s) on which the EB Ann TPelp r(t)JeCt acﬁm.ty ‘i)egms n 0?10/2010’ the date OK OK
implementation or construction or real action of 41 12 of electromechanical agreement.
a project activity begins/has begun (EB33, Para
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76/CDM Glossary of terms/EB41, Para 67)
ii. A description of how this start date has been EB Ann The project activity begins in 0610/2010, the date
determined, and a description of the evidence 41 12 of electromechanical agreement. OK OK
available to support this start date
iii. If this starting date is earlier than the date of . ‘o e
publication of the CDM-PDD for global The project act1v1‘ty begins in 0610/.2010, the date
. . of electromechanical agreement. Prior
stakeholder consultation by a DOE, description | EB Ann - deration J with VER ltant OK OK
in Section B.5 contain a of how the benefits of 41 12 consideration 15 proved wi consuttan
the CDM were seriously considered prior to the contract which is dated to July 2010.
starting date (EB41, Para 68).
w. In CDM-PDD section C.1.2 is the expected EB A The expected lifetime of the Kayadizi WPP is 20
) o , o nn
operational lifetime of the project activity in years 41 12 years. OK OK
and months provided?
X. In CDM-PDD section C.2 is it stated whether the
project activity will use a renewable or a fixed EB Ann " _
crediting period and is C.2.1 or C.2.2 completed 41 12 A renewable crediting period is used. OK OK
accordingly?
y. In CDM-PDD section C.2.1 is it indicated that
each crediting period shall be at most 7 years
and may be renewed at most two times, provided
that, for each renewal, a designated operational EB Ann | Please indicate if the crediting period is to be CL-3 OK
entity determines and informs the Executive 41 12 renewed.
Board that the original project baseline is still
valid or has been updated taking account of new
data where applicable?
z. In CDM-PDD section C.2.1.1 are dates in the EB Ann  Starting date of the crediting period is the OK OK
following format: (DD/MM/YYYY) provided? 441 12 commercial start of the plant: 01/01/2012.
aa. In CDM-PDD section C.2.1.2 is the length of the = EB Ann | The length of the first crediting period is 7 years, 0 OK OK
first crediting period in years and months 41 12 months.
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provided?
ob. Ipnefi;(?dMatPrlr?oDsfte:r?c()? O?féirlss ;r;gvfig:g?credltmg 518 '?2 " Fixed crediting period is not applicable. OK OK
cc. In CDM-PDD section C.2.2.1are the dates EB Ann N/A OK OK
provided in the following format: (DD/MM/YYYY)? 41 12
dd. In CDM-PDD section C.2.2.2 is te length of the EB Ann N/A OK OK
crediting period in years and months Provided? 441 12
ee. In CDM-PDD section D.2 are the conclusions and
all references to support documentation of an
environmental impact assessment undertaken in . .
accordance with the procedures as required by EF’ '16‘2 : icrinSan':gd LSC Report is referred for environmental OK OK
the Host Party, if environmental impacts are pacts.
considered significant by the project participants
or the Host, provided?
ff. In CDM-PDD section E.1 are the following EB Ann OK OK
provided? 441 12
i. The process by which comments by local
stakeholders have been invited and compiled.
An invitation for comments by local
stakeholders shall be made in an open and EB Ann = GSP and LSC Report is referred for stakeholder OK OK
transparent manner, in a way that facilities 41 12 comments.
comments to be received from local
stakeholders and allows for a reasonable time
for comments to be submitted.
ii. The project activity is described in a manner,
which allows the local stakeholders to .
understand the project activity, taking into 518 '?2 : Sosr’r'\:)maenrﬂsl_sc Report is referred for stakeholder OK OK
account confidentiality provisions of the CDM ’
modalities and procedures.
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iii. The local stakeholder process has been EB Ann
completed before submitting the proposed LSC is completed before validation started. OK OK
, L o 41 12
project activity to the DOE for validation.
gg. In CDM-PDD section E.2 are following provided? EF’ ?;m OK OK
i. Identification of local stakeholders that have EB Ann  GSP and LSC Report is referred for stakeholder OK OK
made comments 41 12 comments.
. EB Ann  GSP and LSC Report is referred for stakeholder
ii. Asummary of these comments. 41 19 comments. OK OK
hh. In CDM-PDD section E.3 is the explanation of .
how due account have been taken of comments EF’ '16‘2 n Soﬁma;rﬂsl‘sc Report is referred for stakeholder OK OK
received from local stakeholders provided? )
i. In CDM-PDD Annex 1 are the following EB Ann
provided? 41 12 OK OK
i. Contact information of project participants EF’ '16‘2 " | Contact information of Baktepe Eneriji is provided. OK OK
i. Foreach anguage callisted in section A.3
the following mandatory fields: Organization, EB Ann
Name of contact person, Street, City, 41 19 Address is provided. OK OK
Postfix/ZIP, Country, Telephone and Fax or e-
mail
jj.  In CDM-PDD Annex 2 is information from Parties
included in Annex | on sources of public funding
for the project activity which shall provide an EB Ann
affirmation that such funding does not result in a 41 12 Please include ODA declaration in PDD. CL-4 OK
diversion of official development assistance and
is separate from and is not counted towards the
financial obligations of those Parties provided?
kk. In CDM-PDD Annex 3 is the background EB Ann | Annex 3 is provided. Data will be checked by OK OK

44




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT
Draft Final
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. ' § COMMENTS Concl Concl
information used in the application of the baseline = 41 12 experts.
methodology provided?
Il. In CDM-PDD Annex 4 is the background " . S ,
information used in the application of the EB Ann _No additional information is used other than given OK OK
o . 441 12 in B.7
monitoring methodology provided?
4_Project description [y oy
a. Does the PDD contain a clear description of the
project activity that provides the reader with a PDD includes a clear description. Confusion
clear understanding of the precise nature of the VVM 58 regarding turbine numbers is questioned in CAR- OK OK
project activity and the technical aspects of its 1.
implementation?
b. Is the description of the proposed CDM project
activity as contained in the PDD: VVM | 59 OK OK
i. sufficiently covering all relevant elements? VVM 59 PDD includes all relevant elements. OK OK
. Confusion regarding turbine numbers is
?
ii. accurate? VVM 59 questioned in CAR-1. OK OK
iii. providing the reader with a clear understanding D . . .
. escription provides the reader with a clear
gfcj;[irslﬁyn?ature of the proposed CDM project VVM 59 understanding of the nature of the project. OK OK
iv. Are there anv changes/modifications compared There are differences between the v1 and latest
’ o the webho);ted P%D'? P VVM | 59 version of the PDD: baseline and IRR calculations OK OK
' have been corrected for some errors.
c. s t.h.e. proposed CDM project activity in existing VVM 60 No, project is installation of a new WPP. OK OK
facilities or or utilizing existing equipments?
d. liggg.CDM project activity one of the following VWM | 60 OK OK
i. Large scale? VVM 60 Project is large scale (40 MW). OK OK
ii. Non—byndled smaI_I scale projects with emission VWM | 60 N/A OK OK
reductions exceeding 15,000 tonnes per year?
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iii. Bundled small scale projects, each with
emission reductions not exceeding 15,000 VVM 60 N/A OK OK
tonnes?
e. Ifyestoland (d) above, was a physical site
inspection conducted to confirm that the
description in the PDD reflects the proposed VVM 60 N/A OK OK
CDM project activity, unless other means are
specified in the methodology?
f. If yes to (d.iii) above, was the number of physical VWM | 60 N/A OK OK
site visits base on sampling?
g. Ifyes is the sampling size appropriately justified
through statistical analysis? VVM | 60 N/A OK OK
h. For other individual proposed small scale CDM
project activities with emission reductions not
exceeding 15,000 tonnes per year, was a VWM 1 61 N/A OK OK
physical site inspection conducted?
i. For all other proposed CDM project activities not
referred to in paragraphs 59 — 61, was a physical | VVM | 62 Yes, a site visit was conducted on 3/2/2011. OK OK
site inspection conducted?
j. _If no, was it appropriately justified? VVM 62 N/A OK OK
k. Does the proposed CDM project activity involve
the alteration of an existing installation or VVM 63 No, it is greenfield plant. OK OK
process?
l. If yes, does the project description clearly state
the differences resulting from the project activity | VVM 63 N/A OK OK
compared to the pre-project situation?

Baseline and monitoring methodology

a. General requirement
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a. Do the the baseline and monitoring
methodologies selected by the project o . ,
participants comply with the methodologies VVM 65 rl?]aestﬁggglf selected accordingly with the OK OK
previously approved by the CDM Executive gy
Board?
b. Is the selected methodology applicable to the VWM | 66 Methodology is applicable OK OK
project activity?
c. Had the PP correctly applied the selected Methodology is correctly applied.
VVM 66 OK OK
methodology?
d. Had the selected methodology been Methodology is correctly applied.
correctly applied with respect to project VVM 67 OK OK
boundary?
e. Had the selected methodology been correctly Methodology is correctly applied.
applied with respect to baseline identification? VVM 1 67 OK OK
f. Had the selected methodology been correctly Methodology is correctly applied.
applied with respect to Algorithms and/or VVM | 67 OK OK
formulae used to determine emission reductions?
g. Had the selected methodology been correctly Methodology is correctly applied.
applied with respect to additionality? VWM 67 OK OK
i. Has the additionality of the project activity been
demonstrated and assessed using the latest . _ .
: p . Additionality is demonstrated using the latest
version of the TOOI. for th.e Slemonstratlon and ACM 0002 version of the “Tool for the demonstration and OK OK
assessment of additionality” agreed by the v.11 assessment of additionality”
Board, which is available on the UNFCCC y
website?
h. Had the selected methodology been correctly Methodology is correctly applied.
applied with respect to monitoring methodology? VVM 67 OK OK

b. Applicability of the selected methodolog
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I
a. Is the selected baseline and monitoring Methodology ACMO0002 version 12, EB 56,
methodology, previously approved by the CDM VWM | 68 “Consolidated baseline methodology for grid- OK OK
Executive Board, applicable to the project connected electricity generation from renewable
activity? Is the used version valid? sources” is applicable and version is valid.
i. This methodology is applicable to grid-
connected renewable power generation project
activities that (a) install a new power plant at a
site where no renewable power plant was . e
operated prior to the implementation of the ACM 80122 Eéi%?ﬁﬂg%ﬁﬁ:%ﬂﬁgggfg of the applicability C?(I):{ ) OK
project activit anguage celd plants); (b) ' 9y
involve a capacity addition; (c) involve a retrofit
of (an) existing plant(s); or (d) involve a
replacement of (an) existing plant(s).
b. Has the DOE applied specific guidance provided :
by the CDM Executive Board in respect to the VVM | 69 g/lethqdology 1S rc_aferred o cross check the OK OK
: aseline application.
applicable approved methodology?
C. Is the methodology correctly quoted? VVM 70 OK OK
d. Are the applicability conditions of the VWM 71 Applicability c_onditio_ns are discussed. OK OK
methodology met? Methodology is applicable.
i. The project activity is the installation, capacity
addition, retrofit or replacement of a power
plant/unit of one of the following types: hydro
power plant/unit (either with a run-of-river ACM 0002 Project is grid-connected greenfield renewable OK OK
reservoir or an accumulation reservoir), wind v.11  power generation project activity
power plant/unit, geothermal power plant/unit,
solar power plant/unit, wave power plant/unit
or tidal power plant/unit
ii. Inthe case of capacity additions, retrofits or ACM 0002 N/A OK OK

48




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT

BUREAU
VERITAS

CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl

Final
Concl

replacements (except for wind, solar, wave or
tidal power capacity addition projects which
use Option 2: on page 10 to calculate the
parameter EGPJ,y): the existing plant started
commercial operation prior to the start of a
minimum historical reference period of five
years, used for the calculation of baseline
emissions and defined in the baseline
emission section, and no capacity expansion
or retrofit of the plant has been undertaken
between the start of this minimum historical
reference period and the implementation of the
project activity.

v.11

In case of hydro power plants, one of the
following conditions must apply:

- The project activity is implemented in an
existing reservoir, with no change in the
volume of reservoir; or

- The project activity is implemented in an
existing reservoir, where the volume of
reservoir is increased and the power density of
the project activity, as per definitions given in
the Project Emissions section, is greater than
4 W/m2; or

- The project activity results in new reservoirs
and the power density of the power plant, as
per definitions given in the Project Emissions
section, is greater than 4 W/m2.

ACM

0002
v.11

N/A

OK

OK

The methodology is not applicable to the

ACM

0002

The project does not involve switching from fossil

OK

OK
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following conditions. Please confirm

- Project activities that involve switching from
fossil fuels to renewable energy sources at the
site of the project activity

- Biomass fired power plants;

- Hydro power plants that result in new
reservoirs or in the increase in existing
reservoirs where the power density of the
power plant is less than 4 W/m2.

v.11

fuels to renewable energy at the site of the project
activity. This is a wind project.

v. Inthe case of retrofits, replacements, or
capacity additions, this methodology is only
applicable if the most plausible baseline
scenario, as a result of the identification of
baseline scenario, is “the continuation of the
current situation, i.e. to use the power
generation equipment that was already in use
prior to the implementation of the project
activity and undertaking business as usual
maintenance”.

ACM

0002
v.11

N/A

OK

OK

e. Is the project activity expected to result in
emissions other than those allowed by the
methodology?

VVM

71

No, there won’t be any extra emissions.

OK

OK

f. Is the choice of the methodology justified?

VVM

71

The choice of methodology ACMO0002 version 12,
is justified as the proposed project activity meets
its applicability criteria.

OK

OK

g. Have the project participants shown that the
project activity meets each of the applicability
conditions or the approved methodology?

VVM

71

Applicability conditions are discussed.
Methodology is applicable.

OK

OK

h. Have the project participants shown that the

VVM

71

Applicability conditions are discussed.

OK

OK

50




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT
Draft Final
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. ' § COMMENTS Concl Concl
project activity meets each of the applicability Methodology is applicable.
conditions of any tool or other methodology
component referred to the methodology?
i. Are each of the applicability conditions of the EB Ann Please discuss applicability conditions of the “Tool CAR-
“Tool to calculate the emission factor for an 50 40 to calculate the emission factor for an electricity 11 OK
electricity system” met? system”.
i. Are each of the applicability conditions of the EB Ann Please discuss applicability conditions of the “Tool CAR-
“Tool for the demonstration and assessment for the demonstration and assessment of OK
e o 39 10 " e 12
of additionality” met? additionality”.
iii. Are each of the applicability conditions of the EB Ann
“Combined tool to identify the baseline This tool is not used. OK OK
. " g 28 14
scenario and demonstrate additionality” met?
iv. Are each of the applicability conditions of the EB Ann
“Tool to calculate project or leakage CO2 41 11 This tool is not used. OK OK
emissions from fossil fuel combustion” met?
i. Isthe DOE, based on local and sectoral
knowledge, aware that comparable information is VWM | 71 References about additionality have been OK OK
available from sources other than that used in the checked by experts.
PDD?
j. Ifyes, was the PDD cross checked against the
other sources to confirm that the project activity C . .
meets the applicability conditions of the VVWM 71 Qgﬁrl:cag,lle't)\llgtthe methodology is validated OK OK
methodology? (provide the reference to these 9 '
choices)
k. Can a determination regarding the applicability of _ _ _
the selected methodology to the proposed CDM VWM 72 Methodology is applicable to the project. OK OK
project activity be made?
l. If no, clarification of the methodology was
requested, in accordance with the guidance VWM - 72 N/A OK OK
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provided by the CDM Executive Board?
m. If answer to (5.b.d) above is “no”, revision or
deviation from the methodology was requested,
in accordance with the guidance provided by the VWM 73 N/A OK OK
CDM Executive Board?
n. If yesto (5.b.l) and (5.b.m) above, a request for
registration was submitted before the CDM VWM | 74 N/A OK OK

Executive Board has approved the proposed
deviation or revision?

c. Project boundar
a. Does the PDD correctly describe the project
boundary, including the physical delineation of

In section B.3.please clearly indicate project

mg E;g%%?%(it?n%hgrs%ffgeagﬂ\;gzégcé?ded within VVM 78 bounde}ries_ that are ponsidered du_ring o C1A§ i OK
calculating project and baseline emissions for the determination of project and baseline emissions.
proposed CDM project activity?
i. Does the extent of the project boundary, as According to the methodology the spatial extent of
described in the PDD, includes the project 0002 the project boundary includes the project
power plant and all power plants connected ACM Vi1 power plant and all power plants connected OK OK
physically to the electricity system that the CDM physically to the electricity system that the
project power plant is connected to? project power plant is connected to.
ii. Are the greenhouse gases and emission
sources that are included in or excluded from ACM 0002 ' Emissions are shown in tabular format. CO2 is OK OK
the project boundary shown in a table format as v 11 | included as baseline emission.
per applicable methodology?
b. Is the delineation in the PDD of the project
boundary correct and include identification of all VWM | 79 Boundary includes all elements. OK OK

locations, processes and equipment including
secondary equipment and associated processes
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such as logistics etc.?

c. Does the delineation in the PDD of the project
boundary meet the requirements of the selected  VVM | 79
baseline?

d. Have changes been made to the project
boundary in comparison to the webhosted PDD.
If yes please comment on the reason for the

Boundary meets the requirements of the selected

baseline OK OK

There are differences between the v1 and latest
VVM |79 version of the PDD: baseline and IRR calculations OK OK
have been corrected for some errors.

changes.
e. Have all sources and GHGs required by the . , I L
. S \ CO2 is included as baseline emission and it is in
methodology been included within the project VVM | 79 line with the methodology. OK OK
boundary?
f. Does the methodology allow project participant to . : o
choose whether a source or gas is to be included VVM 79 NO.’ methodology is clear about which emissions OK OK
o : to include.
within the project boundary
g. Igh)g?cs:égave the project participants justified that VWM 79 N/A OK OK
h. If yes, is the justification provided reasonable?
(provide reference to the supporting documented | VVM | 79 N/A OK OK

evidence provided by the project participants

d._Basoine dentiication 1y

a. Does the PDD identify the baseline for the
proposed CDM project activity, defined as Yes, in the baseline scenario, the electricity
the scenario that reasonably represents delivered to the grid by the project would have

the anthropogenic emissions by sources VWM - 81 otherwise been generated by the operation of OK OK
of GHGs that would occur in the absence grid-connected power plants.
of the proposed CDM project activity?
b. Has any procedure contained in the . . .
methodology to identify the most VUM 82 There is no procedure in the methodology, it is OK OK

clearly described f anguage celd WPP.

reasonable baseline scenario, been
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correctly applied?

If the project activity is the install a new grid-
connected renewable power

plant/uni anguage celd plant), is the baseline
scenario identified appropriately in accordance
with the ACM0002 ver.11?

ACM

0002
vii

Please refer above.

OK

OK

If the project activity is a capacity addition to
existing grid-connected renewable power
plant/unit, is the baseline scenario identified
appropriately in accordance with the ACM0002
ver. 11? And is the point of time at which the
generation facility would likely be replaced or
retrofitted (DATE Baseline Retrofit) reasonably
defined?

ACM

0002
vii

Please refer above.

OK

OK

If the project activity is the retrofit or
replacement of existing grid-connected
renewable power plant/unit, is the baseline
scenario identified following the step-wise
procedure in accordance with the ACM0002
ver.11?

ACM

0002
vii

Please refer above.

OK

OK

Are the realistic and credible alternative
baseline scenarios for power generation
appropriately identified following the Step 1 of
the “Combined tool to identify the baseline
scenario and demonstrate additionality”? (Step

1)

ACM

0002
vii

Please refer above.

OK

OK

Are the realistic and credible alternative
baseline scenarios i.e. P1, P2 and P3
appropriately applied Barrier analysis following

ACM

0002
vii

Please refer above.

OK

OK
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the Step 2 of the “Combined tool to identify the
baseline scenario and demonstrate
additionality”? (Step 2)

Vi.

If more than one alternative is remaining after
Step 2, is Investment analysis appropriately
applied (apply an Investment Comparison as
per step 3 of the “Combined tool to identify the
baseline scenario and demonstrate
additionality” or a Benchmark Analysis as per
step 2b of the “Tool for the demonstration and
assessment of additionality”)? (Step 3)

ACM

0002
vii

Please refer above.

OK

OK

c. Does the selected methodology require
use of tools (such as the “Tool for the
demonstration and assessment of
additionality” and the “Combined tool to
identify the baseline scenario and
demonstrate additionality”) to establish
the baseline scenario?

VVM

82

Please refer above.

OK

OK

d. If yes, was the methodology consulted on
the application of these tools? (In such
cases, the guidance in the methodology
shall supersede the tool.)

VVM

82

Please refer above.

OK

OK

e. Does the methodology require several
alternative scenarios to be considered in
the identification of the most reasonable

baseline scenario?

VVM

83

Please refer above.

OK

OK

f. If yes, are all scenarios that are
considered by the project participants and
are supplementary to those required by

VVM

83

Please refer above.

OK

OK
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the methodology reasonable in the
context of the proposed CDM project
activity?
9 E:jnagcﬁgzggable alternative scenario VVM 83 Please refer above. OK OK
h. Is the baseline scenario identified
reasonably supported by: VVM | 84 Please refer above. OK OK
i. Assumptions? VVM 84 Please refer above. OK OK
ii. Calculations? VVM 84 Please refer above. OK OK
ii. Rationales? VVM 84 Please refer above. OK OK
i. Are the documents and sources referred
to in the PDD correctly quoted and VVM 84 Please refer above. OK OK
interpreted?
j.  Was the information provided in the PDD
cross checked with other verifiable and
credible sources, such as local expert VVM 84 Please refer above. OK OK
opinion, if available? (idendify the
sources)
k. Have all applicable CDM requirements
!oeen_t.akefn Into account in the . VVM | 85 Please refer above. OK OK
identification of the baseline scenario for
the proposed CDM project activity?
|. Have a anguageatn policies and
circumstances been identified and
correctly considered in the PDD, in VVM 85 Please refer above. OK OK
accordance with the guidance by the
CDM Executive Board?
m. cl?oes .th? PDD prqwde_a_ verlflablg VVM 86 Yes, the baseline is clearly described in the PDD. OK OK
escription of the identified baseline
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scenario, including a description of the
technology that would be employed
and/or the activities that would take place
in the absence of the proposed CDM

project activity?
e. Algorithms and/or formulae used to determine
emission reductions

a. Do the steps taken and equations applied
to calculate project emissions, baseline

Calculations comply with the requirements of the

(b) retrofit and replacements or (c) capacity
additions?

v.11

in the calculations this value has been utilized for
coal and for lignite the efficiency has been taken
as 41.5%.

emissions, leakage and emission VVM 89 . OK OK
reductions comply with the requirements selected baseline
of the selected baseline and monitoring?
b. Have the equations and parameters in the
PDD been correctly applied with respect . .
those in the select approved VVM 90 Equations and parameters are correctly applied OK OK
methodology?
i. Are the Project emissions appropriately 0002 , o ,
calculated?. ACM VAT Project emissions are zero for wind power plants. OK OK
Generation efficiencies for coal and lignite is said
. . o : to be taken from a presentation of Mr. Sefer
ii. Are the Baseline emissions appropriately e . . L
. . BltUn,stating that for pulverized lignite PPs, the
calculated specifically for greenfield plants or ACM 0002 highest electrical efficiency rate is 38%. However CL-20

The reference source for Gross Electricity
supplied to the grid by relevant sources (2006-
2008) provides generation data up to 2007.
Please clarify.
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iii. Are the Leakage appropriately calculated? ACM 80122 tﬁﬁ;?ge emissions are zero for wind power OK OK
iv. Are the Emission reductions appropriately 0002 I . .
calculated? ACM VAT Emission reductions are appropriately calculated OK OK

c. Have project participants prepared as part
of the CDM-PDD an estimate of likely
emission reductions for the proposed
crediting period? This estimate should, in
principle, employ the same methodology
as selected for the calculation of emission ACM 0002
reductions. Where the grid emission v.11
factor (EFCM,grid,y) is determined ex
post during monitoring, project
participants may use models or other
tools to estimate the emission reductions
prior to validation.

Likely emission reductions are given. OK OK

Step 1: The national grid is used as electric power
system for project activity.

Step 2: Option I: Only grid power plants are
included in the calculation.
d. Does the methodology provide for

selection between different options for VVM | 90 Step 3: The ex ante option is selected for Simple OK OK
equations or parameters? OM method, with the most recent data for the

baseline

calculation stemming from the years 2006 to

2008.

Step 4: Option B is chosen to calculate the Simple
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OM, as there is no power plant specific data
available,
renewable power generation are considered as
low-cost power sources and amount of electricity
supplied to
the grid by these sources is known.
Step 5: “The set of power capacity additions in the
electricity system that comprise 20% of the
system
generation (in MWh) and that have been built
most recently” is used to identify the sample group
e. If yes, has adequate justification been
provided (based on the choice of the
baseline scenario, context of the VVM 90 Justifications are provided OK OK
proposed CDM project activity and other
evidence provided)?
f. If yes, have correct equations and
parameters been used, in accordance VVM | 90 Refer to (5.e.b) above - -
with the methodology selected?
g. Will data and parameters be monitored : , .
throughout the crediting period of the VVM 91 EG generation data will be monitored OK OK
. o continuously.
proposed CDM project activity?
h. If no, and these data and parameters will
re”.‘a‘” fixed throughout the crediting VVM 91 Parameters are not fixed OK OK
period, are all data sources and
assumptions:
i. Appropriate and correct? VVM 91 N/A OK OK
i Applicable to the proposed CDM project VVM 91 N/A OK OK
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iii. Resulting in a conservative estimate of the VUM | 91 N/A OK OK
emission reductions?
i. Will data and parameters be monitored on
implementation and hence become VUM | 91 N/A OK OK
available only after validation of the
project activity?
j. If yes, are the estimates provided in the
PDD for these data and parameters VVM 91 N/A OK OK

reasonable?

a. Does the PDD describe how a proposed CDM

6. Additionality of a project activit

economically or financially attractive, or 2) not

attractive without the revenues from VERs as

oroject activity is additional? VVM | 94 Additionality is described in section B.5. OK OK
. “Tool for the demonstration and assessment of
b. t'f]‘;e:(;g‘ifi;g:}fﬁgg g;?rt]‘; tSfe'j‘,t,eSt version ot acm 9902 aditionality version 05.2”is used and it is the OK  OK
' ) latest version.
c. Were the following steps of the tool to assess EB Ann OK OK
additionality used: 39 10
Alternatives to the project activity have been
determined as:
i. Identification of alternatives to the project EB Ann | a) The proposed project activity undertaken OK OK
activity? 39 10 without being registered as a GS VER project
activity.
b) Continuation of the current situation, i.e.
Kayaduzi WPP is not built.
ii. Investment analysis to determine that the EB Ann Investment analysis shows that the proposed
proposed project activity is either: 1) not the most 39 10 project activity is unlikely to be economically OK OK
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economically or financially feasible? even the maximum IRR result for the best case
scenario.
i Barriers analysis? gg '?8” Barriers analysis is not used. OK OK
iv. Common practice analysis? Eg’ ,10\8n Common practice analysis has been used. OK OK
d. Instep 1 (i) have all the sub-steps as below been | EB Ann OK OK
followed? 39 10
i. Suk_)-§tep 1a: Define alternatives to the project EB Ann Alternatives have been defined. OK OK
activity 39 10
ii. Sub-step 1b: Consistency with mandatory laws | EB Ann | Consistency with mandatory laws and regulations OK OK
and regulations 39 10 has been discussed.
e. Have the following alternatives been included EB Ann OK OK
while defining alternatives as per sub-step 1a? 39 10
i. (a) The proposed project activity undertaken EB Ann
without being registered as a CDM project 39 10 Considered. Found realistic. OK OK
activity;
ii. 1(c) If applicable, continuation of the current EB Ann
situation (no project activity or other alternatives 39 10 Considered. Found realistic. OK OK
undertaken).
Being a private entity, Baktepe doesn’t have to
f. Has the project participant included the invest power investments even proposed project
technologies or practices that provide outputs or activity. Also, since Baktepe has license only for
services with comparable quality, properties and EB Ann wind power investment and since in the proposed
application areas as the proposed CDM project 39 10 project OK OK
activity and that have been implemented area there is no hydro or other sources for
previously or are currently being introduced in the electricity generation, other project activities
relevant country/region? delivering same
electricity in the same project area is not realistic
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for project participant.

g. Has the outcome of Step 1a: Identified realistic
and credible alternative scenario(s) to the project
activity done correctly? Please briefly mention the
outcome.

EB
39

Ann
10

Two realistic and credible alternative scenarios
are identified for the project activity:

a) The proposed project activity undertaken
without being registered as a GS VER project
activity.

b) Continuation of the current situation, i.e.
Kayaduzi WPP is not built.

OK

OK

h. Is the alternative(s) in compliance with all
mandatory applicable legal and regulatory
requirements, even if these laws and regulations
have objectives other than GHG reductions, e.g.
to mitigate local air pollution.?

EB
39

Ann
10

Please discuss in details how the alternatives
comply with the mentioned regulations and please
show objective evidences related to compliance
with regulations.

Regarding the compliance of the project activity
with regulations:

Construction permit: during site visit DOE was
informed that a report from TUBITAK related to
the “confirmation that the WPP could be built in
project site as there is a military airport and
aviation training zone in the district” is waited as a
prerequisite for construction permit. Please
provide the results of the report and the related
permit when available.

(an investigation was made by a private company
called AGENA but the government asked for a
TUBITAK report)

Application for construction permit was made on

CAR-
14

OK
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7.10.2008.

During site visit DOE was informed that an
application was made on 18.01.2011 to the
government regarding the expropriation of grazing
areas. Please provide results of the application to
DOE.

Rent permit of the site of the office buildings will
be provided to DOE.

Please provide documents showing compliance
with the regulations about excavation (excavation
plans and permits)

EIA not required document is given to Baktepe as
the precautions foreseen in the PIF are sufficient.
Please show objective evidences that these
precautions (PIF page: 61-64) are taken:

Cesspool discharge

Solid waste disposal

Excavation waste

Dust

Noise

Official document that the project site is not in
destinations of birds.

i. If an alternative does not comply with all
mandatory applicable legislation and regulations,
has it been shown that, based on an examination | EB Ann N/A OK OK
of current practice in the country or region in 39 10
which the law or regulation applies, those
applicable legal or regulatory requirements are
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systematically not enforced and that
noncompliance with those requirements is
widespread in the country?
j.  Has the outcome of Step 1b: Identified realistic
and credible alternative scenario(s) to the project
activity that are in compliance with mandatory
legislation and regulations taking into account the = EB Ann  Please clearly state the outcomes after each step CAR- OK
enforcement in the region or country and EB 39 10 of the methodology. 29
decisions on national and/or sectoral policies and
regulations done correctly? Please state the
outcome.
k. Has PP selected Step 2 (Investment analysis) or | EB Ann .
Step 3 (Barrier analysis) or both Steps 2 and 3? 39 10 PP selected Step 2 (Investment analysis). OK OK
l. In step 2, have all the sub-steps as below been EB Ann OK OK
followed? 39 10
Appropriate analysis method has been determined
i. Sub-step 2a: Determine appropriate EB Ann | as benchmark analysis as there is no alternative OK OK
analysis method; 39 10 project activity for a comparison of the
attractiveness of an investment.
i Sub-step 2b: Option I. Apply simple cost EB Ann
analysis; 39 10 N/A OK OK
iii. Sub-step 2b: Option Il. Apply investment EB Ann
comparison analysis; 39 10 N/A OK OK
V- Sr?:lysstlesp 2b: Option lll. Apply benchmark gg ?(r)m Benchmark analysis is used. OK OK
V. Sub-step 2c: Calculation and comparison of EB Ann
financial indicators (only applicable to Options I 39 10 Equity IRR is calculated. OK OK
and IID;
Vi. Sub-step 2d: Sensitivity analysis (only EB Ann  Sensitivity analysis is applied. OK OK
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applicable to Options Il and IlI). 39 10
m. In sub-step 2a has the determination of EB Ann
appropriate method of analysis done as per the 39 10 OK OK
guidance as below?
i. Simple cost analysis if the CDM project
activity and the alternatives identified in Step 1 EB Ann  Please discuss in the PDD why simple cost CL-21
generate no financial or economic benefits 39 10 analysis and comparison analysis are not used.
other than CDM related income (Option 1).
ii. Otherwise, use the investment comparison
analysis (Option Il) or the benchmark analysis EB Ann | Please discuss in the PDD why simple cost CL-21
(Option Ill). Specify option used with 39 10 analysis and comparison analysis are not used.
justification.
n. Has the below guideline followed for sub-step 2b
Option I. Apply simple cost analysis? Document
the costs associated with the CDM project activity | EB Ann N/A OK OK
and the alternatives identified in Step1 and 39 10
demonstrate that there is at least one alternative
which is less costly than the project activity.
0. Has the below guideline followed for sub-step 2b
Option II. Apply investment comparison analysis?
Identify the financial indicator, such as IRR, NPV, EB Ann N/A OK OK
cost benefit ratio, or unit cost of service most 39 10
suitable for the project type and decision-making
context. Please specify
p. Has the below guideline followed for Sub-step 2b: | EB Ann OK OK
Option IIl. Apply benchmark analysis? 39 10
i. Ildentify the financial/economic indicator, such EB Ann
as IRR, most suitable for the project type and 39 10 Equity IRR is calculated. OK OK
decision context.

65




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT

BUREAU
VERITAS

CHECKLIST QUESTION

Ref.

COMMENTS

Draft
Concl

Final
Concl

When applying Option Il or Option Ill, the
financial/economic analysis shall be based on
parameters that are standard in the market,
considering the specific characteristics of the
project type, but not linked to the subjective
profitability expectation or risk profile of a
particular project developer. Only in the
particular case where the project activity can be
implemented by the project participant, the
specific financial/economic situation of the
company undertaking the project activity can be
considered.

EB
39

Ann
10

All parameters and inputs used in the financial
analysis are in line with market conditions.
They are not subjective and they don’t
depend on project or project owners’ specific
features.

OK

OK

Discount rates and benchmarks shall be
derived from: (a) Government bond rates,
increased by a suitable risk premium to reflect
private investment and/or the project type, as
substantiated by an independent (financial)
expert or documented by official publicly
available financial data; (b) Estimates of the
cost of financing and required return on capital
(e.g. commercial lending rates and guarantees
required for the country and the type of project
activity concerned), based on bankers views
and private equity investors/funds’ required
return on comparable projects; (c) A company
internal benchmark (weighted average capital
cost of the company), only in the particular case
referred to above in 2. The project developers
shall demonstrate that this benchmark has

EB
39

Ann
10

IRR figure in the world bank document is used
as a reference as a benchmark.

OK

OK
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been consistently used in the past, i.e. that
project activities under similar conditions
developed by the same company used the
same benchmark; (d) Government/official
approved benchmark where such benchmarks
are used for investment decisions; (e) Any
other indicators, if the project participants can
demonstrate that the above Options are not
applicable and their indicator is appropriately
justified. Please specify benchmark and justify.

g. Has the below guideline followed for Sub-step 2c:

Calculation and comparison of financial indicators
(only applicable to Options Il and 111)?

EB
39

Ann
10

OK

OK

Calculate the suitable financial indicator for the
proposed CDM project activity and, in the case
of Option Il above, for the other alternatives.
Include all relevant costs (including, for
example, the investment cost, the operations
and maintenance costs), and revenues
(excluding CER revenues, but possibly
including inter alia subsidies/fiscal incentives,
ODA, etc, where applicable), and, as
appropriate, non-market cost and benefits in
the case of public investors if this is standard
practice for the selection of public investments
in the host country.

EB
39

Ann
10

All relevant costs are taken into consideration
in the analysis.

OK

OK

Present the investment analysis in a
transparent manner and provide all the relevant
assumptions, preferably in the CDM-PDD, or in

EB
39

Ann
10

All calculations are transparent and easy to follow
up.

OK

OK
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separate annexes to the CDM-PDD.
iil. Justify and/or cite assumptions. gg '?8” All assumptions are cited and justified. OK OK
iv. In calculating the financial/economic indicator, The project risks are taken into consideration in
the project’s risks can be included through the EB Ann | the sensitivity analysis.
. . o OK OK
cash flow pattern, subject to project-specific 39 10
expectations and assumptions.
v. Assumptions and input data for the investment There is no unexpected figures the analysis
analysis shall not differ across the project EB Ann  inputs considering the project size and etc.
- ) : . OK OK
activity and its alternatives, unless differences 39 10
can be well substantiated.
vi. Present in the CDM-PDD a clear comparison of EB Ann The IRR calculated is compared by the IRR stated
the financial indicator for the proposed CDM 39 10 in the world bank document. OK OK
activity. Please specify details for above.
r. Has the below guideline followed for Sub-step 2d: Sensitivity analysis shows that the
Sensitivity analysis (only applicable to Options Il financial/economic attractiveness is robust to
hether the conclusi ding th 39 10 o e oK OK
whether the conclusion regarding the However, no scenario in the sensitivity analysis
fmancnal/econo_ml_c attr_actlvengs_s is robust t(_) makes the project attractable.
reasonable variations in the critical assumptions.
Outcome is stated as that the benchmark of 15%
s. Has the outcome of Step 2 clearly mentioned EB Ann  (World Bank Benchmark) does clearly exceed the OK OK
with justification? 39 10 resulting equity IRRs, thus rendering the project
activity economically unattractive.
t. In step 3: Barrier analysis have all the sub-steps  EB Ann . .
as below been followed? 39 10 Barrier analysis is not used. OK OK
i. Sub-step 3a: Identify barriers that would EB Ann
prevent the implementation of the proposed 39 10 Barrier analysis is not used. OK OK
CDM project activity;
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Sub-step 3 b: Show that the identified barriers
would not prevent the implementation of at
least one of the alternatives (except the
proposed project activity).

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

u.

Has the below guideline followed for Sub-step 3a:

Identify barriers that would prevent the
implementation of the proposed CDM project?

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

(a) Investment barriers: For alternatives
undertaken and operated by private entities:
Similar activities have only been implemented
with grants or other non-commercial finance
terms. No private capital is available from
domestic or international capital markets due to
real or perceived risks associated with
investment in the country where the proposed
CDM project activity is to be implemented, as
demonstrated by the credit rating of the country
or other country investments reports of reputed
origin.

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

(b) Technological barriers: Skilled and/or
properly trained labor to operate and maintain
the technology is not available in the relevant
country/region, which leads to an unacceptably
high risk of equipment disrepair and
malfunctioning or other underperformance;
Lack of infrastructure for implementation and
logistics for maintenance of the technology,
Risk of technological failure: the
process/technology failure risk in the local

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK
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circumstances is significantly greater than for
other technologies that provide services or
outputs comparable to those of the proposed
CDM project activity, as demonstrated by
relevant scientific literature or technology
manufacturer information, The particular
technology used in the proposed project activity
is not available in the relevant region.

| Barriers due to prevailing practice: The project
activity is the “first of its kind”.

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

iv.

(d) Other barriers, preferably specified in the
underlying methodology as examples.

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

V.

Has the outcome from Step 3a clearly mentioned
in PDD?

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

W.

Has the below guideline followed for Sub-step 3
b: Show that the identified barriers would not
prevent the implementation of at least one of the
alternatives (except the proposed project
activity)?

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

If the identified barriers also affect other
alternatives, explain how they are affected less
strongly than they affect the proposed CDM
project activity. In other words, demonstrate
that the identified barriers do not prevent the
implementation of at least one of the
alternatives. Any alternative that would be
prevented by the barriers identified in Sub-step
3a is not a viable alternative, and shall be
eliminated from consideration.

EB
39

Ann
10

Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK
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ii. Provide transparent and documented evidence,
and offer conservative interpretations of this
documented evidence, as to how it
demonstrates the existence and significance of
the identified barriers and whether alternatives
are prevented by these barriers.

EB
39

Ann

10 Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

ii. The type of evidence to be provided should
include at least one of the following: (a)
Relevant legislation, regulatory information or
industry norms; (b) Relevant (sectoral) studies
or surveys (e.g. market surveys, technology
studies, etc) undertaken by universities,
research institutions, industry associations,
companies, bilateral/multilateral institutions, etc;
(c) Relevant statistical data from national or
international statistics; (d) Documentation of
relevant market data (e.g. market prices, tariffs,
rules); (e) Written documentation of
independent expert judgments from industry,
educational institutions (e.g. universities,
technical schools, training centres), industry
associations and others. Please specify.

EB
39

Ann

10 Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

X. Has the outcome from Step 3 clearly mentioned
in PDD?

EB
39

Ann

10 Barrier analysis is not used.

OK

OK

y. Instep 4: C anguage ctice analysis has all the
sub-steps as below followed?

EB
39

Ann
10

OK

OK

i. Sub-step 4a: Analyze other activities similar to
the proposed project activity;

EB
39

Ann Similar activities have been discussed.

10

Please provide a reproducible reference for table

CL-5

OK
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12.
ii. Sub-step 4_1b: Discuss any similar Options that EB Ann Similar options have been discussed. OK OK
are occurring. 39 10
Other activities similar to the proposed project
activity have been analyzed and shown in table
12. similarity of the projects with own project is
discussed as:
Two of the projects given in Table 12 (No. 29 and
30) are realized as BOT (Build Operate Transfer)
z. Has the below guideline followed for Sub-step 4a: plants.
Analyze other activities similar to the proposed : , .
i L . . Three of the projects given in Table 12 (No. 1, 10
?
and 1) thre are o fthr frmaton on
o e proposed prject sty Oner COM. | g | | G Smeceo ol TPemenlatn haever
project activities are not to be included in this 39 10 considered as R&D investment of the companies OK OK

analysis. Provide documented evidence and,
where relevant, quantitative information. On the
basis of that analysis, describe whether and to
which extent similar activities have already
diffused in the relevant region.

and cannot be considered similar activity.

All other projects given in Table 12 are realized as
VER projects. Karakurt, Bares and Sebenoba
projects (No. 3, 12 and 15) are registered as
VER+. All remaining 22 projects are developed as
GS-VER projects.

The observed activities in the Turkish wind market
can either not be considered similar, as

they anguagealised under a different
environment, or do not have to be included in this
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analysis since the anguagealised as VER or VER
applicants. Thus, no similar options occur.

References have been provided for the
statements.

aa. Has the below guideline followed for Sub-step 4b:

Discuss any similar Options that are occurring? If
similar activities are identified, then it is
necessary to demonstrate why the existence of
these activities does not contradict the claim that
the proposed project activity is
financially/economically unattractive or subject to
barriers. This can be done by comparing the
proposed project activity to the other similar
activities, and pointing out and explaining
essential distinctions between them that explain
why the similar activities enjoyed certain benefits
that rendered it financially/economically attractive
(e.g., subsidies or other financial flows) and
which the proposed project activity cannot use or
did not face the barriers to which the proposed
project activity is subject. In case similar projects
are not accessible, the PDD should include
justification about non-accessibility of
data/information.

EB
39

Ann
10

Please refer to above answer.

OK

OK

bb. Has the outcome from Step 4 clearly mentioned
in PDD?

EB
39

Ann
10

The observed activities in the Turkish wind market
can either not be considered similar, as they were
realized under a different environment, or do not

have to be included in this analysis since they are

OK

OK
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realized as VER or VER applicants. Thus, no
similar options occur, showing that wind power is
far from being common practice in Turkey.
cc. Has it been proved that the project is additional? Eg’ Ann Project is additional OK OK

a. Prior consideration of the clean development
mechanism

a. lIsthe project activity start date prior to the date of

10

Date of electromechanical equipment contract
date is set to be project starting date.

commissioning cannot be considered as the

(06/10/2010) is set to be project starting and investment

publication of the PDD for stakeholder VVM 98 Please include a timeline which shows the C'1A5R OK
?
comments’ milestones of the project so that it can be checked
which date is the adequate start date.
. . During the site visit an e-mail (request of proposal
b. It yes, were the CDM. peneflts considered of PP from VER consultant) was mentioned as a
necessary in the decision to undertake_the VWM 98 proof of prior consideration. Please provide the CL-6 OK
project as a proposed CDM project activity? proof to DOE.
c. lIsthe start date of the project activity, reported in
the PDD, |n”accc.>rcri]ance Wltlt: th‘c‘aThGIossa.ry O:j Date of electromechanical equipment contract date
CDM terms”, YVhIC S_ta_'tes_ that e starting date VVM 99 (06/10/2010) is set to be project starting and investment OK OK
of a CDM project activity is the earliest date at decision date. This is first real action for the project.
which either the implementation or construction
or real action of a project activity begins.”?
d. Does_the project activity require construction, VUM 99 Yes, project involves construction. OK OK
retrofit or other modifications?
e. lfyes, is it ensured that the date of VVM 99 Date of electromechanical equipment contract date OK OK
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project activity start date?

decision date. This is first real action for the project.

Is it a new project activity (a project activity with a
start date on or after 02 August 2008) or an
existing project activity (a project activity with a
start date before 02 August 2008)?

VVM

100

Project is a new project activity.

OK

OK

For a new project, for which PDD has not been
published for global stakeholder consultation or a
new methodology proposed to the CDM
Executive Board before the project activity start
date, had PPs informed the host Party DNA and
the UNFCCC secretariat in writing of the
commencement of the project activity and of their
intention to seek CDM status? (Provide reference
to such confirmation from host Party DNA and
UNFCCC secretariat).

VVM

101

N/A

OK

OK

For an existing project activity, for which the start
date is prior to the date of publication of the PDD
for global stakeholder consultation, are the
following evidences provided:

VVM

102

N/A

OK

OK

evidence that must indicate that awareness of
the CDM prior to the project activity start date,
and that the benefits of the CDM were a
decisive factor in the decision to proceed with
the project, including, inter alia:

VVM

102

N/A

OK

OK

a. minutes and/or notes related to the
consideration of the decision by the Board
of Directors, or equivalent, of the project
participant, to undertake the project as a
proposed CDM project activity?

VVM

102

N/A

OK

OK
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iii. reliable evidence from project participants that
must indicate that continuing and real actions
were taken to secure CDM status for the project  VVM | 102  N/A OK OK
in parallel with its implementation, including,
inter alia:
a. contract with consultants for
CDM/PDD/methodology services? VVM 1102 | N/A OK OK
b.  Emission Reduction Purchase
Agreements or other documentation
related to the sale of the potential CERs
(including correspondence with VWM 1102 N/A OK OK
multilateral financial institutions or carbon
funds)?
c. evidence of agreements or negotiations
with a DOE for validation services? VVM 102 | /A OK ] oK
d. submission of a new methodology to the
CDM Executive Board? VVM 102 N/A OK OK
e.  publication in newspaper? VVM 102  N/A OK OK
f. interviews with DNA? VVM 102 | N/A OK OK
g. earlier correspondence on the project with
the DNA or the UNFCCC secretariat? VVM 102 N/A OK OK
h.  Has the chronology of events including
time lines been appropriately captured VVM 102 N/A OK OK
and explained/detailed in the PDD?
a. Does the approved methodology that is selected Yes, the approved methodology that is selected
by the proposed CDM project activity prescribe VWM 105 by the proposed VER project activity prescribes OK OK
the baseline scenario and hence no further the baseline scenario. No further analysis is
analysis is required? required.

76




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. §  COMMENTS Draft = [
Concl Concl
b. If no, does the PDD identify credible alternatives No. baseline is clearlv described. There is no
to the project activity in order to determine the VVM 105 neéd for determinin yalternatives; OK OK
most realistic baseline scenario? 9 )
C. aoe:ngfalgu?; a#;[:tr:natlves given in VWM 106 OK OK
i. the_list of alternatives includes as one of the List of alternatives includes as one of the options
options that the project activity is VWM 106 the_lt the project activity is undertaken W|thout_ OK OK
undertaken without being registered as a being registered as a proposed GD VER project
proposed CDM project activity? activity
ii. the list contains all plausible alternatives
that the DOE, on the basis of its local and
sectoral knowledge, considers to be viable . . . .
means of supplying the outputs or services VVM 106 | The list contains all plausible alternatives. OK OK
that are to be supplied by the proposed
CDM project activity?
Please discuss in details how the alternatives
, . . ly with the mentioned regulations and please
iii. the alternatives comply with all applicable comply With : : CAR-
and enforced legislation? VVM 106 show object_lve evidences related to compliance 16 OK
with regulations
c. Investment analysis
a. Has investment analysis been used to Investment analysis has been used to
demonstrate the additionality of the proposed VVM 108 demonstrate the additionality of the proposed OK OK
CDM project activity? CDM activity.
b. If yes, does the PDD provide evidence that the
prqposed CDM project .activity would not be: VVM 1108 _ _ OK OK
i. the most economically or financially VWM | 108 The PDD prO\_/ldeS e\_/IQer)ce that the OK OK
attractive alternative? proposed project activity is not the most
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financially alternative.
ii. economically or financially feasible, without The project is not feasible without the CER
the revenue from the sale of certified VVM 108  revenue. OK OK
emission reductions (CERs)?
c. Was this shown by one of the following VWM | 109 OK OK
approaches?
i. The proposed CDM project activity would
produce no financial or economic benefits
other than CDM-related income. Document
the costs associated with the proposed . . .
CDM project activity and the alternatives VVM 109  Electricity revenue is obtained. N/A OK OK
identified and demonstrate that there is at
least one alternative which is less costly
than the proposed CDM project activity.
i. The proposed CDM project activity is less
economically or financially attractive than at
least one other credible and realistic VWM 109 | N/A OK OK
alternative.
ii. The financial returns of the proposed CDM
project activity would be insufficient to VVM 109  IRRis below the benchmark. OK OK
justify the required investment.
d. Is the period of assessment limited to the I . s
" : , EB Ann | The analysis is done for a 20 years period and it is
gg?i?/ﬁ)s/gd crediting period of the CDM project 51 58 not limited to the crediting period. OK OK
e. Does the project IRR and equity IRR calculations The fair value calculation is not correct. It should have
. : been the difference between the initial asset value and
Ler:lieecrtl tif;]e perg'oecc{;to ;;)i(\?iteczteedcﬁﬁﬁ;ztﬁgt?rateh_e - EB Ann  the total depreciated amount during the analysis CAR-
i hy gp J. di y include the fai ’ 51 58 period. It is not just 5% of the initial asset value. Please 30
if a shorter period is c—os—n - include the fair also correct the depreciation periods by considering the
value of the project activity assets at the end of link as followed.
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the assessment period? http://www.gib.gov.tr/fileadmin/user upload/Yararli Bilg
iler/amortisman _oranlari2011.htm|
f. Does the IRR calculation include the cost of
major maintenance and/or rehabilitation if these EB Ann  All necessary cost items are included in the OK OK
are expected to be incurred during the period of 51 58 analysis.
assessment?
g. Do the project participants justify the The assessment period of the project is in line
appropriateness of the period of assessment in EB Ann with the crediting period.
the context of the underlying project activity, 51 58 OK OK
without reference to the proposed CDM crediting
period?
. . . : The fair value calculation is not correct. It should have
h. \I/D:Iﬁz ’g}eﬂ::ea;hrofjlgx\; g‘cm?t;/lgzlsﬁsa;nﬂgdeenj (f)efllr EB Ann | been the difference between the initial asset value and CAR-
the assessment period? 51 58 the.total d_eprec_lated amount QU.rllng the analysis 30
) period. It is not just 5% of the initial asset value.
i, Has the fair value been calculated in accordance The fair value calculation is not correct. It should have
; . . . EB Ann | been the difference between the initial asset value and CAR-
Wlt.h local gccountlng regu_latlons where available, 51 58 the total depreciated amount during the analysis 30
or international best practice? period. It is not just 5% of the initial asset value.
j- Does the fair value calculations include both the The fair value calculation is not correct. It should have
book value of the asset and the reasonable EB Ann  been the difference between the initial asset value and CAR-
expectation of the potential profit or loss on the 51 58 the total depreciated amount during the analysis 30
realization of the assets? period. It is not just 5% of the initial asset value.
k. Was depreciation, and other non-cash items Depreciation is added back to the net profits to
related to the project activity, which have been obtain the cash flow.
deducted in estimating gross profits on which tax | EB Ann | But, the depreciation periods should be corrected. | CAR-
is calculated, added back to net profits for the 51 58 31
purpose of calculating the financial indicator (e.g.
IRR, NPV)?
|. Has taxation been included as an expense inthe  EB Ann  Tax s a cash outflow item in the analysis. OK OK
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IRR/NPV calculation in cases where the 51 58
benchmark or other comparator is intended for
post-tax comparisons?

m. Are the input values used in all investment No extraordinary figure is noticed in terms of being
analysis valid and applicable at the time of the EB Ann  up-to-date at the time of investment. OK OK
investment decision taken by the project 51 58
participant?

n. Is the timing of the investment decision EB Ann | The investment decision date is given in PDD OK OK
consistent and appropriate with the input values? @ 51 58 clearly.

0. Are all the listed input values been consistently EB Ann  The input values have been consistently applied in OK OK
applied in all calculations? 51 58 the calculations

p. Does the investment analysis reflect the As validated through the site; the implementation
economic decision making context at point of the has not ceased after the commencement
decisi angua uestionnce the project in the case EB Ann
of project activities for which implementation 51 58 OK OK
ceases after the commencement and where
implementation is recommenced due to
consideration of the CDM?

g. Have project participants supplied the EB Ann  All necessary spreadsheets are supplied. OK OK
spreadsheet versions of all investment analysis? 51 58

r. Are all formulas used in this analysis readable EB Ann All formulas used in this analysis are readable and
and all relevant cells be viewable and 51 58 all relevant cells are viewable and they are OK OK
unprotected? unprotected.

s. In cases where the project participant does not
wish to make such a spreadsheet available to the | EB Ann N/A OK OK
public has the PP provided an exact read-only or 51 58
PDF copy for general publication?

t. In case the PP wishes to black-out certain EB Ann
elements of the publicly available version, is it 51 58 N/A OK OK
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u. Was the cost of financing expenditures (i.e. loan , .
repayments and interest) included in the EF’ é‘g n  N/AProject IRR s not calculated. OK OK
calculation of project IRR?
. . The debt repayment calculation seems wrong. Principal
v. Inthe calculation of equity IRR, has only the EB Ann | Payment must be equal and the interest expenses are CAR-
portion of investment costs which is financed by 51 58 decreasing in time. This is a common application in 32
equity been considered as the net cash outflow? enlergly project finance debts. Please check the
calculations.
w. Has the portion of the investment costs which is :
financed by debt been considered a cash outflow = EB Ann ggﬁc‘?sggg?;gfggfg“m'ﬁg: :s;rig:t\iﬂgr??r?éﬁg%? CAR-
;Ili)l\r/]vgelcjje)lge caaltion of equity IRR? (this is not 51 58 project finance debts. Please check the calculations. 32
. EB Ann | The analysis is done based on the after tax values
R ?
x. Was a pre-tax benchmark be applied? 51 58 and the benchmark is applied accordingly. OK OK
y. In cases where a post-tax benchmark is applied, EB Ann | N/A
is actual interest payable taken into account in 51 58
the calculation of income tax?
z. In such situations, was interest calculated
according to the prevailing commercial interest
rates in the region, preferably by assessing the . . -
cost of other debt recently acquired by the project ;B é\gn The interest is calculated by the commercial interest rates OK OK
. . . agreed with the bank.
developer and by applying a debt-equity ratio
used by the project developer for investments
taken in the previous three years?
aa. In cases where a benchmark approach is used is . .
the applied benchmark appropriate to the type of EB Ann | The benchmark is appropriate to the calculated OK OK
51 58 IRR
IRR calculated?
bb. Has local commercial lending rates or weighted EB Ann  N/A OK OK
average costs of capital (WACC) selected as 51 58 Equity IRR is calculated.
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appropriate benchmarks for a project IRR?

cc. Has required/expected returns on equity selected | EB Ann | Appropriate benchmark is used to compare with OK OK
as appropriate benchmark for an equity IRR? 51 58 the equity IRR.

dd. In case benchmarks supplied by relevant national
authorities selected is it applicable to the project | EB Ann
activity and the type of IRR calculation 51 58 N/A OK OK
presented?

ee. In the cases of projects which could be
developed by an entity other than the project EB Ann
participant is the benchmark applied based on 51 58 N/A OK OK
publicly available data sources which can be
clearly validated?

ff. Have internal company benchmarks/expected
returns (including those used as the expected
return on equity in the calculation of a weighted EB Ann N/A OK OK
average cost of ca—it—| - WACC) been applied in = 51 58
cases where there is only one possible project
developer?

gg. In such cases, have these values been used for
similar projects with similar risks, developed by EB Ann
the same company or, if the company is brand 51 58 N/A OK OK
new, would have been used for similar projects in
the same sector in the country/region?

hh. Has a minimum clear evidence of the resolution EB Ann
by the company’s Board and/or shareholders 51 58 N/A OK OK
been provided to the effect as above?

i. Has athorough assessment of the financial EB Ann
statements of the project deve—op—r - including 51 58 N/A OK OK
the proposed—WA—C - to assess the past
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financial behavior of the entity during at least the
last 3 years in relation to similar projects been
conducted?
jj- Does the risk premiums applied in the
determination of required returns on equity
reflect the risk profile of the project activity being , , ,
; ; Since the benchmark figure is taken from the world
ﬁ:tsiiizcla/?r;tgf:%?ilésnhji gggﬁ;?ilrr]lg ;t)?incipleso (Itis EB Ann  bank document, there is no capm calculation in which OK OK
. : 51 58 the risk premium is used so the question is n/a for this
not considered reasonable to apply the rate project.
general stock market returns as a risk premium
for project activities that face a different risk
profile than an investment in such indices.)
kk. Has an investment comparison analysis and not
a benchmark analysis used when the proposed The baseline does not leave project participant no
baseline scenario leaves the project participant EB Ann | other choice than to make an investment to supply OK OK
no other choice than to make an investment to 51 58 the same (or substitute) products or services;
supply the same (or substitute) products or hence the checklist question is not applicable.
services?
. . . C All variables, including the initial investment cost,
Il. Have variables, including the initial investment . o .
cost, that constitute more than 20% of either total Lﬁi}:&ncsc’)[ggeomggl tgr%?ei? r/;\?efrig]:;)gﬁl
proj_ect costs or total project_re_v enues !o_een EB Ann | subjected to reasonable variation (positive and
subje_cted to reasonable variation (pos_,ltlve and 51 58 negative) and the results of this variation been OK OK
negative) and the results of this variation been presented in the PDD and be reproducible in the
presented in the PDD and be reproducible in the associated spreadsheets
associated spreadsheets? '
mm. Have a corrective action been raised for a EB Ann There is no more parameter needed to be
variable to be included in the sensitivity analysis 51 58 included in the sensitivity analysis which OK OK
which constitute less than 20% and have a constitute less than 20% and have a material
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material impact on the analysis ? impact on the analysis.
nn. Is the range of variations selected is reasonable | EB Ann  10% of variations are reasonable to see the OK OK
in the project context? 51 58 project risks.
00. Dos the variations in the sensitivity analysis at
least cover a range of +10% and -10%, unless EB Ann  The sensitivity analysis and obtained results are OK OK
this is not deemed appropriate in the context of 51 58 appropriate. There is nothing to do more.
the specific project circumstances?
pp. In cases where a scenario will result in the All scenarios in the sensitivity analysis can
project activity passing the benchmark or happen by one by or together.
becoming the most financially attractive
alternative, is an assessment done of the There is no major exception expected due to the
probability of the occurrence of this scenario in EB Ann  correlation impact or the probability occurrence. OK OK
comparison to the likelihood of the assumptions 51 58
in the presented investment analysis, taking into
consideration correlations between the variables
as well as the specific socio-economic and policy
context of the project activity?
qq. Was the plant load factor defined ex-ante in the EB Ann As this is a wind power plant, question is N/A.
CDM-PDD according to one of the following 48 11 OK OK
options:
i. The plant load factor provided to banks As this is a wind power plant, question is N/A.
and/or equity financiers while applying the EB Ann
project activity for project financing, or to 48 11 OK OK
the government while applying the project
activity for implementation approval?
i. The plant load factor determined by a third EB Ann As this is a wind power plant, question is N/A.
party contracted by the project participants 48 11 OK OK
(e.g. an engineering company)?
rr. Was a thorough assessment of all parameters VVM 111 All parameters and assumptions used in calculating OK OK

84




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. §  COMMENTS ot onal

and assumptions used in calculating the relevant the relevant financial indicator are verified.
financial indicator, and determine the accuracy The accuracy and su.itability Qf these parameters are ch?cked.
and suitability of these parameters using the All relevant accounting practices conducted are determined.
available evidence and expertise in relevant
accounting practices conducted?

ss. Were the parameters cross-checked against All financial figures are cross checked (Exchange
third-party or publicly available sources, suchas  VVM 111  rate, tax rate, risk premium etc) OK OK
invoices or price indices?

tt. Were feasibility reports, public announcements They all are reviewed.
and annual financial reports related to the
proposed CDM project activity and the project VWM T OK OK
participants reviewed?

uu. Was the correctness of computations carried out . .
and documented by the project participants VVM 111 The correctness of computations is checked. OK OK
assessed?

w- \p/)\;?tsic:tigir?tintsgt:jvel?érar:ﬂgs&iggrtaiStrgjc?r?éitions There is no need to do further improvement in the
variations in the result would occur, and the VVM 111 sensitivity analysis. OK OK
likelihood of these conditions assessed?

WWw. Is the type of benchmark applied is o
suitable for the type of financial indicator VVM 112 I:Iitﬁ:[;gzmark calculation is suitable for the IRR OK OK
presented?

xx. Do any risk premiums applied determining the Since the benchmark figure is taken from the world
benchmark reflect the risks associated with the VVM | 112 ![Ohaenﬁ sdkogfé?nﬁzktgeﬂi (; r;cc’) ‘fﬁgg‘;ﬁﬁg’lﬁ}'ﬁﬂ /g]f‘c’)vrht'ﬁg OK OK
project type or activity? project.

yy. To determine this, was it assessed whether it is
reasonable to assume that no investment would
be made at a rate of return lower than the VWM 112 OK OK
benchmark by:
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. , , , - n/a
- ;s:efs!ggtpr::;:giusalnr;\éeiﬁtlrgle\z/gtdq?eCISlons by VVM 112  There is no information if there is a previous OK OK
project p P ) project that the investor participated.
ii. determining whether the same benchmark
has been applied? VVM 112  N/A OK OK
iii. determining if there are verifiable
circumstances that have led to achangein - VVM 112  N/A OK OK
the benchmark?
Please provide a table of IRR inputs clearly
. . - indicating
zz. Did the project participants rely on values from —inout name
Feasibility Study Reports (FSR) that are VWM | 113 ——input value CAR-
approved by national authorities for proposed --nrfme of reference document 17
. L o
CDM project activities? --page/column number of related value
aaa. If yes: VVM 113 OK OK
i. bhas the FSR been the basis of the decision
to proceed with the investment in the
project, i.e. that the period of time between There is no bi .
e g gap between the input values of the
the finalization of the FSR and the i i ..
investment decision is sufficiently short for ~ VVM 113 P rOf.ect don 1lnvestment decision date and the OK OK
the DOE to confirm that it is unlikely in the realized values.
context of the underlying project activity that
the input values would have materially
changed?
ii. Are the values used in the PDD and The values presented in PDD are in line with the
associated annexes fully consistent withthe VVM @ 113  FSR. OK OK
FSR?

86




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT
Draft Final
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. ' § COMMENTS Concl Concl
iii. If not, was the appropriateness of the VWM 113 N/A OK OK
values validated?
iv. On the basis of its specific local and
sectoral expertise, is confirmation provided,
by cross-checking or other appropriate VWM | 113 The input values are validated by DOE. OK OK

manner, that the input values from the FSR
are valid and applicable at the time of the
investment decision?

a. Has barrier analysis been used to demonstrated
the additionality of the proposed CDM project
activity?

d. Barrier analysis

VVM

115

Closed

Barrier analysis has not been used.

OK

OK

b. If yes, does the PDD demonstrate that the

proposed CDM project activity faces barriers that:

VVM

115

Barrier analysis has not been used.

OK

OK

i. prevent the implementation of this type of
proposed CMD project activity?

VVM

115

Barrier analysis has not been used.

OK

OK

ii. do not prevent the implementation of at
least one of the alternatives?

VVM

115

Barrier analysis has not been used.

OK

OK

c. Are there any issues that have a clear direct
impact on the financial returns of the project
activity, other than: risk related barriers, for
example risk of technical failure, that could have
negative effects on the financial performance; or
barriers related to the unavailability of sources of
finance for the project activity? {If yes, these
issues cannot be considered barriers and shall
be assessed by investment analysis. [Refer to
(6.c) above]}

VVM

116

Barrier analysis has not been used.

OK

OK

i. anguage ssing the available evidence

VVM

117

Barrier analysis has not been used.

OK

OK
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and/or undertaking interviews with relevant
individuals (including members of industry

associations, government officials or local

experts if necessary) to determine whether
the barriers listed in the PDD exist?

ii. ensuring that existence of barriers is
substantiated by independent sources of
data such as relevant national legislation,
surveys of local conditions and national or
international statistics?

VVM

117

Barrier analysis has not been used.

OK

OK

iii. Is existence of a barrier substantiated only
by the opinions of the project participants?
(If yes, this barrier cannot be considered as
adequately substantiated)

VVM

117

Barrier analysis has not been used.

OK

OK

d.

a.

Were the barriers determined as preventing the
implementation of the project activity but not the
implementation of at least one of the possible
alternatives by applying local and sectoral
expertise to judge whether a barrier or set of
barriers would prevent the implementation of the
proposed CDM project activity and would not
equally prevent implementation of at least one of
the possible alternatives, in particular the
identified baseline scenario?

e. Common practice analysis
Is this a proposed large-scale, or first-of-its kind
small-scale project activity?

VVM

VVM

117

119

Barrier analysis has not been used.

Project is large scale.

OK

OK

OK

OK

b.

If yes, was common practice analysis carried out
as a credibility check of the other available

VVM

119

Common practice analysis was carried out

OK

OK
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evidence used by the project participants to
demonstrate additionality?

c. Was it assessed whethe anguage calphical
scope (e.g. defined region) of the common
practice analysis is appropriate for the

assessment of common practice related to the VVM Analysis has been carried out for the whole

project activity’s technology or industry type? (For 120 country, Turkey. OK OK
certain technologies the relevant region for
assessment will be local and for others it may be
transnational/global.

d. Was a region other than the entire host country VWM 120 Analysis has been carried out for the whole OK OK
chosen? country, Turkey.

e. If yes, was the explanation why this region is VWM 120 | N/A OK OK

more appropriate assessed?

f.  Using official sources and local and industry
expertise, was it determined to what extent
similar and operational projects (e.g., using VWM | 120
similar technology or practice), other than CDM
project activities, have been undertaken in the
defined region?

Similar and operational projects have been
tabulated in table 12. Please provide a CL-7 OK
reproducible reference for the table.

The observed activities in the Turkish wind market
can either not be considered similar, as they were

g. Are similar and operational projects, other than realized under a different environment, or do not
CDM project activities, already "widely observed = VVM | 120  have to be included in this analysis since they are OK OK
and commonly carried out” in the defined region? realized as VER or VER applicants. Thus, no

similar options occur, showing that wind power is
far from being common practice in Turkey.

h. If yes, was it assessed whether there are VVM
essential distinctions between the proposed CDM

Distinctions are clearly stated in the PDD:

120 OK OK
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project activity and the other similar activities? Two of the projects given in Table 12 (No. 29 and
30) are realized as BOT (Build Operate Transfer)
plants

Three of the projects given in Table 12 (No. 1, 10
and 11) there are no further information on the
circumstances for their implementation, however,
due to small capacity; these projects could be
considered as R&D investment of the companies
and cannot be considered similar activity

All other projects given in Table 12 are realized as
VER projects. Karakurt, Bares and Sebenoba
projects (No. 3, 12 and 15) are registered as
VER+. All remaining 22 projects are developed as

GS-VER projects

a. Does the PDD include a monitoring plan? VVM 122 | Yes, the monitoring plan is included in the PDD: OK OK
b. Is this monitoring plan based on the approved

Monitoring plan is based on the approved

monitoring methodology applied to the proposed VVM 122 o OK OK
CDM project activity? monitoring methodology.

c. Were the list of parameters _rngred by the the VVM 123  Electricity generation data is monitored. OK OK
selected methodology identified?

o . Monitoring plan includes information about

d. Does the mgnltorlng plan contains all necessary VVM | 123 measurer%epnt methods, calibration and OK OK
parameters responsibilities.

e. Are the parameters clearly described? VVM 123 | Parameter is clearly described. OK OK

f. Does the means of monitoring described in the VWM | 123 All information required by the methodology is OK OK
plan comply with the requirements of the provided.
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methodology?
g. Are all data and parameters monitored as per ACM 0002 . Data and parameters are monitored as per OK OK
monitoring methodology? v.11  monitoring methodology
. The collected data will be kept by Baktepe during
h. Are all data collected as part of monitoring " ) )
archived electronically and kept at least for 2 ACM 00122 ;[he <_:red|t|ng pi”\?g;n? unrt:l tv}zo y%a}_rs__a\f/tleFr’l;[)he OK OK
ears after the end of the last crediting period? v ast issuance o s for the Kayaduzu
y activity for that crediting period.
. Are 100% of the data monitored, if not indicated  ,~), | 0002 Please state if % 100 of the data will be CL-8 OK
otherwise? v.11  monitored.
Ministry of Trade and Industry (Ministry) is
responsible from control and calibration of the
meters. Periodic calibration of the meters will be
j.  Are measurements conducted with calibrated 0002 done every 10 years.
measurement equipment according to relevant ACM VAT CL-9 OK
industry standards? ' While operating the meters for the first time, a
protocol will be signed for initial acceptance of the
meters. Please provide a copy of this document to
DOE when it is available.
k. Are the monitoring provisions in the tools referred 0002 e .
to in the methodology correctly applied? ACM v.11 Monitoring is correctly applied. OK OK
l.  Are the monitoring arrangements described in the
monitoring plan feasible within the project VVM 123  Monitoring is feasible. OK OK
design?
m. Are the following means of implementation of the
monitoring plan sufficient to ensure that the
emission reductions achieved by/resulting from VVM | 123 OK OK
the proposed CDM project activity can be
reported ex post and verified:
i. data management procedures? VVM 123  Data management procedures are sufficient OK OK
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ii. quality assurance procedures? VVM 123  For quality all regulations are implemented. OK OK

iii. quality control procedures? VVM 123 For quality all regulations are implemented. OK OK

a. Does the CDM project activity assists Parties not Turkey is not a host party. This question is not

included in Annex | to the Convention in VVM 125 . OK OK
S . applicable.
achieving sustainable development?
b. Does the letter of approval by the DNA of the
host Party confirm the contribution of the VWM 126 Turkey is not a host party, it does not have a DNA. OK OK

proposed CDM project activity to the sustainable This question is not applicable.

development of the host Party?
9_Local siakeholder consulation Uy |
a. Were local stakeholders (public, including
individuals, groups or communities affected, of

likely to be affected, by the proposed CDM
project activity or actions leading to the

Yes, stakeholders were invited for a meeting and
comment on the proposed project activity.

implementation of such an activity) invited by the VVM | 128 CL-10 OK
PPs to comment on the proposed CDM project PDD has not been published on the GS website
activity prior to the publication of the PDD on the yet (as by 07/02/2011). Please clarify.
UNFCCC website?

e Have comments by local stakeholders that can .
reasonably be considered relevant for the VVM | 129 Yﬁ)s’osstzgehrglgiisag?vrﬁ invited to comment on the OK OK
proposed CDM project activity been invited? prop pro] Y-

b. Is the summary of the comments received as VWM | 129 LSC comments received are included in the LSC OK OK

provided in the PDD complete?
c. Have the project participants taken due account
of any comments received and described this VVM 129  No alterations have been made upon comments. OK OK

process in the PDD?
10. Environmental impacts | oy

Report.
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a. Have the project participants submitted . L .
documentation on the analysis of the VVM 131 :;esc;rfapngaélzuﬁlg't;e; quegr%eg“'ggt?gﬁiggg OK OK
environmental impacts of the project activity? P 9 )
1. Have the project participants undertaken an
analysis of environmental impacts? VVM 132  Please referto 11.1. above. OK OK
b. _Does the host Party require an environmental VUM 132 | Please refer to 11.1. above. OK OK
impact assessment?
c. If yes, have the project participants undertaken
an environmental impact assessment? VVM 132  Please referto 11.1. above. OK OK
Table 2 Legal Requirements
CHECKLIST QUESTION Ref. MOV COMMENTS Draft - Final

1. Legal requirements
1.1. Is the project activity environmentally licensed

DR

EIA Not Required document has been

. Concl

_ Concl

by the competent authority? presented to validation team. OK OK
1.2. Are the conditions of the environmental license EIA Not Required document has been

. 2 DR . OK OK
being met? presented to validation team.
1.3 Are the conditions of the Designated National > DR There are no conditions of DNA. OK OK

Authority being met?
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a. ls the Project title given in the Passport the same as in
the PDD?

a. ls the Project description given in the Passport
consistent with the one given in the PDD?

T-1.6

T-1.6

Project titles are in line with each other.

Descriptions are consistent with each other but there is
a CAR about installed capacity. Please revise GSP
when the CAR in the PDD is corrected.

Annual emission reduction data is not the same with the
data in the PDD. Please clarify.

A. Project Title

OK

B. Project Description

CL-11

OK

b. Has the estimated start date of construction been
given under the Project description?

C. Proof of project eligibility

C.1. Scale of Project

Please provide estimated start date of construction
been given under the Project description.

CL-12

OK

a. Has the scale of the Project activity been defined as T- .

per Gold Standard Toolkit Section 1.2.17? 1.2.1 Project is large scale. OK OK
b. Does the project proponent have a written statement | T- Co o .

(e.g. in thg P{DD) Fe)lgel?inst de-bundling of the project? 351 Project is large scale so bundling is not a subject. OK OK
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(De-bundling of small and large-scale projects to
create micro-scale projects is not allowed.

a. Does the host country have cap on its GHG T- As explained in Section C2, Turkey is the host country
emissions? 1.2.2 | and it has no cap.

b. If the answer to the above question is yes, then has
the Project proponent provided an official approval T
from the relevant local authorities stating that an 100 N/A OK OK
equivalent amount of allowances will be retired to o
back-up the GS VERSs issued?

c. If the host country does not have a cap on its GHG T- As explained in Section C2, Turkey is the host country OK OK

emissions, has it been stated in the Passport? 1.2.2 and it has no cap.
C.3. Project Type

a. Isthe Project a Renewable Energy Supply Project or

an End-use Energy Efficiency Improvement Project? '1I'—2 3 Project is a Renewable Energy Supply Project. OK OK
(If not, the validation has to be aborted) T
b. Has the Project type and eligibility of the Project T- In section C.3 project is referred to as a geothermal CAR-
activity been defined as per Annex C of Gold 123 project. Pelase4 clarify and discuss eligibility as per 18 OK
Standard Toolkit? T Annex C.
No previous announcement of the project going ahead
c. Has a previous announcement of the project going T- m;fé%ut the revenues from carbon credits has been CAR-
ahead without the revenues from carbon credits been 123 ' 19 OK
made? Kayaduzu 40 MW GPP refers to a geothermal power
plant. Please clarify.
d. If the answer to the above question is yes, has the T-

project subsequently been cancelled or the design N/A OK OK
has been significantly revised?
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e. Ifthe answer uestionll(c) is no, have the Project
Proponents provided a pre-announcement statement
under section C.3 in the Gold Standard Passport,
attesting that no such previous announcement has
been made?

C.4. Greenhouse Gas

a. Does the project reduce emissions of one or more of

Yes, it is indicated that “There has been no pre-
announcement statement regarding the execution of OK OK
the project without the inclusion of carbon revenues”.

T-
1.2.3

the following an GHG? Carbon dioxide, methane, '1I'-2 4 Project reduces CO2 emissions. OK OK
nitrous oxide? o
C.5. Project registration type
a. Does the project apply the correct project cycle T- : .
(regular vs. pre-feasibility assessment)? 3.5.1 Project applies to regular cycle. OK OK
b. Is the Project activity a regular registration? '1I'-2 5 Project applies to regular cycle. OK OK
c. lIsthe Project activity a retroactive registration? '1I'—2 5 No OK OK

a. If the answer to the above question is yes, has the
Project proponents applied to the Gold Standard for N/A OK OK
the pre-feasibility assessment?

b. If the answer to the above question is yes, then has
the Project proponent provided the Gold Standard N/A OK OK
pre-feasibility assessment feedback to the DOE?

c. Does the Project activity need preliminary evaluation? | T-

(Large hydro or palm-oil related project) 1.2.5 N/A OK OK
d. If the answer to the above question is yes, has the T-
Project proponents applied to the Gold Standard for 105 N/A OK OK
the pre-feasibility assessment? "
e. If the answer to the above question is yes, then has T- N/A OK OK
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the Project proponent provided the Gold Standard 1.2.5
pre-feasibility assessment feedback to the DOE?
f. Has the Project activity been rejected by UNFCCC? '1I'-2 5 No, Project activity has not been rejected by UNFCCC. OK OK
g. If the answer to the above question is yes, has the T-
Project proponents applied to the Gold Standard for 125 N/A OK OK
the pre-feasibility assessment? "
h. If the answer to the above question is yes, then has T-
the Project proponent provided the Gold Standard 125 N/A OK OK
pre-feasibility assessment feedback to the DOE? T
. . : . The only other mechanism of carbon crediting in Turkey
i. Are there any double counting occurring with other T- . . )
certification schemes? 351 othgr than GSis VCS. A se_arch in VCS registry OK OK
retrieves no results. There is no double counting.

D. Unique project identification

D.1. GPS-coordinates of Project location

a. Has the Project proponent stated the exact GPS
coordinates of Project location for point source
activities and the boundaries for projects spread over
a broader area?

T-1.6

Coordinates are provided and were checked during site
visit.

OK

OK

a. For Programme of Activity projects have the Project
Proponent explained the reasoning behind the
definition of the project location and coordinates
carefully?

a. Have the coordinates been illustrated with a map?

T-1.6

T-1.6

This is not a Programme of Activity project.

Detailed maps are presented in the PDD.

OK

OK

OK

OK

Optional
E. Outcome stakeholder consultation process
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E.1. Assessment of stakeholder comments
b. Has the Project proponent inserted the “Table ii- Annex “Assessment of Stakeholder Comments” table has been
Assessment of Stakeholder Comments” in section B5 R E1 inserted. Comments are about risks of wind turbines OK OK
of the Stakeholder Consultation Report? * " | and employment opportunities.
c. Has the Project proponent inserted a summary of Annex .
alterations based on stakeholders comments? R, E.1 There are no alterations based on the comments. OK OK
d. Has an invitation tracking table been filled out? ;'5 ” Yes an invitation tracking table has been filled. OK OK
e. Are copies of invitations published/sent out available? ;'5 1 Copies of invitations are available in the LSC Report. OK OK
f. Has a non-technical summary anguagelanguage i . . . .
been included in the Local Stakeholder Consultation ; 5 1 ;—rl:sgih[ovigg r;eofor:to ntechnical summary is attached as OK OK
report, as well as an English summary? " port.
g. Is a participant list presented? ;'5 ” Participant list is presented. OK OK
a. Are stakeholder evaluation forms available? ;'5 1 Original forms are available in the LSC Report. OK OK
b. Are minutes of the meeting(s) available? ;'5 ” Minutes of the meeting are available in the LSC Report. OK OK
c. Has due account been made on comments received? ;'5 1 There are no alterations based on the comments. OK OK
There were no comments from stakeholders which
d. If stakeholders required a revisit of the sustainable T- substantiate project modification. There is no need to OK OK
development assessment, has this been done? 3.5.1 revisit the sustainable development assessment.
h. Is the consolidated sustainable development matrix . o
presented based on own ‘preliminary’scoring and the | T- | [P 00ICaCC A IOTTEEBESE N RE L o
matrix from the outcome of the blind stakeholder 3.5.1 tﬁ blind tyk h Idg ;
exercise. e blind stakeholder exercise.
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I Were comments accepted and received by email or T- There were no comments received by other means. OK OK

other means actually considered? 3.5.1
E.2. Stakeholder Feedback Round (Can be performed in
parallel to the validation process)

b. Has the Project proponent organized a stakeholder According to LSC Report, the stakeholder feedback
feedback round to give feedback to the stakeholders | 1, ,, | round shall be finalized in December 2010. Please CL-13 OK
on how their comments have been taken into ' provide updated information and objective evidence for
account? the date of SFR beginning.

c. Did the stakeholder feedback round include a physical T-211 | No. OK OK

meeting? (optional)

d. Have all the stakeholders invited for participation in
the Local Stakeholder Consultation been included in T-2.11 | All the stakeholders have been invited OK OK
the Stakeholder Feedback Round?

e. Have all of the following documents been made
available to the public for a period of at least two
months prior to completion of the validation:

a. The Latest version of the complete PDD
(including the EIA, if applicable);

b. A non-technical summary of the project (in
appropriate local language(s)); and English
summary. T-

c. The (revised) Passport 3.5.1

d. if applicable, supporting documentation such
as an environmental impact assessment (EIA)
(if available, in appropriate local language(s));
in the case of an EIA, at least a one-page
English summary is required

e. Additional, non-translated information must be
made available as well and shall be translated

Documents have been made available to the public OK OK
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CHECKLIST QUESTION

to the local language upon any justified
request of a stakeholder.

f. Did the Project proponent also prepare hard copies to
be publicly displayed at local places like the post T-2.11 | Hard copies were delivered. OK OK
Office, municipality, etc?

g. If the Project is a retroactive Project, did the
stakeholder feedback round include a site visit by the | T-2.11 | N/A OK OK
stakeholders participating in the process?

h. If the Project is a retroactive Project, did the Project
proponent follow the guidance provided by the Gold T-2.11 | N/A OK OK
Standard in the pre-feasibility assessment?

i. Does the stakeholder feedback round report given in
the Passport include the following information:

a. How the feedback round was organized (A
description of the procedure followed to invite
comments, including addressing all the details
of the oral hearing such as place, date,
participants, language, local or national Gold T-
Standard NGO supporters, etc.), 3.5.1

b. What the outcomes of the feedback round are
(All written or oral comments received.)

c. How did the Project proponents followed up on
the feedbacks. (The argumentation on whether
or not comments are taken into account and
the respective changes to the project design.

Report includes all required information. OK OK

F. Outcome Sustainability assessment

F.1. ‘Do no harm’ Assessment
e. Has the Project proponents considered the critical T- There are no critical issues for wind projects. OK OK
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issues for their Project type that are listed in Annex C | 2.4.1
of Gold Standard?

DNH assessment is not clearly visible in the GSP.

f. Have the Project participants discussed all of the T- Please reorganize the page settings. OK OK

. e , N
safeguarding principles with the stakeholders® 2.4.1 According to the assessment in the LSC Report, all of

the safeguarding principles have been discussed.

g. Have the Project participants introduced mitigation T-
measures for the safeguarding principles with a 54 1
medium to high risk? o

h. Does the ‘Do No Harm’ Assessment base on accurate | +_
informatign and have the reference sources been 351 Reference are provided for the DNH Assessment. OK OK
included? e

Safeguarding principles have been scored with a OK OK
medium to high risk.

For safeguarding principle number 8, health and

safety trainings are mentioned. During site visit the
following were observed:

-Nordex equipment agreement has a training for 1 week
for technicians. This training has not been realized yet.
-Technicians have training on the operation of WPP CAR- OK
from another private company, too. 20
-2 of the subcontractor companies have been provided
with safety trainings on 26-01-2011.

-Please provide records for the trainings given to the
other subcontractors.

-Please provide records on first aid trainings.
F.2. Sustainable Development matrix

. . The SDM in the GSP and LSC Report are not the
a. Has the Sustainable Development Matrix table been Annex same. As LSC report should not be revised once it is OK OK

) ) p
inserted in the Passport R,F.2 prepared, the SDM in the GSP is the basis for this
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assessment.
b. Has the project been scored on the following
indicators?:
g: ggglig?nmental ;.'4'2 Indicators have been classified accordingly. OK OK
c. Technological
d. Economic
c. Have the corresponding parameters to representthe | T- Parameter for “Technology transfer and technological CAR- OK
status of each of the indicators been selected? 2.4.2 | self-reliance” is not adequate. Please clarify. 21
. o N : Please confirm that the baseline for “Human and
d. {Eeth;rot}aeii?Iclirt]a(asc?rl;[g::il?Qraen;c:]h;?asrgﬁgtoe r:?almed for ;.'4'2 institutional <_:apacity”_ con_te_lins oIi\_/es related jobs for CQZR i OK
women. During the site visit no olive trees were seen.
e. Are the indicators connected to the localized MDG’s T- Yes, indicators are connected to the localized MDG’s OK OK
(Milenium Development Goals) when possible? 2.4.2 | (Milenium Development Goals).
f. Was the reason for choice of the parameters T- Please revise choice of the parameter for “Technology CAR- OK
described? 2.4.2 | transfer and technological self-reliance”. 23
g. Have all of the indicators been scored ‘negative’, T
‘positive’ or ‘neutral’ in comparison with the baseline 240
situation? o
Water quality: To be on the conservative side, please
revise this section selecting the baseline as the
preproject scenario. CAR-
Biodiversity: It is indicated in GSP that “Position and o4 OK
operation of turbines may have some negative impact
on biodiversity. One of these impacts may be on
endangered species and habitats”. Please explain what
kind of mitigation measure is determined for this.
Soil condition: It is indicated in GSP that “Some pieces
of lands will be purchased for the project activity which
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are being used for agriculture before the project.
Remaining lands after project activity will be left usage
to owners for agriculture activities”. During the site visit
validation team was told that the land was only used for
grazing purposes. Please clarify.

Other pollutants: It is indicated in GSP that “The
distance of the project to closest settlement (Cobandéren
village) is more than 2 km”. During the site visit this
village was not mentioned and closest village was
introduces as Cavunur. Please clarify.

Reference 11 on pg 18 of the GSP is not clear to DOE.
Please clarify.

It is indicated in PIF pg 49 that “permission will be
obtained from Ministry of Nature that the project does
not interfere with bird migration routes”. Please provide
the said document.

Please provide a reference for “the report prepared
based on 127 researches in 10 countries”.

Quality of employment: Proof for trainings were asked
in Do No Harm Assessment of this protocol.

AKRES WPP is mentioned on page 18. Please clarify.

Human and institutional capacity: The scoring is (+) but
the explanation contains expression ” pre and post
project situation for this parameter is zero”. Please
clarify.

Quantitative employment and income generation: In the
GSP pg: 19, the project is claimed to create new
employments with social insurance. Please provide
objective evidence by a third party that employees have
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social insurances.
h. If there are any ‘negative’ indicators, are there any T- No OK OK
mitigation measures for these indicators? 2.4.2 )
a. Has the matrix been filled by the stakeholders durin T- : :
the Local Stakeholder Cons):JItation? ° 2.4.2, Yes, stakeholders filled a matrix. OK OK
. \S/llaeiigr;tg%reerirz]le?gtil(\)/ﬁ?scores during the ; 49 No, almost all of the scores are positive. OK OK
j- If the answer to the above question is yes, has the T-
sustainability assessment been revisited? 2.4.2 N/A OK OK
k. Have the project indicators been classified in three
categories namely “environment”, “social
development” and “economic and technological Indicators have been classified accordingly. OK OK
development” under the sustainable development
matrix?
I.  Does the project contribute positively to least at two of | T- Project contributes positively to least at two of the three OK OK
the three categories and neutral to the third category? | 2.4.2, | categories.
m. |s the matrix based on existing sources of
information? (can include data from existing reports, .
results from stakeholder consultations, and T- E{Ieell;ﬁrence 8 onpg 17is not clear to DOE. Please
experiences with similar projects in similar situations, 351 y CL-14 OK
etc. Where data are unavailable or are of poor quality, ~
or severely outdated, independent opinions and
expert judgments can also be used.)
n. Are the data or expert opinions presented in a T- There are no expert opinions. OK OK
sufficient degree of detail and transparency? 3.5.1
The amount for “Balance of payments and investment”
on pg 16 “27,093 Euro” is not reproducible by DOE. CAR- OK
Please clearly indicate the calculations used to find the 25
number.
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Please clearly indicate how “future targets for CAR-
” OK
parameters” have been calculated. 25
0. Are the data uncertainties clearly stated, if possible T- .
with associated margins of error? 3.5.1 There are no data uncertainties. OK OK
Is the scoring reproducible and verifiable? ;'5 1 Scoring is verifiable. OK OK
Does the project demonstrate clear benefits in terms T- . : .
of sustainable develooment? 540 Project has benefits on sustainable development. OK OK

. Sustainability Monitoring Plan

Please revise monitoring plan if necessary after

a. Qlfng]e mitigation actions included in the monitoring ;.'4'3 considgring the baseline for water quality as pre project | CL-15 OK
scenario.
Please also clarify if the land of project area is used for CL-15 OK
agriculture.
Regarding “Quantitative employment and income
generation” it is not clear to DOE the expression CL-15 OK
“Private lands to be utilized for the project activity will be
compensated properly”. Please clarify.
b. Are all the non-neutral indicators included in the T- If land usage is to be monitored it should not be scored CAR- OK
monitoring plan? 2.4.3 | as zero. Please clarify. 26
If “Human and institutional capacity” is scored positive, CAR- OK
it should be monitored, please clarify. 26
c. Isthe current status (or expected status under the
baseline) of the parameters, the future status and the | T- Current status, future status and the way they will be OK OK
way they will be monitored described in the monitoring | 2.4.3 | monitored are described.
plan?
d. Have the project proponents identified parameters T- Comments on parameters have been provided in above OK OK
that can be used to properly monitor each non-neutral | 2.4.3 | CARs.
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Sustainable Development Indicator according Annex |
of the Toolkit?
e. Are chosen parameters relevant to the indicators? ;'5 ” Parameters are relevant to the indicators. OK OK
Reference 12 and 13 on pg 21 is not clear to DOE.
Please clarify. CL-16 OK
Reference 14 on pg 23 is not clear to DOE. Please
clarify. CL-16 OK
f. Are these parameters planned to be monitored over T- Parameters will be monitored continuously or after OK OK
the crediting period and on a recurrent basis? 2.4.3 | construction. Frequencies are adequate.
g. Are all mitigation measures put in place to prevent
violation or the risk of violating a safeguarding T- Mitigation measures related to trainings are included in
principle of the ‘Do No Harm’ Assessment or to 9 9 OK OK

‘neutralize’ a Sustainable Development Indicator 2.4.3 | the monitoring plan.

included in the monitoring plan?

h. \Isiltlhrﬁ ;rﬂfé?'\?vﬁﬁl%ﬁ;??:‘égolj'enr?cﬂan clear about who ; 5 1 Responsibilities are clearly stated. OK OK
T- “Photos of excavators watering the ground in summer CAR-
i. Is the monitoring plan feasible? 351 season will be taken” is given as a way of monitoring. 07 OK
" Please determine a more realistic way of monitoring.
Feasibility of the comment will be commented when CAR- OK

CARs and CLs about monitoring plan are closed. 27
ANNEX 1 ODA declaration

b. Does the project receive ODA under the condition that

the credits coming out of the project are transferred to ;'5 1 Project does not receive ODA. OK OK
the donor country? "
c. Is a scanned copy of the Official Development Annex | ODA declaration is provided in the PDD and GSP. OK OK
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Assistance Declaration statement signed by the D

project owner given in Annex 1?
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Draft report clarlflcatlons.anq corrective action question Summary of project owner response Validation team conclusion
requests by validation team .
in table 1
and 2
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CAR-1

Please include:

-purpose of project activity

- scenario existing prior to the start or project
- baseline scenario

In section A.2.

Table 1
3.C.i

- Purpose of the project is provided
already in Version 1 of the PDD.
Please see page 2-3.

- Scenario is as well provided in
Section A.2 page 2.

- Additional sentence is added for
clarification regarding baseline
scenario.

Response to Review 1:

Prior to the start or project, the land,
where the project site is, has been used
for grazing purposes. After construction
stage has been finished, the land will be
further used for grazing purposes.

Review 1:

In section A.4.3. of the PDD, it is
stated that “The specific goals of the
project are to reduce GHG and other
emissions, help stimulate the growth
of wind power industry, create local
employment, as well as differentiate
the electricity generation mix.”.

Baseline scenario is indicated as “In
case no wind power plant is built, the
111,760 MWh generated electricity
would be provided by conventional
power plants fed with fossil fuels.”

Please also state the scenario existing
prior to the start or project, what
existed in the project site, how the
land was used etc.

The clarification request is still open.
Review 2:

Explanation is added to PDD.

The clarification request is closed.
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Please explain in details how technology and 3.g.i clarifications regarding know-how and _ o
know how is transferred. technology are added. Technology transfer is explained in
section A.2.
The clarification request is closed.
CAR-3 Table 1 Please see CAR.1. In section A.4.3 some | Review 1:
Please include: 3.9.ii information regarding baseline
) : . scenario and scenario prior the project | In section A.4.3. of the PDD, it is
purposg of p_rc:!ect a_ctlvityth tart iact is already implemented. Some stated that “The specific goals of the
i scena.mo exis '”9 prior to the start or projec additional information is added project are to reduce GHG and other
- baseline scenario regarding the purpose of the project. | emissions, help stimulate the growth
In section A.4.3 of wind power industry, create local
employment, as well as differentiate
the electricity generation mix.”.
It is explained that “The business-as-
usual scenario and the scenario
existing prior this wind farm electricity
would be produced produced by
mainly fossil fuel-fired power plants
within the Turkish national grid”
The clarification request is closed.
CAR-4 Table 1
3.g.iii

110




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT

BUREAU
VERITAS

Specification of the turbines is provided.

Supply agreement dated 6 October 2010 is for
16 turbines of 2,5 MW capacity. In section
A.4.3, 18 turbines are mentioned.

The number of turbines in section A..4.3.
has been corrected from 18 to 16.

Response to Review 1:

The number of turbines in section B.4 has
been corrected from 18 to 16.

Review 1:

Number of turbines is corrected in the
PDD except for section B.4.
Please clarify.

Review 2:

Correction is made. OK

Also in section A.2. it is indicated that 15 X 2,5
MW and 1 X 1,5 MW will be installed.

Also in Section A.2 the correct number of
turbines has been added.

16 turbines of 2,5 MW capacity are
mentioned in the PDD.OK
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Also the license is for 39 MW but installed
capacity is 40 MW.

Baktepe has granted generation license
as IPP for 39 MW wind power plant by
Energy Market Regulatory Authority
(EMRA) and this license was issued in
June 2004. However, as the latest
installed capacity of the plant is 40
MW, Baktepe has applied for an
update of the current license. This will
be issued after construction has been
finished. Furthermore, according to
the local regulations, increase factor
of 3% is allowed without a request for
new license. To see the regulations
please see following link:
http://www.enerji.gov.tr/mevzuat/3154/
Elektrik_Tesisleri_Proje_Yonetmeligi.
pdf

Response to Review 1:

Although project license has 39 MW, the
regulation gives the possibility to upgrade
the project at the time of commission.
That is why it is intended to be upgraded
to 40 MW just before commissioning. In
regards of this, We suggest to open a
FAR to be checked at the time of first
verification by DOE. Please check
regulation for detailed information (article
5, clause 23)
http://www.alomaliye.com/2009/elektrik_tesis
leri.htm

Review 1:

Please provide license upgrade
application document. Please
inform the DOE about current
situation of the application.

Review 2:

According to item 23 of the regulation,
license can be revised before
commissioning. A FAR will be
raised to see the revised license
during first verification. OK
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On pg:12, 20 turbines are mentioned.

The number of turbines has been
corrected.

Response to Review 1:
see CAR 4 above. Number of turbines
has been corrected.

Number of turbines is corrected in the
PDD except for section B.4.
Please clarify.

Review 2:

Correction is made.OK
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Installed capacity in the project site, PDD and
license should be in line with each other.

Production license is for 26 turbines. During site
visit it was mentioned that an application for
the renewal of the license was made. Please
provide the application to DOE.

- Baktepe has granted generation
license as IPP for 39 MW wind power
plant by Energy Market Regulatory
Authority (EMRA) and this license
was issued in June 2004. However,
as the latest installed capacity of the
plant is 40 MW, Baktepe has applied
for an update of the current license.
This will be issued after construction
has been finished. Furthermore,
according to the local regulations,
increase factor of 3% is allowed
without a request for new license.
Therefore, the installed capacity on
side is 40 MW and is currently in line
with the PDD.

- The application for the new license
has been provided to the DOE during
the on-side visit.

Response to Review 1:

See CAR 4 above.

Although project license has 39 MW, the
regulation gives the possibility to upgrade
the project at the time of commission.
That is why it is intended to be upgraded
to 40 MW just before commissioning. In
regards of this, We suggest to open a
FAR to be checked at the time of first
verification by DOE. Please check
regulation for detailed information (article
5, clause 23)
http://www.alomaliye.com/2009/elektrik_tesis
leri.htm

Please provide license upgrade
application document. Please
inform the DOE about current
situation of the application.

The application has not been
presented to DOE. Please provide
the document.

Review 2:

According to item 23 of the regulation,
license can be revised before
commissioning. A FAR will be
raised to see the revised license
during first verification. OK

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-5 Table 1 The corresponding version numbers of Review 1:
For baseline calculation the “Tool to calculate the 3. the applied tools have been added in _ o
emission factor for an electricity system” and text in PDD. In section B.3. tool version is 12.
for additionality assessment the “Tool for the _ Please revise.
demonstration and assessment of Response to Review 1: _
additiona"ty” is used. In the PDD, section b.3. please
Section B.3 of the PDD has been revised; indicate which tool is used.
Please indicate version numbers of the tools tool and version have been added.
throughout all the documents where the tools The clarification request is still open.
are mentioned. Review 2
Versions are correct.
The clarification request is closed.
CAR-6 Table 1 The different applicability conditions have | Review 1:
Please discuss all elements of the applicability 3.k been discussed in section B. 2. Some S _ .
conditions of the methodology. criteria are skipped as they are Applicability criteria are discussed in
applicable only for hydro project and details. Methodology is applicable.
the project at hand is no hydro project.
The clarification request is closed.
CAR-7 Table 1 The link provided in Footnote 7 is relevant | Review 1:
3.m.iii also here. The Information provided in

Reference 7 on pg 8 is not working.
Please clarify reference 10 on pg:12

text can be found in the presentation
in the link of Footnote 7.

References have been clarified.

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-8
Please state who is responsible for data
collection and storage.

Table 1
3.t.iii

Please see monitoring plan in Passport,
as well as Section B.7.1 and B.7.2.

Response to Review 1:

The plant manager or specialist,
appointed by the plant manager, will be
responsible for data collection and
storage.

Review 1:

As understood from the GSP, plant
manager will be responsible for
data collection ad storage. Please
state this clearly in the PDD.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 2:

Explanation is added to PDD.

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-9 Table 1 The company name has been revised to | Review 1:
Name of the company is Baktepe Eneriji A.S 3.u.ii Baktepe Elektrik in both documents
according to the license. Please revise PDD and Passport. There is a reference besides each
company name. CAR/CL request. In CAR-9
Response to Review 1: reference is Table 1- 3.u.ii. If this
Name of the company has been question of the protocol is seen, it
corrected. will be clear that the question
about section B.8 of the PDD and
name of the company should only
be changed in this section.
Name of the company is Baktepe
Enerji A.S according to the license.
Please revise company name
throughout the PDD.
Review 2:
Company name is Baktepe Eneriji
in the PDD. OK
Please provide name of responsible person for Name of responsible person have been Name of the responsible is
the baseline. added in section B. 8 provided.OK
The clarification request is closed.
CAR-10 Table 1 See answer CAR 6. Review 1:
5.b.a.i

Please discuss all elements of the applicability
conditions of the methodology.

Applicability criteria are discussed in
details. Methodology is applicable.

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-11 Table 1 Additional information on the applicability | Review 1:

Please discuss applicability conditions of the S.b.h.i conditions of the "Tool to calculate the o _ _
“Tool to calculate the emission factor for an emission factor for an electricity Applicability criteria are discussed in
electricity system”. system” have been added in section details. Tool is applicable.

B.6.1.
The clarification request is closed.

CAR-12 Table 1 Additional information on the applicability | Review 1:

Please discuss applicability conditions of the 5.b.h.ii conditions of the “Tool for the o _ _
“Tool for the demonstration and assessment demonstration and assessment of Applicability criteria are discussed in
of additionality”. additionality” in section B.5. details. Tool is applicable.

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-13 Table 1 In section B.3, clarification is added Review 1:

In section B.3.please clearly indicate project o.c.a regarding the project boundary. .
boundaries that are considered during According to the methodology the
determination of project and baseline spatial extent of the project boundary
emissions. includes the project power plant

and all power plants connected
physically to the electricity system that
the project power plant is connected
to.

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-14 Table 1

6.h

Please discuss in details how the alternatives
comply with the mentioned regulations and
please show objective evidences related to
compliance with regulations.

Section B.5, sub-step 1b has been
revised and it is shown that the
alternatives comply with the
mentioned regulations. This is also
proven by the authorizations and
operation permits obtained.

Review 1:

Alternatives are in compliance with
the regulations.OK
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with regulations:
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Construction permit: during site visit DOE was
informed that a report from TUBITAK related
to the “confirmation that the WPP could be
built in project site as there is a military
airport and aviation training zone in the
district” is waited as a prerequisite for
construction permit. Please provide the
results of the report and the related permit
when available.

(an investigation was made by a private
company called AGENA but the government
asked for a TUBITAK report)

Application for construction permit was made on
7.10.2008.

Application for expropriation was done by
Project developer to EMRA and the
decision for expropriation was taken
based on public interest by EMRA.
This is enough for Project developer
to start construction and complete the
project. Expropriation, on the other
hand, is carried by EMRA through
governmental institutions and may not
result before commissioning of the
Project. Thus, the question and
request is not relevant.

While construction has already started,
construction permit does not depend
on TUBITAK report. However we can
still provide the report when it is
ready. But, validation of Project
should not depend on TUBITAK
report, because the issue here is not a
relevant question.

Response to Review 1:

According to the local regulations, while
the project is on grassing area and the
fact that it is a renewable project there is
no need for construction permission.
Moreover, the license itself gives
permission for project developer to start
for construction. Please take this into
account.

Review 1:

Please clarify if the project has a
construction permit.

Review 2:

Explanation is accepted. OK
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During site visit DOE was informed that an
application was made on 18.01.2011 to the
government regarding the expropriation of
grazing areas. Please provide results of the
application to DOE.

Application for expropriation was done by
Project developer to EMRA and the
decision for expropriation was taken
based on public interest by EMRA .
This is enough for Project developer
to start construction and complete the
project. Expropriation, on the other
hand, is carried by EMRA through
governmental institutions and may not
result before commissioning of the
Project. Thus, the question and
request is not relevant.

However we can still provide the results

when it is ready or during the first

verification period.

Review 1:

A FAR will be raised to monitor the
status of expropriation issues.OK

Rent permit of the site of the office buildings will
be provided to DOE.

Please see attached document “Building
site rental agreement”.

Review 1:
Rent documents are provided.OK

Please provide documents showing compliance
with the regulations about excavation
(excavation plans and permits)

Please note that it was stated in the PIF
of the project (page 20) that project
developer will comply with the
“regulation on control of excavation
and construction waste” with number
of 25406 dated to 18.03.2004.

Review 1:
Request is closed.OK
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EIA not required document is given to Baktepe
as the precautions foreseen in the PIF are
sufficient. Please show objective evidences
that these precautions (PIF page: 61-64) are
taken:

Cesspool discharge
Solid waste disposal
Excavation waste
Dust

Noise

Official document that the project site is not in
destinations of birds.

Please note that as the project is still in

very early stage, such objective
evidence cannot be shown.
Furthermore, this question is not
relevant for the validation. Such
references and evidences can be
shown first during first verification
period.

Regarding the reference for the birds, as

mentioned in earlier CAR, the report
will be provided as it is ready.

Response to Review 1:

All parameters have been added in
the monitoring plan of the GSP. They
shall be verified once during first
verification.

Official document showing that the
project site is not in the destinations
of birds is provided. Please see
attachment.

Review 1:

Please include these parameters in
the monitoring plan of the SD
Matrix.

Review 2:

Parameters have been added in the
monitoring plan of the SD
Matrix.OK

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-15

Date of electromechanical equipment contract
date is set to be project starting date.

Please include a timeline which shows the
milestones of the project so that it can be
checked which date is the adequate start
date.

Table 1
6.a.a

Timeline is already included in Section
B.5.

Response to Review 1:

Although these documents and related
dates have been provided to DOE on site
meeting, we would provide once more
here.

- The date of loan agreement is: 27
October 2010

- The date of Electromechanical
purchase: 06 October 2010

- The date of carbon consultancy
agreement: 22 July 2010

Please find the documents attached.

Response to Review 2:
Timeline is corrected in PDD Table 8 as
stated.

Review 1:

Please provide documents showing
dates of loan agreement, request
for consultancy and start of
construction. Dates should be
validated to determine frst real
action for the project.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 2:

Loan proposal is dated to 20/08/2010
and loan agreement is dated to
27/10/2010. Equipment contract is
dated to 06/10/2010 (investment
decision date). Please revise
timeline and section C.1.1.
accordingly.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 3:

Timeline is in line with the reference
documents provided.

The clarification request is closed.
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6.b.c.ii

Please discuss in details how the alternatives
comply with the mentioned regulations and
please show objective evidences related to
compliance with regulations

Alternatives are in compliance with
the regulations.

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-17

Please provide a table of IRR inputs clearly
indicating

--input name

--input value

--name of reference document
--page/column number of related value

Table 1
6.c.zz

Please note that some of the data used
for the IRR calculations is very
sensitive and in some cases even
confidential. Therefore, this
information cannot be provided in the
PDD.

Response to Review 1:
See CAR 15
Response to Review-1:

Submitted proposal of Sena ingaat is the
earliest proposal in hand which can be
based on investment analysis. PP is
in opinion that as investment decision
date (06/10/2010) and construction
proposal date (18/10/2010) is too
close, these proposal budget was also
applicable during investment decision
and can be used as an evidence for
construction cost. However, to be
more conservative, only half of this
price is used in investment analysis to
demonstrate that, even half price of
this cost doesn’t lead project to be
economically attractive.

Review 1:

The DOE does not request this
information to be published in the
PDD anyway. The references of
the data in IRR excel sheet is
provided in the excel sheet
besides the data but please
provide the loan agreement and
electromechanical purchase
agreement (full documents) so
that this data can be validated.

Review 2:

All IRR inputs have been validated
with documents dated before the
investment decision date except
for “construction works cost”. This
cost was not known at time of
investment decision date. Please
clarify how this is conservative.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 3:

Construction cost is validated with
construction proposal which is
dated later but still very close to

investment decision date.

The clarification request is closed.
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Response to Review 1:

All analyses and feasibility studies were
done according to the value from energy
assessment report P75. That is why this
value is also taken for IRR calculation.

Please explain why the “estimated
generation of 111,670 MWh per
year” data is taken from the
“Kayaduzu_Energy-Assessment-
Report” and not the license.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 2:

Explanation is accepted.

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-18

In section C.3 project is referred to as a
geothermal project. Pelase4 clarify and
discuss eligibility as per Annex C.

Table 2
C.3b

In section C.3, project type is corrected
and now refer to wind project.

Please note that eligibility criteria
provided in Annex C are not relevant
for wind projects. They are only
relevant for hydro, biomass, biogas,
waste heat recovery, waste gas
recovery, fossil fuel co-generation,
waste incineration, relighting, end-use
fossil fuel switching.

Review 1:
Information is corrected.

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-19

No previous announcement of the project going
ahead without the revenues from carbon
credits has been made.

Kayaduzu 40 MW GPP refers to a geothermal
power plant. Please clarify.

Table 2
C.3.c

The fact that the Kayaduzu has been
referred as geothermal in the
documentation is a typing mistake.
This mistake has been corrected and
now the project is referred as wind
project.

Review 1:
Information is corrected.

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-20 Table 2 There has been training for Review 1:

For safeguarding principle number 8, health and F.1.h subcontractors on fire fighting and . .

safety trainings are mentioned. During site visit control f_or 36 employees and on Training records have been provided.
the following were observed: occupational health and safety for 28 o _

_Nordex equipment agreement has a training for empl_oyees. There are no personnel The clarification request is closed.
1 week for technicians. This training has not certificates for each emplpyee, but the
been realized yet ' docqment attache_d explains who

o T ) received the trainings.

-Technicians have training on the operation of And moreover this is not an issue for
WPP from another private company, too. validation, as it is stated in Gold

-2 of the subcontractor companies have been Standard Passport. This issue and
provided with safety trainings on 26-01-2011. request for proving documents should

-Please provide records for the trainings given to be raised at the time of first
the other subcontractors. verification. Thus, the question and

-Please provide records on first aid trainings. request is not relevant

CAR-21 Table 2 Project type has been corrected from Review 1:

Parameter for “Technology transfer and F.2.c geothermal to wind. So the parame’[el’ .
technological self-reliance” is not adequate. is now adequate. Parameter is now adequate.
Please clarify. o .

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-22 Table 2 The baseline provided in the passport Review 1:

Please confirm that the baseline for “Human and F.2.d was wrong. Now the factor has been _ S
institutional capacity” contains olives related revised and updated. Baseline f_or “Human and institutional
jobs for women. During the site visit no olive capacity” is now adequate.
trees were seen.

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-23 Table 2 Please see CAR 22 Review 1:

F.2.f

Please revise choice of the parameter for
“Technology transfer and technological self-
reliance”.

Parameter is now adequate.

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-24

Table 2
F.2.9
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Water quality: To be on the conservative side,
please revise this section selecting the
baseline as the pre-project scenario.

There is no reason to revise this

parameter. Such revision might be
more conservative but not so realistic.
It is proven that the project will have
this positive effect. Furthermore,
calculations are provided with the
excel sheet for CM. Moreover, several
similar projects have been already
registered with that parameter.

In the baseline, thermal power plants

discharges significant amount of
waste water to the environment after
usage for cooling etc. Hence, with the
project activity considerable amount of
water discharge will be avoided with
substituting partially thermal power
plants. For Wastewater discharged by
thermal PPs in 2008 see:
http://www.turkstat.gov.tr/PreHaberBul
tenleri.do?id=6171&tb_id=2.

Response to Review 1:

In order to be conservative as
possible the, it is considered that the
project does not have any positive
impact on the local water quality.
Therefore, continuation of pre-project
scenario is considered as baseline
and future target of the project.

As each project has its own
conditions, DOE doesn’t take into
account how other projects are
validated. Project is neutral when
preproject scenario is considered.
However, as the SD matrix is not
related to the baseline scenario, it is
not acceptable that a wind project
may have positive impact on local
water quality and sustainable
development in the region. Please
revise.

Review 2:

Water quality is scored as zero. OK
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Biodiversity: It is indicated in GSP that “Position
and operation of turbines may have some
negative impact on biodiversity. One of these
impacts may be on endangered species and
habitats”. Please explain what kind of
mitigation measure is determined for this.

The statement “Position and operation of
turbines may have some negative
impact on biodiversity. One of these
impacts may be on endangered
species and habitats” is wrong. This
statement is general statement for
wind projects. However, in the
Passport is further explained that this
is not the case. However, in order to
avoid confusions this statement have
been deleted.

Response to Review 1:
-  Statement has been now deleted.
Reference has been corrected.

The statement is not deleted.

There are no endemic species around
project area. (Pg 49 of PIF) .
Please revise reference (Pg 37 in
PIF)

Review 2:

The statement is deleted.
Reference has been corrected. OK

Soil condition: It is indicated in GSP that “Some
pieces of lands will be purchased for the
project activity which are being used for
agriculture before the project. Remaining
lands after project activity will be left usage to
owners for agriculture activities”. During the
site visit validation team was told that the
land was only used for grazing purposes.
Please clarify.

The indicator “Soil condition” have been
revised and corrected. The land has
been used only for grazing purposes.
After construction has been finalized,
the land will be further used for
grazing.

Explanation is accepted.OK

Other pollutants: It is indicated in GSP that “The
distance of the project to closest settlement
(Gobandren village) is more than 2 km”.
During the site visit this village was not
mentioned and closest village was
introduced as Cavunur. Please clarify.

The village name has been revised

Correction is done.OK
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Reference 11 on pg 18 of the GSP is not clear to
DOE. Please clarify.

Reference has been now clearly identified
in Passport.

Reference is clear. There are no
endemic species around project
area.OK

It is indicated in PIF pg 49 that “permission will
be obtained from Ministry of Nature that the
project does not interfere with bird migration
routes”. Please provide the said document.

For this process, there has been a work
of ornithologist to analyze the bird
routes in sense of Kayadlizl project.
The report will be provided to DOE as
soon as it is ready.

Response to Review 1:

There is already a report of ornithologist
to analyze the bird routes, please see the
attachment.

Please provide the report when it is
ready.

Review 2:
Comment of Ministry on report of

ornithologist is provided to
DOE.OK

Please provide a reference for “the report
prepared based on 127 researches in 10
countries”.

Please note that this description have
been taken out of the PIF document.
Please see PIF for reference.

OK

Quality of employment: Proof for trainings were
asked in Do No Harm Assessment of this
protocol.

Proofs for trainings are still not available
as the project is very early stage.
Furthermore, such proofs are not
relevant for the validation but for the
verification. Such evidence shall be
provided during first verification.

As trainings are added to the
monitoring plan, request is closed.
OK

AKRES WPP is mentioned on page 18. Please
clarify.

This name is typing mistake. It is now
taken out of the document.

OK

Human and institutional capacity: The scoring is
(+) but the explanation contains expression ”
pre and post project situation for this
parameter is zero”. Please clarify.

Scoring has been revised to 0.

Scoring has been revised to 0.0K
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Quantitative employment and income
generation: In the GSP pg: 19, the project is
claimed to create new employments with
social insurance. Please provide objective
evidence by a third party that employees
have social insurances.

As the project is at very early stage, such
references are not available.
Furthermore, this question is not
relevant for the validation process but
for the verification. References will be
available for the DOE during the first
verification period.

Response to Review 1:
This section has been revised and this
parameter updated.

Mitigation measure for “Quantitative
employment and income
generation” is not relevant. Please
clarify.

Review 2:

Correction is accepted.OK

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-25 Table 2 Review 1:
F.2.n
The amount for “Balance of payments and The number is based on the excel sheet | Calculations are reproducible.OK
investment” on pg 16 “27,093 Euro” is not calculations for CM. In the passport is
reproducible by DOE. Please clearly indicate now as well shortly explained.
the calculations used to find the number.
Please clearly indicate how “future targets for The future targets are calculated with For future targets of air quality, water
parameters” have been calculated. excel tool for CM calculations. Please quality and balance of payments,
see in the excel tool for more detail. please provide references to cells
in the excel sheet.
Response to Review 1:
Please note that below each table in the Review 2:
excel sheet, reference is already
available. Calculations have references.OK
The clarification request is closed.
CAR-26 Table 2 Review 1:
G.b
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If land usage is to be monitored it should not be
scored as zero. Please clarify.

This parameter is scored as zero as there
is not negative or positive effect on
the used land. However, as some land
that is used for grazing is taken during
construction time, to be conservative
and we shall monitor until this during
the first verification

OK

If “Human and institutional capacity” is scored
positive, it should be monitored, please
clarify.

Scoring has been revised to 0.

Scoring has been revised to 0.0K

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-27

Table 2
G.i

“Photos of excavators watering the ground in
summer season will be taken” is given as a
way of monitoring. Please determine a more
realistic way of monitoring.

Please note that the construction period is
short and mainly during winter
season. Also most probably, dust
calculation in PIF will turn to be under
legal limit. Please notice that dust
emissions have negligible impact.
Furthermore, no better way of
monitoring has been identified.
Moreover, further registered projects
have been using the same parameter.
For further more realistic presentation
of this parameter statement of Muhtar,
only during first monitoring period, has
been also added to Monitoring Plan.

Review 1:

It is not a parameter for a certain
project how other projects have
been validated. Conditions could
be different in each case.

As the muhtars statement is added to
the MP, request is closed.OK
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Feasibility of the MP will be commented when
CARs and CLs about monitoring plan are
closed.

Review 2:
Monitoring plan is feasible.OK

The clarification request is closed.

CAR-28

Please give the loan repayment structure details.

Are there any other costs related to the loan
such as commissions (management, import
and quarantee letter) and commitment fees
and etc.?

Response 1:

Leasing Proposal of Yapi Kredi Leasing is
used for IRR calculation (see YKL-
Proposal-2010-08-20). This proposal is
based on fix annual payments for the
loan. There are some costs for
commissions but to be conservative side
they are not considered in IRR
calculation.

Review 1:

In terms of being conservative the
explanation is acceptable.OK
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Please present the calculation behind the yearly
interest payment figure. It shouldn’t be equal
in all years but decreasing in time.

The loan utilized for the project activity
and proposal used for IRR calculation are
for leasing and payments are rents (equal
annual repayments), so, annual debt and
interest payments are same for 12 years.
Please refer to leasing proposal.

Response to Review-1:

IRR Calculation has been revised. Now,
interest payments are decreasing and
principal payments are increasing by
years. Total of interest and principal
payments are equal during payment
period.

Interest payments are indicated
separately in IRR analysis and now IRR
calculated after tax.

Resulted IRRs in PDD are also updated
according to new results.

Response to Review-2:

In IRR Analysis, leasing proposal of YKB
is being considered. For leasing,
repayment amounts for each year is fixed
during repayment period. Therefore, while
payment for interest is decreasing,
payment for principal is increasing by
years.

Review 1:

The sum of principal and interest
payments must be equal during
the repayment period. However,
interest payments should
decrease and the principal
payment should increase in time.

And, since interest expenses have
impact on the tax payment they
must be indicated and calculated
separately in the IRR analysis.

Please note that pre tax IRR
calculation is not suitable for the
world bank benchmark rate.

Please clarify.

Review 2:

The debt repayment calculation seems
wrong. Principal payment must be
equal and the interest expenses are
decreasing in time. This is a common
application in energy project finance
debts. Please check the calculations.

Review 3:
Since it is stated that the debt is a
leasing finance.

The corrective action request is
closed.
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Please explain if the interest expenses during
the construction period is paid by equity or
added to the loan amount.

There is no interest payment during
construction. The annual equal
repayments start after 14 months of

construction. Equity amount is the 28% of

the total investment cost.

OK

Please calculate the fair value by substracting
the total depreciation figure from the original
asset value. So, please calculate depreciation in
the analysis. Please apply different depreciation
periods for each asset classes.

The report of Worldbank, submitted for
benchmark identification doesn't clearly

states whether the equity returns are
before or after tax. Hence to be
conservative, the benchmark is
considered as before tax and IRR
analysis is designed accordingly. No
depreciation is applied as the IRR
analysis is before tax.

Response to Review-1:

Depreciation figures are added to
investment analysis and IRRs are
calculated after tax.

Response to Review-2
OK.

The equity IRR figure of 15% taken
from the world bank document is
after tax figure. So, please
calculate the after tax IRR which
means that depreciation should be
calculated in the analysis.

Review 2:

Depreciation periods should be
checked

Review 3:

Since there is no profit generated
during that period, there is no tax
occurred.

The corrective action request is
closed.

Please delete the figures of Interest Payment in
2030 and 2031.

Figures are deleted.

OK
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Please present if there is VAT on the asset VAT is not considered in IRR calculation. | OK

items.

In the interest cost sensitivity, it is understood OK

that additional investment amount is financed
by equity only. So, please explain why the
interest payment changes when there is a
change in investment cost

IRR analysis is revised and know only
28% of the additional investment amount
is financed with equity which is in line with
Proposal of Yapi Kredi.

Please present the change in the electricity price
in percentage terms in the sensitivity table.

It is done.
Response to Review-1:

Table-10 in PDD already presents the
IRR results after sensitivity analysis.

Please present the sensitivity table in
PDD as it is in the IRR analysis.

Review 2:

Table 10 Equity IRRs (after tax)
according to different parameters (EP
is 55€/MWh) is updated in section
B.5.

The corrective action request is
closed..

In PDD it is stated that “The equity IRR (after
tax) of Kayadlizi WPP is calculated on the basis
of expected cash flows...”. In Excel spreadsheet
it is seen that pre tax IRR is calculated. Please
clarify pre or post tax IRR is calculated.

It is pre-tax.

Response to Review-1:

Depreciation figures are added to
investment analysis and IRRs are
calculated after tax.

The equity IRR figure of 15% taken
from the world bank document is
after tax figure. So, please
calculate the after tax IRR which
means that depreciation should be
calculated in the analysis.

Review 2:

OK
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World bank document is published in May ’09. It
must be in line with the investment decision
in order to set the benchmark rate of 15%
which is stated in the document. DOE will
check whether it is suitable or not when the
investment decision date is clarified (after the
loan agreement is provided). If the timing of
decision date is not very close the document
publishing date, please apply CAPM to
obtain the benchmark rate.

Please see the loan agreement attached.

OK

Please give reference for the loan interest rate.
Please give information whether the loan rate is
floated or fixed.

Please refer to revised IRR analysis
(Investment&Financials) for interest rate
reference.

OK

In PDD it is stated that: “Without adding any risk
premium to the benchmark, which is 15%,...".
The statement in the world bank document refers
to a benchmark including all concepts including
the country and project risks and risk free rate.
So, please deduct this sentence from the PDD.

Sentence in the PDD has been revised.

OK

The clarification request is still open.
The clarification request is closed.

CAR-29
Please clearly state the outcomes after each
step of the methodology.

Response 1:

It is now clearly stated the outcomes after
each step of the Additionality tool.

Review 1
Outcomes are provided.

The clarification request is closed.
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CAR-30

The fair value calculation is not correct. It should have
been the difference between the initial asset value
and the total depreciated amount during the analysis
period. It is not just 5% of the initial asset value.
Please also correct the depreciation periods by
considering the link as followed.
http://www.qib.qov.tr/fileadmin/user upload/Yarar

li_Bilgiler/amortisman oranlari2011.html

Depreciation periods are revised.

As assets are fully depreciated at the end
of operation period (20 yrs) fair value
becomes zero. IRR Analysis
(IRR_Kayaduzu_2011-11-24.xls) is
revised accordingly and IRR results in
PDD are updated.

CAR-31

Depreciation is added back to the net profits to

obtain the cash flow.

But, the depreciation periods should be
corrected.

Depreciation periods are corrected.

Review 1 :

Depreciation periods are defined as;

Time Depreciati

(year) | onrate
For turbines | 10 10,00%
For electrical | 20 5,00%
equipment

The depreciation quantity is stated
2012 - 2022 (3,58Million €/year),
2022 — 2031 (0,22Million €/year)
in IRR_Kayaduzu_2011-11-24.xls

The corrective acti on request is

closed.
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CAR-32

The debt repayment calculation seems wrong.
Principal payment must be equal and the interest
expenses are decreasing in time. This is a
common application in energy project finance
debts. Please check the calculations.

Response to Review-2:

In IRR Analysis, leasing proposal of YKB
is being considered. For leasing,
repayment amounts are fixed during
repayment period. Therefore, while
payment for interest is decreasing,
payment for principal is increasing by
years.

Review -1
Since it is stated that the debt is a
leasing finance.

The corrective action request is
closed.

CL-1

Please show objective evidence to DOE that
roads damaged during construction will be
repaired when the construction is over.

Table 1
3.c.iii

There is a commitment by Baktepe Eneriji
to Special Provincial Administration of
Amasya regarding damages to the
roads. The commitment confirms that
all damages to the roads by project
activity will be repaired afterwards.
The document is attached.

Road conditions is added to the
monitoring plan. The commitment
is also provided.OK
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Please clarify the DOE about the current

situation of the application about land usage.

If the fees have been paid please provide
objective evidence about the payments.

Application was done to EMRA (EPDK)
and EMRA is responsible to carry
relevant work of expropriation. There
is no fee payment for land usage.

Response to Review 1:

Expropriation has been finalized by EPDK
and related documents and payments are
attached.

Response to Review-2:
“BAKTEPE_IMAR-PLANI.pdf” is attached
now to the validation protocol.

Please update the DOE about
expropriation process.

Review 2:

Attachments are not provided.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 3:

The file of “BAKTEPE_IMAR-
PLANI.pdf” is provided.

The clarification request is closed.

The clarification request is still open.

CL-3
Please indicate if the crediting period is to be
renewed.

Table 1
3.y

Indication regarding the crediting period is
added in the section B.

Response to Review 1:
In section C in the PDD is now clearly

indicated that renewable crediting period
shall be used.

Review 1:

The change should also be made in
the PDD as the reference to this
CL is Table 1 which is about the
question list for ACMO0002.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 2:

Renewable crediting period is used.

The clarification request is closed.
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CL-4 Table 1 Please see Annex | of the Passport Review 1:
Please include ODA declaration in PDD. 3.jj

ODA declaration is provided.

The clarification request is closed.
CL-5 Table 1 A new working link has been added as Review 1:
Similar activities have been discussed. 6.y.i reference to table 12.

Please provide a reproducible reference for table

12.

Response to Review 1:

A new working link has been added as
reference to table 12.

Reference 25 of the PDD is not the
correct reference for table 12.
Please clarify.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 2:

Reference is corrected.

The clarification request is closed.
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CL-6 Table 1 Please see forwarded e-mail. Review 1:
During the site visit an e-mail (request of 6.a.b _
proposal of PP from VER Consultant) was Response to Review 1: Request of proposal from VER
mentioned as a proof of prior consideration. consultant is dated 29 March
Please provide the proof to DOE. See attachment. 2010.
Equipment contract which is first real
action for the project is dated to
6/10/2010.
VER revenues are considered before
investment began.
The clarification request is closed.
CL-7 Table 1 See CL 5! Review 1:
Similar and operational projects have been 6.e.ff.

tabulated in table 12. Please provide a
reproducible reference for the table.

Response to Review 1:
See response to CL5

Reference 25 of the PDD is not the
correct reference for table 12.
Please clarify.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 2:

Reference is corrected.

The clarification request is closed.
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CL-8 Table 1 All data required to be monitored shall be | Review 1:

Please state if % 100 of the data will be (AN 100% monitored. . _ .
monitored. All data required to be monitored will

be 100% monitored.
The clarification request is closed.

CL-9 Table 1 Please note that such protocol shall be Review 1:

Ministry of Trade and Industry (Ministry) is 7.1 available and provided to the DOE _ _
responsib|e from control and calibration of durlng the first verification. A FAR will be Opened to see the first
the meters. Periodic calibration of the meter reading protocol as a proof of
meters will be done every 10 years. first calibration.

While operating the meters for the first time, a The clarification request is closed.
protocol will be signed for initial acceptance
of the meters. Please provide a copy of this
document to DOE when it is available.

CL-10 Table 1 Project has been listed on the GS Review 1:

9.a. webpage with number GS950. Please

Yes, stakeholders were invited for a meeting and
comment on the proposed project activity.

PDD has not been published on the GS website
yet (as by 07/02/2011). Please clarify.

see
https://gs1.apx.com/myModule/rpt/myr

pt.asp?r=111

Project is now listed. Stakeholders
were invited for comments before
PDD publication.

The clarification request is closed.
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CL-11 Table 2 Annual emission reduction is revised in Review 1:
Descriptions are consistent with each other but B.a the Passport in accordance with the
there is a CAR about installed capacity. data in the PDD. The annual emissions data are not in
Please revise GSP when the CAR in the line with each other in the GSP and
PDD is corrected. Response to Review 1: PDD.
Installed capacity has been updated. See
Annual emission reduction data is not the same also answers to CL 11 The clarification request is still open.
with the data in the PDD. Please clarify. _ _
Response to Review-2: Review 2:
Annual Emission Reduction estimation in | Data are still different in the PD and
GSP revised to be in line with PDD. GSP.
The clarification request is still open.
Review 3:
Annual emission reduction estimation
is revised as 67.203tCO.. in
GS_Passport_Kayaduzu_2011-
11-24.
The clarification request is closed.
CL-12 Table 2 Start date of construction has been Review 1:
B.b provided in the project description.

Please provide estimated start date of
construction been given under the Project
description.

Construction has started November
2010 and is expected that the
generation of electricity will start as of
June 2011 and will have an
operational life of 20 years

The clarification request is closed.
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According to LSC Report, the stakeholder E.2.b finalized yet. As long as there is _ _ _
feedback round shall be finalized in update on this issue, further Please provide SFR information when
December 2010. Please provide updated information shall be provided. available.
information and objective evidence for the _ o o
date of SFR beginning. Response to Review 1: The clarification request is still open.

Information regarding SFR has been
integrated in the GS Passport. Review 1:
SFR is realized between 17 January
25 March 2011.
The clarification request is closed.
CL-14 Table 2 Reference 8 has been now clearly Review 1:
Reference 8 on pg 17 is not clear to DOE. F.2.m identify. _
Please clarify. Reference is clear now.
The clarification request is closed.

CL-15 Table 2 No revisions have been done. Review 1:

G.a

Please revise monitoring plan if necessary after
considering the baseline for water quality as
pre project scenario.

Issue is questioned in an above CAR.

Please also clarify if the land of project area is
used for agriculture.

Land has been used for grazing purposes
and after construction stage has been
ended it will be further used for
grazing.

Explanation is accepted.

Regarding “Quantitative employment and income
generation” it is not clear to DOE the
expression “Private lands to be utilized for
the project activity will be compensated
properly”. Please clarify.

As the project is at very early stage, more
specific information is not available.
Payment of fee to land owners will be
submitted during first verification.

Expropriation issue is questioned in
another CAR.
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The clarification request is closed.

CL-16

Table 2
G.e

Review 1:

Reference 12 and 13 on pg 21 is not clear to
DOE. Please clarify.

References are now clearly identified.

Review 1:
Reference is clear now.OK

Reference 14 on pg 23 is not clear to DOE.
Please clarify.

References are now clearly identified.

Reference is clear now.OK
The clarification request is closed.

CL-17

Please define technical lifetime and operational
lifetime of the project as per CDM tools (for
example EB50 annex 15).

Response 1:

Technical lifetime and operational lifetime
of the project have been defined in
accordance to the CDM Guidelines.

Review 1:

According to equipment
specifications, lifetime is 20 years.

The clarification request is closed.

CL-18

Annual emission reductions are 67,203 in the
excel sheet and PDD table 4 but different in
PDD pg 34 and pg 2. Please clarify.

Response 1:

Annual emissions reductions have been
corrected on page 2 and 34 of the
PDD to 67,203 tCO2.

Review 1:
Correction is made.

The clarification request is closed.

CL-19

Please provide a reference for Euro/TL parity.
Parity should be on date of investment
decision date (6/10/2010)

EURO/TL parity on investment decision
date is added to the cell C31 of
‘Investment&Financials’ sheet of
‘IRR_Kayaduzu_2011-10-13.xls’.

Review 1:
Reference is provided.

The clarification request is closed.

CL-20
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Generation efficiencies for coal and lignite is said

to be taken from a presentation of Mr. Sefer
Butiin,stating that for pulverized lignite PPs,
the highest electrical efficiency rate is 38%.
However in the calculations this value has
been utilized for coal and for lignite the
efficiency has been taken as 41.5%.

For CAN lignite power plant, efficiency
rate, which is 41.5%, is presented
separately in page 20 of the same of Mr.
Sefer BUtun. This rate is used in CM
calculation sheet and average of lignite
power plants (38.63%) is used for BM
calculation.

For coal power plants as justified in CM
calculation excel sheet, 41.5% rate from
Annex of the tool is used.

Response to Review-1:

Sefer Btin is ex-general manager of
EUAS. As he has right of representation
of EUAS (State Electricity Generation
Company), any kind of written information
by him about his company can be
deemed to be official. Maximum efficiency
rate is used to be conservative. As
Elbistan-B plant is a pulverized PP, and
as in provided presentation (page 18) it is
clearly stated that maximum efficiency
rate for EUAS’s pulverized PPs is 38%, it
is considered to be appropriate use this
rate for Elbistan-B plant

Review 1:

The reference Sefer Butln is not an
official report. Moreover, there is
no plant-specific efficiency rate
given. It says that the maximum
efficiency can be 38%. How can it
be assured that the Elbistan plant
operates at maximum efficiency ?
Referencing the TOOL appendix
is more appropriate for a PDD
which opts for international
recognition. In other word, 39%
efficiency can be used.

The clarification request is still open.
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Response to Review-2:

Efficiency rates for all coal and lignite

power plants are revised to be 41.50, ie.
max. default values in Annex-1 of “Tool to

calculate the emission factor for an

electricity system” for PFBS technology.

Whole emission factor calculation and

emission reduction calculation part of
PDD is revised accordingly.

Review 2:

The efficiency data in the presentation
represents secondary data based on
calculations and assumptions which
are not provided and therefore the
data cannot be directly verified.
Moreover, the data given in the range
of 35-38% is a general efficiency
statement for all lignite fired public
power plants based on data up to
year 2007. In the BM calculations on
the other hand the efficiency value is
used for power plants commissioned
in year 2006. As such, the
presentation does not cover the newly
commissioned plants’ efficiency data.
A higher efficiency should be
expected for new plants so that the
39% recommended in the TOOL is
appropriate for the Elbistan plants.
The 41.5% used for Gan may remain
unchanged as it is a conservative
assumption.

The clarification request is still open.

The reference source for Gross Electricity
supplied to the grid by relevant sources (2006-
2008) provides generation data up to 2007.
Please clarify.

References for annual generation
amounts are corrected.

Review 1:
The correction has been made.

The clarification request is closed.
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CL21

Does the PDD describe that the incentive from
the CDM was seriously considered in the
decision to proceed with the project activity?

No description provided. Please do

Please refer to two paragraphs below Table 8 in
page 18 of the PDD.

Response two Review-1:

Description is added to the second paragraph after
Table-8 in page 18 of the PDD.

Response to Review:3

Year is corrected. According to the guidelines
(EB62, Annex 13:
http://cdm.unfccc.int/Reference/Guidclarif/reg/req g
uid04.pdf) “Evidence to support this would include,
inter alia, minutes

and/or notes related to the consideration of the
decision by the Board of Directors, or equivalent, of
the project participant, to undertake the project as a
CDM project activity” is required for the project
activities with start date before 2 August 2008.
However, start date of proposed project activity is
after 2 August 2008 (6 October 2010). For the
project activities with start date after 2 August 2008,
the Guidelines state that “..UNFCCC shall be
notified within six months of the project activity start
date and shall contain the precise geographical
location and a brief description of the proposed
project activity, using the standardized form F-CDM-
Prior Consideration”. In our perspective, correct
interpretation of this requirement to GS-VER
projects is to inform Gold Standard about project
activity within six month of project activity. In that
respect, Gold Standard team is informed with the
project activity on 27/08/2010 and invited to LSC
meeting with non-tech PDD of the project. E-mail to

Review 1:
Please add the description.

The clarification request is still
open.

Review 2:
Description has been added in PDD.

The calrification request is closed.

Review 3:

“Aforementioned project

implementation schedule shows us

that Baktepe started to consideration
of VER before project start date by
contracting CDM consultant on

22/07/2012, which demonstrates that

VER Revenue has decisive impact on

decision of proceeding to the project.”
1) Please check the year
2) How does contracting CDM

consultant demonstrates that
VER revenue has “decisive
impact on  decision  of
proceeding to the project.”?
This can also be considered
as exploring for an additional
revenue for the project.

As per guidelines “Evidence to
support this would include, inter
alia, minutes and/or notes related
to the consideration of the
decision by the Board of Directors,
or equivalent, of the project 150

participant, to undertake the

GS with invitation and Non-tech PDD is submitted to
DOE as an attachment of this protocol.

project as a CDM project activity.
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CL22
No timeline provided. Please do

Please refer to Table 8 in page 18 of the
PDD.

Review 1:
Timeline is stated as table 8 in the

PDD.

The clarification request is closed.

151




BUREAU VERITAS CERTIFICATION

Report No: TURKEY-/CER1911.10.C45/2010 rev. 04

VALIDATION REPORT

CL23 Input values are provided in page 19 of Review 1:

Input values not provided. Please do. the PDD. As loan related figures are Please add main input data of IRR as
considered strictly confidential by the in table.

(Please note that all documents used in

demonstrating additionality cannot be considered

confidential.)

project owner they are not revealed in
the PDD. However, all input data and
supporting documents are already
submitted to DOE as a spreadsheet.

Response to Review-3:
References for input values of Investment

Analysis are added to the table in page
19 of the PDD.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 2:
No response has been given.

The clarification request is still open.

Review 3:

No relevant documentation or
references are provided for
justifying the IRR input values.
PDD page 19 states “Supporting
documents are available to DOE”

As per PDD guidelines for
demonstrating additionality it is
required to “Explain and justify key
assumptions and  rationales.
Provide relevant documentation or
references. lllustrate

in a transparent manner all data used
to assess the additionality of the
project activity (variables,

parameters, data sources etc.).”
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CL24

PDD does not address the likelihood of the
variations of the sensitivity conditions

Likelihood of variations of parameters are
discussed in page 20 of the PDD.

Response to Review-1:
IRR inputs, other than loan related inputs

are added to the table in page 19 of
the PDD.

Review 1:
Likelihood of variations of parameters
are given in page 20 of the PDD.

The clarification request is closed.

CL25

PDD states “By the end of 2008, the latest year
for which the official statistics are published
by the time of PDD submission to DOE”

VR states under references “GS-VER-PDD
Version 01 dated 05/10/2010”

Please clarify

Baseline calculation in PDD was done on
05.10.2010. At that time, the most
recent data for OM and BM
calculation was for 2008, as Turkish
Statistics Institute (TUIK) announces
the electricity generation and

transmission statistics 10 months after

the relevant year, which is by the end
of September 2010 for the year of

2009. (See Official Statistics Program:
http://www.tuik.gov.tr/rip/rip _programi.

pdf, page 97, item 4.3.1).

Review 1:

Baseline calculation was done on
05.10.2010. Since Turkish
Statistics Institute (TUIK)
announces the electricity
generation and  transmission
statistics 10 months after the
relevant year. The year of 2009 is
not considered .

The clarification request is closed.
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CL26

Only 2006-2008 have been considered in the

calculations.

Project start date is 06/10/2010. Please clarify
why 2009 was not considered, since
previous 3 years have to be considered.

Baseline calculation in PDD was done on
05.10.2010. At that time, the most
recent data for OM and BM
calculation was for 2008, as Turkish
Statistics Institute (TUIK) announces
the electricity generation and
transmission statistics 10 months after
the relevant year, which is by the end
of September 2010 for the year of
2009. (See Official Statistics Program:
http://www.tuik.gov.tr/rip/rip_programi.
pdf, page 97, item 4.3.1).

Review 1:

Baseline calculation was done on
05.10.2010. Since Turkish
Statistics Institute (TUIK)
announces the electricity
generation and  transmission
statistics 10 months after the
relevant year. The year of 2009 is
not considered .

The clarification request is closed.
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CL27

PDD states “Starting date of the first crediting
period is the commercial start of the plant:
01/01/2012. ¢

Crediting period start date can be after the
registration of the project.

It is not clear for PP, why crediting period
start date shall be after the
registration of the project.

According to GS Rules:

V.a.2.1. For VER project activities
proceeding under the regular

project cycle, the start date of the Gold
Standard Crediting Period

shall be the date of start of operation or a
maximum of two years prior

to Gold Standard registration, whichever

occurs later. (ref:
http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org/wp-
content/uploads/2011/10/GSv2.1_Requiremen

ts-11.pdf page 36)

It is clear from above rule start of
operation If the project activity is the
start date of the crediting period.

By the way, commercial start date in the
PDD is revised to be 17/03/2012,
which is the actual date for plant
operation.

Review 1:
Commercial start date is defined as
17/03/2012

The clarification request is closed.
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CL28 Lifetime of equipment is determined in Review 1:

Please define the procedure of determine accordance of information provided by | Lifetime of equipment is determined
turbine provider (Nordex). in accordance datasheet.

lifetime of equipment.
Please choose one and define in PDD.
1.Tool to determine the remaining lifetime of
equipment.
2.Datasheet
3.Default values.

Method used to determine lifetime of
equipment is inserted in page 7 of
PDD ver.10

Datasheet link is provided as
footnote 4. ,

The clarification request is closed.

CL29
Please discuss about what is the likelihood
conditions for benchmark.

As per PDD guidelines for demonstrating
additionality it is required to “Explain and
justify key assumptions and rationales.
Provide relevant documentation or
references. lllustrate in a transparent manner
all data used to assess the additionality of
the project activity (variables, parameters,
data sources etc.).”

Assessment of likelihood of conditions to
reach benchmark for each parameters
used in financial analysis is provided
in Section B.5, Sub-step 2.d of the
PDD.

Energy generation report for Kayaduzu
project is submitted to DOE again as
a reference for assessment of
likelihood for energy yield amount.

IRR analysis of project activity is also
provided to DOE, in order to check
increase or decrease rates to reach
benchmark, which are provided in
assessment.

Review 1:
Likelihood conditions have been
discussed in PDD.

The clarification request is closed.

FAR-1

First meter reading document (to be signed
when the plant begins to generate electricity)
of TEIAS should be seen as a proof of first
calibration.
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FAR-2

Expropriation process has started for grazing
areas. The status of this process should be
followed in first verification.

FAR-3

According to item 23 of the regulation, license
can be revised before commissioning. This
FAR is raised to see the revised license
during first verification.
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